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Appendix 1 - Updating the Key ‘Legacy’ Indicators 

Prepared and written by Dr. Felice Martinello. 

This section updates key indicators set out in Building a New Legacy: Increasing Prosperity for Niagara 

Residents by Improving the Quality of Neighborhood Life by Sarah Pennisi in 2011.1  

Most of the indicators are derived from data collected in the 2016 census, and as such are updated only to 

2015 or 2016. The previous full census was done in 2006, so the change since 2005 or 2006 is reported where 

possible. The indicators cover the Niagara Regional Municipality (Niagara RM, census division 3526) unless 

otherwise indicated. Please note the regional municipality is different from the smaller St. Catharines - Niagara 

Census Metropolitan Area (CMA 539) which excludes Grimsby, Smithville, and West Lincoln. 

1. Demographics 

Population 

In 2016, the Niagara region’s population was 447,888, representing 3.33 percent of Ontario’s population. 

Table 1 shows that Niagara’s population has grown since 2006 but at a much slower rate than Ontario. 

Niagara’s population increased by 4.79 percent between 2006 and 2016, while Ontario’s increased more than 

twice as fast, rising by 10.59 percent. Consequently, Niagara’s share of Ontario’s population fell from 3.51 

percent in 2006 to 3.33 percent in 2016. 

Table 1 

 Population  Niagara’s Share of 

Ontario’s population  Niagara Ontario 

2016 447,888 13,448,494 3.33% 

2006 427,421 12,160,282 3.51% 

percentage 

change 
4.79 10.59  

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006.  

 

 

 

1 Sarah Pennisi, “Building a New Legacy” (2011). 
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Population counts the number of individuals in the society. Many reported measures of poverty, disadvantage, hardship, or 

well-being do not apply to individuals. Instead, they describe the circumstances of census families, economic families, or 

households. Thus, it is important to describe how individuals in the population are arranged into the different types of 

families and households defined by Statistics Canada and other agencies. It is even more important to describe how the 

composition of those census and economic families and households have changed over time.  

For example, if we are going to compare median incomes or inequality across households over time, we need 

to know whether and how the composition of the households has changed over that period. The same holds 

for statistics (characteristics) of census families and economic families. If the composition of the families or 

households have changed -- for example, the proportion of lone parent families or one person households has 

increased -- then the measures of income levels or inequality across households or families mean different 

things at different times.  

Census Families 

Table 2 shows the number of census families, lone parent census families, and female headed lone parent 

census families in Niagara and Ontario, 2006 and 2016, and the percentage growth rates between those 

dates. A Statistics Canada census family consists of: 

• a couple, 

• married or common law, 

• same sex or not, 

• with or without children of any age as long as they do not have their own partner or children. 

or  

• a lone parent of any marital status with at least one child of any age (who does not have their own partner or 

children), or 

• grandchildren living with their grandparent(s) with no parents present all living within the same dwelling.2 

  

 

 

2 See Statistics Canada (2015a). 
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Table 2 

 

Number of census 

families in private 

households 

Number of lone parent 

census families 

Number of female headed 

lone parent census families 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2016 129,470 3,782,540 22,930 644,975 18,265 518,480 

2006 123,365 3,422,315 20,200 540,715 16,205 441,105 

percentage 

change 
4.95 10.53 13.51 19.28 12.71 17.54 

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006 

 

Table 3 

 Percentage of census families that are Niagara minus Ontario: percentage of  

 lone parent 
female headed lone 

parent 

Lone parent census 

families 

 female lone parent 

families 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario   

2016 17.71 17.05 14.11 13.71 0.66 0.40 

2006 16.37 15.80 13.14 12.89 0.57 0.25 

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006 

 

Table 2 shows that the number of census families in Niagara and Ontario grew at roughly the same rates as the 

population growth in each jurisdiction. Table 2 also shows that the number of lone parent and female lone 

parent census families in both Ontario and Niagara grew much faster than the total number of families. In 

Niagara the growth rates were more than two and a half times as large.  

As a result, as shown in Table 3, lone parent and female lone parent families account for larger proportions of 

all census families in 2016, compared to 2006, in both jurisdictions. In 2016, 17.71 percent of all Niagara 

census families were lone parent families while 14.11 percent were female headed lone parent families. 

Niagara has higher percentages of both lone parent and female lone parent families than Ontario in both 

years. The differences between Niagara and Ontario are small (i.e., less than one percentage point) but they 

grew and are larger in 2016. One small change in the composition of census families is that the total number of 

lone parent families grew faster than the number of female lone parent families in both Niagara and Ontario. 
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Households 

Many of Statistics Canada’s income and low-income measures refer to households. A Statistics Canada 

household refers to one person or a group of persons who live in the same dwelling. Thus, a census family or 

an economic family (not defined yet) would also constitute a household. But households also include the 

following combinations of people, all living within the same dwelling:  

• a solitary person (i.e., persons living alone)  

• two or more unrelated families  

• two or more unrelated individuals (e.g., roommates)  

• a family and a border3 

Table 4 shows the total number of households and one person households in Niagara and Ontario, 2006 and 

2016. The total number of households has grown much faster than the overall population in both Niagara and 

Ontario. This means that average household size decreased in both jurisdictions from 2006 to 2016 and any 

comparisons of household income (or other household characteristics), over time, should adjust for the smaller 

household size. Part of the decrease in household size is shown by the even faster growth of one person 

households. One person households grew by 16.15 percent in Niagara, from 2006 to 2016, almost twice the 

growth rate of the total number of households and more than three times the growth rate of the total 

population. 

Table 4 

 Total households 
One person 

households 

Percentage of one 

person households 

Niagara minus 

Ontario % of one 

person 

households 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario  

2016 183,830 5,169,175 51,215 1,341,305 27.86 25.95 1.91 

2006 169,510 4,555,025 44,095 1,104,865 26.01 24.26 1.76 

percentage 

change 
8.45 13.48 16.15 21.40    

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006 

Table 4 also shows that, in 2016, one person households account for more than one quarter of all households 

in Niagara and Ontario. Niagara has higher proportions of one person households (than Ontario) in both 2016 

 

 

3 See Statistics Canada (2012).  
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and 2006, but the difference is a bit bigger in 2016. The share of one person households in Niagara is almost 

two percentage points higher than in Ontario in 2016. 

Immigrants 

The percentage of immigrants and recent immigrants are important characteristics of the demographics of 

Niagara and Ontario. Immigrants are defined to be people who traveled to Canada from a foreign country and 

who are not temporary residents or visitors to Canada.  

Immigrants include landed immigrants, permanent residents, and those who have obtained Canadian 

citizenship by naturalization.4 

Table 5 reports the percentage of immigrants in the populations of Niagara and Ontario, 2016 and 2006. It is 

clear that Niagara has a significantly smaller proportion of immigrants than Ontario with only 16.63 percent of 

the population, as compared to more than 29 percent of the population for Ontario as a whole. Further, the 

proportion has decreased in Niagara from 2006 to 2016 while it increased slightly for Ontario as a whole. 

Recent immigrants (i.e., those who arrived in the five years before the census) make up much smaller shares of 

the populations in both Niagara and Ontario, but they show similar patterns. In 2016, the percentage of recent 

immigrants in the Niagara population (at 1.17 percent) is only a third (roughly) as large as the 3.57 percentage 

for Ontario. Surprisingly, the proportions of recent immigrants declined in both Ontario and Niagara from 

2006 to 2016. 

Table 5 

 Percentage of immigrants in the population 

 All immigrants 
Immigrants arrived in the five years 

before census 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2016 16.63 29.09 1.17 3.57 

2006 17.98 28.25 1.87 4.83 

change 2006 to 

2016 
-1.35 0.84 -0.70 -1.26 

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006 

 

 

4 See Statistics Canada (2016a, 2016b).    
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2. Median Incomes 

Economic and Census Families 

Table 6 shows median total and after-tax income for Niagara and Ontario calculated from the 2006 and 2016 

censuses. Censuses report incomes for the previous calendar year, i.e., for 2005 and 2015, respectively. The 

2005 values provide the median income of census families (defined above). The 2015 values refer to economic 

families. A Statistics Canada economic family consists of a grouping of two or more persons (any age or sex) 

who are related to one another and who live in the same dwelling. Thus, all census families are also economic 

families, but economic families also include: 

• two or more census families living in the same dwelling (e.g., three generations cohabitating) 

• co-resident siblings with no parent or grandparent 

• nieces, nephews, aunts, or uncles living with what would otherwise be a census family.5  

So, the percentage change from 2005 to 2015 shown in the last rows of Tables 6 and 7 are making an apples 

to oranges comparison. But they are both still fruits. Given the differences in definitions, one expects economic 

families to be slightly larger than census families and the data bear this out. In the 2016 census the average 

economic family size in Niagara was 2.9 persons while the average census family was 2.8 persons. In the 2006 

census, however, the average census family size in Niagara was also 2.9 persons. Thus, there is no difference in 

the average family sizes that correspond to the Niagara median income numbers shown in Table 6 between 

2005 and 2015. The composition of those 2.9 persons will differ across census and economic families, 

however, so the 2005 to 2015 comparison is still flawed. But the differences are likely small. 

Total income includes income from all sources, including government transfers. So, the after-tax values show 

median income after all government taxes and transfers. The 2015 (2005 $) row reports 2015 income in 2005 

constant dollars. It deflates the 2015 nominal dollar values (shown in the 2015 row) by the change in the 

Ontario all-items Consumer Price Index (CPI) from 2005 to 2015. 

  

 

 

5 See Statistics Canada (2015b).  
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Table 6 

 All economic families (2015 data) and all census families (2005 data) 

 
Median total 

income 

Median after tax 

income 

Percentage income 

paid in tax 

Niagara minus Ontario 

after tax income 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario dollars % of Niagara 

2015 81,433 91,089 72,105 79,531 11.45 12.69 -7,426 -10.30 

2015  

(2005 $) 

68,314 76,415 60,489 66,719 11.45 12.69 -6,230 -10.30 

2005 64,965 69,156 56,014 59,377 13.78 14.14 -3,363 -6.00 

percentage 

change 

(2005 $) 

5.16 10.50 7.99 12.36 -16.86 -10.27   

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2015, Profile 2007 for 2005 

 

All the rows of Table 6 show that median incomes in the Niagara region are a lot lower than in Ontario as a 

whole. The 2015 difference between Niagara and Ontario is especially striking. In 2015, median total nominal 

family income in Niagara was almost $10,000 ($9,656 or 11.86 percent) less than Ontario’s. The higher 

proportions of lone parent and female lone parent families in Niagara surely contributes to the difference, but 

the extent of the contribution is not investigated further here. The bottom row of Table 6 also shows that 

median family income in Niagara grew a lot slower than in Ontario (less than half as fast for total incomes) so 

Niagara fell further behind Ontario from 2005 to 2015. Recall that 2015 is economic families while 2005 is 

census families, so the percentage changes reported in Table 6 should be considered imprecise and read with 

some caution. 

The percentage of income taxes paid columns (in Table 6) confirm some conventional wisdom about the 

Canadian tax system. First, income taxes are progressive. The percentage of income paid in Ontario as a whole 

is higher than the percentage in Niagara since Ontario incomes are higher. Thus, the income tax system 

performs some modest redistribution of after tax or disposable incomes towards lower income families. After 

including the minor redistribution from income taxes, the Niagara median (disposable) family income is still 

well below the Ontario median, but the difference is smaller. In 2015, after all taxes and transfers, Niagara’s 

median family income is $7,426 or 10.3 percent below the Ontario median and this difference is much larger 

than the $3,363 or six percent reported for 2005. 

Second, income tax rates decreased from 2005 to 2015. The percentage of median incomes paid in income 

tax was lower in 2015 (in both jurisdictions) even though the incomes are higher in real and nominal dollars. 

The decrease in tax rates was larger in Niagara than in Ontario. 
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Lone Parent Economic and Census Families 

Table 7 shows median incomes for lone parent economic families (2015) and lone parent census families 

(2005), both before taxes and after all taxes and transfers. The points made above about income taxes (with 

references to Table 6) continue to hold in Table 7, although the actual tax rates are not shown to save space. 

As with all families comparisons reported in Table 6, lone parent families in Niagara have substantially lower 

median incomes and slower growth from 2005 to 2015 than in Ontario as a whole. In 2015, after all taxes and 

transfers the median (disposable) income in Niagara was $49,760, up 13.6 percent from 2005. The 2015 

median income was $3,633 or 7.78 percent below the Ontario median, compared to the $1,261 or 3.66 

percent income gap in 2005. 

Table 7 

 Lone parent economic families (2015 data) and lone parent census families (2005 data) 

 Median income 
Median after-tax 

income 

fraction of all 

families’ after-tax 

income 

Niagara minus 

Ontario after-tax 

income 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario dollars 
% of 

Niagara 

2015 49,760 54,363 46,684 50,317 64.74% 

63.27 

% 

-3,633 -7.78 

2015  

(2005 $) 

41,744 45,605 39,163 42,211 64.74% 

63.27 

% 

-3,048 -7.78 

2005 36,745 38,448 34,416 35,677 61.44% 

60.09 

% 

-1,261 -3.66 

percentage 

change (2005 $) 
13.60 18.62 13.79 18.31     

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2015, Profile 2007 for 2005 

 

Lone parent median incomes are a relatively stable fraction of all families’ median incomes. In both 2005 and 

2015, in both Niagara and Ontario, the median incomes of lone parent families are between 60 to 65 percent 

of the median across all families. Lone parent families do worse relative to all families (i.e., have a lower 

percentage of all families’ median income) in 2005. This occurs because, surprisingly, lone parent families’ 

median incomes grew much faster than all the families’ median. This occurred in both Niagara and Ontario. 

Median incomes for female lone parent families are available for 2005 but not 2015 so they are not reported. 

Suffice it to say that female lone parent median incomes are expected to be less than $2,000 below the 
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medians reported in Table 7. The female lone parent median income is close to the lone parent median 

income because females head the vast majority of lone parent families. 

Households  

The income data in Tables 6 and 7 cover census or economic families, so they ignore one person households. 

Recall that one person households count for more than a quarter of all households and have become more 

common since 2006. Table 8 reports median incomes for all households and one person households. It also 

reports median after tax (disposable) income for one person households.  

A comparison of Tables 6 and 8 shows that the median income of all households is far below the median 

incomes of census or economics families. This, in turn, suggests that economic or census families are not very 

helpful units of observations for examining the legacies of poverty. An important reason why household 

incomes are so much lower than family incomes is that there are so many one person households (more than 

one quarter) and the median incomes of one person households are really, really low – less than one half the 

median income across all households and roughly 40 percent of the median income of economic families. 

Surprisingly, the median incomes of one person households are also well below those of lone parent families 

(and female lone parent families in 2005, where we have data). In 2015, the median total income of all 

households and one person households in Niagara, in 2015, were $65,086 and $32,201, respectively. 

Table 8 

 All Households One Person Households  

 Median income Median income 
Median after tax 

income 

Niagara minus 

Ontario after tax 

income 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario dollars 

% of  

Niagara 

2015 65,086 74,287 32,201 36,900 29,581 33,219 -3,638 -12.30 

2015  

(2005 $) 

54,601 62,320 27,014 30,956 24,816 27,868 -3,052 -12.30 

2005 54,497 60,455 26,588 30,025 23,994 26,473 -2,479 -10.33 

percentage 

change (2005 $) 
0.19 3.08 1.60 3.10 3.42 5.27   

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2015, Profile 2007 for 2005 

 

The median incomes of all households and one person households grew much more slowly from 2005 to 2015 

than families’ median incomes, and the growth rates in Niagara were well below those for Ontario. The lower 
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(almost non-existent, in fact) increase in median household income in Niagara is partly attributable to the fact 

that average household size in Niagara fell from 2.5 to 2.4 persons from 2006 to 2016. In contrast, average 

household size for Ontario remained the same at 2.6 in both 2006 and 2016. If one adjusts median income for 

household size using the common square root rule, then the household size adjusted median incomes 

increase by 2.26 percent from 2005 to 2015 in Niagara. This is much closer to, but still below, the Ontario 

increase and it is a very meagre increase for a decade long time span.  

Median incomes of all households and one person households in Niagara are well below the Ontario medians. 

In 2015, the Niagara after tax median income of one person households was $3,638 or 12.3 percent below the 

Ontario median, and more than $500 further behind the 2005 gap of 10.3 percent.  

3. Low Income in Niagara and Ontario 

Tables 9 and 10 show the percentages of persons in private households who fell below the LICO and LIM 

after-tax (AT) measures of low income, for Niagara and Ontario. The 2005 data in Table 9 is taken from the 

2006 census profiles (Profile 2007). The 2010 data in Table 10 is taken from the results of the National 

Household Survey (NHS) conducted in 2011 (Profile 2013). The NHS data are not as reliable because they were 

collected from a voluntary survey rather than a census. 

