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The BC Progress Board’s tenth annual benchmark report is published during the recovery 
from a worldwide recession and due to lags in reporting, many of the economic indicators 
reflect BC’s performance during the recession. It’s no surprise that performance on many 
indicators turned negative in 2009. 

Consistent with the observation in the ninth benchmark report that “…BC is relatively well 
positioned to handle the challenges and to take advantage of the opportunities ahead” BC’s 
recent performance on the economic indicators was essentially tied with, or better than, 
average Canadian performance. British Columbia also maintained its top ranks on the 
environment and health indexes and ranked sixth on the social condition index for 2008, 
reflecting uneven but steady improvement from its worst performance on record in 2002. 

The 2008 index shows significant improvement since 2002 in four of the five indicators and 
rank improvements on three. Long-term unemployment decreased by almost sixty percent 
which moved BC’s rank from last to fifth. The proportion of the population relying on income 
assistance declined by almost half, changing BC’s rank from a middling sixth to a strong 
second. Crime rates fell by one-third resulting in a rank improvement from ninth to eighth. 
In addition, the gap between BC and seventh-place Alberta dropped from 29 to five percent. 
Similarly, Low Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) fell by almost thirty percent and although BC still 
ranks last, the gap between it and ninth-ranked Quebec fell from 30 to two percent.

Performance on LICO continues to hold the Board’s interest and motivate additional 
investigation. Recent research commissioned from Statistics Canada revealed an interesting 
connection between the much higher-than-average LICO rates that prevailed in BC from 
1999 through 2004 and employment engagement. Over this period after-tax LICO rates 
for BC families were, on average, one-third higher than rates for Canadian families and the 
proportion of BC families with no employment engagement averaged 17 percent higher than 
the Canadian proportion. More recent years show similar engagement in BC and Canada and 
that BC’s LICO rates are closer to the Canadian average. 

Although BC generally performed better than average in the downturn there are two notable 
exceptions. Although Core Target 2, real personal disposable income per capita, grew by 
almost $4,800 between 2000 and 2008 in BC fell by $469 in 2009. This is less than one year 
of average growth in the previous nine years but was the second-largest drop among the 
provinces. Similar to personal income, BC’s employment rate as tracked in Core Target 3 did 
better than average between 2000 and 2008 but suffered a large decline in 2009. Recessionary 
declines were not large enough to affect BC’s relative ranks on these core targets.

Longer-term economic performance will be affected by resolution of the uncertainty 
surrounding the HST. Discussions about how to replace the lost revenue and the practicality 
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of refunding HST already paid miss the most important point – BC needs a lower Marginal 
Effective Tax Rate (METR) to improve capital investment and productivity and keeping the 
HST is the best way to lower it. The BC Progress Board suggested sales tax harmonization for 
BC in Investment in British Columbia: Current Realities and the Way Forward because of the 
benefits to productivity from increased capital investment. British Columbia made a giant 
leap in competitiveness when the HST came into effect as reflected by a much lower METR. 
International investors consider a number of factors beyond taxation and other previously-
announced tax changes will lower BC’s METR but roughly four-fifths of the expected decreases 
come about from the full implementation of the HST. 

Another important consideration will be export performance which has traditionally been 
driven by shipments of lumber and pulp and paper to international markets. Although its 
share of exports is well below that of the 1990s, the forest industry still generates three of every 
ten dollars in export income in BC. 

The share of export income from shipping forestry products abroad means BC will not see 
strong export growth in the near term until it starts to sell more timber and pulp again, 
preferably at higher prices. This largely depends on a turnaround in the United States. There 
are positive signs of growth in forestry product exports in 2010, including a 21 percent increase 
in softwood exports to the US in the first nine months of 2010 relative to those in 2009.

Other positive signs are continued strength in agricultural and fish shipments and the fact that 
exports to China grew quickly to just under ten percent of BC’s total in 2009 and continued to 
grow through the recession. China is especially promising as a long-term market for BC’s forest 
products.

Global economic recovery continues to face challenges although none seem especially 
threatening at the moment. Events beyond our borders will continue to impact BC as will 
choices within them – most notably the possible elimination of the HST. British Columbia 
has weathered the recession and the slow recovery well. Economic performance was generally 
above average and, although it is too early to make definitive statements, there are some 
encouraging signs of near- and longer-term export growth. In addition, BC maintained its top 
ranks on the environment and health indexes and made progress on the social condition index. 
The Board remains optimistic about continued improvement in BC’s performance. 
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>> Introduction
Established in 2001, the BC Progress Board tracks changes in the economic performance and social 
wellbeing of British Columbia. The Board consists of up to 18 business executives and academic leaders 
from around the province. British Columbia has the natural and human capital to become a leader in 
Canada. Moreover, the province is well placed to become a global leader. The Board has two mandates:

>> Measure and benchmark British Columbia’s performance over time, and relative to other 
jurisdictions, in order to determine if BC’s competitiveness and quality of life are improving;

>> Advise the Premier on strategies, policies and actions that could enhance BC’s economic and 
social wellbeing regardless of whether government, business or individual actions are required. 

The BC Progress Board’s benchmark work is 
the most comprehensive review available of 
the state of the province’s economy, innovation, 
education, environment, health and societal 
performance. 

The Board has two main objectives: 

>> Help make BC a leader in Canada in  
economy, innovation and education;

>> Help make BC a leader in       
environment, health and society. 

For each objective, the Board has three core 
targets and 13 performance indicators. Under 
the “Economy, Innovation, and Education” 
objective, the core targets are: real GDP per 
capita, personal income, and jobs. Under the 

“Environment, Health and Society” objective, 
the core targets are: environmental quality, 
health outcomes, and social condition. 
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Historical and Recent Results
BC’s performance relative to the rest of the country has shown general improvement between the 
first annual benchmark report and this – the tenth – annual report. The Board’s initial goal for the 
six core targets was to maintain first place in Canada in environmental quality and health outcomes, 
and to achieve a first or second-place rank in the other four core targets.

Since the Progress Board was established in 2001, BC has maintained its first-place rank in 
environmental quality and health outcomes. Despite solid personal income gains in BC, 
extraordinary growth in Saskatchewan boosted it past BC into third place in 2008. BC has seen 
strong employment growth and an improved rank on jobs. Real GDP per capita grew steadily and 
ranked fourth most years. British Columbia earned a middling rank on social condition reflecting 
uneven but steady improvement from its worst performance on record in 2002. The 2008 index 
shows significant improvement since 2002 in four of the five indicators and rank improvements on 
three.  

0 2 4 6 8 10

Personal Income          4th 

Economy                        4th  

Jobs                   4th 

Environmental Quality         1st 

Health Outcomes                     1st 

Social Condition      6th 

Where BC Ranks in Canada



5

BC  progress  
board   

2010
10th Annual  
Benchmark   
         Report

Reporting Framework
The BC Progress Board issues benchmark 
reports that compare BC to other jurisdictions, 
and, within BC, compare the province’s 
major metropolitan areas to each other and 
to the non-metropolitan area of the province 
(Regional BC). 

External Performance Review
The external performance review includes 
sections on “Economy, Innovation, and 
Education,” and “Environment, Health and 
Society” and compares BC to Canada’s other 
provinces, to other jurisdictions in North 
America, and to OECD countries. Six core 
targets and 26 performance indicators are used 
to assess the province’s economic performance 
and social wellbeing. 

 
Internal Performance Review
The internal performance review provides 
regional comparisons within BC. It has the 
same two categories as the external review: 

“Economy, Innovation, and Education” and 
“Environment, Health and Society.” For the 
first category, the internal review tracks ten 
regional indicators, and for the second it tracks 
eight. The internal review compares the major 
metropolitan areas and Regional BC and 
provides detail on BC’s development regions 
and health authorities. 

Changes
Core Target 1 is now focussed on GDP level 
rathen than growth. Full data for BC’s GDP level 
and growth are provided in the appendix tables 
located on our website.
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economy, Innovation and education
In the “Economy, Innovation and Education” indicators, BC has five strong, ten middling and only 
one weak ranking. A strong ranking means the province was first to third in Canada, a middling 
performance is fourth to seventh, and weak is an eighth to tenth place showing. In 2009, BC ranked 
fourth in real GDP per capita, jobs (employment rate) and personal income.

The table below shows BC’s performance compared to the other provinces, and its comparison to 
other jurisdictions in North America and internationally (as available).  The three Core Targets are 
denoted with a ‘CT’ and the appropriate number while performance indicators are denoted with a 
‘PI’ and the appropriate number. Brief synopses of how BC has done recently in each core target and 
performance indicator follow the table. The synopsis continues the ‘CT’ and ‘PI’ naming and also 
includes the current year’s rank in a graphic target or grid.  Throughout the discussion that follows 
the ‘best’ rank is always first and the ‘worst’ is always tenth.

Indicator Canada
North 

America
International

CT 1 – Real GDP per capita 4 51 15
CT 2 – Personal Income 4 55
CT 3 – Jobs 4 24 11
PI 1 – Real Average Hourly Wage 2
PI 2 – Productivity 7
PI 3 – Total Exports Per Capita 9 23
PI 4 – Taxpayer-Supported Debt 3
PI 5 – Per Capita Tax Burden 5
PI 6 – Top Marginal Personal Income Tax Rate 4

PI 7 – Provincial Surplus/(Deficit) 5

PI 8 – Net Inter-Provincial Migration 3 23

PI 9 – Business Gross Fixed Capital Formation 4 5

PI 10 – Public School Graduates 7

PI 11 – University Completion 2

PI 12 – R&D as a Percent of GDP 3 36 20

PI 13 – Natural and Applied Science and Rel. Occ. 6

>> External Performance Review

BC Performance Ranks – Economy, Innovation and Education
Most Recent Core Targets and Performance Indicators

Notes: A blank space indicates that no comparison is available.

Canada: compares Canada’s 10 provinces from 1st (best) to 10th (worst)

North America: compares 61 North American jurisdictions (provinces and states)

International: compares BC with 33 OECD member nations (PI 9 and PI 12 only use 30 countries)
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CT1 >> Real GDP per capita
Core Target One is based on inflation-
adjusted real Gross 

Domestic Product, or 
the value-added to the 
economy by current 
productive activities of 
individuals, businesses, 
governments and non-
residents. In 2009, BC’s 
level of real GDP per 
capita was fourth among 
the provinces. Alberta was 
well ahead of the rest of 
the country, as it has been 
since 1990. BC placed sixth in economic growth 
in 2009, up from ninth in 2008. BC’s growth has 
exceeded Canada’s in seven of the last ten years.

CT2 >> Personal Income
Core Target Two tracks the level of 
personal disposable income (PDI) per 

person. BC had the fourth highest real personal 
disposable income per capita in Canada in 2009 
and ranked 55th of 61 in North America. Real 
personal disposable income per capita increased 
by almost $4,800 between 2000 and 2008. Only 
three other provinces had stronger growth over 
this period. BC’s personal income fell by $469 
in 2009; the last time it fell was in 1996 ($378) 
while 1991 saw the largest decline in the last two 
decades ($755).

CT3 >> Jobs 
Core Target Three is the percent of 
the population (aged 15 to 64) that is 

employed. British Columbia fell slightly below 
the national average employment rate in 2009 
yet maintained its fourth-place rank due to 
declines in every other province. The Canadian 
average for 2009 fell to 71.5 percent. 2009 is the 

first year since 1992 in which every province 
experienced a decline in their employment 

rate. In 2009, the 
province ranked 24th 
in North America, up 
three positions from 
2008. British Columbia 
ranked eleventh out 
of 34 international 
jurisdictions. 
 

PI 1 >> Real Average Hourly Wage
Performance Indicator One follows 
the inflation-adjusted average hourly 

wage rate. As this indicator is ranked from the 
worker’s perspective, a higher wage earns a 
better rank. In 2009, BC ranked second in real 
average hourly wage in Canada, improving on 
its third-place rank held from 1998 to 2007. 
BC’s annual rate has been improving since 
2004. Although BC currently has the lowest 
minimum wage in the country average wages 
for workers paid by the hour are well above the 
minimum.       

PI 2 >> Productivity
Performance Indicator Two tracks 
the inflation-adjusted value of Gross 

Domestic Product per hour worked in the 
business sector of the economy.  BC achieved a 
seventh-place ranking in productivity among 
the provinces in 2009. BC’s productivity grew 
by 4.5 percent between 2000 and 2009, ahead 
of only Ontario and Alberta. In the last ten 
years, first place has been held only by Alberta, 
Saskatchewan or Newfoundland and Labrador.  

4

4

4
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PI 3 >> Total Exports per Capita
Performance Indicator Three is based on 
the inflation-adjusted value of goods and 

services exported. In 2009, BC ranked ninth 
in per capita exports, unchanged from 2008. 
Alberta has ranked first since at least 1991. In the 
2008 international comparison, BC placed 23rd 
and Canada placed 18th of 34.

PI 4 >> Taxpayer-supported Debt
Performance Indicator Four tracks 
government direct debt plus the debt of 

dependent Crown Corporations and agencies. 
Provinces with lower debt burdens earn better 
ranks. In 2009/10, BC scored well in terms of 
taxpayer-supported debt as a percent of GDP, 
posting the third-lowest ratio, after Alberta and 
Saskatchewan. A low debt ratio allows a wider 
range of policy responses to difficult economic 
times.  

PI 5 >> Per Capita Tax Burden 
Performance Indicator Five uses the 
consolidated tax burden of the provincial 

and local governments. The lower the tax 
burden the better the rank.  In 2008/09, BC 
improved to the fifth-lowest tax burden in 

Canada, from sixth the previous year. At the 
time of publication, 2009/10 tax burden data 
were not available.

PI 6 >> Top Marginal Personal 
Income Tax Rate

Performance Indicator Six follows the 
combined federal-provincial tax rate on 

the highest income bracket. In 2010, BC’s top 
marginal personal tax rate placed fourth, down 
from the second-place rank it held between 
2002 and 2009. Alberta had the lowest rate 
while Nova Scotia had the highest.  

PI 7 >> Provincial Surplus/Deficit
Performance Indicator Seven is based 
on the surpluses and deficits of the 

provincial governments. In 2009/10, BC ranked 
fifth with a deficit just below one percent of 
GDP. Combined, the provinces posted a deficit 
almost twice as high as BC’s. Prior to the period 
2004/05 through 2008/09, deficits were the 
norm in BC. 

PI 8 >> Net Inter-Provincial 
Migration

Performance Indicator Eight tracks the 
overall movement of Canadians from 

one province to another. In 2009/10, BC ranked 
third among the provinces. BC had strong 
in-migration in the early 1990s but this flow 
turned negative in 1997/98. It returned to a 
positive flow in 2003/04. Although BC is once 
again attracting people from other provinces, 
it has dropped in the ranking due to strength 
elsewhere. For example, Saskatchewan and 
Newfoundland and Labrador climbed from 
ninth and tenth places in 2005/06 to first and 
second in 2009/10, respectively. In 2009/10, BC 
ranked 23rd in a North American comparison.
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PI 9 >> Business Gross Fixed 
Capital Formation

Performance Indicator Nine measures 
the expenditure by businesses on 

durable assets and on building and engineering 
construction plus residential construction 
by individuals. In 2009, BC ranked fourth 
in Canada in business Gross Fixed Capital 
Formation (GFCF) and was above the Canadian 
average.  Declines in 2009 erased most of the 
growth experienced in the first half of this 
decade by BC and Canada. When compared to 
OECD countries, BC ranked an impressive fifth 
of 31 in GFCF as a percent of GDP. 

PI 10  >> Public School Graduates
Performance Indicator Ten is based on 
the number of public secondary school 

graduates. BC ranked seventh in graduates in 
2008, up one from 2007. This indicator excludes 
graduates of independent schools due to a 
lack of comparable data. This disadvantages 
BC because of its relatively high proportion of 
students in independent schools. BC ranked 
first for the proportion of the labour force (aged 
19 - 24) with high school graduation in 2009.  

PI 11 >> University Completion
Performance Indicator Eleven follows the 
percent of the population (aged 25-54) 

that has earned a university credential. In 2009, 
BC placed second behind Ontario in university 
completion.  It has held second place nine out of 
the last ten years. Over the period 2000-2009, 
all provinces experienced significant growth 
in the proportion of people who completed 
university. British Columbia had the third-
largest increase during that period.   

PI 12 >> R&D as a Percent of GDP 
Performance Indicator Twelve measures 
how much money is spent on research 

and development. In 2007, BC ranked third, 
trailing only Quebec and Ontario. Since 1998, 
above-average growth in eight of nine years 
allowed BC to narrow the gap between its 
spending and the Canadian average, although 
BC still trailed in 2007. Between 1998 and 
2007, eight of ten provinces saw their ratio 
of R&D spending to GDP increase. Over that 
same period, BC’s average yearly increase 
was 5.5 percent, second behind only Prince 
Edward Island. In 2006, the province ranked 
36th compared to other North American 
jurisdictions and 20th internationally in 2007.  

PI 13  >> Natural and Applied 
Sciences and Related Occupations

Performance Indicator Thirteen shows 
the proportion of a jurisdiction’s 

employment which is comprised of persons 
working in natural and applied sciences and 
related occupations. In 2009, BC ranked sixth 
in the proportion of scientists and engineers to 
total emloyment, down from fourth in 2008. 
Although we saw a clear upward trend in this 
ratio for BC in the 1990s, its growth in the 
2000s has been sporadic. In the last four years 
reported, annual growth for BC has ranged 
from second best (in 2006 and 2008) to worst 
(in 2009).
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Environment, Health and Society 
In the “Environment, Health and Society” indicators, BC has ten strong, four middling and two weak 
rankings. The province came first in environmental quality in 2008 and health outcomes in 2007 and 
moved from weak to a middling rank of sixth in social condition in 2008.
 
The table below shows BC’s performance compared to the other provinces, and its comparison to 
other jurisdictions in North America and internationally (as available).  The three Core Targets are 
denoted with a ‘CT’ and the appropriate number while performance indicators are denoted with a 
‘PI’ and the appropriate number. Brief synopses of how BC has done recently in each core target and 
performance indicator follow the table. The synopsis continues the ‘CT’ and ‘PI’ naming and also 
includes the current year’s rank in a graphic target or grid.  Throughout the discussion that follows 
the ‘best’ rank is always first and the ‘worst’ is always tenth. The one to two year lag for data in the 
‘Economy, Innovation and Education’ section is worse for data underlying the ‘Environment, Health 
and Society’ section with indicators lagging for one to four years.

BC Performance Ranks – Environment, Health and Society  
Most Recent Core Targets and Performance Indicators

Indicator Canada
North 

America
International

CT 4 – Environmental Quality 1

CT 5 – Health Outcomes 1

CT 6 – Social Condition 6

PI 14 – Air Quality 2

PI 15 – Greenhouse Gas Emissions 4 22

PI 16 – Protected Areas 1

PI 17 – Life Expectancy at Birth 1 3

PI 18 – Cancer Mortality 1

PI 19 – Cardiovascular Disease Mortality 2

PI 20 – Infant Mortality 2
PI 21 – Potential Years of Life Lost 3
PI 22 – Low Income Cut-offs 10
PI 23 – Low Birth Weight Rate 5 8 8
PI 24 – Violent and Property Crime 8 49
PI 25 – Income Assistance 2
PI 26 – Long-Term Unemployment 5 3

Notes: A blank space indicates that no comparison is available.

Canada: compares Canada’s 10 provinces from 1st (best) to 10th (worst)

North America: compares 61 North American jurisdictions (provinces and states)

International: compares BC with up to 33 OECD member nations (PI 15 uses 28 countries; PI 17 and PI 23 use 30 countries; 

and PI 26 uses 32 countries)

10th Annual 
Benchmark  
Report
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CT4 >> Environmental Quality
Core Target Four, environmental quality, 
is derived from BC’s ranking on three 

environmental performance indicators (PI 14-PI 
16): air quality, greenhouse gas emissions, and 
protected areas. BC ranked first in Canada on 
environmental quality with a first-place rank 
on protected areas, a second-place rank on air 
quality and a fourth-place rank on per capita 
greenhouse gas emissions.

CT5 >> Health Outcomes
Core Target Five, health outcomes, is 
derived from five performance indicators 

(PI 17-PI 21): life expectancy at birth, cancer 
mortality, cardiovascular disease mortality, 
infant mortality and potential years of life lost. 
BC had the best health outcome performance 
among the provinces over the entire ten-year 
period from 1998 to 2007.   

CT6 >> Social Condition
Core Target Six is based on the province’s 
ranking across five performance 

indicators (PI 22-PI 26): the percent of 
individuals with income below the after-tax 

low income cut-off, the low birth weight rate, 
the violent and property crime rate, the percent 
of the population on income assistance, and 
the percent of total unemployment designated 
as long term. British Columbia ranked sixth 
in overall social condition for 2008 reflecting 
uneven but steady improvement since 2002. 
 

PI 14  >> Air Quality
Performance Indicator Fourteen tracks 
the amount of fine particulate matter in 

the air of major cities. The fewer particles there 
are in the air, the better the rank. Vancouver 
ranked second behind Winnipeg in both 
2008 and the 2001-2008 average using the 
concentration of PM2.5 particulate in the air. 

PI 15  >> Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Performance Indicator Fifteen tracks 
how many tonnes of greenhouse gases 

were emitted per person in a year. BC posted 
the fourth-lowest level of emissions among 
the provinces in 2008. Quebec had the lowest 
emissions per person, and Saskatchewan 
had the highest. BC’s emissions were about 
one-third below the national average. In an 
international comparison, BC ranked 22nd out 
of 29 jurisdictions in 2008.   

PI 16  >> Protected Areas
Performance Indicator Sixteen lists 
the proportion of the land base that is 

protected from development. In 2010, BC ranked 
first in Canada for the proportion of the land 
base protected from industrial activity at 14.4 
percent. Alberta ranked second with 12.4 percent 
of its land base protected, followed by Ontario 
at 9.9 percent. British Columbia has ranked first 
in this indicator in every year for which we have 
data. 

1
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PI 17  >> Life Expectancy at Birth
Performance Indicator Seventeen is 
based on the average number of years 

that a child is expected to live in its lifetime. 
BC led Canada in life expectancy in 2008/09, 
maintaining the top rank it has held since 
1994/95. BC experienced the third-largest 
increase in life expectancy between 1999/00 and 
2008/09 among the provinces. Over that same 
period, the gap between male and female life 
expectancy in BC has narrowed by 13 percent. 
Internationally, BC ranked third in 2008 relative 
to OECD countries.   

PI 18  >> Cancer Mortality 
Performance Indicator Eighteen tracks 
the number of deaths from cancer 

relative to population. In 2006, BC had the 
lowest cancer mortality rate in Canada. 
BC earned a first-place rank for the ninth 
consecutive year, was five percent better than 
second-place Alberta and 11 percent better than 
the Canadian average. The province’s cancer 
mortality rate dropped 11.6 percent between 
1997 and 2006, the largest decrease in Canada. 
The gap between BC and the worst-ranked 
province increased from 19 percent in 1990 to 24 
percent in 2006.    

PI 19  >> Cardiovascular Disease 
Mortality

Performance Indicator Nineteen tracks 
the number of deaths from major 

cardiovascular disease relative to population. 
In 2006, BC had the second-best rank in 
cardiovascular mortality behind Quebec. BC 
has ranked first or second in the country since 
1990. Over the last ten years, British Columbia 
experienced a 30.5 percent decline in this form 
of mortality. 

PI 20  >> Infant Mortality
Performance Indicator Twenty is based 
on the number of infants who die in 

the first year of life. In 2007, British Columbia 
ranked second on infant mortality. Ranks based 
on longer-term averages are more stable. For 
the most recent five- and ten-year periods, 
BC had the third-lowest and lowest average 
infant mortality rates among the provinces, 
respectively. The difference between BC and the 
worst-ranked province has increased from 21 
percent in 1991 to 47 percent in 2007.        
 

1
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PI 21  >> Potential Years of
Life Lost 

Performance Indicator Twenty-One is an 
indicator of premature mortality where 

lower values mean better performance. BC had 
the third-lowest potential years of life lost in 
2008, behind Ontario and Quebec. Between 
1999 and 2008, eight out of ten provinces 
experienced a decline in this indicator, with 
BC’s decline of 12.6 percent ranking third best. 

PI 22  >> Low Income Cut-Offs
Performance Indicator Twenty-Two uses 
data on the number of individuals with 

incomes below a level identified by Statistics 
Canada as relatively low. The province with the 
lowest proportion earns the best rank.  In 2008, 
BC ranked last among the provinces as it has 
for the last ten years. From 1999 to 2008, BC’s 31 
percent decrease was sixth largest while Alberta’s 
53 percent decline was the largest in the country.    

PI 23  >> Low Birth Weight Rate
Performance Indicator Twenty-Three 
is based on the number of infants born 

weighing less than 2,500 grams relative to total 
live births. The lowest ratio earns the best rank. 
Based on preliminary estimates for 2008, BC’s 
low birth weight rate was 5.5. This earned it a 
fifth-place rank overall while Prince Edward 
Island placed first and Alberta placed last. 

PI 24  >> Violent and
Property Crime

Performance Indicator Twenty-Four 
is based on the number of violent and 

property crimes in a jurisdiction. In 2009, 
BC’s combined violent and property crime rate 
ranked eighth among Canadian provinces. 
BC experienced the largest rate decline from 
2000 to 2009. In 2009, BC ranked 49th of 
61 jurisdictions in North America, up two 
positions from its 2008 rank.

PI 25  >> Income Assistance
Performance Indicator Twenty-Five is 
based on the number of people receiving 

income assistance (IA). Provinces with lower 
ratios earn better ranks. In 2008, BC ranked 
second in Canada for IA, maintaining the rank 
it has held since 2003. From 1999 to 2008, BC’s 
IA utilization fell by 52 percent, the largest 
decrease in the country, while the ratio of 
Canadians in receipt of IA fell by 34 percent.     
                                                                          

PI 26  >> Long-Term Unemployment
Performance Indicator Twenty-Six tracks 
the proportion of those unemployed for 

52 weeks or longer. In 2009, BC placed fifth in 
terms of long-term unemployment among the 
provinces and third internationally. BC has 
been below the national average since 2006. 
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>> Internal Performance Review

Summary of Findings
Metro Vancouver, which is identical to the 
Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)  
outperforms Regional BC on seven of ten 
regional Economy, Innovation and Education 
indicators. They are: jobs; employment income; 
economic dependency ratio; secondary school 
graduates; university completion; science 
employment; and new business formation. 
Although close, Regional BC has an edge on 
housing starts and non-residential building 
permits. Regional BC has much higher retail 
sales per capita than does Vancouver.

Regional  
Indicator

Van.
CMA 

Vic.
CMA

Abb.
CMA

Kel. 
CMA

Regional
BC

1. Jobs    (% population 15-64) 71.5 73.5 72.8 n/a 69.8

2. Taxfilers’ Employment Income  ($2002 per capita) 20,852 19,544 16,600 17,699 16,900

3. Economic Dependency Ratio 17.6 31.9 22.4 31.2 33.0

4. Retail Sales Per Capita   ($2002 per capita) 9,319 n/a n/a n/a 12,581

5. Housing Starts   (per 1,000 population) 3.6 2.9 2.1 3.6 4.0

6. Non-Res. Building Permits   ($2002 per capita) 562 1,012 327 1,876 636

7. Secondary School Grads  (% population 18 yrs) 73.6 62.5 75.7 72.9 67.9

8. University Completion  (% population 25-54) 33.6 29.7 17.7 17.5 15.4

9. Scientists and Engineers   (% employment) 7.0 7.3 3.3 n/a 4.7

10. Net New Businesses   (per 1,000 population) 7.7 5.1 4.6 5.5 3.2

RI 1  >> Employment Rate
Regional Indicator One is the percent 
of the population (aged 15 to 64) that is 

employed. The higher the employment rate, the 
better the rank. In 2009, BC’s employment rate 
fell by four percent, the largest drop since 1990. 
Rates declined in all regions in 2009, ranging 
from 2.7 percent in Vancouver to 5.9 percent in 
Victoria.

RI 2  >> Taxfilers’ Employment 
Income

Regional Indicator Two measures 
income earned from employment and 

self-employment. Growth in real per capita 
employment income between 1990 and 2008 

economy, Innovation and education 
The “Economy, Innovation and Education” section compares BC’s Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) 
– Vancouver, Victoria, Abbotsford and Kelowna – to each other and Regional BC, the area of the 
province not included in a CMA.  The table below shows how each jurisdiction performed on the ten 
indicators available.  A brief synopsis of each indicator follows the table.

BC Performance Ranks – Economy, Innovation and Education  
Most Recent Regional Indicators

10th Annual  
Benchmark   
Report
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ranged from a low of 18.1 percent in Vancouver 
to 30.2 percent in Victoria.

RI 3  >> Economic Dependency 
Ratio  

Regional Indicator Three provides 
the ratio of transfer payments to total 

employment income reported on taxfilers’ 
returns. The lower the ratio, the better the 
rank. In 2008, Kelowna, Victoria and Regional 
BC displayed the highest ratios while Vancouver 
had the lowest economic dependency ratio in 
every year reviewed.    

RI 4  >> Retail Sales
Regional Indicator Four measures sales 
at retail outlets. BC retail sales fell 

in 2009 by six or seven percent, depending 
on the region. In 2009, real per capita retail 
sales were $9,319 in Vancouver and $12,581 in 
Victoria, Abbotsford, Kelowna and Regional BC 
combined.

RI 5  >> Housing Starts
Regional Indicator Five measures 
the number of dwelling units started 

and permits issued for construction. British 
Columbia’s housing starts halved in 2009, its 
largest drop since 1991. Using data available 
at publication, BC’s 2010 housing starts were 
on track to be well above those in 2009. Based 
on data from January to August 2010, BC’s 
residential building permits have increased 97 
percent over the same period in 2009. 

RI 6  >> Non-Residential
Building Permits

Regional Indicator Six measures 
the value of permits issued for non-

residential buildings. The overall value of 
building permits in BC fell in 2009 despite 

increases in Kelowna, Victoria and Regional 
BC. The majority of BC’s decline is attibutable 
to Vancouver, which typically generates at least 
50 percent of the total value of non-residential 
permits in BC. 
                                                           

RI 7  >> Secondary School 
Graduates

Regional Indicator Seven represents the 
number of Grade 12 students who have 

graduated in the school year. The public and 
independent secondary school graduation rate 
in BC was 70.9 percent in 2009, up from 69.5 
percent in 2008.  

RI 8  >> University Completion
Regional Indicator Eight measures the 
percent of the population in British 

Columbia, aged 25 to 54, who have completed a 
university education. We did not receive 2009 
data on university completion within British 
Columbia.

RI 9  >> Natural and Applied 
Sciences and Related Occupations

Regional Indicator Nine measures the 
percent of a region’s employment that is 

comprised of scientists and engineers. Victoria 
had the highest proportion of its workforce 
employed in natural and applied sciences in 
most of the years reviewed. In recent years, 
Vancouver has rivalled it as the region with the 
highest science employment. 

RI 10  >> Net New Business 
Formation 

Regional Indicator Ten measures net 
business formation. Following five years 

of strong growth, the number of new business 
formations per capita in BC levelled in 2007 
then fell by 13 percent in both 2008 and 2009.

 10th Annual  
       Benchmark  
 Report
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Environment, Health and Society
The “Environment, Health and Society” section compares BC’s Census Metropolitan Areas (CMAs) 
– Vancouver, Victoria, Abbotsford and Kelowna – to each other and Regional BC, the area of the 
province not included in a CMA. The table below shows how each jurisdiction performed on the eight 
indicators available. A brief synopsis of each indicator follows the table.

Summary of Findings

Metro Vancouver and Regional BC are more 
closely matched in the eight Environment, 
Health and Society indicators than in 
the Economy, Innovation and Education 
comparisons. Regional BC and Vancouver are 
essentially tied on cancer mortality and low 
birth weight rate. Vancouver has the edge on 
life expectancy; crime; employment insurance; 
and income assistance.

BC Performance Ranks – Environment, Health and Society  
Most Recent Regional Indicators

Regional 
Indicator

Van.
CMA 

Vic.
CMA

Abb.
CMA

Kel. 
CMA

Regional 
BC

11. Air Quality  (mean PM2.5 concentration) 4.6 5.3 4.3 4.7 n/a

12. Cancer Mortality  (per 1,000 population) 1.4 1.5 1.5 1.6 1.6

13. Life Expectancy  (years) 82.9 81.8 81.1 81.9 80.1

14. Low Birth Weight Rate  (% of live births) 5.8 4.6 6.0 4.8 5.4

15. Crime Rate (incidents/ 100 population) 6.7 7.0 6.5 8.1 9.4

16. Low Income Cut-Offs  (% of individuals) 14.9 6.4 n/a n/a n/a

17. Employment Insurance  (% of population 15-64) 2.3 2.0 3.7 2.9 3.8

18. Income Assistance  (% of population 0-64) 1.4 1.3 2.0 2.2 2.6

10th Annual  
Benchmark   
         Report
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RI 11  >> Air Quality
Regional Indicator Eleven is measured by 
the amount of fine particulate matter in 

the air. Lower levels earn better ranks. Among 
the cities compared, Powell River has had the 
best average air quality and Prince George the 
worst. 

RI 12  >> Cancer Mortality 
Regional Indicator Twelve tracks the 
number of deaths from cancer. Lower 

mortality rates translate to better ranks. Rates 
fell throughout BC between 1999 and 2008, 
except in Kelowna. Improvements ranged from 
10 to 14 percent, depending on the region.

RI 13  >> Life Expectancy at Birth
Regional Indicator Thirteen is the 
average number of years that an infant 

is expected to live. Life expectancy at birth 
increased in all regions between 2000 and 
2009, ranging from four months in Kelowna to 
over two years in Vancouver.

RI 14  >> Low Birth Weight Rate
Regional Indicator Fourteen is based on 
the number of infants born weighing less 

than 2,500 grams. The lowest ratio earns the 
best rank. In 2009, Abbotsford had the highest 
rate while Victoria had the lowest.

RI 15  >> Violent and
Property Crime

Regional Indicator Fifteen is based on the 
number of violent and property crimes 

in a jurisdiction. Higher crime rates yield worse 
ranks. Overall, between 2000 and 2009, crime 
rates fell by 33 percent in Vancouver, 22 percent 
in Victoria and 13 percent in Regional BC.

RI 16  >> Low-Income Incidence
Regional Indicator Sixteen uses data on 
the number of people with relatively low 

incomes. The region with the lowest proportion 
earns the best rank. Vancouver’s rate fell by 26 
percent between 1999 and 2008.

RI 17  >> Employment Insurance
Regional Indicator Seventeen tracks the 
number of Employment Insurance (EI)

beneficiaries as a percent of the population 
aged 19-64. We did not receive an update to 
our usual data this year but data from Statistics 
Canada show that the EI beneficiaries to 
population ratio increased by a substantial 
amount from 2008 to 2009. 
       

RI 18  >> Income Assistance
Regional Indicator Eighteen tracks 
the number of Income Assistance 

beneficiaries. Since the peak in 1995, the ratio of 
beneficiaries to population has fallen between 
78 and 86 percent throughout the regions.

10th Annual 
Benchmark  

Report
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In the “Economy, Innovation and Education” indicators, BC has five strong, ten middling, and only 
one weak ranking. A strong ranking means the province was first to third in Canada, a middling 
performance is fourth to seventh, and weak is an eighth to tenth place showing. 

Real GDP per capita grew by $4,800 between 2000 and 2008 but preliminary data show a $1,300 
decline in 2009. BC’s growth between 2000 and 2008 was larger than Canada’s and its 2009 decline 
was smaller. All provinces had negative real GDP per capita growth in 2009; BC’s was sixth best. 
Although real personal disposable income per capita grew by almost $4,800 between 2000 and 2008 
in BC fell by $469 in 2009. This is less than one year of average growth in the previous nine years but 
was the second-largest drop among the provinces. Similarly, BC’s employment rate did better than 
average between 2000 and 2008 but suffered a large decline in 2009. Recessionary declines were not 
large enough to affect BC’s relative ranks on these core targets.