Table 9 shows that the falling incidence of low income for Canada (noted above), as determined by the LICO, 

also occurs in Niagara and Ontario. The percentage of low income in both Niagara and Ontario fell by a little 

more than one percentage point, from 2005 to 2015, for all persons and all youth. In 2015, 7.37 percent of all 

persons were below the LICO-AT cut-off in Niagara, while 9.85 percent were below it in Ontario. Higher 

percentages of youth (ages 0 to 17) are classified as low income in both Ontario and Niagara. In 2015, 9.14 

percent of Niagara youth and 12.31 percent of Ontario youth were below the LICO cut-off. Table 9 also shows 

that poverty (as measured by LICO) is much less prevalent in Niagara than in Ontario for all age groups. The 

most striking feature of Table 9 is the very low incidence of low income among seniors (aged 65 and older), 

compared to all of the other age groups in both Ontario and Niagara. 

Table 9 

 Percentage of all persons in private households below the LICO after-tax (AT) cutoff 

 All Persons 
Young Children (0 to 5 

Years) 

All Youth  

(0 to 17 years) 

Seniors (65 & older) 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2015 7.37 9.85 8.34 11.46 9.14 12.31 2.13 5.05 

2005 8.4 11.1   10.5 13.7   

change -1.03 -1.25   -1.36 -1.39   

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2015, Profile 2007 for 2005 
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Table 10 shows that the after-tax LIM identifies much higher rates of low income than the LICO, in both 

Niagara and Ontario, and for every age category. This is consistent with the results reported for Canada in 

Corak (2016) and Osberg (2018).6 

Table 10 also shows that the incidence of low income increased in Niagara and Ontario from 2010 to 2015, 

overall and in every age category. This is also consistent with Corak (2016) and Osberg (2018) who show that 

the LIM for Canada trends upwards (gently). So, the low-income measures (LICO and LIM) behave as one 

would expect, based upon how they are defined and constructed, in both Ontario and Niagara. The increase 

in low income shown by the LIM and the decrease shown by the LICO are mostly due to the differences in what 

the LIM and LICO measure and how they are calculated, and not due to the different endpoints used in Tables 

9 and 10. This leaves us, unfortunately, uncertain about whether low income increased or decreased in 

Niagara. This author leans more towards absolute rather than relative measures of poverty. This suggests that 

the LICO measure is the more compelling and that low income declined in Niagara from 2005 to 2015. 

Table 10 

  Percentage of all persons in private households below the LIM after-tax (AT) cutoff 

  All Persons 
Young Children (0 to 5 

Years) 

All Youth  

(0 to 17 years) 

Seniors (65 & older) 

  Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2015 14.47 14.4 19.14 18.44 21.05 19.78 10.82 12.03 

2010 12.9 13.9 19.1 18.4 16.9 17.3 6.5 8.3 

change 1.57 0.5 0.04 0.04 4.15 2.48 4.32 3.73 

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2015, Profile 2013 for 2010 

 

In 2015, according to the LIM, seniors are again found to have much lower rates of low income than the other 

age categories in both Ontario and Niagara, although the differences are not as large as they are with LICO. 

Further, the low-income rate for seniors in Niagara is lower than the Ontario rate, which is also consistent with 

the results of the LICO measures in Table 9 although again the difference is smaller. For young children, all 

youth, and all persons, however, the 2015 incidence of low income (according to the LIM-AT) is higher in 

 

 

6 Miles Corak, "‘Inequality is the root of social evil,’ or Maybe Not?: Two Stories about Inequality and Pubic Policy” 
(2016). 
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Niagara than in Ontario. This occurs in spite of the fact that median incomes are lower in Niagara than in 

Ontario as a whole.  

A lower median means that half of the median, the bottom quartile, is also lower. But, despite the lower half-

median (bottom quartile), Niagara has a larger percentage of people in households below that (lower) half-

median. This means that the Niagara distribution of incomes has more people in the very bottom tail of the 

income distribution, compared to Ontario as a whole. It also means that the 14.47 percent identified as low-

income in Niagara almost surely have lower incomes (i.e., are worse off) than the 14.40 percent of low-income 

persons across Ontario as a whole. 

The 2010 LIM data differ from the 2015 results in that they show lower rates of low income in Niagara 

(compared to Ontario) for all persons and youth (0-17). Young children are reported to have higher rates of 

low income in 2010, same as in 2015, and the differences are almost identical. These differences should be 

read cautiously, however, since they result from the less reliable National Household Survey.  

The percentages of people classified as low income in the Census Metropolitan Area (CMA) of St. Catharines - 

Niagara (CMA 539) in 2015, according to the Market Basket Measure (MBM), are reported in Tables 11 and 12. 

It is important to emphasize that the St. Catharines - Niagara CMA is smaller than the Niagara region since it 

excludes Grimsby, Smithville, and West Lincoln. So, data reported in Table 11 are not directly comparable to 

those in Tables 9 and 10. 

Table 11 shows that 12.7 percent of the Niagara CMA population have disposable incomes that fall below the 

cost of the MBM basket of goods. This is 1.2 percentage points below the Ontario rate of 13.9 percent. Young 

children and all youth have much higher rates of low income at 19.3 percent (almost one in five!) and 16.3 

percent, respectively, in the Niagara CMA. The incidence of low income for young children in the Niagara 

CMA is 0.6 percentage points higher than the Ontario rate, but the Niagara CMA rate for all youth is 0.9 

percentage points below the Ontario rate. So, there is little consistency across the low income measures for all 

persons, young children, and all youth regarding whether Niagara has higher or lower rates of low income 

than Ontario. All three low-income measures consistently show, however, that youth and young children have 

substantially higher incidence of low income than the overall population. 

 Table 11 

 
Percentage of all persons in private households classified as low income according to the Market 

Basket Measure (MBM)  

 All Persons 
Young Children (0 to 5 

Years) 
All Youth (0 to 17 years) Seniors (65 & older) 

 
 CMA 

Niagara  
Ontario 

CMA 

Niagara 
Ontario 

CMA 

Niagara 
Ontario 

CMA  

Niagara  

Ontario 

2015 12.7 13.9 19.3 18.7 16.3 17.2 5.6 8.1 

Sources: Statistics Canada (2016e) 
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All three low-income measures also provide a consistent message about seniors. People aged 65 or older are 

much less likely to be low income than the other age groups, and the low-income rate in the Niagara CMA is 

well below the Ontario rate. Only 5.6 percent of seniors (around one in twenty) are classified as low income 

according to the MBM, 2.5 percentage points below the Ontario rate. 

Table 12 presents the percentage of low-income persons in the Niagara CMA and Ontario (using the MBM), 

disaggregated by their type of economic family. The last column is the Niagara CMA rate minus the Ontario 

rate, so a negative number means that the Niagara CMA has a lower rate of low income. The last column is 

mostly negative, so Niagara has a lower incidence of low income according to the MBM measure for most 

economic family configurations. 

Measured across all persons, 12.7 percent of Niagara CMA residents and 13.9 percent of Ontario residents are 

low income. These are the same rates as reported in Table 11. Persons in couple economic families are much 

less likely to be low-income, although the rates are higher if the couple have children and they are even higher 

still if they have young children (aged 0 to 5). Lone parent families are much more likely to be low-income. 

More than one in four (25.8 percent) lone parent families in the Niagara CMA are low-income and the Ontario 

rate is 1.2 percentage points higher. The incidence of low income for male lone parents is lower at 18.9 

percent, but most of the lone parent families are female lone parent. In the Niagara CMA, 27.3 percent of 

female lone parent families are low-income. The low-income rates rise dramatically if there are children (0-17) 

in the household. Forty-one percent of female lone parent families with children 0-17 are low-income in 2015 

and the percentage increases to 62.3 percent (almost two out of every three!) if there are young children (0 to 

5) in the family. The 62.3 percent rate is for the Niagara CMA. The Ontario rate is 1.9 percentage points lower 

at the still mind-bogglingly high rate of 60.4 percent. 
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Table 12 

 

2015 percentage of low income persons 

according to the Market Basket Measure 

(MBM)  

Economic family characteristics of persons  
Niagara 

CMA 
Ontario  

Niagara-CMA 

Minus Ontario 

Total - Persons by selected economic family characteristics  12.7 13.9 -1.2 

    Persons in economic families [5] 9.3 11 -1.7 

          In couple economic families 6.1 8.3 -2.2 

                 In a couple economic family with children 6.3 9 -2.7 

                       With children aged 0 to 17 years 7.8 10.7 -2.9 

                             With children aged 0 to 5 years 10.4 13.2 -2.8 

                 In a couple economic family with other relatives only 6.5 5.1 1.4 

          In lone-parent economic families 25.8 27 -1.2 

                 In a male lone-parent economic family 18.9 19.4 -0.5 

                        With children aged 0 to 17 years 30.2 29 1.2 

                               With children aged 0 to 5 years 42.1 42.2 -0.1 

                 In a female lone-parent economic family 27.3 28.7 -1.4 

                        With children aged 0 to 17 years 41 42.7 -1.7 

                               With children aged 0 to 5 years 62.3 60.4 1.9 

           In other economic families 21.4 21.7 -0.3 

    Persons not in economic families 30.8 31.9 -1.1 

                Persons not in economic families aged 65+ years  14 18.8 -4.8 

Sources: Statistics Canada (2016d) 

 

The incidence of low income for persons not in economic families (essentially single person households) is 

more than twice as large as it is for the general population in both the Niagara CMA and Ontario. Recall that 

the MBM adjusts for family size so the higher rate is not because there are fewer people (i.e., only one person) 

included in the unit. In the Niagara CMA 30.8 percent of persons not in economic families are low-income in 

2015, 1.1 percentage points below the Ontario rate. Seniors who are not in economic families are much less 
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likely to be low income than the ‘not in an economic family’ group as a whole. Only 14 percent of seniors not in 

an economic family are low-income in the Niagara CMA, and this is almost five percentage points below the 

18.8 percent for Ontario as a whole. These singleton seniors, however, are still more than twice as likely to be 

low-income than seniors in general. Recall that the incidence of low income for seniors is 5.6 and 8.1 percent 

for the Niagara CMA and Ontario respectively (see Table 11). 

 

4. Other Measures of Hardship 

Household After Tax Income Under $20,000 

According to the Niagara Story Map (NSM)7, the percentage of households with after-tax income below 

$20,000 in 2015 in the Niagara region equals 9.63 percent. 

Working Poor 

• The current Statistics Canada definition of the working poor are individuals:  

• between 18 and 64 years of age,  

• who are not students, 

• who are living independently (i.e., they are not living in an institution and they can be part of an economic or 

census family or household), 

• who earned at least $3,000 in the last year (the threshold for earning the Working Income Tax Benefit), and  

• whose family or household after-tax income is below the after-tax Low Income Measure (LIM-AT). 

In 2016, 8.13 percent of individuals in Niagara, aged 18 to 64, who were living independently and were not 

students (i.e., they satisfied the first three bullet points above), were classified as working poor (i.e., they also 

satisfied the last two bullet points above.8 

Inspired in part by previous work by the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, Pennisi (2011) employs a 

slightly different definition of working poor. According to that definition, the working poor are defined as 

families who receive less than half of their income from government transfer and whose after-tax income is 

 

 

7 Source: Niagara Story Map (NSM) citing custom statistics from the 2016 census (25 percent long form sample). 

8 Source: Niagara Story Map (NSM) reporting a custom tabulation of the 2016 Statistics Canada T1 Family File.   
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below the after-tax Low Income Measure (LIM-AT). Pennisi (2011) reports that 6.5 percent of Niagara families 

were working poor (according this definition) in 2005.9  

Tenants Paying 30% or More of their Income on Rent 

In the Niagara region, 48.11 percent of tenant-occupied households spent 30 percent or more of their total 

household income on rent in 2016.10  This is an increase from the 45.5 percent in 2006 reported in Pennisi 

(2011).11  

Unemployment Rate 

The unemployed are civilian, non-institutional people, aged 15 and older, who are not employed but are 

actively searching for paid employment. The unemployment rate is the number of unemployed divided by the 

sum of the number of employed and unemployed. In 2016, in the Niagara region, the unemployment rate was 

7.38 percent.12 The rate was lower at 6.1 percent in 2006.13 

Percentage in Core Housing Need 

A household is considered in core housing need if its dwelling is considered unsuitable, inadequate, or 

unaffordable; and the household’s income levels are such that they cannot afford alternative suitable and 

adequate housing in their community.14 

Table 13 shows the percentage of households in core housing need in Ontario and the Niagara region, 2006 

and 2016. In 2016, 13.3 percent of Niagara households were classified as in core housing need, up from 11.8 

percent in 2006. Table 13 also shows that Niagara has a lower incidence of core housing need than Ontario as 

a whole in both 2006 and 2016. The difference is smaller in 2016, at two percentage points, compared to the 

2.7 percentage points in 2006. The smaller difference in 2016 occurs because core housing need in Niagara 

 

 

9 Sarah Pennisi, “Building a New Legacy” (2011). 

10 Source: Niagara Story Map (NSM) reporting custom statistics calculated from the 2016 Statistics Canada National 
Household Survey. 

11 Sarah Pennisi, “Building a New Legacy” (2011). 

12 Source: Niagara Story Map (NSM) reporting custom statistics from the 2016 census 25% long form sample.       

13 Sarah Pennisi, “Building a New Legacy” (2011). 

14 See Statistics Canada Census definitions in Statistics Canada (2017b). 
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increased by 1.5 percentage points from 2006 to 2016 while it only increased by 0.8 percentage points 

(slightly more than half as much) in Ontario as a whole. 

Table 13 

 
Percentage of households in 

core housing need 

 Niagara Ontario 

2016 13.3 15.3 

2006 11.8 14.5 

Change from 

2006 to 2016 
+ 1.5 + 0.8 

Source: Statistics Canada 2017b 

 

Child Early Development Instrument (EDI) 

The EDI reports the percentage of children who are identified as not developmentally ready to start grade one 

of elementary school in two or more childhood early development domains. The five domains of early child 

development considered are: 

1. Physical health and well-being 

2. Social knowledge and competencies 

3. Emotional health and maturity 

4. Language and cognitive development 

5. General knowledge and communication skills 

A child is identified as not ready to start grade one if they score in the bottom 10 percent of the comparison 

population for their jurisdiction. The evaluation is conducted in the second half of senior kindergarten by their 

kindergarten teachers. EDI scores in the Niagara Region show that 30.3 percent of children are not 

developmentally ready to start grade one.15 

 

 

15 EDI data as of December 2020. Source is the Niagara Story Map (NSM) reporting custom statistics calculated by the 
Niagara Region. 
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5. Education 

The percentage of the population aged 25-64 with that highest level of formal education, 2006 and 2016, for 

Niagara and Ontario, is reported in Table 14. At the lowest level there is very little difference between the 

Niagara region and Ontario as a whole. In 2016, slightly over ten percent of the adult population had not 

completed high school in both Ontario and the region. Further, the incidence of no high school completion 

declined by three to four percentage points between 2006 and 2016 in both jurisdictions.  

At the other end of the formal education spectrum, there is a staggeringly large difference between Ontario 

and Niagara. In 2016, in Ontario, almost 32 percent of the adult population had completed an academic 

credential at the bachelor’s level or higher. In Niagara, the rate is more than 10 percentage points lower at 

almost 21 percent, and the gap between Ontario and Niagara grew larger between 2006 to 2016. The 

incidence of achieving a bachelor’s or higher grew by almost 4 percentage points in Niagara over that ten-year 

period, while it grew by almost 6 percent for Ontario as a whole. 

Table 14 

 Percentage of population 25 to 64, with that highest level of Education Achievement  

 
Below High School 

Diploma 

High School 

Diploma 

Apprenticeship, 

certificate, or diploma 

below Bachelors 

Bachelors or above 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2016 10.20 10.42 29.83 24.47 39.23 33.20 20.74 31.92 

2006 13.96 13.55 29.93 25.02 39.35 35.44 16.76 25.99 

change 2006 

- 2016 
-3.77 -3.13 -0.10 -0.55 -0.11 -2.24 3.98 5.93 

Sources: Profile 2017 for 2016, Profile 2007 for 2006 

 

The differences in the proportions of the population completing higher education are reflected in the other 

education categories. Roughly 5 percent more of the Niagara adult population did not complete any 

education beyond high school compared to Ontario. In 2016 almost 30 percent of Niagara’s population had 

only a high school diploma versus roughly 24.5 percent for Ontario, and the differences between Ontario and 

Niagara were similar in 2006. The percentage with only high school education fell slightly in both jurisdictions 

but the decline was slightly larger for Ontario (at 0.55 percentage points) compared to Niagara where 

percentage decreased by only 0.1 percentage points. 
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The remaining intermediate education category, apprenticeships, certificates, or diplomas postsecondary, but 

below the bachelor’s level (just certificates hereafter) show the same basic pattern as high school diplomas. In 

2016 more than 39 percent of the Niagara population had certificates as their highest formal education level, 

more than 6 percentage points higher than Ontario’s 33 percent rate. Between 2006 and 2016, the 

percentage of the Niagara population with education certificates barely changed while it fell more than 2 

percentage points for Ontario as a whole. 