Weakness in this set of indicators remains centered on productivity which has been essentially 
flat since 2001 and real exports per capita where BC has lost ground relative to other provinces and 
Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development countries.
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    Core 
Target  1
Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Real GDP Per Capita

Economy, Innovation, EducationBC  progress  
board   

Core Target One is based on the level of 
inflation-adjusted Gross Domestic Product.   

BC’s level of real GDP per capita, $36,329, 
was fourth among the provinces in 2009. 
Alberta’s $48,330 was well ahead of the rest 
of the country, as it has been since 1990. The 
difference between first-place Alberta and 
tenth-place Prince Edward Island was about 
$19,000, with BC $12,000 below the top and 
$7,000 above the bottom extremes. Between 
2000 and 2009, BC’s level of real GDP per 
capita has increased by 10.7 percent.  The 
province with the largest improvement, 
Newfoundland and Labrador, experienced an 
increase of 34 percent during this period. 

BC placed sixth in economic growth in 2009, 
up from ninth in 2008. 

In 2009, BC’s growth rate (-3.4 percent) was 
above the national average (-3.7 percent) 
due in part to large declines in Alberta and 
Newfoundland and Labrador.  BC’s growth 
has exceeded Canada’s in seven of the last 
ten years.

Why It’s Important
The level and growth of real GDP per 
capita are commonly-used indicators of 
the overall strength of an economy.  

Note
Without adjusting for population, BC’s 
economic growth ranked sixth in 2009.

$48,330

$38,979

$38,646

$36,329

$35,602

$34,434

$34,165

$31,107

$30,837

$29,535

Real GDP per Capita, 2009

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada
$2002 Canadian

Canada $38,103

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 5 4
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North American Comparison
BC ranked 51st out of 61 sub-national 
jurisdictions in Canada and the United States 
for the level of real GDP per capita in 2009 and 
has moved between 48th and 52nd since 1998. 
BC sits roughly $34,000 below second-place 
Delaware and $7,000 above last-place Prince 
Edward Island.

In terms of real GDP per capita annual growth, 
BC ranked 43rd out of 61 in 2009, up from 50th 
in 2008. For the first time since the mid 1990s, 
BC recorded two consecutive years of negative 
GDP per capita growth.

International Comparison
British Columbia’s real GDP per capita level is 
consistently in the middle of the OECD pack.  
It ranked 15th in 2009, well ahead of last-place 
Mexico but lagging considerably behind first-
place Norway. Canada placed 11th out of 34 
jurisdictions in 2009.  

Ranks for BC’s real GDP per capita growth rates 
have fluctuated substantially over the past two 
decades. They have ranged from fifth in 1993 to 
last in 2007. In 2009, BC ranked tenth among 
the 34 jurisdictions used for the international 
comparison from second-last in 2008, reflecting 
BC’s relatively good performance in the 
recession.  

0 10 20 30 40

Norway

United
States

Switzerland

Canada

British
Columbia

OECD

Chile

Turkey

Mexico

International - Real GDP per Capita, 2009

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada; OECD

Price Levels and PPPs of (2000) $US

$26,428

$28,664     15th of 34

$33,485
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$11,578
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$10,378
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$36,329     51st of 61

$57,150
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4

Personal Income    Core 
Target   2
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Core Target Two tracks the level of personal 
disposable income (PDI) per person.

Real personal disposable income per capita 
was stagnant or in decline through much of 
the 1990s in BC and Canada. Strong growth 
started in 1998 in Canada and the following 
year in BC and continued until 2009. 

Real personal disposable income per capita 
increased by almost $4,800 between 2000 
and 2008. Only three other provinces 
(Alberta, Saskatchewan and Newfoundland 
& Labrador) had stronger growth over this 
period. BC’s personal income fell by $469 (1.8 
percent) in 2009. The last time it fell was in 
1996 ($378, 1.9 percent) while 1991 saw the 
largest decline in the last two decades ($755, 
3.4 percent).

Why It’s Important
Real personal disposable income per 
capita provides an indication of a person’s 
spending power and standard of living. 
It represents someone’s income, after 
subtracting income taxes, CPP and EI 
contributions and various fees, such as 
medical insurance premiums. 

Best and Worst Performers
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Personal Income    Core 
Target   2
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$21,062

North America
Real Personal Disposable Income per Capita, 2009

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada; US Bureau of 
Economic Analysis; US Census Bureau

$2002 Canadian

$23,153

$23,286

$23,492

$25,403     55th of 61

$45,285

$45,786

$49,272

$62,626

North American Comparison
BC ranked 55th of 61 jurisdictions in North 
America in 2009. Four of the five highest-
ranked jurisdictions in 2009 are located in the 
north-eastern United States (Wyoming is the 
exception). Except for Alberta, which placed 
39th, the bottom positions are all occupied by 
provinces.  

BC’s real personal disposable income per capita 
was roughly $4,300 above lowest-ranked Prince 
Edward Island, $3,900 below the lowest-ranked 
state, Mississipi, and $37,000 below first-place 
District of Columbia.

Canadian vs. US Income 
Growth
Real personal disposable income (PDI) per 
capita grew more than twice as fast in Canada 
as in the US over the last five years. After similar 
growth for the early part of the decade, real 
PDI per capita in Canada rose 12.4 percent 
since 2004 but by 5.5 percent in the US. This 
is a reverse of the stagnation that occurred in 
Canada in the 1990s while US incomes surged. 

An analysis of Canada vs. US Income for 2005 
through 2008 showed that differences were 
attributed to relative performance on labour 
income and other income (which includes self-
employment). Labour income growth was 11 
percent in Canada and two percent in the US. 
Investment income performance was roughly 
the same in the two countries and government 
transfers grew more in the US. Further, the 
direct impact of taxation was not a factor in 
explaining the better Canadian growth as 
both gross and post-tax income show similar 
patterns.  

Canada has had better labour income growth 
because it has outperformed the US on real 
average wage, job creation and the sectoral 
distribution of employment.  Between 2005 
and 2008: Canada’s real average hourly wage 
rose by ten percent (more than double the US); 
Canada’s employment grew by 5.5 percent (with 
virtually no change in the US); and, the number 
of jobs created in high-paying industries grew 
by 4.5 percent in Canada (and actually fell by 
four percent in the US).  

Source: CIBC World Markets, Consumer Watch Canada, 
The Widening Canada-US Income Gap, June 9, 2009
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Core Target Three is the percent of the 
population (aged 15 to 64) that is employed. 
The higher the employment rate, the better 
the rank.  

British Columbia fell slightly below the 
national average employment rate in 2009. 
Despite a rate decrease, BC maintained its 
fourth-place rank due to rate declines in 
every other province.

2009 is the first year in which every 
province experienced a decline in the 
employment rate since 1992. The declines 
experienced in 2009 brought British 
Columbia and Canada back to their 2004 
and 2002 levels, respectively.

    Core 
Target 3 Employment Rate

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 5 6 6 6 5 5 5 4 4 4
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Employment Rate (Aged 15 to 64)

Why It’s Important
The employment rate is an effective 
measure of the rate of labour utilization. 
Indeed, high labour utilization 
traditionally accompanies strong 
economic activity. 

Best and Worst Performers
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Employment Rate    Core 
Target   3
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North American Comparison
BC’s employment rate ranking in North 
America was 24th of 61 in 2009, up from 27th 
in 2008. Although BC’s employment rate 
fell 2.6 percentage points from last year’s, 
the employment rate decreased in all other 
60 jurisdictions over the same period. BC’s 
position improved to its best rank in 20 years. 
BC sits approximately 11 percentage points 
above bottom-ranked Newfoundland & 
Labrador and 9.5 percentage points below top-
ranked North Dakota.

BC’s rank is up 28 positions since 2001 thanks 
to strong employment growth and a smaller 
than average decrease during the recession. 
Aside from Newfoundland & Labrador, the 
bottom 18 positions are all held by states, 
emphasizing the relatively larger toll this 
recession has had on the U.S.  

International Comparison
BC has consistently had high employment 
relative to OECD countries.  In 2009, BC 
ranked eleventh out of 34 jurisdictions in its 
employment to population ratio. Its rate was 27 
percentage points above bottom-ranked Turkey, 
6.3 above the OECD average, and 8.1 below top-
ranked Switzerland. Canada ranked tenth out 
of 34 jurisdictions in 2009. 
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Performance
       Indicator  1
Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Hourly Wage
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Real Average Hourly Wage

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 2 2

Performance Indicator One follows the 
inflation-adjusted average hourly wage rate. 
As this indicator is ranked from the worker’s 
perspective, a higher wage earns a better 
rank. 

In 2008, BC overtook Ontario to rank 
second in real average hourly wage and 
maintained that position in 2009. BC placed 
third between 1998 and 2007. Alberta 
was second from 1998 through 2004 but 
overtook Ontario at first in 2005.

Although BC currently has the lowest 
minimum wage in the country average 
wages for workers paid by the hour are well 
above the minimum.

British Columbia’s wage deteriorated from 
the highest in 1990 to third in the late 1990s 
and much of this decade. Growth since 2004 
has brought it up to its highest level in 11 
years.  

Why It’s Important
Real average hourly wages are a useful 
measure of individual prosperity.  Flat 
real wages indicate that wages are simply 
keeping up with increases in living 
expenses.
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance Indicator Two tracks the 
inflation-adjusted value of Gross Domestic 
Product per hour worked in the business 
sector of the economy.

BC achieved a seventh-place ranking in 
productivity among the provinces in 2009.

The BC Progress Board is currently 
developing an advisory report on 
productivity and human capital which 
should be released in the Spring.

Performance
       Indicator    2 Productivity
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Real GDP per Hour Worked (Business Sector)
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Rank 6 5 6 6 6 6 6 6 7 7

Why It’s Important
In its simplest terms, productivity 
determines how much a jurisdiction 
can produce and consume given finite 
resources. For a business, surviving in 
competitive markets means being as 
productive as possible; that is, producing 
as much output per unit of capital and 
labour as possible.  For an individual 
worker, productivity levels ultimately 
determine the wage they can demand 
in a market. And at a broad societal 
level, productivity holds the key to 
funding critical public services such as 
infrastructure, health care, education and 
other social services that are fundamental 
to a high quality of life.
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator    3 Exports

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 7 7 8 8 8 8 8 9 9 9
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*Canada-level data are not available for this indicator

Why It’s Important
Strong exports tend to increase 
productivity and income levels in a 
jurisdiction due to additional markets 
available beyond the domestic market.  

Performance Indicator Three is based on 
the inflation-adjusted value of goods and 
services exported to other provinces and 
countries. Higher export levels earn better 
ranks.

British Columbia ranked ninth in 2009 
in per capita exports. In 2002, BC was 
surpassed by Newfoundland and Labrador 
and in 2007, it was surpassed by Prince 
Edward Island. Alberta has ranked first 
since at least 1991. 

British Columbia’s relative performance 
is highlighted in the Best and Worst 
Performers figure. Its gap below best-
performing Alberta was 40 percent in 1990, 
and widened to 46 percent in 2009.

In addition, BC’s advantage over worst-
performing Nova Scotia has dropped from 
47 percent in 1990 to one percent in 2009.
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constant or increased between 2007 and 2009 
when the value of BC’s international exports fell 
by 20 percent. 

Commodity exports to China grew quickly to 
just under ten percent of BC’s total in 2009 and 
they continued to grow through the recession. 

The value of BC’s wood exports declined in 
all but one year over the last decade while the 
value of solid wood products shipments to 
China increased more than 23 fold. The Chinese 
government recently revised its building code to 
allow wood frame residential construction and 
BC forest product companies are increasingly 
paying attention to the demands of China’s 
market.

It is too early to make definitive statements 
but recent export data do show encouraging 
signs for BC’s immediate and future export 
performance.

Sources: BC Stats, Exports - August 2010 (2010); BC Stats, 
B.C. Origin Exports to Selected Destinations (2010)

Performance
       Indicator    3 Exports
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Price Level and PPPs of (2000) $US

$3,270

$2,789

$4,917

$4,935

$7,363  23rd 
  

$28,688

$26,147

$25,487

$11,074  18th 
 

International Comparison
In 2008, British Columbia placed 23rd among 34 
OECD jurisdictions with $7,363 in international 
exports per capita. This was around 2.5 times 
larger than bottom-ranked Turkey but only 
about 26 percent of top-ranked Ireland. Canada 
ranked 18th of 34 in exports per capita.

BC placed high in the 1990s but, since the 
beginning of the 2000s, its position has slowly 
deteriorated due to negative annual growth in 
six out of the last ten years.  

Trade 

The 2009 benchmark report included two 
topic boxes focussed on trade (“Trade with 
China” and “Export Detail”) to explain BC’s 
performance. The central messages that BC’s 
export performance is driven by international 
forestry exports and that agriculture and trade 
with China are bright spots hold for this year as 
well.

Weakness in BC’s export sector is mainly due 
to a decline in shipments of lumber and pulp 
and paper to international markets. Although 
its share of exports is well below that of the 
1990s, the forest industry still generates three 
of every ten dollars in export income in BC. The 
share of export income from shipping forestry 
products abroad means BC will not see strong 
export growth in the near term until it starts 
to sell more timber and pulp again, preferably 
at higher prices. This depends on a turnaround 
in the United States. There are positive signs 
of growth in forestry product exports in 2010, 
including a 21 percent growth in softwood 
exports to the US from January to September 
2010.

Agriculture and fish product exports held 
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator    4 Debt

Year  2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Rank 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 2 3 3
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Provincial Taxpayer-Supported Debt

Why It’s Important
Payments to service taxpayer-supported 
debt can consume a large portion of a 
jurisdiction’s budget, thereby diminishing 
its capacity to provide public services.  
The debt burden is also an important 
indication of a jurisdiction’s attractiveness 
for business investment. A low debt ratio 
allows a wider range of policy responses to 
difficult economic times. 

Performance Indicator Four tracks 
government-direct debt plus the debt 
of dependent Crown Corporations and 
agencies. Lower debt-to-GDP ratios earn 
better ranks.

BC placed third among the provinces 
on debt to GDP in 2009/10. Debt ratios 
increased substantially in all provinces 
except Alberta last year.  The average 
increase was 18.5 percent.

British Columbia’s taxpayer-supported debt-
to-GDP ratio was 15.2 percent in 2009/10, up 
13.7 percent from 2008/09.  
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator    5 Tax Burden

Year  2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Rank 6 7 5 6 6 7 6 6 5 n/a
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*2009/10 data not available

Why It’s Important
This indicator is a summary measure 
of the “total” provincial and local tax 
burden, and along with other factors such 
as the regulatory burden, infrastructure 
quality, and access to quality health care 
and education, can help to determine 
business location and investment 
decisions.  This indicator represents the 
combined tax burden from local and 
provincial sources, expressed on a per 
person basis.

Performance Indicator Five uses the 
consolidated tax burden of the provincial 
and local governments. The lower the tax 
burden the better the rank. 

BC posted the fifth-lowest consolidated 
provincial and local government tax burden 
in Canada at $6,527 in 2008/09.  From 
1999/2000 onward, BC experienced a 30.7 
percent increase in this tax burden, the 
second smallest increase in the country. 

The gap between BC and the worst-ranked 
province increased from 20 percent in 
1990/91 to 28 percent in 2008/09.  Similarly, 
the gap between BC and the best-ranked 
province shrank from 52 to 16 percent.

At the time of publication, 2009/10 Canadian 
tax burden data were not available.

Best and Worst Performers
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Why It’s Important
The top marginal (combined federal 
and provincial) income tax rate is a 
key factor in a jurisdiction’s ability to 

Performance
       Indicator    6 Tax Rate

Year  2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

Rank 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 4
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Top Marginal Personal Income Tax Rate

QC

ON

BC

Federal and Provincial Top Marginal Tax Rates and Income Thresholds for Individuals - 2010

BC AB SK MB ON* QC** NB NS PE* NL*** Federal
Tax Rate (%) 14.70 10.00 15.00 17.40 17.41 19.22 14.30 21.00 18.37 14.40 29.00

Income Bracket $99,988 
and over

All Income
$115,298 
and over

$67,001 
and over

$74,215 
and over

$77,141 
and over

$118,428 
and over

$150,001 
and over

$63,970 
and over

$62,557 
and over

$127,022 
and over

Notes: *Ontario and Prince Edward Island levy surtaxes in their personal income tax systems; the income brackets shown are those that apply to the top statutory 
rates.  **The abatement of basic federal tax is incorporated.  ***Effective tax rate combining tax rates before and after the July 1, 2010 rate change.

Sources: BC Progress Board; KPMG; Taxtips.ca

Performance Indicator Six follows the 
combined federal-provincial tax rate on the 
highest income bracket. 

BC’s top marginal personal tax rate of 
43.7 percent was the fourth lowest among 
the provinces in 2010.  Decreases in both 
New Brunswick’s and Newfoundland and 
Labrador’s tax rates pushed BC out of the 
second-place rank it had held since 2002. 

Nova Scotia continues to have the highest 
rate and, therefore, the worst rank and 
actually increased its top rate to 21 from 
19.25 percent.  Alberta had the lowest rate, 
and earned the top rank over the 2001 to 
2010 analysis period.   

attract and retain highly-skilled workers and 
leading innovators.  High marginal tax rates 
tend to discourage additional work effort by top 
earners and lessen the growth of real GDP.  The 
top marginal personal income tax rate is the 
combined federal-provincial income tax rate 
levied on the highest income bracket.  The top 
rate takes effect at various income thresholds as 
noted in the box below.
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Performance
       Indicator    6 Tax Rate
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Percent

43.7%

44.0%

44.9%

45.6%

46.0%

46.0%

47.4%

48.2%

50.0%

North American Comparison
Seven states levy no personal tax so the 
top marginal rate in these jurisdictions is 
the federal rate of 35 percent. This is below 
Alberta’s 39 percent.

British Columbia’s top marginal income tax 
rate of 43.7 percent is slightly below that of the 
states identified as having the highest personal 
income tax burden.