6. Voter Turnout 

A particularly debilitating effect of poverty is the marginalization and powerlessness that accompanies it, 

making it difficult to engage in civil society. In effect, poverty deprives individuals of their rights as citizens. 

Voting in elections is an important aspect of civic engagement and exercise of citizen rights. Table 15 shows 

voter turnout rates in Niagara ridings, Niagara as a whole, Ontario, and Canada in the 2015, 2011, and 2008 

federal elections. 

Niagara’s voter turnout rate is similar to the Ontario and Canadian rates in all three of the elections. The 

biggest difference occurs in 2015 where the rate in Niagara is 1.4 percentage points less than the Canadian 

rate and 0.9 percentage points less than the Ontario rate. Niagara voter turnout is also below the Ontario and 

Canadian rates in 2011. It is higher in 2008, but the 2011 and 2008 differences are quite small. It is notable that 

eligible voter participation rates increased by roughly two to three percentage points from 2008 to 2011, and 

then increased by a much larger margin (six to seven percentage points) from 2011 to 2015. Altogether, the 

Canadian and Ontario turnout rates increased by more than nine percentage points from 2008 to 2015 while 

the increase in Niagara was lower at 7.3 percentage points. Pennisi (2001) shows that voter turnout rates from 

1997 to 2006 were in the mid to low 60 percent range, so 2008 has the lowest participation rate since 1997 

and 2015 has the highest in all three jurisdictions (Niagara, Ontario, and Canada). 
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Table 15 

Electoral District  2015   2011 2008 

  Votes Obtained  Number of Electors on List  Voter Turnout   Voter Turnout   Voter Turnout 

Niagara Centre 55,005 83,799 65.6%    

Niagara Falls 65,064 103,291 63.0%    

Niagara West 50,899 69,414 73.3%    

St. Catharines 57,834 85,377 67.7%    

Total Niagara 228,802 341,881 66.9%  60.9% 59.6% 

Ontario 6,572,378 9,517691 67.8%  61.5% 58.6% 

Canada 17,711,983 25,939742 68.3%  61.1% 58.8% 

Source: Elections Canada. 42nd General Election: Official Voting Results 

 

7. Social Assistance 

Two of the major programs for social assistance in Ontario are Ontario Works (OW) and the Ontario 

Disabilities Support Program (ODSP) (https://maytree.com/social-assistancesummaries/ontario/). Both 

programs provide direct income and employment assistance/support in addition to other benefits. They are 

intended for those who have exhausted all other means of financial support (e.g., employment insurance, 

worker’s compensation, child benefit).  

Ontario Works focuses on those in financial need. It provides income assistance for shelter and basic needs 

such as food and clothing. It also facilitated employment assistance and provided support to help clients 

prepare for, find, and maintain paid employment. The Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) is intended 

to provide the same sorts of services as Ontario Works, but it focuses on people with disabilities and their 

families. The goal is to help people with disabilities and their families to live as independently as possible, and 

to reduce or remove disability-related barriers to employment.  

  

https://maytree.com/social-assistancesummaries/ontario/
https://maytree.com/social-assistancesummaries/ontario/
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Table 16 reports data on the two programs for 2016 and some partial data for 2006. The 2016 data on number 

of cases, number of beneficiaries, and number of dependent children are the totals for March 2016. The 2006 

data are the monthly average in 2006. The number of households and populations in Niagara and Ontario 

reported in Tables 1 and 4 above are used to calculate the rates of social assistance shown in Table 16. The 

2016 data on the OW and ODSP programs are taken from the Social Assistance in Ontario: Reports web pages 

(Government of Ontario 2016). 

Table 16 

Ontario Works (OW)     

 
Cases per 1,000 

households 
Beneficiaries per 1000 people 

% Beneficiaries who are 

dependent children 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2016 57 49 39 33 33 35 

2006 39 44  32   

Percentage 

change 
47.28 13.05  6.19   

       

Ontario Disabilities Support Program (ODSP)    

 
Cases per 1,000 

households 
Beneficiaries per 1000 people 

% Beneficiaries who are 

dependent children 

 Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario Niagara Ontario 

2016 83 66 47 35 14 14 

2006  49 22 25   

 Percentage 

change 
 34.73 109.12 38.26   

Source: Government of Ontario, Ministry of Children, Community, and Social Services, (2016) 

 

Table 16 shows that Niagara has much higher rates of social assistance than Ontario in 2016. The limited data 

for 2006 suggests that this is a reversal from the situation in 2006. In 2016 there were 57 cases of social 

assistance in the Ontario Works program for every 1,000 households in Niagara, compared to 49 for Ontario. 

Social assistance under the ODSP shows a much larger difference with 83 cases per 1,000 households in 

Niagara versus only 66 for Ontario as a whole. Regional and provincial comparison of the number of 

beneficiaries (as opposed to cases) yields similar results. In 2016 there were 39 people receiving social 

assistance through the Ontario Works program for every thousand people in Niagara, while the Ontario rate 
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was only 33 people per thousand. The difference in the number of beneficiaries under the ODSP was even 

larger with 47 per 1,000 people in Niagara and 35 in Ontario in 2016. Thirty-three percent of Niagara’s Ontario 

Works beneficiaries were dependent children in 2016, which is only slightly less than the 35 percent for 

Ontario. In 2016, 14 percent of the beneficiaries of the ODSP were dependent children in both Ontario and 

Niagara. Dependent children are defined as youths under 18 years of age who reside in the same dwelling 

place as the social assistance recipient. 

Another type of social assistance in Ontario helps people pay the costs of their childcare. The Ontario 

childcare subsidy covers all or part of the childcare costs for children up to 12 years of age who are cared for in 

licensed childcare programs. The amount of subsidy varies according to the recipient’s level of income and the 

reason for the childcare. In 2017, a childcare subsidy was provided to 7.61 out of every 100 children in Niagara 

aged 12 or younger.16  

  

 

 

16 Source: Niagara Story Map (NSM) reporting custom statistics from the Niagara region.   
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Appendix 2 - NPI Projects 2008-2019: Overarching Trends 

Prepared and written by Dr. Felice Martinello. 

Materials related to 374 funded projects, 2008 to 2019, were provided by the Niagara Prosperity Initiative 

(NPI).  

Notes on data cleaning and manipulation are found at the end of this report. Briefly, two 2009 projects were 

removed completely from the analysis due to missing data, so the starting data set consists of 373 funded 

projects.  Three other projects were excluded from some parts of the analysis, also due to missing data.  

There is also the issue of whether to include the 2008 projects in the analysis. Only 12 projects were funded 

that year and the total amount of funding was far below the amounts awarded in other years.  It seems clear 

that 2008 was a start-up year and an outlier compared to other years. Consequently, 2008 is ignored if its 

inclusion affects the basic conclusions of the analysis. However, data for 2008 are included for completeness 

when their inclusion does not affect the analysis materially. Accordingly, 2008 data are included in graphs as 

long as they do not cause the scale of the vertical axis to be less informative than it would be with 2008 

omitted. 

1.  Numbers of projects 

Figure 1 
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1.1 DISTRIBUTION of projects across municipalities or regions of Niagara 

Table 1 shows the number and percentage of projects serving the various municipalities or combinations of 

municipalities in Niagara, 2008 to 2019, in descending order of the number of projects.  Altogether, 35 

separate municipalities or combinations of municipalities were the target areas of the projects.   Regional 

means that the project served the whole Niagara region. 

Table 1 

Rank/Row Municipality or Area Number 

Projects 

% of Total # of 

Projects 

1 St. Catharines 96 25.74 

2 Welland 56 15.01 

3 Niagara Falls 50 13.40 

4 Regional 41 10.99 

5 Fort Erie 28 7.51 

6 Port Colborne 25 6.70 

7 Grimsby 14 3.75 

8 St. Catharines, Thorold 9 2.41 

9 Niagara Falls, St. Catharines 8 2.14 

10 West Lincoln 5 1.34 

11 Grimsby, Lincoln, West Lincoln 4 1.07 

12 Port Colborne, Wainfleet 3 0.80 

13 Thorold 3 0.80 

14 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls 2 0.54 

15 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, Port Colborne, St. Catharines, 

Welland 

2 0.54 

16 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, Port Colborne, Welland 2 0.54 

17 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, St. Catharines, Welland 2 0.54 

18 Fort Erie, Port Colborne 2 0.54 

19 Lincoln, West Lincoln 2 0.54 

20 Niagara Falls, St. Catharines, Welland 2 0.54 

21 Pelham 2 0.54 

22 St. Catharines, Welland 2 0.54 

23 Fort Erie, Grimsby, St. Catharines, Welland 1 0.27 

24 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, Pelham, St. Catharines, Welland 1 0.27 

25 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, St. Catharines 1 0.27 

26 Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, Welland 1 0.27 

27 Fort Erie, Niagara-on-the-Lake 1 0.27 

28 Fort Erie, St. Catharines, Welland 1 0.27 

29 Grimsby, Thorold 1 0.27 
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30 Niagara Falls, Port Colborne, St. Catharines, Welland 1 0.27 

31 Niagara Falls, St. Catharines, Welland, Thorold 1 0.27 

32 Niagara Falls, Thorold, Welland 1 0.27 

33 Niagara Falls, Welland 1 0.27 

34 Niagara-on-the-Lake, St. Catharines, Thorold 1 0.27 

35 Port Colborne, Wainfleet, Welland 1 0.27 

 TOTAL 373 100 

 

The top 11 municipalities or combinations of municipalities each had at least four projects and altogether they 

account for 90 percent of the total number of projects.  Their shares are shown in Figure 2.  Projects serving St. 

Catharines dominate with 25.7 percent of the projects.  There is a big drop to Welland and Niagara Falls, the 

second and third most common municipalities, with 15.0 percent and 13.4 percent of the projects, 

respectively. 

Figure 2 

 

The Niagara region is the next most frequent, and Fort Erie and Port Colborne form the next most common tier 

of municipalities served by the projects. The Niagara region as a whole received 11 percent of the projects 

while Fort Erie and Port Colborne have similar percentages between 6 and 8 percent.  There is another big 

drop to 3.8 percent for Grimsby and the percentages of projects focusing on the other listed 

municipalities/regions drop quickly and steadily after that.  It seems clear that the population of municipalities 

is an important determinant of the number of projects, with the larger municipalities hosting more projects.   



26 

 

The most common combinations of municipalities for projects are St. Catharines and Thorold; Niagara Falls 

and St. Catharines; and Grimsby, Lincoln, and West Lincoln.  

Twenty-four other Niagara municipalities or combinations of municipalities had projects.  These are shown in 

rows 12 to 35 of Table 1 and their projects account for the remaining 10 percent (37 of 374 projects) of the 

total number of projects.  Almost all serve combinations of municipalities.  But none of these 24 municipalities 

or combinations of municipalities received more than three projects.   

An interesting trend is revealed if one looks at the composition of municipalities targeted by the projects by 

year.  Single municipality projects became less common over the latter part of the 2008-2019 period.  Figure 3 

shows that projects serving multiple municipalities or the Niagara region as a whole became much more 

common after 2012.  Multiple municipalities or the whole Niagara region were the focus of more than 42 

percent of all projects in 2017 and over 65 percent in 2018, although the combined percentage fell to 50 

percent in 2019.    

Figure 3 

 

The percentages shown in Figure 2 do not reflect all of the projects that focused on those municipalities.  

There are, for example, another 12 projects (occurring in rows 12 to 35 of Table 1) that include St. Catharines 

in their service area.  Thus, it is useful to calculate the total number of projects serving each municipality.  To 

accomplish this, assume that if more than one municipality is listed, the project is divided equally between 

those municipalities.  For example, a project targeting two municipalities (e.g., St. Catharines and Thorold) 

counts as half a project for each.  Similarly, the four projects covering Grimsby, Lincoln, and West Lincoln, are 

counted as four-thirds of a project for each of Grimsby, Lincoln, and West Lincoln.  This method of allocating 

fractions of projects across multiple municipalities keeps the total number of projects unchanged.   
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Figure 4 shows that the resulting distribution of projects across Niagara is quite similar to that shown in Figure 

2.  St. Catharines still receives the biggest share of projects, but it is by an even bigger margin at 29.2 percent; 

close to double the next most common municipality.  The increase occurs because St. Catharines is named in 

many of the multiple municipality projects.  Welland and Niagara Falls again form the next most common tier, 

with roughly 16 to 17 percent of projects, and now the Niagara Falls percentage is closer to Welland’s.  As in 

Figure 2, the Niagara Region is the next most common at 11 percent and Fort Erie and Port Colborne make up 

the next tier receiving between 7.8 and 9 percent of projects. Grimsby again follows with a significantly lower 

4.3 percent of the projects and the remaining municipalities show decreasing numbers of projects.   

Figure 4 

 

It is interesting to consider how the distribution of projects across municipalities has changed (if at all) over 

time.  Figures 2 and 4 look basically the same if only the later years of the programs are considered in that St. 

Catharines always has the largest share (by a considerable amount) followed by Welland and Niagara Falls, 

although regional projects become more important in later years as shown in Figure 3.  But there are other 

differences in the shares of projects across municipalities over time.  Figures 5 and 6 examine whether 

municipalities received increasing or decreasing shares of the funded projects.  In Figures 5 and 6 equal 

fractions of projects are again allocated to all of the municipalities when more than one municipality is named 

in a project.  Projects targeting the Niagara region as a whole are left as their own category.   
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Figure 5 

 

Figure 5 shows that St. Catharines received an increasing share of projects up to 2014 and then decreasing 

shares thereafter.  The proportions of projects going to Welland, Fort Erie, and Port Colborne all declined over 

the latter half of the period, although not monotonically, while (as shown above) the share serving the Niagara 

region as a whole increased sharply after 2013.   Niagara Falls experienced large swings in the percentage of 

projects received after 2013.  It was the focus of very few projects (relative to previous levels) in 2014 and 

2015.  Its share rebounded after 2015, but it still received smaller shares of projects than it had in the first six 

years of the program, save 2017.    

Figure 6 shows the percentages for municipalities with fewer projects.  Note that the range or scale of the 

vertical axis is roughly only one third as large as that used in Figure 5.  Lincoln, Wainfleet and Niagara on the 

Lake were served by zero projects in the early and most of the middle years of the NPI.  They were only 

targeted by projects in 2015 or later.  Grimsby. Thorold, and West Lincoln received projects in most but not all 

years.  The shares of projects in Thorold and West Lincoln vary from year to year with no real trend while 

Grimsby’s share of projects was substantially higher (though declining) from 2016 to 2019. 



29 

 

Figure 6 
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2.  Contract Amounts Awarded and Spent 

2.1 TOTAL Contract Amounts 

The official amount allocated for the program is $1.5 million every year, but the actual contract amounts given 

out for projects vary from year to year.  

Figure 7 shows the total amount awarded to projects in each year, in nominal dollars and adjusted for inflation.  

The inflation adjusted totals provide estimates of the actual purchasing power of the amounts awarded each 

year, relative to 2009.  The Ontario “all items” Consumer Price Index (CPI) was used to adjust for inflation.  The 

total contract amount awarded in 2008 is only around $270,000, so it is omitted improve the scaling of the 

graph.  

Figure 7 shows that the total amounts awarded (both nominal and inflation adjusted) were relatively high in 

2009 and 2010.  Recall that some large unspent amounts in some early projects were re-allocated to new 

contracts.  The total amounts awarded decreased sharply in 2011 and remained relatively stable at a bit over 

$1.4 million in 2012 and 2013.  The contract amount awarded dropped sharply in 2014 and the unallocated 

amounts were not large enough to warrant a second round of requests for proposals (RFPs) for projects.  The 

2014 unspent funds were moved to the 2015 RFP and given out in 2015; resulting in almost $1.6 million 

awarded in that year. The amount awarded fell to below $1.4 million in 2016 but increased over the following 

two years and remained above $1.45 million in 2017, 2018, and 2019.  The total contract amounts awarded in 

2018 and 2019 were slightly over $1.5 million and $1.46 million, respectively. 