In general, combined federal-provincial rates in 
Canada are higher than the combined federal-
state rates south of the border.

Continued on following page.

Business Tax Competitiveness

As the economy becomes increasingly global 
and experiences continual technological 
advances, the importance of physical location 
diminishes.  A brief examination of some of 
the world’s top economic growth performers 
illustrates that BC and Canada share many 
of the same ingredients that contribute 
to success: a highly-educated population, 
advanced transportation and communications 
infrastructures, and export-oriented production.  

Until recently the only key difference appeared 
to be that Canada’s effective tax rates were far 
above those of competing jurisdictions. Federal 
and provincial reforms enacted in the last 
decade have greatly improved the country’s 
business tax competitiveness, from a marginal 

effective tax rate (METR) of 42.6 percent in 
2000 to 22.9 percent in 2010. Further reductions 
will bring the rate down to 18.9 percent by 
2013 which compares well to the current 
OECD average (19.5 percent) and a group of 80 
countries (18 percent).
  
Statutory tax rates do not present a complete 
picture of the real costs investors face; a variety 
of other taxes and tax-related factors combine to 
influence the effective tax rate investors pay.  

The marginal effective tax rate provides 
potential investors with a tool to judge 
expected returns when comparing BC to other 
jurisdictions.  By limiting investor returns, 
high effective tax rates reduce the likelihood 
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13.3%

16.0%

18.2%

21.7%

22.9%

27.2%

28.0%

29.5%

36.5%

*US rate includes
 bonus depreciation

of investments in productivity-enhancing 
capital projects and new technologies that 
could otherwise serve to raise wages and 
increase living standards. The BC Progress 
Board suggested sales tax harmonization for 
BC because of the benefits to productivity 
from increased capital investment. 
Details can be found in the Board’s report: 
Investment in British Columbia: Current 
Realities and the Way Forward.

Canada’s 2009 METR was the tenth highest 
among 80 countries reviewed and had BC 
been included it would have ranked just 
behind Canada. Applying rates expected 
in Canada to the 2009 comparison show 
Canada improving to 22nd in 2010 and 31st by 
2013. BC would improve from 11th in 2009 to 
24th in 2010 and tie Canada at 31st in 2013. 

Roughly four-fifths of the improvement 
in BC is from sales tax harmonization. If 
BC’s HST is repealed and replaced with 
the retail sales tax most of the increased 
competitiveness described above will be lost 
as the METR moves back close to that for 
2009.

Potential business investors look for a 
number of factors beyond tax rates including 
a skilled and educated labour force, efficient 
infrastructure, easy access to services 
inputs and transportation routes. However, 
competitive tax rates and fiscal policies are 
key factors found in BC’s most successful 
competitors. 

British Columbia is making significant 
progress towards being a better place in 
which to do business but the one change 
that provides most of the improvement, the 
HST, is under threat of repeal. Discussions 

about how to replace the lost revenue and the 
practicality of refunding HST already paid 
miss the most important point – BC needs a 
lower METR to improve capital investment and 
productivity and keeping the HST is the best way 
to get there.

Sources
Jack M. Mintz (2009), Ontario’s Bold Move to 
Create Jobs and Growth: Impact of the 2009 
Ontario Budget and Other Recent Tax Measures 
on Investment, Jobs, and Income, The School of 
Public Policy.

Jack M. Mintz (2010), British Coulmbia’s 
Harmonized Sales Tax: A Great Leap in the 
Province’s Competitiveness, SPP Briefing 
Papers, Volume 3, Issue 4.

Duanjie Chen and Jack M. Mintz (2010), 
Canada’s Tax Competitiveness After A Decade 
Of Reforms: Still an Unfinished Plan, SPP 
Briefing Papers, Volume 3, Issue 5.

Business Tax Competitiveness - Continued from previous page
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator   7 Surplus/(Deficit)

Year  2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Rank 2 9 9 6 2 2 2 3 5 5
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Surplus/(Deficit) as a Percent of GDP

Why It’s Important
Over time, successive deficits will increase 
the total debt level.  Large portions of 
provincial budgets may then be required 
to finance accumulated debt burdens with 
money that could otherwise be spent on 
priority government programs or used to 
lower taxes.   

Performance Indicator Seven is based on 
the surpluses and deficits of the provincial 
governments as reported by the Federal 
government’s Fiscal Reference Tables.

In 2009/10, BC ranked fifth with a deficit 
just below one percent of GDP. Taken 
together, the provinces’ deficit ratio was 
almost twice that of BC’s. 

Deficits were the norm in BC prior to the 
stretch of years 2004/05 through 2008/09.
BC posted deficits in 12 of 13 years between 
1991/92 and 2003/04. All provinces were 
in deficit in the early 1990s. BC was in the 
middle of the pack in 1991/92 but was closer 
to the worst-performing province.
                                                                      
Eight provinces posted a surplus in 2000/01. 
BC was one of them but this surplus was 
preceded by nine, and followed by, three 
deficits. 
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator    8 Migration

Year  2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09 2009/10

Rank 6 7 6 2 2 2 2 3 4 3

Why It’s Important
Net inter-provincial migration can 
serve as an indicator of a jurisdiction’s 
attractiveness as a place to invest 
and work.  Migration is an important 
contributing factor to economic growth 
and in expanding the pool of young, 
highly skilled workers.  Historically, there 
has been a correlation between inter-
provincial migration flows and the relative 
economic strengths and weaknesses of a 
given jurisdiction.

Performance Indicator Eight tracks the 
overall movement of Canadians from one 
province to another. 

In 2009/10, British Columbia ranked third 
in inter-provincial migration, improving 
one place from last year. In the early 
1990s, BC had an influx of inter-provincial 
migrants, substantially larger than that of 
any other province.  Starting in 1997/98, BC 
experienced a net outflow for six consecutive 
years. Since 2003/04, BC has enjoyed a 
consistent inflow once again, albeit smaller 
than that of the early 1990s. 

Although BC is once again attracting people 
from other provinces, it has dropped in 
the ranking due to strength elsewhere. For 
example, Saskatchewan and Newfoundland 
and Labrador climbed from ninth and tenth 
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Net Inter-Provincial Migration

SK

NL

BC

places in 2005/06 to first and second in 2009/10, 
respectively.

Alberta on the other hand, suffered its first net 
outflow since 1994/95. It fell dramatically in 
ranking to eighth after placing first or second for 
13 consecutive years. 

Alberta gained 209,546 people from other 
provinces between 2000/01 and 2009/10, the 
largest increase of any province. BC, with 56,010, 
is the only other province that enjoyed a net 
inter-provincial inflow during this period. At the 
other end of the spectrum, 68,667 people left 
Ontario for other provinces over this period.
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Performance
       Indicator    8 Migration
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Percent of Population

0.2%     23rd of 61

1.3%

0.8%

0.7%

0.7%

-0.5%

-0.6%

-0.6%

-0.9%

North American Comparison
British Columbia’s net inter-provincial 
migration trended down from its 1992 peak 
of 1.2 percent of population to a trough of 
negative 0.4 percent in 1999. BC has enjoyed a 
net positive immigration from other provinces 
consistently since 2003.     

BC placed 23rd among the 61 subnational 
jurisdictions in 2009. Michigan, Prince Edward 
Island and Rhode Island suffered the largest 
net inter-state outflows while Wyoming, the 
District of Columbia and Colorado experienced 
the largest gains. 

British Columbia’s population grew by 1.2 million 
people between 1990 and 2009.

British Columbia experienced a net outflow of 
people to other provinces in every year between 
1997/98 and 2002/03 as the BC economy entered 
a slower growth phase and key competitors 
Alberta and Ontario improved their relative 
performance. 

BC is one of only two provinces to have a net 
population gain from inter-provincial migration 
between 1990/91 and 2009/10. The largest gain 
was Alberta’s 343,037 while BC gained 228,110 
people over this 19-year time period.

Population Change in Canada

Net Inter-Provincial Migration

1990/91 - 
2009/10

1990/91 - 
1996/97

1997/98 - 
2002/03

2003/04 - 
2009/10

BC 228,110 211,223 (57,002) 73,889 

AB 343,037 42,537 149,549 150,951 

SK (86,141) (41,043) (36,591) (8,507)

MB (92,554) (37,998) (22,387) (32,169)

ON (70,328) (49,967) 72,920 (93,281)

QC (188,268) (80,064) (57,790) (50,414)

NB (22,434) (3,848) (9,210) (9,376)

NS (25,687) (7,281) (5,103) (13,303)

PE (1,076) 1,837 273 (3,186)

NL (73,637) (33,173) (28,976) (11,488)

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada
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Performance
       Indicator    9 Business Investment

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 6 5 5 5 3 4 3 3 4 4

Why It’s Important
Business investment is perhaps the 
most important factor contributing to 
long-term economic growth and higher 
productivity. Without solid business 
investment, significant or sustained 
employment growth is unlikely.  Periods of 
strong business investment are generally 
followed by faster economic growth and 
rising incomes. Factors such as input costs, 
market conditions, expected rates of return, 
and government fiscal policy determine 
a jurisdiction’s attractiveness for fixed 
business investment.

Performance Indicator Nine measures 
the expenditure by businesses on durable 
assets and on building and engineering 
construction plus residential construction by 
individuals.

British Columbia, and to a lesser extent 
Canada, had solid growth in business GFCF 
through the first half of this decade. However, 
decreases in 2009 erased most of this growth. 
Neither BC (-12.5 percent) nor Canada (-13.9 
percent) had experienced as large an annual 
decline in GFCF in any year over the last two 
decades.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison - Total Business GFCF
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Performance
       Indicator    9 Business Investment

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 9 6 6 7 7 4 5 4 5 6

Removing residential construction from the 
analysis yields Non-Residential Business 
GFCF. 

In 2009, non-residential business investment 
was equal to 12.0 percent of BC’s GDP, 
below the Canadian average of 12.4 percent. 
Alberta led the pack with investment equal 
to 23.1 percent of GDP. 

In 2009, BC experienced a year-over-
year decline in non-residential business 
investment of 14.1 percent, its largest annual 
drop since 1992. The Canadian annual 
decrease was larger than BC’s at 17.1 percent. 

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison - Non-Residential Business GFCF
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Percent of GDP

23.4%   5th of 31
  

29.3%

28.7%

24.4%

23.6%

17.8%

15.9%

14.9%

21.5%   8th of 31
  

International Comparison
British Columbia is a middling to strong 
performer in Total Gross Fixed Capital 
Formation (GFCF) as a percent of GDP when 
compared to OECD countries. BC’s ratio of 
23.4 percent in 2009 earned it a fifth-place 
rank, down one place from its position in 2008. 
Canada ranked eighth of 31 with a ratio of 21.5 
percent. 
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator  10 Public School Graduates

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 7 8 8 7 7 6 6 6 8 7
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Public Secondary School Graduates

Note
The 1998 through 2008 data are distinct 
from the 1990 through 1997 data.

Why It’s Important
Levels of education tend to correlate 
strongly with future personal prosperity 
and well-being.  With the “knowledge” 
content of most jobs steadily increasing, 
high school graduation or better is 
generally deemed essential as a base 
qualification for “higher learning” and 
entry level employment.

Performance Indicator Ten is based on 
the number of public secondary school 
graduates. 

BC ranked seventh in public secondary 
school graduates in 2008, up one from 2007. 
This indicator excludes graduates of 
independent schools due to a lack of 
comparable data. This disadvantages BC 
because of its relatively high proportion of 
students in independent schools. 

BC data that include both public and 
independent schools show that independent 
school graduates made up 9.4 percent of 
the BC total in 2008/2009. See page 81 for 
BC-only data which includes public and 
independent schools.
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There are several ways to obtain a high 
school graduation certificate that do not 
get picked up in the statistics used for 
performance indicator 10. The labour force 
provides a measure of the proportion 
of young people who have high school 
credentials. The information presented here 
is based on the proportion of 19 to 24-year 
olds in the labour force who have a high 
school graduation certificate. Higher ratios 
earn better ranks.

In 2009, the percentage of 19 to 24-year 
olds in the labour force with a high school 
certificate in BC and Canada were 91.5 and 
87.6 percent, respectively.  Over the period 
2000 to 2009, the Canadian rate increased by 
nearly four percentage points, led by Prince 
Edward Island (6.0), Manitoba (5.7) and 
British Columbia (4.6).  

From 2000 to 2003 (inclusive), 
Newfoundland and Labrador held the top 
spot but was overtaken by BC in 2004. BC 
has placed in one of the top three positions 
in every year but one since 1990. 

The “Best and Worst Performers” figure to 
the right reflects solid increases in Canada 
since 1990 in the proportion of young people 
in the labour force who have a high school 
graduation certificate. BC’s 2009 ratio was 
one percentage point above second-place 
Prince Edward Island and 10 above last-place 
Quebec.

Performance
       Indicator  10 Graduates

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 2 2 2 2 1 3 1 2 1 1
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator  11 University Completion

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 2 4 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

18

20

22

24

26

28

30

2009200820072006200520042003200220012000

BC

Canada

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
P

o
p

u
la

ti
o

n
 (

ag
ed

 2
5

-5
4

)

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada

University Completion

Why It’s Important
Although there are many different 
forms of post-secondary credentialing, 
university completion is an important 
indication of a jurisdiction’s success 
in building the high level academic, 
managerial and entrepreneurial skills 
necessary in today’s knowledge driven 
economy.  This indicator measures the 
percent of the population aged 25 to 54 
that has attained a university education.

Performance Indicator Eleven follows the 
percent of the population (aged 25-54) that 
has earned a university credential.

In 2009, BC was second behind Ontario 
in university completion, maintaining the 
position it has held since 2002. 

Between 1990 and 2009, all provinces 
experienced significant growth in the 
proportion of people who have completed 
university. British Columbia had the third-
largest increase. Manitoba had the smallest  
although its ratio grew by 48 percent. 

With strong growth in 2008 and 2009, BC 
is only 1.6 percentage points behind Ontario 
while in previous years, the gap between the 
two hovered around three percent. 
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Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator  12 R & D
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Research & Development Spending

Why It’s Important
Spending on research and development 
(R&D) is a key factor in innovation and 
the creation of new wealth.

Performance Indicator Twelve measures 
how much money is spent on research 
and development. It includes the sum of 
expenditures reported by (or estimated for) 
the various sectors involved in research and 
development – government, business, higher 
education and not-for-profit organizations.

In 2007, BC ranked third among the 
provinces in spending on research and 
development as a percent of GDP, trailing 
only Quebec and Ontario. 

On average, R&D as a percent of GDP did 
not grow in BC between 1990 and 1998. 
Above-average growth in eight of nine years 
since then allowed BC to narrow the gap 
between its spending and the Canadian 
average, although BC still trailed in 2007. 

Over the period 1990 to 2007, most 
provinces saw their ratio of R&D spending 
to GDP increase. The largest increases 
occurred in Prince Edward Island, BC and 
Quebec. Alberta and Newfoundland and 
Labrador were the only provinces with 
decreases.  

Year  1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Rank 6 5 4 4 4 4 3 5 5 3
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Performance
       Indicator  12 R & D
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1.45%     36th of 61
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International Comparison
British Columbia is a middling performer on 
Research and Development (R&D) as a percent 
of GDP in comparison to OECD countries. BC 
ranked 20th out of 31 jurisdictions in 2007 while 
Canada ranked 13th. Between 1998 and 2007, BC 
placed 19th of 31 in average R&D expenditures. 

R&D spending as a percent of GDP increased 
every year in BC between 1997 and 2007 
except for small declines in each of 2003, 2005 
and 2006. Among the 30 jurisdictions with 
comparable data, BC had the fifth-largest 
percentage point increase in its ratio between 
1998 and 2007.  

North American Comparison
In 2006, British Columbia placed 36th among 
the 61 subnational jurisdictions for this 
indicator with a ratio of 1.45 percent of GDP. 
This is an improvement of one position over 
last year.

The lowest-ranked jurisdictions, Wyoming 
and Louisiana, had less than one-third of 
BC’s spending ratio. Top-ranked jurisdictions 
such as New Mexico and Massachusetts had 
between four and five times the spending ratio 
seen in BC.

At the time of publication, US research and 
development data for 2007 were not available.



Economy, Innovation, EducationBC  progress  
board   

44

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Performance
       Indicator  13 Science Employment
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Employment in Natural and Applied SciencesPerformance Indicator Thirteen shows the 
proportion of a jurisdiction’s employment 
which is comprised of persons working in 
natural and applied sciences and related 
occupations. Included in this category 
are occupations in the physical sciences, 
engineers, architects, mathematicians, 
systems analysts, and programmers and 
associated technical occupations.

British Columbia ranked sixth in the 
proportion of scientists and engineers to 
total employment in 2009, down from 
fourth in 2008. 

Although we saw a clear upward trend in 
this ratio for BC in the 1990s, its growth in 
the 2000s has been sporadic. In the last four 
years reported, annual growth for BC has 
ranged from second best (in 2006 and 2008) 
to worst (in 2009).

Why It’s Important
The number of scientists and engineers 
relative to total employment is one 
indication of a jurisdiction’s success in 
attracting people who possess knowledge 
and skills essential to the process of 
innovation and wealth creation.   

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 5 4 6

Best and Worst Performers
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In the “Environment, Health and Society” indicators, BC has ten strong, four middling, and two weak 
rankings. A strong ranking means the province was first to third in Canada, a middling performance is 
fourth to seventh, and weak is an eighth to tenth-place showing. 

Strong performances on the Environmental Quality and Health Outcomes indexes, Core Targets Four 
and Five, reflect a safe natural environment and relatively healthy population. Indeed, BC earned 
the first or second rank on six of the eight indicators comprising these two indices. British Columbia 
ranked sixth on the social condition index for 2008, reflecting uneven but steady improvement from its 
worst performance on record in 2002. 