Figure 7 
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The inflation adjusted plot shows that inflation has eroded the purchasing power of the awards over time.  

While the nominal dollar amounts have trended upwards since 2011 (after smoothing out the year-to-year 

variation) the inflation adjusted amounts have basically been constant since 2011 (again, after smoothing out 

the year-to-year variation).  The contract amounts awarded in both 2017 and 2018 were both $1.26 million in 

2009 constant value dollars while the 2019 total was $1.2 million in 2009 dollars.  From 2009 to 2019, the price 

index increased by 22%, so the purchasing power of the funds allocated in 2019 was more than one fifth less 

than it was in 2009.   

2.2 TOTAL Amounts Spent 

The total amounts spent (as opposed to the amounts awarded) are only available from 2008 to 2017, since the 

2018 and 2019 projects have not been completed.  In 2008 the amount spent is exactly equal to the amount 

awarded, so it is likely an assigned figure.  Figure 8 shows the nominal amounts awarded (same as in Figure 7) 

and amounts spent 2009 to 2017.  The aggregate amounts spent track the amounts awarded closely and 

never exceed the amount awarded.   The aggregate amounts spent range from 91.1 percent to 96.7 percent 

of the totals awarded over the years shown.  Recent percentages are 91.1 percent in 2015, 92.2 percent in 

2016 and 96.7 percent in 2019.  Note that the percentage spent would be exactly the same if inflation adjusted 

(rather than nominal sums) were used. 

Figure 8 
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2.3 SIZE of Project Contract Amounts 

 

Figure 9 shows the size distribution of the nominal dollar contract amounts awarded for all projects 2008 to 

2019.  One very large outlier contract (in 2009, for $289,560) is omitted to allow for more detail on the more 

numerous smaller contracts.    

Figure 9 

 

Figure 9 shows that most of the projects are awarded relatively small dollar amounts.  The smallest contract 

amount is $811 so the first bar or column starts at that value (call it $800).  Each bar represents 10,000 nominal 

dollars.  Thus, 18 percent of all projects (more than one in every six) received between $800 and $10,800 and 

that is also the mode (i.e., the most common range for contract amounts), although by only a small amount.   

Another 17.7 percent received between $10,801 and $20,800.  Put another way, more than a third (35.7 

percent) of all contracts were for less than $20,800 and that is the mode range by far.  12.6 percent of the 

contracts ranged between $20,801 to $30, 800, 11 percent ranged from $30,801 to $40,800, and 9.9 percent 

ranged from $40,801 to 50,800.  There is a big drop in the frequency of contracts that awarded more than 

$50,800 and larger contracts are less and less frequent.  Altogether, a bit more than 68 percent of the 

contracts provided $50,000 or less.   

The size distribution of inflation adjusted real dollar amounts is similar to what is shown in Figure 9, so it is not 

reported here.  The one notable difference is that there is an even larger concentration of contracts (20.2 

percent) in the first $10,000 bin (column).  
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Figure 10 

 

The nominal dollar amounts awarded to each project, 2008 to 2019, are shown in Figure 10.  Each dot 

represents a contract amount and the average (or mean) and median contact amounts are shown for each 

year.  Seventeen projects that were awarded more than $136,000 nominal dollars are omitted from Figure 10 

so that more detail can be shown for the far more numerous smaller contracts.  Four of these large omitted 

contracts occur in 2014, 3 occur in 2009 and every year save 2010 and 2013 has at least one.  The means and 

medians shown in Figure 10 are calculated over all projects and not just the ones plotted in the Figure.    

Three conclusions can be drawn from Figure 10.  First, the contract amounts awarded varied from year to year, 

but they trend upwards over the years of the program, and their average and median sizes are considerably 

larger in 2017, 2018, and 2019 than in earlier years.  The average size in 2014 is an exception but the median 

award in 2014 is still well below the median size over the last three years.  In 2016 the median award was 

$31,981 nominal dollars.  This means that half of the projects were awarded less than $31,981 and the other 

half were awarded more than $31,981.  In 2017 the median jumped to $68,643, more than twice as much, and 

it remained more than twice as high (at $67,300) in 2018.  The 2019 average and median contract amounts are 

smaller than in 2017 and 2018, but they are still larger than in the years before 2017 (save the 2014 average).   

The 2019 average is $61,026 and the median is $52,650 so half of the projects in 2019 were awarded more 

than $52,650.  This growth in the average and median amounts awarded is not surprising given that the 

number of projects funded decreased over time (see Figure 1).   Recall, that there is roughly the same amount 

of money available each year and only 21, 23, and 24 projects were funded in 2017, 2018, and 2019 (Figure 1), 

respectively, well below the average number since 2009.   
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Second, for every year from 2008 to 2016, the average amount awarded is greater than the median.  This 

occurs because the size distribution of the awards is as shown in Figure 9; namely, a large number of relatively 

small contracts are awarded, along with a small number of much larger contracts.  The large contracts raise the 

average or mean amount while having a much smaller impact on the median.  In 2013, the mean award is only 

slightly higher than the median.  This occurs because there were no big awards that year. The largest 2013 

contract amount was $102,520; well below the largest awards in all of the other years.     

The size distribution of contracts awarded in 2017 and 2018, however, is much different from previous years 

(with the exception of 2013 noted above).  The mean and median contract amounts are almost identical in 

2017 and 2018.  In previous years (save 2013), far more than half of the projects received below average 

amounts while only a few projects received above average amounts.  This occurs because, again, there were a 

large number of relatively small projects and a few large ones which pulled up the mean.  In contrast, in 2017 

and 2018 (and 2013), the mean and median contract amounts are practically identical.  In those years, roughly 

half of the projects received below average amounts and half received above average amounts in those years.  

In other words, the size of the awards is distributed symmetrically (and evenly!) above and below the average 

amounts.  This symmetric distribution (or spread) is seen clearly in the dots shown (each representing a 

project) for 2017 and 2018. The 2019 median is below the average, so the program reverted to the previous 

practice of awarding more below average sized contracts as is also seen in the dots in Figure 10.  

Third, Figure 10 shows that the (symmetric) distribution of contract amounts is very spread out in 2017.  I.e., 

there are many projects with contracts far above the average amount and many with contracts far below the 

average amount.  In 2018 the (symmetric) distribution or spread of contracts is much more concentrated 

around the average.  All of the contract amounts (i.e., both those above and below the average amount) are 

much closer to the average than they are in 2017, or in any of the other years. The spread of the contract sizes 

in 2019 is intermediate between 2017 and 2018.       

Analysis of the inflation adjusted contract amounts yields the same conclusions as set out above.  The only 

difference is that the means and medians of the inflation adjusted contract amounts have a more gentle 

upwards slope.  But the big increases in the mean amount, and especially the median amount, in 2017 persist.    
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2.4   Distribution of contract amounts across municipalities or regions of Niagara  

Figure 11 

 

The distribution of contract amounts across municipalities and areas of Niagara is similar to the distribution of 

the numbers of projects shown above (Figure 2), but there are a few differences.  The top 13 municipalities or 

combinations of municipalities received roughly 91% of all of the contract funds awarded, 2008-2019 and 

these are shown in Figure 11.  The 13 were also the only ones to each receive (individually) more than 1% of 

the total funding.  Each of the other 22 (of 35 – see Table 1) municipalities or combinations of municipalities 

received less than 1% of the total amounts awarded 2008-2019. 

St. Catharines (on its own) receives, by far, the largest share of the funding at 24.2%.  Projects focusing on the 

whole Niagara region received the second highest share at 15%.  This is a significant difference from the 

number of projects-based ranking where Niagara region projects ranked fourth after St. Catharines Welland 

and Niagara Falls.  Welland and Niagara Falls maintain the same ranking relative to one another and follow the 

region with 11.3 and 9.5 percent of the total funds awarded.  The shares allocated to the remaining nine top 

municipalities or combinations of municipalities decline steadily as shown in Figure 11.   

It is not surprising that Niagara region projects become more important when contract amounts (rather than 

numbers of projects) are considered.  One would expect projects serving the entire Niagara region to require 
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more monies than the average project.  Further, most of the Region wide projects occur in the later years (see 

Figure 3) when the median and average amounts awarded per project are larger.   

Figure 2 showed that ‘St. Catharines and Thorold’ and ‘Niagara Falls and St. Catharines’ are the most common 

combinations of municipalities according to numbers of projects.  Figure 11 shows that they are also the 

combinations that receive the largest percentages of funds at 4.8 and 2.6 percent, respectively. 

Figure 12 

 

The percentages shown in Figure 11 do not reflect all of the project funds serving those municipalities.  As 

noted above, there are, for example, are another 12 projects (shown in Table 1) that include St. Catharines in 

their service area.  Thus, it is important to calculate the total amount of project funds awarded to each 

municipality.  The same equal allocation formula (used for numbers of projects above) is employed to 

accomplish this.  Specifically, assume that if more than one municipality is listed, the contract amount is 

divided equally between the municipalities named in the project.   

Figure 12 shows the distribution of contract amounts across municipalities using the equal share allocation 

formula.  As with the number of projects, St. Catharines receives an even larger share at 29.5 percent, but the 

basic distribution remains unchanged.  Projects targeting the Niagara region receive the second largest share, 

but it is almost half of St. Catharines at 15 percent. Welland and Niagara Falls form a third tier with percentages 

in the low teens and their order is unchanged.  Port Colborne and Fort Erie again comprise the next tier with 

8.5 and 7.8 percent respectively. Grimsby, Thorold and West Lincoln follow in that order, each with between 3 

and 5 percent of the funds. The remaining municipalities all receive small very percentages; below one 

percent each. 
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Figure 13 

 

It is interesting to examine how the share of funds allocated to each municipality changed over time.  Figures 

13 and 14 show the percentage of the total contract amounts awarded, by year, for each of the municipalities.  

The percentages of contract funds awarded are very similar to the percentages of contracts shown above in 

Figures 5 and 6.  Note that the vertical axis scale in Figure 13 is more than twice that in Figure 4. 

Briefly, Figures 13 and 14 show the following:  

• St. Catharines’ projects receive the largest share in most but not all years. There is a spike in 2014, rather than the 

incline up to 2014 and the steady decline after 2014 shown for projects.  St. Catharines’ share is around 30 

percent for seven of the 12 years, but it falls to around 20% in 2018 and 2019.  
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Figure 14 

 

• Welland’s proportion increases sharply from 2009 to 2013) but it trends downwards thereafter to a low of less than 

five percent in 2017.  Welland’s share recovers after 2017 and increases in 2018 and 2019, but it is still lower than 

in most previous years.   

• Despite large variations from year to year, Niagara Falls’ share is fairly constant over the period, remaining close to 

between 10 and 20 percent for most years.  2015, 2019, and especially 2014 show smaller percentages while 

2017 is above 20 percent   

• Port Colborne’s and Fort Erie’s shares are relatively small and decrease after peaks around 2010-11  

• Region wide projects’ percentage trend upwards (from zero) after 2011 and increase sharply after 2016, with an 

especially large increase in 2018.  

• Grimsby’s share spiked in 2016 to almost 20 percent but it decreased sharply thereafter.  In 2017 and 2018 it still 

had larger shares than in any of the years prior to 2016, but its share declined further to a more typical 2 to 3 

percent in 2019 

• West Lincoln received surprisingly high percentages (greater than 10 percent) of total funds allocated in 2012 and 

2014 but less than 4 percent in all other years and zero in four of the 12 years  

• Lincoln, Wainfleet, and Niagara on the Lake received zero up to 2014 or 2015 and small amounts thereafter.    

• Pelham received small amounts (less than 2%) in 2009 and 2017 
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3.  Financial Breakdown or Composition of projects’ expenditures 

Project applications had to provide breakdowns of expected costs according to the following categories:   

• Project Delivery Personnel:  cost of personnel required for the project, both full and parttime. All personnel must 

be on the agency’s payroll. No subcontractor or consultant costs are included here 

• Give-outs:  costs of any purchases that are completely transferred to the client, as-is. For example, gift cards, 

vouchers, transportation passes, etc.  

• Capital:  costs of all depreciable items such as vehicles, infrastructure, or renovation costs. May include purchases 

from sub-contractors or suppliers.  Excludes any operating costs associated with capital assets. 

• Materials and Services:  costs of the materials and services required for project delivery; such as supplies, 

admission to events, transportation costs, food, etc. Also includes all purchases that do not fit into any other 

category. 

• Professional Fees: costs of consultants, sub-contractors, or other agencies hired by contract. 

• Administration: covers the agency’s Overhead Costs. May not be greater than 10% of Total Direct Project 

Delivery Costs. 

Figure 15 shows that the share of each expenditure category, 2011 to 2019, calculated by summing over all of 

the projects in that year.  The solid line shows the expected or projected cost shares that were approved in the 

projects’ applications.  The dashed line shows the actual expenditure shares. 

Figure 15 
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Data on 2008 were not available.  Preliminary analysis of the expenditure data showed that the component 

shares varied substantially over 2009 and 2010 and then settled down to more stable values after 2010.  Thus, 

the analysis is restricted to the most recent years, 2011 to 2019.   The expected expenditures are available for 

all nine years.  The actual expenditures for the two most recent years, 2018 and 2019 are not available because 

the projects have not been completed at the time of writing.   

Note that the two graphs in the first row of Figure 15 have a vertical axis scale that is more than three times as 

large as the other four graphs.  The percentages of the contract amounts spent on materials and supplies look 

low compared to personnel, but they are larger than any of the percentages spent in any the other categories, 

and they are often considerably larger.   

The shares of many of the expenditure components are remarkably stable from year to year, after 2010.  

Figure 15 reveals the following:    

• Personnel costs dominate, comprising more than half of all costs in every year.  Projected personnel costs range 

between a low of 54 percent in 2015 and a high of 68.5 percent in 2019.  Averaged over all projects, 2011-2019, 

the expected personnel costs set out in the applications make up 61 percent of the total contract amounts.    

• Materials and services are the second largest cost category.  They average 18.4 percent of the total costs over the 

2011-2019 period.  Their share trends upwards slightly over the period reaching a high of 24 percent in 2018 and 

20.6 percent in 2019.   

• The expected costs of professional fees, subcontractors and consultants, on the other hand, account for almost as 

much as materials and services in 2011 (at 16.5 percent), but their share trends down strongly over the period. Its 

share falls to less than 2 percent in 2018 and almost zero percent in 2019.  Averaged over 2011-19, expected 

professional fees account for 5.8 percent of expected expenditures  

• Give-outs comprise very small proportions of the total expected costs 2011 to 2013 (less than 3 percent) but 

increase significantly after that.  They peak at 10 percent in 2016 and are between 5 and 6 percent for 2017 and 

2018.  In 2019 their share falls to a bit less than 2 percent.  Over the whole period expected give outs average 4.9 

percent of the contract amounts.   

• The share of capital costs is extremely low, remaining well below 5% in all years but one (2017), and averaging just 

2.1 percent over the whole period. 

• Administration costs comprise an extremely stable share of costs from year to year. It averages 7.7 percent over all 

nine years.   

• The actual expenditure shares are very close to the expected or projected shares set out in the projects’ 

applications in every year and expenditure category.  Actual personnel costs are a bit higher than projected in all 

years except 2011 but the differences are not large.  The higher than projected personnel costs are offset by lower 

than projected give out costs in every year and lower than projected professional fees from 2015 to 2017. 

Note that the average shares (2011 to 2019) cited in the bullets above are the average over all of the projects 

in those years and not an average of the annual percentages shown in Figure 15.  An average of percentages 

can differ from the overall average due to composition effects and different numbers of projects in each year.   
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4.  Number of Persons Served   

The total number of people expected to be served by the NPI projects, as set out in their applications, by year, 

2011 to 2019, is plotted in Figure 16.  The number reported to be served by all projects, 2011 to 2017, is also 

shown.  2008, 2009, and 2010 data are not included because the data categories for persons served changed 

in 2011.  Persons served are the sum of the number of children, youth, adults, and seniors served.    

The total numbers served (both expected and actual) are generally between 5,000 and 10,000 in the middle 

years, 2013 to 2016.  There is one huge outlier project in 2012, with number served (both expected and 

reported) equal to 13,000, which partly accounts for the huge spike in 2012. But the numbers reported served 

in 2012 would still be above the 2011 totals and the totals in later years if that project is excluded from the 

2012 total.    

Figure 16 

 

The number of persons reported served exceeds the number projected in their applications in every year.  The 

difference of actual over expected/projected is especially large in 2017 where the total number served 

increases sharply to 14,197, compared to a relatively low expected number of 5,574.  Roughly 5,000 of the 

unexpected extra persons served occurred in a St. Catharines project providing life skills workshops for 

women.  Another 2,000 more than expected were served in an outreach project for the homeless focusing on 

Fort Erie, Niagara Falls, Port Colborne, and Welland.   

The total number expected to be served (according to the applications) increases to 11,010 in 2018 and 

increases further to 11,582 in 2019.  An average of 12,370 people were served per year over the years 2011 to 

2017, and 10,560 from 2013 to 2017.    
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While Figure 16 shows the total number served in each year across all projects, it is interesting to investigate 

measures of how many are served by individual projects.  Figure 17 shows the size distribution of the reported 

numbers served, 2011 to 2017.  Only four projects served more than 2,500 people and the smallest project 

served 6 persons.  Each bar in Figure 17 represents 100 people so roughly 37.4 percent of the 219 projects 

served 100 or fewer people.  Another 20.1 percent served 101 to 200 people and 13.7 percent served 201 to 

300 people.  Altogether, roughly 80 percent of the projects served fewer than 400 people.  There are a small 

number of much larger projects, with 7.7 percent of projects serving more than 1,000 people.   

Figure 17 

 

More details of the size distribution are revealed by re-doing the analysis of Figure 17, but with only projects 

that served 500 or fewer people.  This is shown in Figure 18.  Each column represents 20 people so there were 

10 projects serving 20 or fewer people. Slightly larger projects were more common. Specifically, 20 projects 

served 21 to 40 people and 24 projects (the mode or most common category) served 41 to 60 people.  The 

next three groups (61 to 80, 81 to 100, and 101 to 120 people served) all had 13 or 15 projects each and 

projects serving more than 120 were less and less common (although not monotonically). 
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Figure 18 

 

Figure 19 examines whether the number of persons served by individual projects changed over time.  Each 

dot represents the number of people reported served by a project.  The average (or mean) and median 

numbers of people served per project are also shown for each year.   The scatter plot (i.e., the dots) do not 

show the 23 projects with more than 700 persons to improve the detail shown for the more numerous smaller 

projects.  But the means and medians are calculated over all projects.  The large (> 700 person) projects are 

spread across all of the years (2011-17).   

 The scatter plots show that the overall size distribution shown in the histograms (Figures 17 and 18) also holds 

for the projects awarded in each year.  Smaller projects are the most common, but there are a few much larger 

projects in each year.  This causes the mean number of persons served to be much larger than the median in 

every year.  The few large projects in each year raise the mean (or average) size a lot, while only having a small 

effect on the median size.   

The median number served ranges from 109 to 201 over the years.  It trends down over time but increases 

from a low of 110 in 2016 to 184 in 2017.  So, half of the projects served fewer than 110 people in 2016 and 

half served fewer than 184 people in 2017.  The average number served varies a lot from year to year, but it 

trends down from 2012 to 2015 and increases sharply thereafter.  The average number served increases 

sharply from 231 people in 2015 (the lowest average number served) to 312 in in 2016 and it increases even 

more sharply to 676 people in 2017, the highest of all the years shown. 
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Figure 19 

 

  

4.1 COMPOSITION of persons served 

A decomposition of the types of people reported served by the projects (children, youth, adults, and seniors) 

is shown in Figure 20.  The decomposition is available for the years 2011-2017 but the 2012 percentages are 

skewed by the outlier project serving 13,000 Youth, and a few other very large projects.  So only the years 

2013 to 2017 are shown to avoid the early years and the 2012 outlier.   The means reported in Figure 20 are 

the percentage of that type served over the whole 2013 to 2017 period and not the average of the yearly 

percentages (since there are different numbers of projects and people, and different mixes of people, in each 

year).    

It is clear that projects mostly target adults.  In all but one year (2013), more than 50% of the persons served 

are adults and the percentage rises to over 80% in 2017.  Over the five years shown, adults were 62.1 percent 

of all persons served.  Children are the next largest category, comprising between 20 to 35 percent of all 

persons served from 2013 to 2016 but falling to a bit less than 10 percent of the total served in 2017.  

Averaged over the whole period, children comprised a bit less than one quarter (23.1 percent) of the total 

number served.  The share of Youth does not vary much from 2013 to 2016; remaining around 10 percent in 

every year.  But it falls to 2.7 percent of the total served in 2017, bringing the Youth average down to 8 percent 

over the 2013 to 2017 period shown.  Seniors are the least likely to be served by the projects.  They account 

for 10.4 percent of those served in 2013 but are less then 10 percent in every subsequent year.  Over the 2013 

to 2017 years, they made up only 6.8 percent of the total persons served. 
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Figure 20 

 

As for general trends, Figure 20 shows that adult’s share trends upwards over the five years shown, while share 

of children trends downwards.   The shares of youth and seniors served are essentially flat over the period 

shown but they both decrease in 2017 to accommodate the increased share of adults. 

5.  Indicators 

Figures 21 and 22 show the percentage of projects addressing various indicators of poverty or hardship set 

out in the applications.  The indicators reflect the issues or problems that the project recipients face and that 

the project will address.  Figure 21 concentrates on measures related to recipients’ incomes, while Figure 22 

considers indicators related to children’s health and care.    
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Figure 21 

 

Figure 21 shows that unemployment, no high school diploma, and spending more than 30% of your income 

on rent were the most common indicators addressed by the projects.   

Unemployment was the most common, cited in 51 percent of all the projects funded from 2011 to 2019, while 

spending more than 30% of income on rent and no high school diploma were each cited in 37 percent of 

2011-19 projects.  Recall that the percentage of projects addressing an indicator over the whole period (2011-

2018) does not equal the average of the yearly percentages shown because there are different numbers of 

projects each year.  The percentage of projects citing 30% of income on rent rose over the eight years shown 

while the no high school diploma indicator does not show a strong trend.    

The percentage of projects addressing working poverty (i.e., earnings of at least $3,000 but below the Low-

Income Measure (LIM)) is more variable, but it has been high is recent years, averaging 54 percent of projects 

from 2016 to 2019.  Related to that, projects focusing on household incomes less than $20,000 (after tax) are 

also common in recent years, being cited in 49 percent of all projects 2016-19.   
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Poverty measures (LICO for 2011 to 2014 and LIM thereafter) are also cited frequently in projects.  LICO or LIM 

are addressed in over 64 percent of all projects over the whole period and LIM is named in 84 percent of the 

funded projects 2015 to 2019.  Income inequality is not addressed in many projects. It is cited in only 11 

percent of projects 2016-19.          

Figure 22 shows that indicators related to child health and care are named far less often than those relating to 

income.  Note that the scale of the vertical axes in Figure 22 are half of those in Figure 21.  Children’s early 

development (i.e., are children developmentally ready for grade one) is by far the most common indicator in 

this group, but it declines dramatically over the period. It falls from being cited in almost 40 percent of all 

projects in 2011 to being cited in slightly fewer than 10 percent of projects in 2017, zero projects in 2018, and 

4 percent of projects in 2019.    

Figure 22 

 

Low birth weight and high-risk Parkyn score were both dropped in 2015, but neither were commonly 

addressed in projects.  On average, Parkyn scores were cited in slightly more than 12 percent of the projects 

over the 2011 to 2014 years, while low birth weight was cited in fewer than 8 percent of funded projects over 

those four years.  Childcare subsidies was added in 2016 but it has only been addressed in 10.1 percent of the 

projects, on average, 2016 to 2019.  This includes 19 percent of projects in 2017, zero in 2018, and 12.5 

percent (i.e., three projects) in 2019.      
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6.  Types of assets targeted by the projects 

From 2013 to 2017, applicants were asked about the types of asset that would be increased as a result of their 

proposed project.  Figure 23 shows the percentage of projects that planned to increase each type of asset, by 

year, and the mean percentage of over the whole 2013-17 period.    

Figure 23 

 

The types of assets were: 

• Personal Assets: increase self-awareness; enhanced self-esteem and self-confidence; improved hope and 

motivation 

• Physical Assets: emergency supports (shelter, security from violence, prevention of eviction or utility shut-off, 

emergency food assistance); food; housing; transportation; child and dependent Care 

• Social Assets: civic participation (community engagement through participation in community groups and 

activities, children and youth participate in activities that support growth and development, seniors participate in 

services that promote active, independent living); networks 

• Human Assets: health; life skills; financial literacy; education; employment 

• Financial Assets: employment and non-employment incomes; capital like a computer or car; financial health 

(reduced cost and/or debt) 
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Over 90 percent of the projects planned to increase personal, human, or social assets in almost every year.  

Averaged over the five years, 72 percent of projects planned to increase physical assets while two thirds 

planned to increase financial assets.  The percentage targeting financial assets increased steadily and sharply 

from 2013 to 2017, reaching more than 80 percent of projects in 2017.  The percentage of projects targeting 

physical assets also trended upwards over the period, but not monotonically, and it reached just over 90 

percent of projects in 2017. 

7.  In-kind Contributions 

Applicants were asked about expected in-kind contributions to their proposed project in the 2013 and later 

applications.  Figure 24 shows the total amounts, by year.  The totals are large and trend upwards strongly, 

reaching a high of $952,938 in 2018 and then decreasing to $753,764 in 2019.  The expected in-kind 

contributions are so large that they are over 50 percent of the total contract amounts awarded in ever year 

except 2014.  Over the 7 years shown, the in-kind contributions average 55 percent of the total amounts 

awarded.   In kind contributions are 61.5, 63.4, and 51.5 percent of the total contract amounts awarded in 

2017, 2018, and 2019, respectively.      

Figure 25 shows a scatter plot of the in-kind contributions along with the mean and median contributions.  In-

kind contributions over $75,000 are not shown in the scatter plot to provide more detail on the distributions of 

the smaller contributions, but the means and medians include all of the contributions.  The 20 projects with 

expected in-kind contributions greater than $75,000 represent only 10.4 percent of the total number and they 

are spread fairly evenly over the 2013 to 2019 years.  Every year has 2 to 4 projects with large (> $75,000) 

expected in kind contributions.  

The expected in-kind contributions have the same skewed distribution as the contract amounts and number of 

persons served in each project.  Most of the expected in-kind contributions are (relatively) small, but there are 

a few large contributions in every year that cause the mean to be much larger than the median.  Almost half 

(45 percent) of projects’ in-kind contributions are less than $10,000 and 64 percent are less than $20,000.  

Figure 25 shows that, from 2013 to 2016, the average and median size of projects’ in-kind contributions are 

basically flat at $21,000 to $25,000 (for means) and $7,000 to $11,000 (for medians).  They increase sharply, 

however, to much higher levels (more than $10,000 higher) in 2017 and 2018.  Both the mean and median 

contributions fall from 2018 to 2019, but they remain higher than they were from 2013 to 2016.  The mean 

expected amounts fell from $41,432 in 2018 to $31,407 in 2019 while the median fell from $31,000 to 

$15,975.  Note that there is at least one project with zero in-kind contributions in every year. 
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Figure 24 

 

Figure 25 
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8.  Revenue Generated 

Applicants have been asked since 2015 about any revenues that they expect will be generated by their 

projects.   The totals, by year, are shown in Table 2. Clearly these have become a much more important source 

of funding for the projects in recent years. 

Table 2 

Year 
Expected Revenue 

Generated 

2015 $ 24,110 

2016 $ 27,708 

2017 $ 4,028 

2018 $ 163,020 

2019 $ 285,714 

  

9.  Poverty Reduction Strategies proposed/employed by the Projects, aka Type of 
Interventions  

Adam Fischer and Christopher Walsh examined all of the NPI funded projects, 2011 to 2017, and developed a 

set of codes (single words or phrases) that characterize the poverty reduction strategies (i.e., the types of 

interventions) proposed and employed in the funded projects.  Adam then tabulated the number of projects 

that employed each poverty reduction strategy (code).  The tabulation provides a measure of how often that 

code was included in NPI projects.  The codes were divided into two general categories: those addressing 

individuals’ needs and those addressing structural issues.  The overall code of ‘addressing needs’ was also 

included as its own category.  

Table 3 shows the list of codes and the percentage of funded projects with that code or intervention strategy 

in 220 projects, 2011 to 2017.  The codes are grouped very roughly into categories and they are included in 

Table 3 only if they occur in at least 10 percent of the projects.  The categories in Table 3 are listed roughly in 

decreasing order of frequency.  

To examine whether the intervention strategies (as classified) changed over the seven-year period, Table 3 

shows the percentages for projects funded 2011 to 2014 and those funded 2015 to 2017.   A missing value 

means that the percentage was below 10 percent.   The change in frequency from 2011-14 to 2015-17 is also 

shown along with the rank of the change (1 is the biggest increase and 50 is the smallest increase which is 
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more easily understood as the biggest decrease.  The ranks for the 12 biggest increases (ranks 1 to 12) and 

the 12 biggest decreases (or smallest increases (ranks 39 to 50)) are also shown.   

Figure 26 shows graphically the percentage of projects with some of the more common codes, 2011-14 and 

2015-17.  

Some basic messages from Table 3 and Figure 26: 

• The ‘coaching’ category of codes were generally the most common, although the specific code of `coaching’ 

decreased sharply in the more recent period.  ‘Identity’ and ‘Motivation and/or Hope’ were found in almost half of 

the more recent projects; a sharp increase from earlier in the decade 

• ‘Network Building’,  ‘Community Engagement’, ‘Indirect Employment’, and ‘Health’ were the next most common 

project codes.  Of those, ‘Mental Health’ and ‘Community Engagement’ showed the biggest frequency increase in 

the latter period.   

• The various ‘Skills’ codes listed in Table 3 were all moderately important in both the earlier and latter periods, 

although the ‘Leadership’ code occurred much less frequently 2015-17.   ‘Financial Literacy’ became much more 

prominent in the more recent period.  

• ‘Food’, ‘Financial help’, and ‘Breaking the cycle of poverty’ were generally the next most common groups of 

codes.  The first and last were common over the whole period while ‘Financial help’ was much more common 

2015-17.   

• ‘Transportation’ and ‘Childcare’ were much more common in the later period.  

• ‘Housing’,  ‘Reduced spending’, and ‘Income’ were also much more common in the later period, but by a lesser 

amount than those noted in the previous bullet.  

• Networks/Partnerships is one of the structural (rather than individual based) codes and it is the most common 

code over both periods.  It refers to facilitation networking and partnerships across agencies or community groups 

rather than individuals. 

• The sum of all of the changes in frequencies, 2011-14 to 2015-17, is strongly positive (i.e., well above zero), so 

projects in the more recent period were more likely to contain the chosen intervention strategies (codes).      

• The codes that are classified as structural were generally less common in the later period, while the codes 

classified as pertaining to individuals were much more common in the later period. 
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Figure 26 
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Table 3 

 

Code - (with threshold of greater than 

10%) 

% of 

projects 

2011-2017 

% of 

projects 

2011-2014 

% of 

projects 

2015-2017 

Change 

2011-14 to 

2015-17  

rank of 

change 

rank of top 

(1-12) & 

bottom 

(39-50) 

twelve 

changes 

     Addressing Needs  46.8% 41.4% 54.3% 12.9 15  

Individual       

Coaching (general) 48.6% 55.5% 39.1% -16.3 49 49 

    Empowerment/Confidence 33.6% 28.1% 41.3% 13.2 14  

    Identity  35.9% 25.8% 50.0% 24.2 2 2 

    Motivation and/or Hope 35.0% 25.0% 48.9% 23.9 3 3 

    Independence/Self-sufficiency 24.5% 20.3% 30.4% 10.1 20  

Network Building 56.4% 54.7% 58.7% 4.0 30  

    Inclusion/Reduce Isolation 31.4% 27.3% 37.0% 9.6 21  

Community Engagement  47.3% 39.1% 58.7% 19.6 7 7 

Employment        

    Indirect 47.3% 43.0% 53.3% 10.3 19  

    Direct 11.4% 10.0% 16.3% 6.3 23  

Health  45.0% 39.1% 53.3% 14.2 11 11 

    Mental 26.4% 16.4% 40.2% 23.8 4 4 

    Physical  17.7% 19.5% 15.2% -4.3 41 41 

    Drugs & Alcohol   12.0% 12.0   

Skills (general) 35.0% 32.8% 38.0% 5.2 26  

    Financial Literacy 22.3% 13.3% 34.8% 21.5 6 6 

    Social Skills 25.0% 22.7% 28.3% 5.6 24  

    Food-Based 29.5% 27.3% 32.6% 5.3 25  

    Leadership 21.8% 29.7% 10.9% -18.8 50 50 
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    Literacy  12.3% 11.7% 13.0% 1.3 36  

    Art 10.5% 10.0% 14.1% 4.1 29  

 

    Sports/Exercise 11.4% 12.0% 14.1% 2.1 34  

    Other 17.3% 17.2% 17.4% 0.2 38  

Goods (general)       

    Food 31.8% 29.7% 34.8% 5.1 27  

    Financial (honorarium, voucher or 

loan) 
17.3% 8.0% 32.6% 24.6 1 1 

Future Poverty Outcomes       

    Leading to Success/Breaking the 

Cycle of Poverty 
30.0% 28.1% 32.6% 4.5 28  

    Ameliorating Potential Future 

Issues 
17.7% 16.4% 19.6% 3.2 31  

Services (general) 11.4% 11.7% 10.9% -0.8 39 39 

    Transportation 27.3% 18.0% 40.2% 22.2 5 5 

    Child Care 21.8% 14.8% 31.5% 16.7 8 8 

    Free Service  10.9%  -10.9 46  

    Assisting with Tasks   14.1% 14.1 12 12 

    Volunteer Opportunities Provided  14.1% 15.6% 12.0% -3.7 40 40 

Income 20.9% 15.6% 28.3% 12.6 16  

    Reduced Spending 16.8% 10.9% 25.0% 14.1 12 12 

Housing 20.0% 13.3% 29.3% 16.1 9 9 

    Homelessness 10.0% 6.0% 17.4% 11.4 18  

Education       

    Providing Immediate Education 10.9% 10.2% 12.0% 1.8 35  
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Fostering Social Action 10.5% 13.3% 6.0% -7.3 43 43 

Family Cohesion 18.2% 17.2% 19.6% 2.4 33  

Structural       

Networks/Partnerships 58.2% 57.0% 59.8% 2.8 32  

Neighbourhood Staple/Safe Space  37.7% 42.2% 31.5% -10.7 45 45 

Accessibility/Reducing Barriers  25.0% 18.8% 33.7% 14.9 10 10 

Community Engagement  24.1% 28.9% 17.4% -11.5 47 47 

Narratives 11.8% 14.8% 7.0% -7.8 44 44 

    Stigma Reduction 16.8% 16.4% 17.4% 1.0 37  

Contributing Members of 

Society/Reaching Potential 
14.5% 16.4% 12.0% -4.4 42 42 

Provide Supports 13.6% 10.9% 17.4% 6.5 22  

 

10. Notes on the data 

Exclusions from the data set  

Two 2009 projects were removed from the analysis because, basically, they never actually became projects.  