The 2008 index shows significant improvement since 2002 in four of the five indicators and rank 
improvements on three. Long-term unemployment decreased by almost sixty percent which moved 
BC’s rank from last to fifth. The proportion of the population relying on income assistance declined by 
almost half, changing BC’s rank from a middling sixth to a strong second. Crime rates fell by one-third 
resulting in a rank improvement from ninth to eighth. In addition, the gap between BC and seventh-
place Alberta dropped from 29 to five percent. Similarly, Low Income Cut-Offs (LICOs) fell by almost 
thirty percent and although BC still ranks last, the gap between it and ninth-ranked Quebec fell from 
30 to two percent.
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Environmental Quality    Core 
Target    4

Core Target Four, environmental quality, 
is derived from BC’s ranking under three 
environmental performance indicators (PI 
14-PI 16): air quality, per capita greenhouse 
gas emissions, and protected areas. 
Environmental Quality rankings are based 
on the simple average of each province’s 
rank on these three indicators.

Overall, BC ranked first in Canada on 
environmental quality, with a first-place 
rank on protected areas (2010), a second-
place rank on air quality (2008) and a 
fourth-place rank on greenhouse gas 
emissions (2008).

The ‘environment’ is not easily summarized, 
especially in cross-jurisdictional compari-
sons, in any single indicator. For this reason, 
the Progress Board uses an index to measure 
environmental quality in its core measure-
ment framework. 

There are a number of additional measures 
without direct comparison in other jurisdic-
tions that may enhance our understanding 
of BC’s overall environmental performance. 
Some of these are discussed briefly on the 
following page. 

Why It’s Important
Environmental quality has both direct 
and indirect consequences for human 
health and quality of life.  This core target 
provides a summary snapshot of BC’s 
overall environmental quality.

R
an

k

Source: BC Progress Board; see individual indicators for component data sources
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Environmental 
Quality

2008 2008 2010 2008

BC 2 4 1 1

AB 4 9 2 5

SK 2 10 7 7

MB 1 5 4 2

ON 6 3 3 3

QC 7 1 5 4

NB 5 8 9 10

NS n/a 7 6 8

PE n/a 2 10 6

NL n/a 6 8 9

The Environmental Quality ranks for Nova Scotia, Prince Edward 
Island and Newfoundland & Labrador are the arithmetic average of 
ranks for Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Protected Areas only.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison
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    Core 
Target      4 Environmental Quality

Additional Environmental 
Measures

Air Quality Health Index

The Air Quality Health Index (AQHI) is a new 
tool distinct from the Air Quality Index (AQI). 
The difference is that the new index reports health 
risks rather than pollutant levels. By adjusting 
the amount of outdoor activity based on the risks 
reported by this index, Canadians are able to 
protect themselves when air quality levels pose 
high and very high health risks.

The AQHI reports on a number of items daily such 
as a ranking of the air quality on a scale of one to 
10+, where a larger number indicates a bigger asso-
ciated health risk; customized health messages for 
each category of health risk (low, moderate, high  
or very high); and, tips on how to adjust one’s ac-
tivity levels accordingly.

The Air Quality Health Index reports on the 
health risks associated with different levels of a 
mixture of air pollutants including ozone (O3) at 
ground level, fine particulate matter (PM2.5 and 
PM10) and nitrogen dioxide (NO2). 

Fresh Water

Of the roughly three percent of freshwater on the 
Earth, only a tiny portion is surface water. The 
rest is in glaciers or underground. Canada has 
about nine percent of the world’s renewable water 
supply. Two important aspects of fresh water are 
surface water quality and groundwater supply. 

Surface water quality is measured with the Water 
Quality Index, a tool that allows numerous quality 
characteristics to be expressed as a simple rat-
ing. Rankings against these objectives range from 

Excellent (close to natural) to Poor (almost always 
threatened or impaired).  Of 37 monitored bodies: 
one rated as Excellent; twelve as Good; seventeen 
as Fair; six as Marginal (borderline); and, one as 
Poor. 

Thirty-five percent of observation wells had de-
clining water levels due to human activities in 
2000-2005. These were concentrated in areas 
where groundwater withdrawal and urban devel-
opment have been intensive.

Contaminants

Efforts aimed at PCBs, dioxins and furans as well 
as other persistent chemicals have been accompa-
nied by lower levels in the general environment. 

Roughly 41 percent of sites in the provincial Con-
taminated Sites Registry have been cleaned up 
and another 30 are in process.

“Environmental Trends in British Columbia: 2007” 
by the BC Ministry of Environment has a wealth 
of information on these topics as well as four other 
areas of interest: population and economic activ-
ity; climate change; species conservation and, eco-
systems. Forty-four indicators and over 25 supple-
mentary measures are included in the report.

Source: BC Government, Ministry of Environment
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    Core 
Target   5 Health Outcomes

Year  1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Core Target Five, health outcomes, is 
derived from five performance indicators 
(PI 17-PI 21): life expectancy at birth, cancer 
mortality, cardiovascular disease mortality, 
infant mortality, and potential years of life 
lost. Health outcome rankings are based on 
the simple average of each province’s rank 
on these five indicators.

British Columbia had the best health 
outcome performance among the provinces  
over the entire 1998 to 2007 period.

BC achieved a first-place position in overall 
health outcomes due to its top ranks in life 
expectancy at birth (2008/09) and cancer 
mortality (2006), its second-place ranks in 
cardiovascular mortality (2006) and infant 
mortality (2007) and its third-place rank in 
potential years of life lost (2008). 

Why It’s Important
Health outcomes provide an indication of 
a jurisdiction’s environment, health care 
system and the personal choices of its 
population. 

Health Outcomes, Component Ranks by Province

Life 
Expectancy

Cancer 
Mortality

Cardio-
vascular 
Mortality

Infant 
Mortality

PYLL
Health 

Outcomes

2008/09 2006 2006 2007 2008 2007

BC 1 1 2 2 3 1

AB 4 2 5 8 6 6

SK 9 4 7 7 10 8

MB 8 6 6 9 9 8

ON 3 3 3 6 1 3

QC 2 8 1 4 2 2

NB 5 5 4 3 4 4

NS 6 9 8 1 5 4

PE 7 7 9 5 7 7

NL 10 10 10 10 8 10
Source: BC Progress Board

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
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    Core 
Target     5 Health Outcomes

Health Risk Factors

Cancer and heart disease remain the biggest 
killers in Canada and in British Columbia.  In 
2005, cancer was responsible for 28.3 percent and 
heart disease 22.4 percent of all deaths in BC. 
Together they accounted for half of all deaths in 
BC in 2005. Both share common risk factors – 
obesity, inactivity, poor eating habits, and tobacco 
use. These health risk factors are common, but 
are controllable through changes in habits and 
lifestyle.

Obesity, Poor Eating Habits and 
Inactivity

The International Agency for Research on Cancer 
attributes one-quarter to one-third of all breast, 
colon, esophagus, kidney and uterus cancers to 
excess body weight and inactivity. As well, those 
who are overweight are at higher risk of high 
blood pressure, high blood lipids and diabetes, 
putting them at a higher risk of heart disease and 
stroke.

In 2005, 53 percent of Canadians 12 or older still 
did not get their recommended intake of fruit and 
vegetables, 47 percent were physically inactive and 
29 percent of youths and 59 percent of adults were 
either overweight or obese.   

Smoking, Tobacco use and Exposure 
to Tobacco

According to the Heart and Stroke Foundation, 
heart disease rates are 70 percent higher for 
smokers than non-smokers. Smoking is still the 
leading cause of preventable illness in Canada, 

accounting for 30 percent of cancer deaths, even 
though the percentage of smokers in Canada 
has been on the decline since 1965. However, 
22 percent of Canadians aged 12 or more were 
smokers in 2005, 24 percent of men and 20 
percent of women.  

BC and the Health Risk Factors

British Columbia currently ranks low among all 
the provinces in occurrence and prevalence of 
health risks. British Columbia had the lowest 
overweight proportion of adults in Canada.

BC also had the lowest rate for those 12 and over 
who were physically inactive in 2005 at 40.1 
percent vs. the Canadian average of 46.7 percent.  

British Columbia had the lowest proportion of 
those 12 and over that were current smokers of all 
Canadian provinces in 2005, at 17.8 percent.   

British Columbia ranks well relative to other 
provinces, but these risks still affect health in BC. 
Policies and programs can help inform people 
and encourage healthy lifestyles. These policies 
and programs recognize the correlation between 
smoking, exposure to tobacco, obesity, poor eating 
habits, and physical inactivity, and cancer and 
heart disease.  However, the onus is on individuals 
to actually make the changes.

Sources: BC Stats; BC Vital Statistics Agency; 
Canadian Cancer Society / National Cancer 
Institute of Canada; Statistics Canada;
Heart and Stroke Foundation;
Health Canada.
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    Core 
Target    6 Social Condition

Why It’s Important
Social Condition measures provide an 
indication of a jurisdiction’s inequality, 
security and incentives.

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 9 9 10 10 6 8 7 5 8 6

Social Condition, Component Ranks by Province

LICO
L:ow Birth 

Weight
Rate*

Violent and
Property 

Crime

Income 
Assistance

Long-Term 
Unemploy-

ment

Social 
Condition

2008 2008 2009 2008 2009 2008

BC 10 5 8 2 5 6

AB 2 10 7 1 2 4

SK 4 2 10 3 1 2

MB 7 2 9 4 3 5

ON 8 9 1 7 9 9

QC 9 7 2 8 10 10

NB 3 4 3 6 4 2

NS 6 5 6 5 8 7

PE 1 1 5 9 6 1

NL 5 8 4 10 7 8
Source: BC Progress Board  *preliminary estimate

                  

Core Target Six is based on an average of the 
province’s ranking across five performance 
indicators (PI 22-PI 26). BC ranked sixth in 
overall social condition for 2008 reflecting 
uneven but steady improvement since 2002. 

The Social Condition Index reached its lowest 
point in 2002 with tenth-place ranks on LICO 
and long-term unemployment; ninth on 
crime; sixth on income assistance and fifth 
on low birth weight. The 2008 Index shows 
significant improvement in four of the five 
indicators and rank improvements on three. 

Long-term unemployment decreased by 
almost sixty percent which moved BC’s rank 
from last to fifth. The proportion of the 
population relying on income assistance 
declined by almost half, changing BC’s rank 
from a middling sixth to a strong second. 
Crime rates fell by one-third resulting in a 
rank improvement from ninth to eighth. In 
addition, the gap between BC and seventh-
place Alberta dropped from 29 to five 
percent. Similarly, LICO fell by almost thirty 
percent and although BC still ranks last, the 
gap between it and ninth-ranked Quebec fell 
from 30 to two percent.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison
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Performance
       Indicator  14 Air Quality

Performance Indicator Fourteen is based 
on annual mean concentrations of fine 
particulates (PM2.5) in the air. Lower 
concentrations yield better ranks. 

In 2008, Winnipeg had the lowest 
concentration of PM2.5 at 4.5 micrograms 
per cubic metre (μg/m3). Vancouver was 
slightly behind with 4.6 μg/m3. It was 
also second to Winnipeg for lowest annual 
average PM2.5 over the period 2001 - 2008.  

North American 
Comparison
Among the cities reviewed, Winnipeg had 

Why It’s Important
Air quality has direct effects on human 
health.  Fine particulates may affect 
breathing, aggravate respiratory and 
cardiovascular disease, alter the body’s 
defense systems and damage lung tissue.  
Both premature mortality and emergency 
hospital visits may increase during times 
of high concentrations of fine particulates.  

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 1 1 2 4 5 2 3 2
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Provincial Comparison
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the lowest annual mean concentration of fine 
particulates in its air in 2008. Vancouver was 
second lowest and Los Angeles the highest.

Environment, Health, SocietyBC  progress  
board   



Environment, Health, SocietyBC  progress  
board   

52

Performance
       Indicator  15 Greenhouse Gases
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions per Capita

Canada’s 1990 Level: 21.4

BC’s 1990 Level: 14.9

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 2 2 4

Why It’s Important
Human activities are increasing 
concentrations of greenhouse gases in 
the earth’s atmosphere.  Energy prices, 
industrial structure, consumption 
patterns and weather are major influences 
on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.   

Performance Indicator Fifteen tracks how 
many tonnes of greenhouse gases (GHG) 
were emitted per person in a year. Lower 
emissions yield better ranks.

In 2008, BC’s per capita GHG emission 
level was fourth lowest in Canada at 14.8 
tonnes, just below its 1990 level. In 2008, 
Quebec had the lowest per capita GHG 
emissions with 10.6 tonnes, Saskatchewan 
had the highest with 74.0 tonnes and the 
national average was 22.0 tonnes.  BC’s GHG 
emission rate has increased slightly since its 
2006 rate of 14.2, its best rate to date.

Only four provinces had declines in per 
capita GhG emissions between 1990 and 
2008, the largest decline occurring in 
Ontario (13.6 percent). Saskatchewan’s 71.8 
percent increase between 1990 and 2008 
was the largest, by far.

BC’s Greenhouse Gas Reductions Target Act 
established 2020 and 2050 targets of 33 and 
80 percent, respectively, below 2007 levels.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison
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Greenhouse GasesPerformance
       Indicator  15
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International Comparison
Relative to Organization for Economic 
Co-operation and Development (OECD) 
countries, BC ranked 22nd of 29 with per 
capita GHG emissions of 14.8 tonnes in 2008.
 
Over two thirds of the jurisdictions reviewed 
had lower GHG emissions in 2008 than in 
1990.  The Slovak Republic experienced the 
biggest decline (35 percent) while Turkey’s 52 
percent increase was the largest. BC ranked 
21st with a 0.6-percent decrease. 

Worldwide CO2 Emissions
Worldwide data are not available on the 
six main gases the United Nations (UN) 
tracks, but they are available for CO2. In 
2007, carbon dioxide (CO2) represented 83.0 
percent of the greenhouse gases tracked by 
the UN. For the 41 countries under review, 
total GHG emissions have fallen 4.0 percent 
over the period 1990 to 2007.

According to preliminary estimates, China 
was the largest emitter of CO2 in 2008. 
China and the US produced 42 percent 
of total global emissions in 2008. India, 
the Russian Federation, and Japan are 
responsible for six, five and four percent 
each, respectively. Out of 70 countries, the 
ten largest emitters, including 
Canada at 1.9 percent of the total, are 
responsible for 66.8 percent of global
CO2 emissions.

Millions of Tonnes of CO2

Sources: BC Progress Board; Carbon Dioxide Information Analysis Center

Top Ten Carbon Emitters, 2008
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Performance
       Indicator  16 Protected Areas

Percent of Land Base
Sources: BC Progress Board; Canadian Council on Ecological Areas

Protected Areas, 2010
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Performance Indicator Sixteen lists the 
proportion of the land base that is protected 
from development. Larger protected areas 
earn better ranks.

In 2010, BC ranked first in Canada for the 
proportion of the land base protected from 
industrial activity at 14.4 percent. Alberta 
ranked second with 12.4 percent of its land 
base protected, followed by Ontario at 9.9 
percent. British Columbia has ranked first 
in this indicator in every year for which we 
have data. 
 
New Data

The BC Progress Board has obtained 
provincial protected areas data from new 
sources, the Canadian Council on Ecological 
Areas (CCEA) and Canadian Environmental 
Sustainability Indicators (CESI).

The data presented in this report reflect all 
six International Union for Conservation 
of Nature (IUCN) protected areas 
categories. This internationally-recognized 

Why It’s Important
Areas classified as protected are 
shielded from resource extraction or 
human activity that results in long-term 
or large-scale impacts on the land’s 
natural character. Such areas are also 
maintained as a “stock” of the land-base 
for biodiversity and for aesthetic, heritage, 
and other preservation values.

classification system categorizes protected areas by 
their management objectives.  

These range from strict nature reserve and 
wilderness area to protected area with sustainable 
use of natural resources, where the low-level, non-
industrial use of natural resources occurs. 

The BC Ministry of Environment reports that 14.26 
percent of British Columbia’s land base is protected.  
The CCEA reports this percentage to be 14.4, which 
reflects its wider definition of protected areas (six 
IUCN categories versus three).  The three categories 
not included by the BC Ministry of Environment in 
its definiton of protected areas are: Habitat/Species 
Management Area, Protected Landscape/Seascape 
and Protected area with sustainable use of natural 
resources.  

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison
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Performance
       Indicator  17 Life Expectancy

70 72 74 76 78 80 82

Japan

Switzerland

British
 Columbia

Australia

Canada

Mexico

Slovak
 Republic

Hungary

Turkey

International - Life Expectancy at Birth, 2008

Sources: BC Progress Board; Bc Stats; Statistics Canada; OECDYears

81.6     3rd of 31

74.8

75.1

81.5

82.2

82.7

73.8

73.6

80.7     10th of 31

International Comparison
British Columbia performs very well on life 
expectancy at birth relative to OECD countries.  
It overtook Italy and Australia to rank third out 
of 31 jurisdictions with a 2008 life expectancy 
at birth of 81.6 years, behind only Japan and 
Switzerland.

Canada ranked 10th in the OECD with average 
life expectancy at birth of 80.7 years while 
Turkey ranked last at 73.6 years.

BC has ranked as high as second place, in 2000, 
and has not placed lower than sixth since  
1990.
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Life Expectancy at Birth

Year  1999/00 2000/01 2001/02 2002/03 2003/04 2004/05 2005/06 2006/07 2007/08 2008/09

Rank 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Why It’s Important
This is a key indicator of the overall health 
of citizens in a jurisdiction.

Performance Indicator Seventeen is based 
on the average number of years that a child 
is expected to live in its lifetime. 

In 2008/09, BC ranked first in Canada for 
life expectancy at birth for both males and 
females. BC experienced the third-largest 
increase in life expectancy between 1999/00 
and 2008/09 among the provinces.  

Between 1999/00 and 2008/09, the gap 
between male and female life expectancy in 
British Columbia has narrowed from 5.2 to 
4.6 percentage points, a 13 percent change. 

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison



BC  progress  
board   

56

Environment, Health, Society

125

150

175

200

225

200619981990

Cancer Mortality

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada

NS
217

AB*
166

AB*
156

BC*
176

NS
208

NL
194

BC
149

D
ea

th
s 

p
er

 1
0

0
,0

0
0

 P
o

p
u

la
ti

o
n

 a
n

d
 {

P
er

ce
n

t 
D

if
fe

re
n

ce
}

BC
165

SK
174

-19%

*second-best province 

-21%

1%

-24%

Performance
       Indicator  18 Cancer Mortality
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Cancer Mortality

Year  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Rank 3 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Why It’s Important
Cancer is one of the leading causes 
of death in Canada.  Two-thirds of all 
cancers are caused by a person’s lifestyle, 
such as diet, physical activity, drinking 
and smoking habits.

Performance Indicator Eighteen tracks the 
number of deaths resulting from cancer. 
Lower mortality rates yield better ranks.

In 2006, approximately 149 people per 
100,000 died from cancer in BC, down 
four from 2005. BC had the lowest rate 
in Canada for the ninth consecutive year, 
was five percent better than second-place 
Alberta, and 11 percent better than the 
Canadian average.  

The gap between BC and the worst-ranked 
province increased from 19 percent in 1990 
to 24 percent in 2006. Further, BC became 
the best-ranked province in terms of 
Cancer Mortality in 1995 and has held onto 
that position every year since 1998.  
                                                                      
The Canadian Cancer Society’s Steering 
Committee estimates that there will be as 
many as 173,800 new cases of cancer and 
76,200 cancer deaths in 2010 in Canada. 
Approximately 45 percent of men and 40 
percent of women will develop cancer. 
Fully 29 percent of men and 24 percent of 
women will die of cancer. 

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
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Performance
       Indicator  19 Cardiovascular Mortality
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Cardiovascular Disease Mortality

Year  1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

Rank 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2

Why It’s Important
It is the leading cause of hospitalization 
(except childbirth) among Canadians, and 
is the cause of death of almost 40 percent 
of the population despite falling mortality 
rates from cardiovascular disease.    

Performance Indicator Nineteen tracks the 
number of deaths from major cardiovascular 
disease.

In 2006, approximately 149 people per 
100,000 died from major cardiovascular 
disease in BC. Quebec had the lowest rate 
in 2006 at 137. BC has placed first or second 
in the country since 1990 and experienced a 
30.5 percent drop in this mortality rate over 
the last ten years.  

The gap between BC and the worst-ranked 
province has increased from 26 percent in 
1990 to 36 percent in 2006. Although it was 
overtaken by Quebec in 2001, BC remains 
ahead of third-place Ontario (157).
 
While cardiovascular disease continues to 
affect the elderly, it is currently the third 
leading cause of death among the under-75 
population and also affects quality of life, 
activity levels, and employability of many 
young Canadians.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
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Infant MortalityPerformance
       Indicator    20
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Infant Mortality

Year  1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

Rank 1 1 3 1 5 2 1 4 4 2

Performance Indicator Twenty is based on 
the number of infants who die in the first 
year of life. A lower mortality rate gives a 
better rank.

BC ranked second for the infant mortality 
rate in 2007. Ranks for this indicator exhibit 
considerable variation from year to year 
because provincial infant mortality rates are 
found in a narrow range. Thus, small rate 
changes can yield large rank changes. 

Ranks based on longer-term averages are 
thus more stable. For the most recent five- 
and ten-year periods, BC has the third-
lowest and lowest average infant mortality 
rates among the provinces, respectively. 

The difference between BC and the worst-
ranked province has increased from 21 
percent in 1991 to 47 percent in 2007. 

Why It’s Important
This indicator is a long-established 
measure, not only of child health, but also 
of the well-being of a society. It reflects 
the level of mortality, health status, and 
health care of a population, and the 
effectiveness of preventive care as well as 
the attention paid to maternal and child 
health.

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
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Potential Years LostPerformance
       Indicator    21
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Potential Years of Life Lost

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 2 1 2 2 2 2 3 2 2 3

Performance Indicator Twenty-One is an 
indicator of premature mortality where 
lower values mean better performance.

British Columbia at 44.2, ranked third in 
terms of Potential Years of Life Lost (PYLL) 
in 2008, behind Ontario (43.6) and Quebec 
(44.1).

All provinces noted a decline in their 
PYLL rate between 1990 and 2008. British 
Columbia had the second-largest decrease 
and has ranked in the top three since 1995. 
The nation as a whole saw a 29 percent 
decline in potential years of life lost.

Throughout the years under analysis, BC 
has consistently pulled away from the worst-
performing province.  The gap between BC 
and the worst performer increased from 
ten percent in 1990 to 25 percent in 2000 
to 29 percent in 2008, nearly tripling the 
difference since 1990. 

Why It’s Important
Potential Years of Life Lost (PYLL) 
represents the number of years lost when a 
person dies prematurely. 

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
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Performance
       Indicator    22 Low Income Cut-Offs
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Low Income Prevalence Performance Indicator Twenty-Two uses 
data on the number of people with incomes 
below a level identified by Statistics Canada 
as relatively low. The province with the 
lowest proportion earns the best rank.

In 2008, BC ranked last in Canada with 11.4 
percent of individuals with incomes below 
the after-tax low income cut-off (LICO).  

All provinces saw decreases in the 
proportion of people with low income 
between 1999 and 2008. BC had the sixth-
largest decrease, 31 percent, while Alberta 
had the largest decrease at 53 percent. 

Rates declined in four provinces in 2008, 
ranging from 8.2 percent in Alberta to 15.5 
percent in New Brunswick. Rates increased 
in six, ranging from 2.7 percent in BC to 12.3 
percent in Newfoundland and Labrador. 

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
Low Income Prevalence 
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Why It’s Important
People with low income may experience 
more physical and mental health 
problems, rely more on charity, attain 
lower levels of education, or have higher 
secondary school drop-out rates.

Note  
Data used for this indicator, formerly based 
on families, have been replaced with a new 
data series based on individuals. Details 
can be found in Methodology & Glossary.
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Why, until recently, was BC’s after-tax low-income 
cut-off (LICO) rate significantly higher than 
Canada’s? The answer for the years when the gap 
was substantial is that BC families had a much 
lower attachment to the labour force than Canada 
as a whole. 

The after-tax LICO rate for BC families* was one-
third higher than that for Canadian families, 

on average, between 1999 and 2004. During this 
period the proportion of BC families with no 
employment engagement averaged 17 percent 
higher than for Canada.

All of the BC Progress Board’s work on this topic, 
including data tables, can be found in a new 
section on our website.

Performance
       Indicator    22 LICO Gap

* families refers to economic families. Prior to 2010 Statistics Canada reported LICO rates for economic 
families and unattached individuals. For 2010 and subsequent years LICO are based on individuals. All 
of the research performed by Statistics Canada for the BC Progress Board used the pre 2010 categories.

See the notes at the end of this topic box for more detail about the Board’s research on this topic and 
links to additional information.
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Performance
       Indicator    22 LICO Gap

Background
In 1997 BC’s low-income rate for families was 
two percent lower than Canada’s (Table 1). 
British Columbia’s rate remained in double 
digits while Canada’s improved such that, by 
2002 the rate in BC was 45 percent higher.

British Columbia’s LICO rate for families fell 
faster than Canada’s for five years and, at 6.7 
percent in 2007, was lower than in any year 
since 1980. The gap between rates in BC and 
Canada narrowed considerably to 16 percent in 
2007. 

Between 1996 and 1999 BC families had above 
average employment engagement (Table 
2). This reversed in 1999 and employment 
engagement in BC ranged from 13 to 20 percent 
lower than in Canada until it returned to above 
average in 2005.

Summary of Research
The BC Progress Board has commisioned three 
analyses from Statistics Canada to investigate 
the large gap that existed between 1999 and 
2004. The first, in 2005, broke down the 2003 
gap into the portions due to: demographic 
factors; employment engagement; and, other 
reasons. The second analysis, also performed 
in 2005, was for a breakdown of government 
transfers received by census families with low 
market income. The third was just completed 
and, like the 2005 analysis, broke down the gap 
into the portions due to: demographic factors; 
employment engagement; and, other reasons. 
The recent research analysed gaps for all years 
between 1996 and 2007. 

Each year’s analysis is actually four seperate 
ones: one for families in BC and Canada; 
another for unattached individuals in BC and 

Table 1: After-Tax Low Income Cut-Off Rate, Economic Families

Canada BC Difference
Percent 

Difference

1996 11.7 11.1 (0.6) (5.1)

1997 11.6 11.4 (0.2) (1.7)

1998 10.1 11.1 1.0 9.9

1999 9.5 12.4 2.9 30.5

2000 9.0 11.3 2.3 25.6

2001 7.9 10.3 2.4 30.4

2002 8.6 12.5 3.9 45.3

2003 8.5 11.8 3.3 38.8

2004 8.0 10.2 2.2 27.5

2005 7.4 8.4 1.0 13.5

2006 7.0 8.4 1.4 20.0

2007 5.8 6.7 0.9 15.5

Sources: BC Progress Board; Statistics Canada

Table 2: Economic Families with No Employment Engagement

Canada BC Difference
Percent 

Difference

1996 11.0 10.2 (0.8) (7.7)

1997 10.9 9.1 (1.8) (16.6)

1998 10.5 9.5 (1.0) (9.6)

1999 10.5 11.9 1.5 14.0

2000 9.4 11.1 1.7 17.8

2001 8.4 10.0 1.6 18.6

2002 9.8 11.5 1.7 17.7

2003 9.0 10.8 1.8 20.0

2004 8.6 9.7 1.1 12.8

2005 8.9 8.6 (0.2) (2.6)

2006 8.0 7.4 (0.6) (7.7)

2007 7.4 7.5 0.1 1.4

Sources: BC Progress Board; Statistics Canada
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Canada; a third for families in the Vancouver and 
Toronto CMAs; and the fourth for unattached 
individuals in the Vancouver and Toronto CMAs.

The results of the initial analysis were similar 
for groups two, three and four. In 2003, much 
of the gap between families in Vancouver 
and Toronto was explained by differences in 
employment engagement. This reflects the fact 
that families in Vancouver were almost twice 
as likely to have no connection whatsoever to 
the labour market as families in Toronto (10.2 
versus 5.3 percent). Vancouver also had higher 
shares of families wherein the principal earner 
worked less than a full time schedule. Little or 
none of the gap was explained by demographic 
factors such as family size, age, immigrant status, 
education and enrolment status. The story among 
unattached individuals in comparisons between 
BC and Canada and Vancouver and Toronto was 
essentially the same.

Although there are many interesting aspects to 
the gaps for these three groups the balance of this 
note is focussed on group one, families in BC and 
Canada. Families represent about 85 percent of 
the population and, for the analyses described 
here, this group has the largest sample sizes which 
means that its results are the most likely to be 
accurate.

Decomposition of the group one gap (between 
BC and Canadian families) for 2003 was not as 
conclusive as for the other groups; 59 percent 
of the gap remained unexplained. Roughly 
28 percent of the gap was explained by lower 
employment engagement in BC and a further 13 
percent by differences in immigration status. Very 
little of the BC-Canada low-income difference 
was due to other demographic differences. This 
includes family structure and family size, as well 
as age, education, and student status of the major 
earner. 

A decomposition analysis for 1997 to 2003 (as part 
of the 2005 research) showed that most of the rise 
in the low-income difference was due to families 
in BC falling behind in their labour market 
engagement. A comparable analysis for 1997 to 
2007 (as part of the 2010 research) reinforced the 
finding. 

The information presented above presents a 
compelling story of the importance of labour 
market engagement to the large gap in rates that 
developed between BC and Canada but is not 
complete. Over the 1999-2004 period of interest 
as little as 38 and as much as 61 percent of the gap 
was identified as being due to higher rates for all 
BC families and thus could not be attributed to a 
specific factor (Table 3). However, between 1999 
and 2004 employment engagement explained 
between 53 and 73 percent of the gap which could 
be attributed to specific factors.

LICO GapPerformance
       Indicator    22

Table 3: LICO Gap Decomposition

Higher 
For All

Due to: 

Engagement Other

1996 58.0 (9.1) 51.2 

1997 144.6 (50.7) 6.1 

1998 36.5 26.1 37.4 

1999 38.0 32.7 29.3 

2000 47.7 29.4 22.9 

2001 54.7 33.6 11.7 

2002 51.6 28.5 19.9 

2003 55.7 31.0 13.2 

2004 60.8 28.4 10.7 

2005 79.9 10.2 9.8 

2006 133.9 (7.6) (26.3) 

2007 98.2 26.0 (24.2) 

Sources: BC Progress Board; Statistics Canada
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Performance
       Indicator    22 LICO Gap

As the gap shrank the analysis was able to allocate 
less and less to specific factors so that in Table 3 
the “Higher For All” column is close to 100 percent 
in the final year of analysis. 

To gain insight into the unexplained factors as 
part of the 2005 analysis we investigated market 
and transfer income for families whose market 
income is low enough to place them at risk of 
being in low-income.

In 2003, BC’s “low-market income” families had 
higher market income, the same tax burden, but 
lower transfer payments than Canadian families. 
As the SLID data are not detailed enough to 
provide a breakdown of which transfers are 
lower the BC Progress Board commissioned 

an additional analysis from the Small Area 
and Administrative Data Division (SAADD) 
of Statistics Canada. The SAADD analysis was 
generally consistent with the SLID results and 
showed that federal and provincial transfers were 
lower by roughly equal amounts.

The 2010 analysis provided SLID income and tax 
information for 1996 through 2007 but not the 
more detailed SAADD information. The 2007 data 
show that average market income was considerably 
higher in BC than in Canada, especially compared 
to the average amounts received in 1996 and 2003. 
For low market income families in 2007, average 
taxes were equal in BC and Canada but average 
transfers were considerably higher in Canada and 
average market income was much higher in BC. 

Table 4: Economic Families with Low Market Income

Average Market Earnings Average Transfers Average Taxes
Average Income after 

Taxes & Transfers

Canada BC
BC less 
Canada

Canada BC
BC less 
Canada

Canada BC
BC less 
Canada

Canada BC
BC less 
Canada

1996 9,500 9,500 0 16,700 14,800 (1,900) 900 800 (100) 25,300 23,400 (1,900)

1997 9,500 10,100 600 16,900 14,800 (2,100) 900 1,100 200 25,400 23,800 (1,600)

1998 9,000 9,300 300 17,300 15,000 (2,300) 900 1,000 100 25,400 23,400 (2,000)

1999 9,600 10,200 600 16,700 14,500 (2,200) 800 800 0 25,600 23,900 (1,700)

2000 9,700 10,000 300 16,700 14,800 (1,900) 800 800 0 25,700 24,000 (1,700)

2001 9,800 9,100 (700) 17,300 15,500 (1,800) 700 600 (100) 26,400 24,000 (2,400)

2002 10,400 10,000 (400) 16,400 14,000 (2,400) 900 1,600 700 26,000 22,400 (3,600)

2003 10,300 10,900 600 16,900 14,500 (2,400) 700 700 0 26,500 24,700 (1,800)

2004 10,600 10,800 200 17,000 15,100 (1,900) 700 600 (100) 26,900 25,300 (1,600)

2005 10,200 11,800 1,600 17,200 15,300 (1,900) 700 600 (100) 26,800 26,500 (300)

2006 10,700 11,300 600 17,900 15,000 (2,900) 600 400 (200) 28,100 25,900 (2,200)

2007 11,200 13,900 2,700 18,100 14,800 (3,300) 500 500 0 28,800 28,200 (600)

‘03-’07 
Change

900 3,000 1,200 300 (200) (200) 2,300 3,500

Sources: BC Progress Board; Statistics Canada
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The net result of these changes is that two-thirds 
of the gap in average after-tax income between 
BC and Canada we reported for 2003 was gone by 
2007. 

This result should be treated with caution because 
SLID data does not represent those with low 
income as well as those with moderate income. 
That said, the information in Table 4 is what 
one would expect to see with the significant 
improvement in labour market engagement in BC 
relative to Canada.

Summary
When BC had substantially higher LICO 
rates than Canada did it also had much lower 
employment engagement than that seen in 
Canada as a whole. 

The after-tax LICO rate for BC families was one-
third higher than that for Canadian families, on 
average, between 1999 and 2004. During this 
period the proportion of BC families with no 
employment engagement averaged 17 percent 
higher than for Canada.

More recent years show similar employment 
engagement in BC and Canada and that BC’s 
LICO rates are much closer to the Canadian 
average.

Notes:
The analysis presented here is based on economic 
families and unattached individuals treated 
seperately while Performance Indicator 22 (Low 
Income Cut-Offs) is based on individuals. When 
Statistics Canada performed this research for the 
BC Progress Board it was standard practice to 
consider these groups seperately.

Research Collection
All of the BC Progress Board’s work on low income 
rates are now gathered into one location on our 
website and available from the home page. The 
tables underlying the 2005 and 2010 analyses 
discussed above are included as are past topic 
boxes on low income measures; the LICO gap; 
and, problems with LICO. On request from 
Statistics Canada we have not posted the summary 
notes provided to us as part of the analyses.

Specifically, on the new low income analysis 
section you will find links to the following topic 
boxes and reports:

2001, 2002 & 2003 Reports: Low Income Incidence 
(Statistics Canada’s Low Income Cut-Offs - 
LICOs);

2003 Report: Moving In and Out of Low Income;

2004, 2005, 2006 & 2009 Reports: Low Income 
Incidence Measures;

2004 & 2005 Reports: Persistence of High LICO 
Ratios in British Columbia (extra detail in 2005);

2005: Tables from the initial analysis by Statistics 
Canada;

2006 Advisory Report: The Social Condition in 
British Columbia;

2008 Report: Low Income Cut-Offs: Necessary but 
Insufficient; and,

2010: Tables from the follow-up analysis by 
Statistics Canada.

LICO GapPerformance
       Indicator    22
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Performance
       Indicator    23 Low Birth Weight Rate
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Low Birth Weight Rate

*Preliminary estimate

Performance Indicator Twenty-Three is 
based on the number of live births weighing 
fewer than 2,500 grams. The lowest ratio 
earns the best rank.

In 2008, BC’s ratio of 5.5 earned a fifth-place 
rank, an improvement of two positions from 
2007.    

British Columbia has bettered the Canadian 
average every year since 1990 and has held 
either first, second or third place over the 
period 1990 through 2007 in all but five 
years. 