They had zero contract amounts and zero values for all other variables (e.g., amount spent, number of people 

expected to be served, number actually served).  They were not included in the 2009 quantitative report Excel 

files.  These projects were: 

• 2009, Niagara College Bursary Program (via SSP Grocery Cards) 

• 2009, Niagara Nutrition Partners (NNP) Breakfast Program Research 

Two other projects were awarded contracts with specific contract amounts, so they are included in the 

numbers of projects and contract amounts data.  But little of the projects appear to have been accomplished 

since they had missing or zero values for many of the other variables.  Thus, they are excluded from the 

analysis of numbers of people served and the financial breakdowns.   
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These projects were:  

• 2009 Early Years Niagara and Early Childhood Development Centre, Parent Directory and Triple P Parenting 

Program, Niagara Region 

• 2011 YWCA Niagara Region, Women’s Leadership Project, St. Catharines 

One project,    

• 2009 Gateway Residential & Community Support Services, Good Food Box, Welland was missing the financial 

breakdown of costs, so the project is removed from the composition of costs analysis  

2008 is outlier compared to the data for the other years.  Only 12 projects were funded that year and the total 

contract amount was far below the amounts awarded in the other years.  Thus the 2008 data are excluded from 

the analysis if the outlier affects its basic results materially.  The data for 2008 are included for completeness if 

the outliers do not affect the basic conclusions.  Similarly, 2008 data are included in the graphs as long as they 

do not mess-up the scale of the vertical axis. If including 2008 data does not cause the scaling of the vertical 

axis to become unwieldy, then they are included in the graphs for completeness.      
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Appendix 3 - NPI Project Success Stories 

This section describes the NPI’s instrumental role in funding and facilitating a selection of initiatives that have 

expanded into successful, established poverty-reduction programs. The stories that follow are a sample of 

successful projects selected by NPI staff that we thought were worth sharing. 

Community Garden Network 

Since 2008, NPI has funded $764,084, or 6.3% overall to 25 garden projects  

• In 2009, the NPI Convener initiated the NPI Community Garden Network by bringing together people interested 

in community gardening. The group shared best practices, resources and held workshops. 

• Many of these gardens applied to NPI for funding. NPI’s intention was to fund start-up costs like lumber, plants, 

mulch etc., with the goal that gardens would become self-sustaining. However, increasingly, many gardens 

submitted applications to the NPI for funding, each wanting their own staff person to coordinate donations, 

volunteers etc. 

• In 2015, NPI funded Niagara West Garden Collective (NWGC) to hire a person to oversee three gardens at 

different agencies in West Niagara.   

• In 2016, based on the success of the NWGC project, NPI asked the NWGC agency if it could expand its program 

to include the rest of Niagara to oversee the entire Garden Network. The NPI Community Garden Network agreed 

with this change and the two groups joined together. They renamed themselves the Niagara Community Garden 

Network to acknowledge that not all gardens are funded by NPI. 

• The NCGN facilitator now coordinates distribution of donations like seeds, seedlings, lumber, mulch etc., and the 

network buys in bulk to reduce costs. 

• The Niagara Community Garden Network consists of at least 33 garden locations:  https:// 

niagaracommunitygardens.ca/  

• In 2020, United Way took NCGN under its wing as part of the Niagara’s Food Security Project and the network 

now has a more sustained source of funding. 

• Over the years, NPI invested funding into community gardens as there was originally very little support across the 

region. The City of St. Catharines now provides funding for gardens within the city 

https://www.engagestc.ca/community-gardens. 

Westview Centre4Women 

Since 2012, NPI has provided funding totalling $841,947 

• In 2012, NPI was the first to fund Survival4Women (now named Centre4Women), a program that provides 

community tools and opportunities for women to learn, grow and self-discover.  

• The program takes place as a group and one-on-one, as needed. Participants can access hair care, hygiene 

support, food, clothing, training, education, housing supports and friendship. NPI has also funded survival kits, 

drop-in services for sex trade workers, and the purchase of a washer and dryer for participants to do their laundry 

for free.  

https://www.engagestc.ca/community-gardens
https://www.engagestc.ca/community-gardens
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• NPI administrators worked with Westview staff to strengthen its financial accountability processes (which helped 

them secure funding from other sources) and apply for funding from other sources. The organization now receives 

regular United Way funding.  

Brushed Aside 

Since 2014, NPI has provided funding totalling $772,329  

• In 2014, NPI began funding United Way St. Catharines & District to administer Brushed Aside, a program that 

provides interest-free loans to people experiencing poverty to access dental care and dentures. Any repayment 

funds collected from the initial loan were reinvested into the Brushed Aside project. 

• In 2015, NPI asked United Way to expand the program to be available across Niagara. 

• When the three United Ways amalgamated in 2018, the project transitioned to Community Care St. Catharines & 

Thorold as the lead administrator of a consortium of agencies across Niagara helping people to access dollars to 

pay for dental care and dentures.   

• The consortium was expanded to nine agencies to help support the seniors dental care program. 

• Since the program first launched, more than 784 adults and seniors have received dental care and / or dentures 

from the consortium of 5 agencies across Niagara. 

Start Me Up & Furniture Bank 

• Start Me Up Niagara (SMUN) was funded by the NPI in 2017 to run the project “Manufacturing Supply Chain 

Services Training Program” 

• The program was a transitional program for participants to get experience working in manufacturing and 

warehousing.  Many participants had worked in the past but for many reasons were no longer employed and were 

uncertain they could go back to working even part-time.  This program allowed participants to try working at their 

own pace while developing skills. 

• The program was successful and had an established partnership with a local warehouse until the warehouse was 

sold and the new company no longer wanted to participate. 

• NPI worked with SMUN to investigate other partnerships so the project could continue, and ultimately introduced 

them to Niagara Furniture Bank (NFB) — which NPI had also provided funding to in the past. 

• NFB operated a warehouse of donated furniture that it would provide to families experiencing poverty who 

needed furniture for their homes. 

• The partnership between SMUN and NFB has been very successful. SMUN clients went to NFB who would assess 

their skill levels and interest then place them in a position that best suited them. For its part, the NFB developed 

job descriptions and training manuals to help participants learn the roles. Funding through NPI paid participants 

an honorarium. 
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Appendix 4 - Regional Program Comparisons 

This section highlights 10 regions and outlines their poverty reduction program models. The following 

examples are provided for comparison purposes based on preliminary research conducted in 2019 and can 

serve as a starting point for further investigation and outreach. 

The approaches of other jurisdictions highlight the value of coordination between government programs and 

alternative services funding, and of actively pursuing additional funding from provincial, private sector and 

other sources to supplement Regional budgets. 

 

Region Investment History or 

Structure 

Program Model(s) Key Issues 

HALTON Funding: $3.5M from 

regional tax base 

through the Halton 

Region Community 

Investment Fund 

(HCRIF) 

Sponsors: Ontario 

Trillium Foundation, 

United Way Halton & 

Hamilton 

Halton Poverty Roundtable (HPRT) 

Approach: Collective Impact 

Goals: For all local individuals to have a 

livable income and access to local resources. 

Members: People with lived/living 

experience of poverty, local businesses, local 

government, and community who are experts 

in their respective fields.  

Structure: Convenes community tables under 

3 focus areas: Halton Poverty Roundtable, 

Halton Community Benefits Network and 

Social Prescription Roundtable. 

Tasks: Provide information and trends, 

investigate local issues, provide insight on 

what needs to be changed and issues 

addressed, suggest methods for change. 

Other:  Charitable status; Community 

Benefits Agreements 

• Smart-Start Hamilton 

• Halton Community 

Benefits Network 

• Halton Sport  

• Leadership  

• Program 

• Income Security  

• Education and  

• Advocacy 
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HAMILTON In 2016, Hamilton 

invested $50 million 

over 10 years for this 

program (~$20M went 

to CityHousing Hamilton 

and ~$10M went to 

housing and poverty 

issues for the local 

Indigenous population) 

Hamilton Roundtable for Poverty 

Reduction 

Members: Collaborative group from different 

organizations 

• Good early learning 

for children and 

parenting 

• Skill development 

through school and  

• extracurriculars 

• Post-secondary 

training 

• Employment 

• Income and increasing 

individuals' assets 

BRUCE GREY 2018 budget: $50,000 

Funding from: Grey 

County, Bruce County, 

United Way. Other 

contributions to help 

deliver activities related 

to the key issues and 

task force subgroups. In 

2016, Grey County got 

$100,000 from the 

Ministry of 

Transportation for a 

rural transportation 

project. Their funding 

was extended through 

2017.  

Bruce Grey Poverty Task Force 

Members: Task force has a combination of 

52 agencies, community groups, universities, 

institutes, planning tables, and those involved 

in making policy. 

Structure: Six action groups that lead each of 

the key issues. These groups meet on a 

monthly basis. 

• Economic 

opportunities 

• Income security 

• Affordable and 

accessible 

transportation 

• Food security 

• Affordable and 

accessible housing 



62 

 

PEEL Government funding 

(provincial, local) 

Peel Poverty Reduction Strategy 

Members: Committee formed across 

government, trade boards, community 

members and groups, education and health 

sectors, justice, transportation, food 

providers, etc.  

2018-2028 strategy focuses on specific key 

issues and defined a number of actual 

measurable outcomes to assess change.  

• Economic 

opportunities 

• Income security 

• Affordable and 

accessible 

transportation 

• Food security 

• Affordable and 

accessible housing 

• Well-being and social 

inclusion 

 

TORONTO Housing: 2018 budget 

set $160M for housing.                  

Service access: Library 

programming will be 

expanded pending 

2018 budget approval.  

TO Prosperity: Toronto Poverty Reduction 

Strategy 

This strategy was approved in 2015. However, 

the City of Toronto put together a 2019-2022 

poverty action plan that council was to 

approve.  

• Housing stability 

• Service access 

• Transit equity 

• Food access 

• Quality jobs and 

livable incomes 

• Systemic change 

LAKEHEAD 

(THUNDER 

BAY AND 

DISTRICT) 

2018 strategy: 

received $750,000 from 

OTF for Out of The 

Cold; $50,000 from 

Service Canada for a 

Point In Time Count of 

homelessness in 

Thunder Bay 

Lakehead Social Planning Council 

Approach: Collective Impact Framework 

Members: Multiple partnerships across 

sectors with the Social Planning Council as 

the head of the program. 

• Children and Youth 

• Indigenous People 

• Housing and  

• Homelessness 

• Income Security 

• Health and Wellness 
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WATERLOO Region of Waterloo, 

Kitchener Waterloo 

Community Foundation, 

Waterloo Region Crime 

Prevention Council, 

Waterloo Wellington 

LHIN, United Way 

Waterloo, Waterloo 

Regional Police 

Funders provide 

financial and in-kind 

resources necessary for 

operations 

Wellbeing Waterloo 

Approach: Informed by the Connected 

Community Approach - premised on the 

belief that no single policy, government 

department, organization or program alone 

can tackle the increasingly complex social 

problems we face as a society. In 2019, 

moved to an "enabling structure" (i.e., 

working groups that collaborate on local 

initiatives). 

Members: Community-led initiative across a 

variety of sectors. 

Structure: In 2019, program organized itself 

into working groups that meet to address 

each key issue, find local assets, and move 

people into action for each sector. It is 

supported by backbone staff seconded from 

several agencies and housed at Waterloo 

Region offices. 

• Affordable housing 

• Healthy children & 

youth 

• Social inclusion 
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KINGSTON The poverty reduction 

initiative was originally 

funded by the City of 

Kingston and United 

Way.  

The 2014 plan indicates 

supports include: 

Ontario Works, 

Immigrant Services, 

ODSP, Community 

Health Centre, 

Employment Services 

Providers, Food 

providers, Police, 

Municipal Fee 

Assistance Program 

Card, Skills Training, 

Mental Health Services, 

and Credit Counselling.  

Programs promoted on 

the United Way website: 

Call 211, United Way 

Volunteer Centre, 

United Way Leadership 

Development Services, 

and Labour Community 

Services (partnership 

between United Way 

and Kingston & District 

Labour Council). 

Kingston Poverty Reduction Initiative 

Approach:  Collective effort utilizing existing 

supports.  

Structure/History:  

• 2010 - report to Kingston’s City Council 

suggested a coordinated community 

strategy be used to reduce poverty. 

• 2011 - series of community engagements 

held to develop goals and objectives. 

• 5 working groups began to address major 

causes of poverty and respond to the need 

for more affordable housing, social 

services and community supports, access 

to skills development and employment, 

community supports for education, and 

health supports. 

• Comprehensive report on the 

accomplishments of the working groups 

was published in 2013.  

Initiatives: 

• 10-year municipal housing and 

homelessness plan was developed; 

created Rideau Heights regeneration 

strategy; homelessness network for service 

providers created in 2012 

• Conducted Kingston transit pilot project 

• Developed a local Poverty Impact  

• Assessment Tool; conducted a "vulnerable 

populations" survey and are rolling out 

results 

• Promote the local Childcare Subsidy 

program 

• Resource “maps," standard practices/tools 

being created for parents and students to 

increase awareness on where/what 

services can be accessed 

• Housing 

• Skill development, 

employment 

• Education community 

supports 

• Social services, 

community supports 

• Health 
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OXFORD 

COUNTY 

Housing: funding comes 

from the federal, 

provincial, and 

municipal levels of 

government.  

Zero Poverty Plan 

Approach/History: Led by Oxford County. 

2017 County Council decision to eliminate 

poverty through leadership, innovation, and 

the transformation of relationships, Draft Zero 

Poverty Plan created in 7 months 

Plan developed as both a policy and 

reporting document modelled on the 100 RE 

(Renewable Energy) Building Blocks structure 

(http://www.go100re.net/wp-

content/uploads/ 2017/05/100RE-Building-

Blocks.pdf) 

Overall goals: Use support services that 

already exist to help those in need; create a 

living document that serves as an interactive 

toolbox for stakeholder implementation and 

monitoring. 

Members: Zero Poverty Oxford Support Team 

from Oxford County (Community Planning, 

Human Services, Southwest Public Health, 

CEO, Strategic Communication and 

Engagement.) Zero Poverty Oxford Action  

Committee: Social Planning Council Oxford, 

Thames Valley District School Board, 

Southwestern Public Health, Community 

Planning - Oxford County, Community 

Employment Services - Oxford, Future 

Oxford, Operation Sharing, United Way 

Oxford, Legal Aid Ontario, Women's 

Employment Resource Centre, OXford 

Children's Aid Society, CMHA Oxford, Oxford 

Workforce Development Partnership, Human 

Services - Oxford County, CAO's Office - 

Oxford County, Oxford County Community 

Health Centre.  

Currently, a steering group is leading the 

creation and implementation of Oxford 

County's Zero Poverty Strategy.             

• Affordable housing 

• Income 

• Understanding 

• Belonging 

• Political action 

• Shift 

• Dialogue 

• Change (The systemic 

and pervasive issues 

need to be addressed 

by transformational 

change.) 

http://www.go100re.net/wp-content/uploads/%202017/05/100RE-Building-Blocks.pdf
http://www.go100re.net/wp-content/uploads/%202017/05/100RE-Building-Blocks.pdf
http://www.go100re.net/wp-content/uploads/%202017/05/100RE-Building-Blocks.pdf
http://www.go100re.net/wp-content/uploads/%202017/05/100RE-Building-Blocks.pdf
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Links for more information:  

 

HALTON 

Halton Poverty Roundtable 

Halton Region Community Investment Fund 

CASE STUDY | Halton Poverty Roundtable 

 

HAMILTON 

Hamilton Roundtable for Poverty Reduction 

 

BRUCE GREY 

Bruce Grey Poverty Task Force 

 

PEEL 

Peel Poverty Reduction Strategy 

 

TORONTO 

Toronto Poverty Reduction Strategy 

 

LAKEHEAD (THUNDER BAY & DISTRICT) 

Lakehead Social Planning Council - Poverty 

Reduction Strategy 

 

WATERLOO 

Wellbeing Waterloo Region 

 

KINGSTON 

Poverty Reduction 

 

OXFORD 

Draft Zero Poverty Plan 

  

https://www.uwhh.ca/halton-poverty-roundtable/
https://www.uwhh.ca/halton-poverty-roundtable/
https://www.halton.ca/For-Business/Halton-Region-Community-Investment-Fund-HRCIF
https://www.halton.ca/For-Business/Halton-Region-Community-Investment-Fund-HRCIF
https://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/316071/Resources/Case%20Studies/case_study_halton_poverty_roundtable_0.pdf
https://cdn2.hubspot.net/hubfs/316071/Resources/Case%20Studies/case_study_halton_poverty_roundtable_0.pdf
https://hamiltonpoverty.ca/preview/
https://hamiltonpoverty.ca/preview/
https://povertytaskforce.com/
https://povertytaskforce.com/
http://www.povertyinpeel.ca/
http://www.povertyinpeel.ca/
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/accountability-operations-customer-service/long-term-vision-plans-and-strategies/poverty-reduction-strategy/
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/accountability-operations-customer-service/long-term-vision-plans-and-strategies/poverty-reduction-strategy/
https://www.lspc.ca/poverty-reduction-strategy/
https://www.lspc.ca/poverty-reduction-strategy/
https://www.lspc.ca/poverty-reduction-strategy/
http://www.wellbeingwaterloo.ca/blog/
http://www.wellbeingwaterloo.ca/blog/
https://www.cityofkingston.ca/residents/community-services/poverty-reduction
https://www.cityofkingston.ca/residents/community-services/poverty-reduction
http://oxfordcounty.ca/Your-Government/Speak-up-Oxford/Campaign-Details/ArticleId/14188/DraftZero-Poverty-Plan
http://oxfordcounty.ca/Your-Government/Speak-up-Oxford/Campaign-Details/ArticleId/14188/DraftZero-Poverty-Plan


67 

 

Appendix 5 - NPI Project Application & Measurement Tools 

This section includes copies of source documents provided by the NPI to program applicants in recent funding 

cycles. Each agency is required to complete and submit these documents to NPI’s Secretariat to fulfill 

application and reporting requirements — NPI Application Form (Questions & Instructions), Consent Form, 

Most Significant Change (MSC) testimonial template. Other documents included for information purposes: 

Sustainable Livelihoods framework and MSC Testimonial Instructions. 

1. NPI Project Application Form (2021) 

2. Visuals explaining the Sustainable Livelihoods Framework (Five Asset Categories) 

3. Sample NPI template for collecting Most Significant Change testimonials and assigning Five Asset point totals 

4. NPI Consent form 

5. Most Significant Change Story Collection Form (testimonial template)  

6. Instructions for completing Most Significant Change testimonials 
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2021 NPI Request for Proposal Application 
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Sustainable Livelihoods Framework 

   

Diagram taken From Vibrant Communities Canada report “Basic Outcome Tracking in Vibrant Communities”  

https://www.tamarackcommunity.ca/downloads/vc/VC_Basic_Outcome_Tracking_062711.pdf
https://www.tamarackcommunity.ca/downloads/vc/VC_Basic_Outcome_Tracking_062711.pdf
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Source: Ramirez, Ricardo. Evidence of Change: The Sustainable Livelihoods Framework - An Evaluation Tool for Value 

Chain Projects. The J. W. McConnell Family Foundation (January 2016). Accessed at: 

https://mcconnellfoundation.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2017/08/McF_EOCreport_V7_Jan26_LR.pdf 

Sample NPI template used for collecting Most Significant Change testimonials and assigning point totals 

based on the five assets outlined in the Sustainable Livelihood framework. 

 

 

  

https://mcconnellfoundation.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2017/08/McF_EOCreport_V7_Jan26_LR.pdf
https://mcconnellfoundation.ca/wpcontent/uploads/2017/08/McF_EOCreport_V7_Jan26_LR.pdf
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Sample NPI Template (Most Significant Change, Sustainable Livelihoods data 
collection) 

  



77 

 

NPI Consent Form 
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Most Significant Change Story Form 
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Instructions for Most Significant Change testimonials 
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Appendix 6 - Overview of Qualitative Evaluation 

This appendix describes the qualitative approach to evaluation of phases 1B, 1C and 2D. 

Details on data collection and analysis for phase 1B: NPI history, rationale and 
objectives 

Ten persons identified as key in initiating or running NPI, including: past and current program leads, regional 

staff, conveyers, adjudicators, and secretariat. Because of the unique roles of the ten key informants, citing 

these interviews would risk exposing their identities and the researchers had agreed to provide confidentiality. 

 Three researchers, Jeff Boggs, Dawn Prentice and Joyce Engel, performed the qualitative analysis for this 

phase resulting in a chronology of the NPI’s history. A manifest content analysis of the interviews involving 

three levels of coding, contributed to the ‘thick description’ of the NPI’s history, which informs the final report. 

Interview data were also corroborated against committee reports (COM reports) written for the Niagara 

Region’s Public Housing and Social Services Sub-Committee (PHSS) concerning NPI between 2006 and 2018. 

In some cases, additional sources were sought out in order to flesh out details. To our knowledge, NPI keeps 

no minutes of its own activities, and thus were not available for inclusion.  

Interview Guide for Phase 1B: NPI history, rationale, objectives 

Interviewees: 

Persons who were instrumental in the development and management of NPI. 

Questions: 

1. Tell us about yourself. Could you take me through your education and work history before you came to NPI? 

2. What was your role in NPI? 

3. Tell us how the NPI came about? 

4. What other models were considered? 

5. Why this approach and not other models? 

6. What were some of the challenges encountered in proposing and rolling out this approach? 

7. What was your intended impact with the NPI? 

8. How did you intend to measure this impact? 

9. What indicators / metric did you intend to use to measure success or benefits or NPI of NPI? How did you 

intend to measure the impact of the program? 
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10. What have they seen as some of NPI's successes or benefits? 

11. Looking back, what would you change? 

12. Were there any surprises? 

  Probe: Can you tell me about them? 

13. Do you have anything to add to this conversation that we have not covered? 

Qualitative Coding Scheme for Phase 1B Key Informant Interviews 

• Influences and influencers  

• Origin and evolution of NPI 

• Increased poverty in Niagara  

• Role of NPI-past and present 

• Learning and innovating 

• Creativity and innovation 

• Hindsight/what could be done differently 

• Decision-making processes/assumptions 

• Evaluation plan/recommendations 

• Accountability 

• Tensions 

• Benefits/impacts 

• Challenges/vulnerabilities 

• Background of participants 

• Surprises 

 

Details on data collection for phase 1C: Long-term Impacts of NPI funding 

The findings of the phase 1C are based on 46 interviews with former NPI project leaders about the long-term 

impacts of their NPI funding. Project leaders were selected from a list of all NPI funded projects based on how 

long it had been since the program received funding. We omitted some of the earliest projects and some of 

the most recent, choosing a timeframe long enough for long-term impacts to be revealed (at least a year) but 

not so long in the past that project leaders could not be reasonably expected to recall details (not more than 

eight years). Using the NPI’s description of project types, for the 2018 interviews, we selected projects from 

four categories and interviewed their leaders:  

• Assistance with Shelter 

• Community Gardens 

• Direct Services 

• Education and Literacy for Children and Youth 
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For the 2019 interviews, we selected from the remaining categories while continuing to interview leaders in 

the category of Education and Literacy:  

• Access to Food 

• Community Development and Engagement 

• Job Specific Skills 

• Life Skills 

• Transportation Initiatives 

In our selection of projects, we also sought to include a diversity of agencies, large and small, and a range of 

geographical locations, as well as projects that served distinctive groups in Niagara such as Indigenous 

peoples and people with disabilities. 

In total 77 former project leaders from 28 agencies were contacted in late 2018 and 2019 resulting in 46 

interviews concerning 40 unique projects that took place at some time between the years 2010 and 2018. The 

most common reasons for declining an interview request had to do with the amount of time that had elapsed 

since the project ran. It was not unusual for the leaders who had primary responsibility for delivering the 

funded program to have moved on to work elsewhere.
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Selected excerpts from interviews with former leaders across several project types 

In these interviews, former leaders reflect on NPI-funded projects that had come to an end within the previous 

year to eight years. Some of the services may have remained available through agency resources or other 

funding sources.  At the end of the interview, project leaders were invited to comment on the NPI’s evaluation 

process.  

For each heading below, four to ten quotations were drawn from different interviews. The quotations were 

selected based on their clarity and quality of expression and also because they represent fairly common 

experiences or frequently held ideas. A wider range of experiences were presented in the technical report 

along with interpretation and analysis, which is summarized at a higher level in the final report.  

How NPI Projects have Served the Needs of Individuals and Families 

(1) [What would you say is the most important legacy?] Self-confidence and self-esteem in clients. That 

they are able to maintain their dignity, that they felt equal walking into an interview, they felt equal when they 

were in a workplace because they were dressed the same as everybody else. To me those are some of the 

lasting factors for sure. People are able to connect to employment maybe a little bit quicker. (Direct Services) 

(2) A person with severe dental issues, that’s a huge barrier for them, to have a conversation when you’re 

sitting there in pain, and your teeth may be [missing or diseased]. A lot of people, especially when it’s their 

front teeth, they said they wouldn’t smile, or cover their mouth. So, dealing with that has created huge barriers 

for people that they wouldn’t have confidence to go to a job interview or engage socially. People were 

becoming isolated and fearful to engage with other people. So that was one of the main barriers this program 

helped people overcome. (Direct Services) 

(3) It’s very positive because it creates opportunities for the women who participated in particular because 

they are more likely to be marginalized and not able to access events like that. First off, it’s just a good, fun day. 

So, it’s a positive, empowering day and I do remember hearing feedback from a few of the women who 

attended it in past years who have been in shelter that it was uplifting, that it was good to be in an 

environment, mentoring, modelling, so in that respect, it had a very positive effect. (Life Skills) 

(4) The whole challenge was to increase the amount of time people were successfully housed, so that we 

could break the cycle of people getting housed, losing housing, and getting housed again. Because every 

time you get housed you have this hope that this is going to be okay. And without these skills it’s not okay. 

Then you lose it and sink further into a hole and it takes a lot to get you back out. So that’s the gist of the 

project and I think that it’s been extremely successful. (Assistance with Shelter) 

(5) Clearly [community gardens] are not going to put them in a different housing situation, nor are they 

going to provide them with an income, which is something that granters are looking for. It’s not going to do 
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that. But what community gardens are isolation. People in poverty are so isolated because they don’t have 

money to go out and do things. We found that people who come here to use the food bank often have said 

that they haven’t talked to anybody in four to five weeks, and they often stay for the day because it’s their first 

outing. And they are connecting with people, so it has a lot of different benefits. (Community Gardens) 

(6) We focus on wellness in the gardens. It definitely reduces stress and there is proof that it is better for 

your overall mental health. Being able to see something grow from start to finish empowers one’s self-esteem, 

especially if you’ve never done it before. It’s all about feeling included which is why we have made the garden 

very inclusive. We really appreciate the Niagara going to do, is that it helps with food security, it helps with 

mental health and Prosperity Initiative for the grant and all they’ve allowed us to accomplish. (Community 

Gardens) 

(7) I think it really planted some really high ideals in people, like, we can do this together. There was so 

much excitement around people trying food, sharing food, you know. I think there were moments of real joy in 

that project. (Access to Food) 

Lasting Impact on Project Participants 

(1) People don’t forget what people have done for them. You will never forget what someone has done to 

help your own wellbeing. That’s just a fact, right? You will have some who might not show as much 

appreciation, but most people that have been touched in some way for their well-being, they’re never going to 

forget that. I think that the greatest thing for us as an agency is to see individuals sail and actually see them on 

the other side of the door, and they’re able to make a donation or they’re able to bring food in, and we see 

that quite often. (Direct Services) 

(2) You can’t undo good. If somebody has been in this project and has been supported for a while, and 

they’ve done well, you have to celebrate. That is two whole years that they’ve done well. If things kind of go 

apart, then you have to think that those two years were building blocks, and that maybe things can come 

together again. (Assistance with Shelter) 

(3) The children feel that another person cares about their success and that can be a big tool for the kids 

to achieve success in school. They took more of an interest in school and started doing better. (Education and 

Literacy for Children and Youth) 

(4) Having families recognize the importance of early literacy is critical. For some families it's not a priority 

for them to be thinking about their child’s literacy development. Sometimes they have other priorities such as 

secure housing, their employment, and so they may not have the time to think about their child’s development 

of their literacy skills and how it might affect their later academic success. (Education and Literacy for Children 

and Youth) 
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(5) People were definitely applying and using some of the skills that they were learning, you know how to 

speak assertively in certain situations, how to you know be prepared if you are dealing with a conflict, all kinds 

of different things. So, there were tons and tons of examples that clients gave us, you know? One client was 

able to maintain his housing because he worked out an issue he was having with his landlord. I had a client I 

worked with who was able to speak up on behalf of her husband who has a disability and to get him access to 

services that he needed. So, it’s little things but for many of those people it was like a really big step, a really 

big breakthrough for them because they had not necessarily been able to deal with some of these issues 

before. (Life Skills) 

(6) You know, sometimes when people are living in isolated situations, if you can get them to the program 

and get them comfortable and feeling safe and establishing relationships with the people that work here, even 

when those bus tickets are gone, they will try to make that effort to get here because they realize what was 

there. They got the benefits of it…  That's what it does, it gets the ball rolling and gives us an opportunity to 

establish relationships so people will continue to come. (Transportation Initiatives) 

(7) The fact that I’m able to talk about it even after five years [shows] the impacts it had on the kids. We 

had a Christmas party so the families could come, and we could see how the children were doing. It brings 

back great memories of a program that was very successful and did impact the children involved. (Education 

and Literacy for Children and Youth) 

(8) It is more than self- esteem and, plus, it has given people a greater feeling of being part of a 

community... Yeah, people look at themselves in a new way. (Community Development and Engagement) 

(9)  [Long-term impact], that’s a hard question to measure. I think when you come in here and see a group 

of people sitting around, smiling, laughing, talking, developing new social skills and all the rest, I think it’s that 

folks are alive, folks are contributing. Some people had weddings here. This is life. Life is just better for folks, 

we can say, because of this. (Access to Food) 

Lasting Impacts on Neighbourhoods 

(1) We were moving into a neighborhood that was identified through the NPI as a neighborhood in high 

need. It is probably the highest need neighborhood in Niagara. So, we were moving here, and we wanted to 

have not just an impact on the people that we were serving but also on the neighborhood. We wanted to 

quickly become an asset to this neighborhood. And, through the funding we received there, we did some 

food work, we did some gardening, we did some outreach into the neighborhood, and we are still here. So, it 

had a very long-term impact on our success and our ability to stay in this neighborhood. We wanted to come 

in fast and hard. We wanted to get here, have a presence, and get working immediately. And with the funding 

we received, we were able to do that. (Access to Food) 

(2) So that program, when it started several years ago, it was the first to say is this an opportunity for this 

community to have the benefit of a program that we might not have otherwise had, to be honest, if we didn’t 
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have some funding put towards that. And now we administer that program daily in this community… So, it was 

a great partnership that has allowed us to continue to do great work in this community. (Direct Services) 

(3) Doing things that NPI funded helped us stabilize inventory. And that allowed us to do things like 

purchase a second truck and grow the team. The project that was funded allowed us to diversify to better meet 

the demand for different levels of service which we probably wouldn’t be brave enough to do all on our own 

[…]. And the most recent program […] helps us, instead of being reactive, […] we’re now going in and treating 

the root cause [of the issues people face]. (Direct Services) 

(4) There are more than four hundred people who come to the gardens. We could not have done that if 

we didn’t have that funding to start us off. We would have added a few gardens, but due to the funding we 

were able to greatly expand this. We owe part of this success to NPI. (Community Gardens) 

Lasting Impact on Programs and Organizations 

(1) When we started having funding from someplace like the NPI it gave us leverage and we were able to 

get some Trillium funding and go after some United Way funding. Everything just helped build the case and 

get us stronger and be able to meet more needs. (Access to Food) 

(2) More people now know about our organization. We started with a single garden and was partnered 

with a different organization. Now more people know about us because they see the impact that we are 

making with the community gardens. I am not talking about just the community; more organizations now know 

about us. So now we have more funding. It has been a huge impact for us because we are new. We have only 

been here for five years, but now more people know about us and the gardens are the key reason for that. 