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008*

Rank 1 5 2 5 3 5 3 3 7 5

Why It’s Important
The World Health Organization uses the 
low birth weight rate as an indicator of 
general social condition in a jurisdiction.  
This indicator serves as a barometer of 
overall access to health and education 
services, and of the level of socio-
economic inequality. Low birth weight 
newborns have a substantially higher 
rate of post birth illness and death.  In 
addition, long-term health problems, 
lower IQ and academic achievement, 
increased disabilities and hospitalization 
rates are associated with low birth weight.  
Factors that contribute to low birth weight 
are socio-economic status, social support, 
stress and personal habits.   

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers

Low Birth Weight Rate
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Low Birth Weight RatePerformance
       Indicator    23

International Comparison
British Columbia has consistently performed well 
on the low birth weight rate in relation to OECD 
countries. In 2008, it placed 8th and Canada placed 
12th out of 31 jurisdictions with low birth weight 
rates of 5.5 and 6.0 percent, respectively. Iceland 
ranked first with a low birth weight rate of 3.8. 
Greece, Japan and Turkey had the highest rates and 
earned the worst three ranks. 

BC ranked ninth and Canada 11th for the average 
low birth weight rate between 1999 and 2008.

Worldwide, 15.5 percent of all infants are born with 
low birth weight and 95 percent of these are in 
developing countries. At 16.5 percent, the level of 
low weight births in developing countries is more 
than double the 7.0 percent rate for developed 
countries. The highest incidence of low weight 
births is in South-Central Asia, where 27.0  
percent of infants have low birth weight.

North American Comparison
In 2007, British Columbia ranked eighth among 
the 61 subnational jurisdictions for births 
weighing fewer than 2,500 grams relative to 
total live births. 

Eight of the Canadian provinces ranked in the 
top ten in the North American comparison 
in 2007 with New Brunswick in first place. 
Louisiana, the District of Columbia and 
Mississippi have held the bottom three 
positions for the last five years, although not 
always in the same position every year.  

At the time of publication, US low birth weight 
data for 2008 were not available.
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Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada; OECD
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Crime RatesPerformance
       Indicator    24
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Violent and Property Crime

BC - Property only
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Why It’s Important
The crime rate is both a reflection of 
community safety and security and an 
indicator of other social and economic 
problems. It can reflect a lack of 
employment opportunities, inadequate 
education or social dysfunction. 

Note
In 2009, crime statistics reporting in 
Canada changed to include new, detailed 
information on offences. Given this more 
comprehensive reporting system, all rates 
back to 1998 are considerably higher than 
the rates reported in previous years.  

Performance Indicator Twenty-Four is based 
on the number of violent and property 
crimes in a jurisdiction. Higher crime rates 
produce worse ranks.

In 2009, BC’s combined violent and 
property crime rate ranked eighth among 
Canadian provinces. Between 2000 and 
2009, crime rates fell in all provinces except 
Newfoundland and Labrador, which saw an 
increase of 11.5 percent. BC experienced a 
decline of 27 percent, the largest in Canada.

The crime rate in BC fell from 9.8 crimes 
per 100 people in 2000 to 7.2 in 2009. Since 
2005, BC’s combined crime rate has fallen 
between five and nine percent annually.   

Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 9 9 9 9 8 8 8 8 8 8

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison

Violent and Property Crime

Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada
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Crime RatesPerformance
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Note
The North American comparison uses a 
subset of the personal and property crimes in 
performance indicator 24. Adjustments have 
been made to the Canadian data to make it 
comparable to the US data.  

North American Comparison
British Columbia ranked 49th among the 61 
subnational jurisdictions for this indicator in 
2009, up two positions from 2008.

Several years of better than average crime rate 
decreases in BC have begun to be reflected in 
rank improvements. BC placed sixth this year 
in annual improvement with a nine percent 
decline. Its rate has fallen by at least seven 
percent in each of the last five years. 

Four Canadian provinces made the top ten in 
2008 and 2009.

Violent vs. Property Crime
Violent crime includes those offenses in the 
Criminal Code that deal with the application 
or threat of application of force to a person, 
including homicide, attempted murder, assault, 
sexual assault, robbery and abduction.

Property crime includes unlawful acts with 
the intent of gaining property that don’t use 
violence or threats (e.g., theft, breaking and 
entering, fraud and possession of stolen goods).
 
In 2009, violent crimes represented roughly 
one in 13 crimes in BC, meaning the majority 
of crime was against property. In 2009 and, on 
average between 2000 and 2009, BC had the 
highest property crime rate and the third-highest 
personal crime rate among the provinces.

Reporting Rates

Victimization surveys show that only a fraction 
of crimes are reported to police. Reporting rates 
generally increase as the severity of the crime 
increases. In recent years, reporting has remained 
stable for violent crime, theft and vandalism 
but has fallen for a number of property-related 
offenses.

Crime by City in North America

Detailed crime data are available by province, state 
and major metropolitan area.  

City by city comparisons show that, consistent 
with ranks reported above for British Columbia, 
Vancouver has one of the highest combined

Continued on following page.
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violent and property crime rates among major 
Canadian and American cities.  

While Vancouver has high property crime rates – 
the second-highest theft rate, the fourth-highest 
motor-vehicle-theft rate, the fifth-highest break-
and-enter rate and the third-highest overall rate 
– it ranks better on violent crimes and has rates 
below those of all the US cities profiled.

Vancouver’s violent crime rate of 355 incidents per 
100,000 population earned it a seventh-place rank, 
behind top-ranked Quebec at 163 incidents per 

100,000 population and ahead of bottom-ranked 
Houston at 678.

Vancouver ranked ninth on the homicide rate with 
2.6 per 100,000 population, above the national 
average of 1.8 but less than one-third of bottom-
ranked Houston.  

A similar pattern is evident for aggravated assault 
and robbery although the spreads between 
Vancouver’s rate and the bottom-ranked cities are 
not as large.

Crime Rate Detail - Continued from previous page

Crime Rates for Canadian and American Cities, 2009, per 100,000 population

Violent Crime Property Crime

Total
Rank         

(of 17)Homicide
Aggravated 

Assault
Robbery Total

Break and 
Enter

Motor Ve-
hicle Theft

Theft Total

Vancouver 2.6 200 152 355 787 464 2,632 3,883 4,238 15

Winnipeg 4.2 302 293 599 810 629 1,895 3,334 3,933 12

Phoenix 5.3 223 140 368 830 418 2,355 3,602 3,971 13

Dallas 4.8 215 161 381 988 365 2,560 3,913 4,293 16

Edmonton 2.6 209 149 361 695 601 2,484 3,780 4,141 14

Houston 7.9 393 276 678 1,036 425 2,660 4,121 4,798 17

Calgary 2.0 122 113 237 494 416 1,803 2,712 2,949 8

Montreal 1.2 169 145 315 706 402 1,697 2,805 3,120 10

Washington 6.0 190 190 386 395 332 1,998 2,724 3,110 9

Hamilton 0.9 133 117 251 587 476 1,520 2,583 2,834 7

Los Angeles 6.0 244 213 463 477 412 1,460 2,350 2,812 6

Philadelphia 7.3 301 235 544 503 218 1,917 2,638 3,181 11

Ottawa 1.1 90 109 200 356 197 1,616 2,168 2,368 4

Quebec 0.3 114 48 163 645 190 1,273 2,108 2,271 3

Toronto 1.6 124 134 260 318 201 1,260 1,779 2,039 1

New York 4.1 210 159 373 280 142 1,329 1,751 2,123 2

Boston 2.4 265 112 379 419 171 1,560 2,150 2,529 5

British Columbia 2.7 208 111 322 755 440 2,531 3,726 4,048 n/a

Canada 1.8 172 96 269 610 321 1,677 2,607 2,876 n/a

US 5.0 263 133 401 716 259 2,061 3,036 3,437 n/a

Sources: Statistics Canada; US Federal Bureau of Investigation; Maire Gannon, Crime Comparisons Between Canada and The 
United States, Juristat, Vol. 21, no. 11, Statistics Canada cat. 85-002-XPE.
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Performance
       Indicator    25 Income Assistance

Year  1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008

Rank 4 5 6 6 2 2 2 2 2 2

Performance Indicator Twenty-Five is based 
on the number of people receiving income 
assistance (IA). Provinces with lower ratios 
earn better ranks.

In 2008, BC ranked second with 3.2 percent 
of the population in receipt of IA. This was 
well below the Canadian average of 5.0 but 
higher than Alberta’s 2.4 percent. 

Between 1999 and 2008, BC saw a 52-
percent decrease in the ratio of people on 
IA, the largest decrease in the country. 
Prince Edward Island (6 percent) had the 
smallest decrease. The ratio of Canadians in 
receipt of IA fell by 34 percent during this 
period.
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Social Development; other responsible provincial ministries

Income Assistance Recipients

Where BC Ranks
Provincial Comparison
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Why It’s Important
The proportion of the population 
collecting IA benefits (referred to as 
welfare) is an important indicator of the 
economic health of a jurisdiction and may 
also indicate problems in the incentive 
structure of the income assistance 
programs available within a jurisdiction. 
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Long-Term UnemployedPerformance
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Year  2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Rank 8 8 9 10 8 9 7 6 5 5

Performance Indicator Twenty-Six tracks the 
proportion of those unemployed for 52 weeks 
or longer. Lower ratios earn better ranks.

BC earned a fifth-place rank in 2009 and has 
been below the national average since 2006. 
In 2009, the rate increased in all provinces 
except New Brunswick and Newfoundland 
and Labrador. BC’s annual changes have 
beaten the Canadian average for four years 
running. 

Why It’s Important
Long-term unemployment generally 
remains high for several years during 
economic recoveries, even though the 
unemployment rate rapidly adjusts 
downward.  The last workers laid off are 
generally the first to return to work when 
the economy improves.  People who have 
been unemployed for some time, along 
with less-skilled workers, form a larger 
proportion of this unemployed population. 

Note
This indicator is built up from two series: 
those unemployed for 52 weeks and those 
unemployed for more than 52 weeks. 
Several data points for one or the other 
series have been suppressed by Statistics 
Canada in recent years to maintain 
confidentiality. Provinces with missing 
values for either series are assigned a zero 
and a rank of one for this comparison.
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Long-Term Unemployed
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Provincial Comparison

Best and Worst Performers
Long-Term Unemployed

0

4

8

12

16

200920001990
Sources: BC Progress Board; BC Stats; Statistics Canada

QC
10.3

BC
10.2

BC
5.2

BC
6.5

QC
15.8

QC
9.5

See 
Note

P
er

ce
n

t 
o

f 
T

o
ta

l U
n

em
p

lo
ye

d
 a

n
d

 {
P

er
ce

n
t 

D
if

fe
re

n
ce

}

PE
4.0

ON
4.3

213%

50%

-37%

-50%

-17%



Environment, Health, Society BC  progress  
board   

73

Long-Term UnemployedPerformance
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International Comparison
In 2009, British Columbia ranked third among 
33 OECD jurisdictions while Canada ranked 
seventh overall. Both BC and Canada were well 
below the average OECD rate of 24.2 percent. 

BC improved two positions from its fifth-place 
rank in 2008 despite a 0.5 percentage point 
increase in its rate. The relative improvement 
is due to larger annual rate increases in New 
Zealand and Iceland, which placed fourth and 
fifth in 2009, respectively. 

European countries typically have much higher 
long-term unemployment rates, on average, 
than non-European OECD members.

Long-Term Unemployment and 
Long-Term Joblessness

A common concern about unemployment 
statistics is that they fail to record significant 
numbers of people who want to work but are 
excluded from the standard international 
definition of employment. For example, 
“discouraged workers,” those who are not 
looking for work because they believe no jobs are 
available, are not counted because they have not 
looked for work in the past four weeks.
This topic is of particular relevance for BC as 
relatively low employment engagement has 
been shown to explain a large part of BC’s poor 
performance on the Low Income Cut-Off.
A broader concept that is worth consideration is 
“long-term joblessness.” It is usually defined as 
working-age people who were not in employment 
at the time of the interview and have not worked 
within the last one or two years.

An OECD analysis of this topic used data on men 
aged 25-54 because they are generally expected 
to be employed unless disabled or in extended 
education.

This analysis showed considerably higher 
ratios for long-term joblessness than long-term 
unemployment. In addition, Canada’s rank went 
from third best to tenth best among the  
nineteen jurisdictions reviewed.

Source: Organisation for Economic 
Cooperation and Development, OECD Employment 
Outlook, 2002.
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Economy, Innovation and Education

Metro Vancouver, which is identical to the 
Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area (CMA)  
outperforms Regional BC on seven of ten 
regional Economy, Innovation and Education 
indicators. They are: jobs; employment income; 
economic dependency ratio; secondary school 
graduates; university completion; science 
employment; and new business formation. 
Although close, Regional BC has an edge on 
housing starts and non-residential building 
permits. Regional BC has much higher retail 
sales per capita than does Vancouver.

Environment, Health and Society

Metro Vancouver and Regional BC are more 
closely matched in the eight Environment, 
Health and Society indicators than in 
the Economy, Innovation and Education 
comparisons. Regional BC and Vancouver are 
essentially tied on cancer mortality and the low 
birth weight rate. Vancouver has the edge on life 
expectancy; crime; employment insurance; and 
income assistance.

>> Internal Performance Review
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Employment Rate

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Why It’s Important
The employment rate is an effective measure 
of the rate of labour utilization. Indeed, high 
labour utilization traditionally accompanies 
strong economic activity.

Note
The employment rate for Development 
Regions differs from that reported elsewhere 
because a different population group is used.

rate of 69.2 was well above second-ranked North 
Coast & Nechako’s 64.2 percent. 

Employment rate decreases occurred across the 
board in 2009. Nearly all development regions 
had higher employment rates in 2009 than in 
2000, however. The exception is the Kootenay 
Development Region.  

Regional Indicator One is the percent of the 
population (aged 15 to 64) that is employed. The 
higher the employment rate, the better the rank. 

British Columbia’s employment rate fell by four 
percent in 2009, the largest single-year drop 
since 1990. BC’s rate last fell during the previous 
recession at the beginning of this decade.  The 
dip in 2001 was followed by six years of strong 
employment growth.

Between 2007 and 2008, BC’s employment rate 
remained flat, due to a combination of increases 
in Victoria and Regional BC and a decrease in 
Vancouver’s rate. Rates declined in all regions in 
2009.

The Northeast had the highest employment rate 
among the Development Regions in 2009 and 
on average over the last fifteen years. Its average 

Employment Rate    Regional
     Indicator 1
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Taxfilers’ Employment Income

Vancouver

AbbotsfordRegional BC*

Regional Indicator Two measures the income 
earned by British Columbians from employment 
and self-employment as reported on tax returns 
to the Canada Revenue Agency. 

Growth in fixed real per capita employment 
income in BC from 1990 to 2008 has ranged 
from a low of 18.1 percent in Vancouver to 30.2 
percent in Victoria. Income was $3,196 higher in 
Vancouver and $4,533 higher in Victoria in 2008 
than in 1990.  

Although consistently strong growth was 
experienced throughout BC over the last decade 
(average annual growth of 2.4 to 2.9 percent 

depending on the region), the recession showed 
up in the 2008 figures.

The Northeast and Lower Mainland-Southwest 
had the highest and second-highest income 
among the development regions in 2008 and on 
average between 1990 and 2008.  

All eight development regions saw income 
increases between 1990 and 2008 ranging from 
2.8 percent in the North Coast to 55.7 percent in 
the Northeast.

Why It’s Important
This indicator is a measure of economic 
activity and individual prosperity.

Note
*Regional BC includes the Abbotsford and 
Kelowna CMAs.
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Economic Dependency Ratio

Vancouver

Regional BC

Abbotsford

Victoria

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
This indicator provides insight into the 
sources of a jurisdiction’s income. Regions 
with relatively high pension income, or 
social assistance and employment insurance 
income have different prospects and needs. 

Note
Data supplied to us last year had some 
region labels reversed. The mistake has been 
corrected with the data presented above. 

Regional Indicator Three provides the ratio of 
transfer payments to total employment income 
reported on taxfilers’ returns. Private pension 
income and all government transfers except 
Child Tax Benefits and GST credit payments 
are included. The lower the ratio, the better the 
rank.   

Kelowna, Victoria, and Regional BC displayed 
the highest ratios in 2008 with over 30 dollars 
received in transfer payments per 100 dollars 
of employment income. The Vancouver CMA 
remained in the 16-18 dollar range and had the 
lowest economic dependency ratio (EDR) in 
every year reviewed.       
                                                                              
In 2008, the EDR increased between eight and 13 
percent, depending on the region.  

The Northeast development region had, by far, 
the lowest dependency ratio in 2008 with ten 
dollars of transfers per 100 dollar of employment 
income while the Vancouver Island/Coast 
region had the highest at 38 dollars. The Lower-
Mainland/Southwest development region had 
the second-lowest ratio at 19 dollars. 
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Retail Sales

Vancouver

Regional BC

Why It’s Important
Retail sales constitute a significant 
proportion of GDP and are used as a measure 
of economic performance. Retail trade is one 
of BC’s largest sources of employment. In 
2009, 280,100 people were employed in BC’s 
retail trade.

Performance Indicator Four measures sales 
at retail outlets. Direct sales that bypass the 
retail store such as vending machine sales and 
door-to-door printed materials sold directly by 
a publisher are excluded; sales taxes and non-
operating revenue are also excluded.

Real per capita retail sales were $9,319 in 
Vancouver and $12,581 in Victoria, Abbotsford, 
Kelowna and Regional BC combined in 2009.

As expected during a recession, retail sales fell in 
2008 and 2009. Depending on the region, sales 
fell by six or seven percent in 2009, the largest 
annual declines since 1991.

Despite the setbacks experienced in 2008 
and 2009, Regional BC has demonstrated 
solid growth of 44 percent since 1991. This 
improvement supported a nearly 20 percent 

increase in retail sales per capita in BC over this 
20-year period.

Declining retail sales in Regional BC in 2008 
and 2009 removed the growth it had achieved 
since 2005 but left sales well above the ten year 
average. 

In contrast, the 2008 and 2009 setbacks in 
Vancouver left sales nearly $600 below the ten-
year average.
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Housing Starts

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC
Kelowna

Why It’s Important
Housing starts are considered a good 
leading indicator for home sales and a major 
indicator of economic activity and consumer 
confidence. Housing construction is an 
important generator of employment. 

Regional Indicator Five measures the number 
of dwelling units started and the number of 
permits issued for construction. It represents 
the count of dwelling units in new structures 
designated for non-transient, year-round 
occupancy. The start is recorded when a footing 
is installed. All new units are counted for urban 
areas of 10,000 or greater population. Less 
populated areas are sampled and an estimate is 
included.

British Columbia’s housing starts halved in 2009, 
its largest drop since 1991. Starts were at their 
lowest level since the last recession. BC Housing 
starts grew by 24 and 25 percent in the first 
year after the recessions of the early 1990s and 
2000s, respectively.  In the 2000s in particular, 
BC demonstrated strong growth fuelled mainly 
by large increases in housing starts in Vancouver 
and Regional BC. 

Using data available at publication, BC’s 2010 
housing starts were on track to be well above 
those in 2009. Based on data from January to 
August 2010, BC’s residential building permits 
have increased 97 percent over the same period 
in 2009. 

More than half of all starts on average over the 
last ten years were in Vancouver. Regional BC 
accounted for a little more than one third while 
Kelowna, Victoria and Abbotsford together 
accounted for 13 percent.
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Non-Residential Building Permits

Vancouver

Abbotsford
Regional BC*

Why It’s Important
The value of non-residential building 
permits issued is an important measure 
of a jurisdiction’s economic activity and 
attractiveness to investors. 

Notes 

*Regional BC includes the Abbotsford and 
Kelowna CMAs.
Year-to-year variations are generally larger 
for regions with smaller populations 
(Kelowna and Abbotsford).  

Regional Indicator Six measures the dollar 
value of permits issued by municipalities and 
regional districts for non-residential buildings. It 
includes industrial, commercial and institutional 
construction, as well as new government 
buildings. Also included are alterations, 
renovations and additions to non-residential 
buildings.

Without adjustments for inflation and 
population, the value of non-residential building 
permits in BC fell by $539 million in 2009. 
Vancouver’s fell by $742 million but was partially 
offset by increases in Kelowna ($199 million) and 
Victoria ($118 million). Kelowna’s large growth 
more than made up for decreases in the rest of 
Regional BC, allowing it to post growth of six 
percent in building permits per capita in 2009. 
Permit values in Kelowna doubled in 2009 to 
$1,876 per capita. 

In Vancouver, decreases between 2007 and 2009 
largely offset strong growth between 2004 and 
2006.
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Secondary School Graduates

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
Levels of education tend to correlate strongly 
with future personal prosperity and well-
being.  With the “knowledge” content of 
most jobs steadily increasing, high school 
graduation is deemed essential as a base 
qualification for other “higher learning”. 

Regional Indicator Seven represents the number 
of Grade 12 students who have graduated in 
the school year beginning in the year noted, 
including those graduating as a result of August 
provincial exams. It is expressed as a percent 
of the 18-year-old population on July 1st of that 
year. Both public and independent schools are 
included.

Vancouver had a graduation rate of 73.6 percent 
in 2009, below only Abbotsford (75.7). Kelowna 
(72.9 percent) was slightly below Vancouver 
while Regional BC (67.9) and Victoria (62.5) had 
the lowest rates in 2009.

The public and independent secondary school 
graduation rate in BC was 70.9 percent in 2009, 
up from 69.5 percent in 2008 but below its ten-
year average of 74.3 percent.

Between 2000 and 2009, Vancouver’s average 
annual growth rate for the graduation rate was 
0.6 percent. The equivalent rates for the other 
areas considered are: Kelowna (0.7 percent), 
Victoria (0.1 percent), Abbotsford (-0.6 percent)  
and Regional BC (-1.0 percent). 
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University Completion

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Why It’s Important
Though there are many different forms of 
post-secondary credentialing, university 
completion is an important indication of 
an area’s efforts to build “top” academic, 
managerial and entrepreneurial skills 
necessary for the increasingly knowledge-
driven economy. 

Regional Indicator Eight measures the percent 
of the population in British Columbia, aged 25 to 
54, who have completed a university education.  
Excluded from the measure are persons in 
institutions, full-time members of the Armed 
Forces and persons living on Indian Reserves.

The percent of BC’s population (aged 25-54) 
with a university education grew by 31.2 percent 
between 1999 and 2008. Over the same period, 
growth by region varied from a low of ten 

percent in Victoria to 34 percent in Vancouver. 

The proportion of the population with a 
university education was similar in the 
Vancouver and Victoria CMAs until 2001 when 
Vancouver began to pull ahead. Victoria has 
been narrowing the gap in recent years.

The proportions in Regional BC and the 
Abbotsford CMA were similar and about half the 
rate seen in the Vancouver CMA.  

Notes
Regional BC includes the Kelowna CMA. The 
Kelowna CMA had a rate of 17.4 percent in 
2008. Kelowna will be added to the analysis 
as data become available.

We did not receive an update for this 
indicator in time for publication.
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Natural and Applied Sciences and Related Occupations

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Why It’s Important
The number of scientists and engineers 
relative to total employment is a key “proxy” 
for the creation of high skill jobs and the 
attraction and retention of people who 
possess the knowledge and skill sets essential 
to the process of innovation and the creation 
of high-paid employment. 

Regional Indicator Nine measures the percent 
of a jurisdiction’s total employment that is 
comprised of scientists and engineers.

The proportion of the workforce active in the 
natural and applied sciences decreased slightly 
over the last ten years in BC. Only Abbotsford 
posted an increase during this 10-year period (11 
percent) while Victoria experienced the largest 
decline (10 percent), fuelled by a 19 percent drop 
in science employment in the last year. 

Despite this, Victoria had the highest proportion 
of its workforce employed in natural and applied 
sciences in most of the years reviewed. However, 
Vancouver has rivalled the provincial capital as 
the region with the highest science employment 
in recent years.

In 2009, the proportion in Victoria was 
five percent higher than the proportion in 
Vancouver, 57 percent higher than that in 
Regional BC and more than double that in 
Abbotsford.
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Net New Business Formation

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
The number of net new business formations 
is an important measure of economic and 
entrepreneurial activity. 

Regional Indicator Ten measures net business 
formation by subtracting the number of business 
bankruptcies from the number of businesses 
incorporated in a given year.

Following five years of strong growth, the 
number of new business formations per capita 
in BC levelled in 2007 then fell by 13 percent in 
both 2008 and 2009. Led by large declines in 
Vancouver in the last two years, BC fell to its 
2004 level, erasing all interim gains.  

Declines in each of the two previous recessions 
were followed by large increases in the new 
business formation rate throughout all regions. 
Since 1990, all regions have demonstrated 
similar new business trends.

Vancouver accounts for roughly 70 percent of 
all net incorporations in the province. Regional 
BC generates another 17 percent. Half of the 
remaining 13 percent comes from Victoria while 
Abbotsford and Kelowna provide approximately 
three percent each.

Vancouver generates new incorporations well in 
excess of its 50 percent population share and the 
other areas of the province, especially Regional 
BC, generate less than their population shares. 
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Air Quality

Nanaimo

Powell River

Prince George

Why It’s Important
Air quality has direct effects on human 
health. Fine particulates may affect 
breathing, aggravate respiratory and 
cardiovascular disease, alter the body’s 
defense systems and damage lung tissue.  
Both premature mortality and emergency 
hospital visits may increase during times of 
high concentrations of fine particulates.     

Regional Indicator Eleven is measured by the 
amount of fine particulate matter in the air. Fine 
particulates include dust, dirt, liquid droplets 
and smoke. Factories, cars, power plants, 
construction activity, and numerous other 
sources emit fine particulates. Lower levels earn 
better ranks.

The three best-performing regions in 2008, 
in order, were Powell River, Nanaimo and 
Abbotsford. 
                                                                             
Over the 2002 through 2008 period, Powell River 
had the lowest annual average concentration of 
particulates (PM2.5) at 3.3 micrograms per cubic 
metre (μg/m3).  Nanaimo had the next lowest 
with 4.2 μg/m3.

Vancouver and Victoria came in at 5.3 μg/m3 
and 5.7 μg/m3, respectively. Prince George 

and Kamloops had the highest annual average 
concentration of particulate matter at 8.4 μg/m3 
and 5.7 μg/m3, respectively.

Although only four locations are presented in 
the figure, the full set of data is available on our 
website.
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Cancer Mortality

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
Cancer is one of the leading causes of death 
in Canada. Cancer is a disease in which 
abnormal cells form in human organs or 
tissue and grow to form a tumour. Two-
thirds of all cancers are caused by a person’s 
lifestyle, such as diet, physical activity, 
drinking and smoking habits. This indicator 
is a proxy for the propensity of a jurisdiction’s 
population to make healthy lifestyle choices.  

Regional Indicator Twelve tracks the age 
standardized mortality rate (ASMR) for cancer. 
Lower mortality rates mean better performance.

Cancer mortality rates fell throughout the 
province between 1999 and 2008 except in 
Kelowna, where the rate increased by 1.1 percent. 
Improvements ranged from 10.3 percent in 
Regional BC to 13.5 percent in Vancouver over 
this 10-year period.

Although there was a general cancer mortality 
decrease over the 1999 to 2008 period, there 
were some annual mortality increases. Of the 

ten year-over-year changes analysed, Vancouver 
had two increases, Regional BC had five and 
the cancer mortality rate in each of Kelowna, 
Victoria and Abbotsford increased six times.

The 2008 cancer mortality rate was lower than 
in 1999 in all but the Northern Health Authority.  
Improvements ranged from seven percent in 
the Fraser Health Authority to 34 percent in 
Vancouver Coastal.

Note
This indicator is based on age-standardized 
mortality rates (ASMR). Previous reports 
featured standardized data as well but the 
new data are much more detailed. 
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Why It’s Important
This is a key indicator measuring the 
overall health of citizens in a jurisdiction.  
An increasing life expectancy at birth 
indicates that the overall health status 
of the population is improving while a 
decreasing life expectancy indicates a 
general deterioration. Factors affecting life 
expectancy include access to health care, 
diet, environment, wealth and economic 
development.

Of the changes in the 2000 through 2009 period, 
there were no annual decreases in Vancouver but 
there was one in Regional BC, two in Abbotsford, 
three in Kelowna and five in Victoria.

Regional Indicator Thirteen is the average 
number of years that an infant is expected to live 
based on the mortality rates prevailing at the 
child’s birth.

Life expectancy at birth increased in all regions 
throughout the province between 2000 and 
2009. Improvements ranged from four months 
in Kelowna to over two years in Vancouver.

Regional BC had the lowest 2009 life expectancy 
at 80.1 years while Vancouver had the highest 
at 82.9. This difference of 2.7 years is two thirds 
larger than the gain realized by Regional BC over 
the most recent ten-year period.    

Year-to-year decreases in life expectancy at birth 
are rare and the ones that do occur are usually 
small and/or reversed in the following periods. 
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Why It’s Important
The World Health Organization uses the low 
birth weight rate as an indicator of general 
social condition. This indicator serves as a 
barometer of overall access to health and 
education services, and of the level of socio-
economic inequality. Low birth weight 
newborns have a substantially higher rate 
of post birth illness and death. In addition, 
long-term health problems, lower IQ and 
academic achievement, increased disabilities 
and hospitalization rates are associated with 
low birth weight. Factors that contribute to 
low birth weight are socio-economic status, 
social support, stress and personal habits.  

BC performs well on this indicator whether 
compared to other provinces, US states or OECD 
nations.

Regional Indicator Fourteen is based on the 
number of infants born weighing less than 2,500 
grams. The lowest ratio earns the best rank.

On average, between 2000 and 2009, 5.7 percent 
of infants in Vancouver weighed less than 2,500 
grams at birth. Vancouver had the highest 
average while Kelowna had the lowest at 5.0 
percent. Victoria was the only CMA to experience 
a decline in the low birth weight rate over this 
ten-year time period.

The low birth weight ratio is fairly volatile but 
average CMA values are quite close, the smallest 
difference being 0.3 percent between Regional BC 
and Kelowna and the largest being 13.0 percent 
between Kelowna and Vancouver.

The 2009 rate of low weight births was above the 
2000 rate in all five regional Health Authorities. 
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Violent and Property Crime

Vancouver
Abbotsford

Regional 
BC*

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
The crime rate is both a reflection of 
community safety and security and an 
indicator of other social and economic 
problems. It can reflect lack of opportunities, 
inadequate education or social dysfunction.  
Crime is very costly to society, from both 
individual and community perspectives.

In 2009, Abbotsford recorded 6.5 crimes for 
every 100 residents. Vancouver’s rate was 6.7, 
Victoria’s 7.0 and Regional BC had the highest 
rate at 9.4 incidents per 100 population. On 
average, between 2000 and 2009, crime rates 
in Vancouver were 20.4 percent lower than 
in Regional BC and 8.1 percent higher than 
in Victoria although rates in Vancouver and 
Victoria have been essentially the same for the 
last four years.

Regional Indicator Fifteen is based on the 
number of violent and property crimes in a 
jurisdiction. Higher crime rates produce worse 
ranks.

There has been a downward trend in crime rates 
throughout BC in the 2000s, most notably in 
Vancouver where rates have fallen 33 percent 
since 2000. Rates in Victoria and Regional BC 
have declined 22 and 13 percent over the same 
time period.

Although the incidence of crime typically 
increases during a recession, crime rates have 
declined between 19 percent (Victoria) and 22 
percent (Vancouver and Regional BC) over the 
last three years.  

Note
*Regional BC includes Abbotsford and 
Kelowna 
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Low Income Prevalence 

Vancouver

Why It’s Important
There are a number of negative outcomes for 
those experiencing low incomes.  People with 
low income may experience more physical 
and mental health problems, rely more on 
charity, attain lower levels of education, or 
have higher secondary school drop-out rates.

Note
Data used for this indicator, formerly based 
on families, have been replaced with a new 
data series based on individuals. 

LICO occurred in both CMAs throughout the 
2000s. The annual changes in Victoria were 
more extreme than in Vancouver however.  For 
example, in 2008, LICO declined by 47 percent 
from 2007 compared to Vancouver’s 15 percent 
increase.

Regional Indicator Sixteen uses data on the 
number of people with incomes below a level 
identified by Statistics Canada as relatively low. 
The region with the lowest proportion earns the 
best rank.

In 2008, the proportion of individuals below 
the after-tax Low Income Cut-Off (LICO) in 
Vancouver was one percent lower than it was in 
1990. The proportion in Victoria was 42 percent 
lower while for BC as a whole, LICO was nine 
percent lower in 2008 than it was 19 years ago.

Vancouver’s average low-income prevalence from 
1990 to 2008 was above average (17.3 percent) 
while Victoria’s (12.9 percent) was below average.

An upward trend in LICO was apparent in the 
1990s in Vancouver and Victoria. A general 
decline in the proportion of individuals below 
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    Regional
     Indicator 17 Employment Insurance
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Employment Insurance Recipients

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional BC

Kelowna*

Why It’s Important
The proportion of the labour force unable to 
secure employment is an important indicator 
of the economic health of a jurisdiction.  
When an economy is growing strongly, 
new jobs are created and, unless the labour 
force grows enough to offset the growth in 
jobs, the unemployment rate will fall and 
there should be fewer people collecting 
Employment Insurance benefits.

Note: *Regional BC includes the Kelowna 
CMA.

percent) or Victoria (1.9 percent). 

The number of EI beneficiaries in BC in 2009 
was up from 2008 for each of the five regions due 
to job losses in the recession. The 130,333 people 
in receipt of EI benefits in 2009 was 58 percent 
higher than the 82,488 recipients in 2008. 

Regional Indicator Seventeen tracks the number 
of Employment Insurance (EI) beneficiaries as a 
percent of the population aged 19-64.

At the time of publication, an update to our usual 
data was not available.  However, we were able to 
obtain data on employment insurance recipients 
and population (all ages) from Statistics Canada 
for 2008 and 2009. The larger population base 
will translate into lower EI beneficiaries-to-
population ratios than would our usual data. 
This indicator will be revised with our standard 
measure when we receive an update. 

The Statistics Canada data show that the EI 
beneficiaries-to-population ratio increased by 
a substantial amount year over year, ranging 
from 48 percent in Regional BC to 76 percent in 
Kelowna. The proportion of the BC population 
receiving EI benefits is higher in Kelowna (3.3 
percent), Abbotsford (3.5 percent) and Regional 
BC (3.7 percent) than in either Vancouver (2.4 
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    Regional
     Indicator 18 Income Assistance
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Income Assistance Recipients

Vancouver

Abbotsford

Regional
 BC

Kelowna

Why It’s Important
The proportion of the population collecting 
income assistance benefits (commonly 
referred to as welfare) is an important 
indicator of the economic health of a 
jurisdiction and may also indicate problems 
in the incentive structure of the income 
assistance programs available within a 
jurisdiction.

In 2009, the number of beneficiaries as a percent 
of the population (aged 0-64) was between 
78 and 86 percent lower than the 1995 peak, 
depending on the region.

The proportion of the population collecting 
income assistance has consistently been higher 
in Regional BC than in the Census Metropolitan 
Areas although the differences have not been 
large of late.

Regional Indicator Eighteen tracks the number 
of Income Assistance beneficiaries as a percent 
of the population aged 0-64.

A general pattern of large increases in the 
income assistance recipients-to-population 
ratio in the early 1990s followed by even larger 
decreases in the ratio in the mid-to-late 1990s 
was seen all across the country. In BC, the ratio 
peaked at 10.4 in 1995 and fell by 87 percent to 
1.3 in 2006 and 2007. BC’s rate increased to 1.4 
percent in 2008 and to 1.8 in 2009.  

The proportion of the population (aged 0-64) 
collecting income assistance benefits followed 
a similar pattern in Vancouver, Victoria, 
Abbotsford and in Regional BC. Data for 
Kelowna were introduced in 2002. 

The proportion peaked in 1995 at 9.3 in 
Vancouver, 9.8 in Victoria, 10.8 in Abbotsford 
and 11.9 in Regional BC.
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