More people know as well because we are expanding – we are everywhere! We build relationships with 

neighboring communities as we expand our community gardens. We must explain what a garden can do for 

the community so that we are provided the land for it. This has had a significant impact for our organization. 

(Community Garden) 

(3) Our number one thing is social interaction… The NPI funding allowed us to restructure the program so 

that we are able to create an environment in which people could bond with those in their general age group 

and have things in common with one another. I’ve seen so many of them make friends. (Education and Literacy 

for Children and Youth) 

(4) That’s the biggest thing, is when NPI invests in these new ideas and gets them going, gets them off the 

ground, that’s really where it makes the biggest difference, is to have that start-up funding to be able to get 

something going. Once you get it going, it’s easier to attract other funders and investors in the project but the 

first step to get it going is the hardest, often. Having that funding through NPI made all the difference. (Direct 

Services) 
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(5) I have a passion for this program. We have no funding currently and it continues to run. Not to the 

same extent. We don’t have a coordinator because we can’t fund one. Services are very on a shoestring if you 

want different, but we continue to call it that. We fit it in to provide these resources where we can. (Direct 

Services) 

Lasting Impact on Leaders, Staff and Volunteers 

(1) I think for my staff that was actually hired under the project, for them it was an exercise in 

understanding how you need to get organized when you’re working with volunteers. So that’s why I 

embedded the role within my volunteer coordinator, so it would actually help them develop some of their 

skills in terms of how they work with their volunteers, how to do proper scheduling, what should a schedule 

template look like. The staff that was in there didn’t have a lot of expertise in software. So, it was really a good 

opportunity to learn more about how you write policy and procedure, and then also, how you develop the 

tracking mechanisms for the project, so it was a growth opportunity for staff as well. And for me, as the lead in 

this project, it was really [valuable] for me to get an opportunity to learn about what we really need to do 

moving forward and how do we better meet the needs of our community as we just kind of go through the 

course of time. So that was a learning experience for me moving forward. (Community Development and 

Engagement) 

(2) I have a lot of life lessons from this. You don’t realize how [badly off] people are until you’re doing this 

job. It has had a big impact on me, and I’ve gotten to know a lot of the social workers from it, a lot of the 

housing people from it. (Direct Services) 

(3) I feel I’ve become a better person to be able to help the person beside me. I feel I have better tools, 

definitely a lot better tools now and a lot more tools to cope with my own issues. Because if I can cope with my 

issues, I can move forward and help that person. So hopefully help somebody beside me and help someone 

behind me come up beside me. (Community Development and Engagement) 

(4) As for staff, we have a really special staff here. There are two employees for this project, and this has 

taken them to a new level of understanding what participant support needs to look like. It’s not just referring 

people to appointments and it’s not simply taking notes on them, it’s actually really getting to know the people 

that you’re involved with so that your relationship increases. That’s a real give and take. You actually are 

worried when someone goes to the hospital, and you actually find five minutes to drop in and visit them. You 

start to fill in some of the gaps with the people, but, at the same time, you are also benefitting too. They 

become like your little family, in a way. (Assistance with Shelter) 

Reflections on the NPI’s Limitations and Project Leaders’ Recommendations 

(1) One of the critical things is that the NPI funding is term-limited, and increasingly, the terms are 

compressed. You’ve got to make a longer-term investment. It’s like you’re planting a garden, you got the 
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seeds in and the seedlings and they’ve come up — if kids were trees, we haven’t got them to the sapling stage. 

They need more than this. The way the program is prescribed, you giveth and taketh away. You can’t do that if 

you want meaningful change. You have to do longer investments, particularly when it comes to children and 

youth. (Education and Literacy for Children and Youth) 

(2)  [How could the program have better met the needs of participants?] Well, I could have had more 

money (laughs). I could have a longer time frame. I think every project could be improved and for us I think it 

usually ties to resources. If we had more resources and for a longer period of time, we could improve our 

outcomes. (Access to food) 

(3)  [What kind of factors beyond your control may have limited the project's long-term impacts?] You've 

got twenty-four months of funding. A lot of it is now twelve months, fourteen months, because they're trying to 

spread it [across multiple projects]. And they'll tell you that. I'd rather, then, not compete for that money. I'd 

rather say, "take it and invest it well." In all honesty, it's not going to have an impact. (Access to Food) 

(4) I think in the long run we could help more out of poverty by funding the program for a longer period 

of time and give them an opportunity to get back on their feet. Two years, three years, is not enough […] and 

some [valuable] projects will never be sustainable. (Community Gardens) 

(5) Once a program is running well, why wouldn’t they just continue to support it? Instead of being like, 

‘Okay we gave you money and thinking it should be sustainable, now you need to come up with something 

new.’ So, a lot of what happens is that [agencies] twist [successful projects] so they can get the money to 

continue what they were doing […] Funding something for just one year is insufficient. Finding what works, 

what doesn’t work, I think the funding should be at least two years, three would be ideal. I think it’s really 

important, the necessity of having at least one paid staff, the length [of grants] needs to be longer, and the 

trust in the research behind what we’ve done. I think they [NPI] are getting a little bit better, and I realize they 

want the money to go to different areas, but once something is working well, and is proven to work well, to 

have that funding be sustainable. (Community Gardens) 

(6) The main issue that we faced is the demand is so high. Like I said, there is no other program. We’re a 

drop in the bucket. We are trying to address this issue, but the amount of funding that we have to target this 

problem is not near what it needs to be, so the waitlist ended up being very long for this program. Even right 

now, the program is still running, and the waitlist is a year to get in because the demand is so high, and the 

funds aren’t necessarily high enough to meet that need. (Direct Services) 

(7) What would I change? That’s a really tough question. I’d love for NPI to be able to offer multiyear 

terms. We felt at the end of our last year of funding, when we applied for [a new project], that was our option 

because when you apply to NPI for the same program, it has to grow and evolve. [Note: the latest application 

was not funded.] (Direct Services) 
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(8) NPI funding is temporary right, it’s not permanent funding. Either we find new funding to keep it up or 

it is just a legacy. But I’m going to say probably for years to come, even if the program stops, we’ll still get 

those calls for this service and we’ll still provide it […] It’ll be way harder to do this without the funding when it’s 

just a side gig, but we’ve always done this with people who call who don’t quite qualify for our programming. 

We’re not going to hang up the phone. (Assistance with Shelter) 

(9) It's ridiculous, none of the clients are getting the attention and the support that would really make a 

difference, a long-term difference. I am a big-time long-term thinker, big picture. Anything short-term is 

literally a waste of money. But the people that I’m thinking about, it’s long-term damage, and long-term 

intervention is needed. And trust is huge, trust across the board. That's also a barrier. How many times do you 

bare your soul and, well, the program stops? We kept and maintained as many [clients] as we could, but they 

don’t get the level of support that they truly need. Think of a way to dedicate more funds to it. I don’t know 

how you measure the impact when everything is in two-year increments. After two years it’s just getting 

started. With the housing program how can you really measure that in just two years? […] Any change that I 

want to implement, it usually takes me a couple of years to implement. It’s hard to do when people are so 

fractured. There are many elements to poverty. (Assistance with Shelter) 

(10) I don't know how you get people out of poverty when it is short-term interventions all the time. And I 

think that that is the thing that everyone faces around the NPI that they are all short-term pilot projects. So, for 

me, that's the biggest issue. (Assistance with Shelter) 

Ten Project Leaders’ Commentaries on Project Evaluation 

(1) NPI grant [reporting] is horrible, I’m just going put it out there. Bless them for providing income but, it 

was difficult. It made that part of the program stressful.  

Interviewer: Do you feel that they could have done something to make it less stressful? 

Respondent: Yes, maybe not so many questions and the way they word their questions. If you’ve never done 

an NPI grant you would be like, what on earth are they asking? And we’ve received grants from other agencies 

and their reporting is less stressful. It was very stressful to do an NPI grant report. I appreciate it because they 

must report to other agencies. So, they are getting from us what they need to give to whoever they are getting 

their money from. When it comes down to doing a program and you need to make sure an element is 

[benefitting from] the program because they are going to ask this question. Or you need 47 testimonials from 

people who gave testimonials last month, but you can’t use that because that was last quarter’s testimonials, 

things like that. They had to report to someone as well. To me, sometimes it felt we were doing their job in the 

reporting and then all they’re doing is classifying it. (Education and Literacy for Children and Youth) 

(2) From my perspective, the outcomes that we had were better than anything that they had asked me to 

produce because I could show you the children made significant gains in their literacy skills, and to me a 
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program outcome like that would justify continuing the program. We have research that was published on this 

program.  We made statistically significant differences, even one year later, in the program group versus a 

control group. We helped these children grow in the emergent literacy skills and they maintained those skills.  

These are foundational skills to later academic success. 

There were a lot of components for sure that we had to contribute to. I guess it’s hard to find outcomes that are 

going to be so broad across all the different types of programs. I think that they were missing that impact on 

the individual served. There was a lot of focus on number of meals, number of volunteers, number of kids that 

showed up, but they should ask each program to come up with their own outcomes for how they’re going to 

measure the impact of the project. (Education and Literacy for Children and Youth) 

(3) For us it would have made more sense to sit down and talk about a customized evaluation template for 

each project so that you were able to say what’s your project really trying to do, what are your goals and what 

are realistic measurements of that? You can use some common numbers. Obviously, you’re going to have 

something like how many people did you serve and stuff like that, but I think you can also sit down with 

somebody and go, ‘well, your project is a bit unique, is there some better way to report this?’ (Community 

Development and Engagement) 

(4) My biggest beef with NPI is the reporting procedures were really laborious and they did not allow for 

anecdotal evaluation, so it was all about numbers. And so, we’re saying how many people are working in these 

different months and you can’t count the same person twice. So, the first year, the first month this one guy 

[Joe], he started, and I could count him then, but I couldn’t count him ever again. So, it looked like nobody was 

being touched all those other months. (Community Gardens) 

(5) After [a participant] got the [services], the agency would be trying to contact that person to get them to 

complete the follow up evaluation to see how this program helped them, and sometimes, especially when we 

are dealing with individuals who might be homeless or not have a phone to be reached at, it is very difficult to 

collect those evaluation forms. That was an obstacle we faced with the population we are serving, of trying to 

get those evaluation forms completed. We were able to get a percentage of them but never get 100 percent 

of the evaluations from every participant in the program. (Direct Services) 

(6) I think one of the things that was a challenge was the testimonials. And I know one of the case workers 

here refused to do them, so it probably affected our funding, I’m not sure. Maybe that’s why we didn’t get the 

second application. But he thought that they were extremely intrusive, and we often are extremely sensitive 

and have a heightened awareness that the funders often don’t have. People have to bare their souls to get any 

kind of help […] I understand it. I get it I know why they are asking. It’s extremely difficult to say, you know, can 

you tell us how great we are doing? I think the testimonials ask for a lot and it makes some people very 

uncomfortable because they are not sure what it has done for them […] The testimonials are hard to ask 

because if you really put yourself in that person’s position it is not comfortable and people do have pride and it 
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can be embarrassing and they are already coming from a shame-based [social condition], being in the position 

they are in. (Assistance with Shelter) 

(7) I didn’t mind what we were provided by NPI, like the participant impact statement stories, because it 

operated very well to the way our project was designed. Whereas I can see it being problematic for some of 

the other projects because it just depends on what the nature of project was. Ours really took a learning 

approach and an application approach […]  I am always a fan of more qualitative storytelling. I think it has a 

greater impact than how many widgets you produced. I found that the approach NPI took was on the mark. I 

don’t have a problem with it. I know others have. Sometimes it was the amount that was collected. You had to 

do a certain percentage of people you served. We did have numbers we had to get, but we were fine with 

that. I think it’s about getting the best story. Go for quality over quantity always.  (Life Skills) 

(8) Interviewer: So, what was your role in evaluating this project and what kinds of methods were used to 

evaluate the project? 

 Stress levels would be what I would use for evaluation. My stress levels (laughs), and some of my helpers who 

were trying to weed through the reporting process. That would be it. A suggestion forward, I guess if they 

could simplify it a little bit. Does it really need to be so complex? 

Interviewer: Okay. So, how could evaluation be made more meaningful and informative? 

 I don’t think it can be tick boxes. I don’t think tick boxes in these kinds of cases really work, you need to talk. 

You need to have a narrative about it. Yeah, because there’s so many little things that crop up that don’t fit in a 

tick box. (Life Skills) 

 

(9) I think it was as high as fifty percent of the participants needed to give us testimonials, which I think is 

really intrusive, and in some ways maybe even exploitative. Really, especially for, I think under any 

circumstances, but let alone for a small pot of funding, is a huge ask for the agency that’s delivering that 

particular project [...] It was really unreasonable what was asked.  I really struggle with this whole concept of 

testimonials anyway.  I get why funders want things like that, but I think it’s intrusive.  I feel like when we do 

that, we’re putting participants in a really difficult position.  I would love to see the end of something like that.  I 

think there’s other ways to talk about impact […] It was outrageous.  And it came actually as a real struggle.  I 

think there was some miscommunication around what had to be done and so it really became a barrier and in 

fact I think that it actually has been, as far as NPI, the big challenge is what’s required in terms of reporting.  

Our contract for [__] is over 1 million dollars, and what I’m asked for in terms of accountability for that is less 

than what’s asked for from NPI. […] There are other pieces that we’re asked for but they’re reasonable, very 

reasonable, what we’re being asked to be accountable for. (Job Specific Skills) 

(10) I don't think their measures work. Their measures are flawed measures. They’re not even measures. 

You can’t even get out of the gate in eighteen months when you’re working with this population. It’s based on 
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trust, on relationship… I think the metrics for that project were not well designed. I think they were just 

plugging in holes with numbers that were somewhat unrealistic […] It was taking something that was very 

qualitative in its intent and trying to put it through a quantitative filter […] I think that's a frustration, because 

they just couldn't include the longitudinal stuff in there. There were counts of how many people participated. 

How many bus passes did you give out? What your attendance was like? So really, a simple quantitative 

evaluation, which doesn't really tell you much. Most of the measurements were outputs as opposed to 

outcomes. That’s what happens. We didn’t get to the ‘what happened.’ We just say, ‘oh, Diane had a bus pass.’ 

Interviewer: What problems or obstacles or frustrations, if any, did you experience in trying to evaluate this 

project?  

It was manual counts. The record keeping was terrible. If we could have gone to something that was more 

digital, I’d have more confidence in the data. But I think it was really rudimentary. I think you have to have a 

system with more rigour and more dependency. And I think your metrics have to be more evolved so you can 

actually figure out what you’re looking for and how you’re trending. It used to drive me crazy. 

Interviewer: So how could this evaluation be made easier?  

How do we employ technology, right? There are so many different platforms, let’s just pick something and use 

it. And again, standard things, tell all service providers: ‘You're going to input through this program, it’s web-

enabled. Punch it in, punch it in right there.’ And that actually can give you the whole systems view for NPI. If 

they pick their metrics, you can standardize some of the metrics and get some measures around the impact of 

NPI as a whole.  

And I think if they took a proportion of the NPI funds and put it in an evaluation component on top of that, 

everybody feeds into that evaluation and then they can have a global evaluation that shows how the impact 

works. But individually, it doesn't really work. Everything should tie in an evaluation component, and we should 

tie it to a research institute. And if you go to a research institute, and you have that partnership, then you have 

longitudinal, because you do studies for five, 10, 15 years. So, you’ve got those studies and then that begins to 

inform decision making at that time. 

Interviewer: How could this evaluation be made more meaningful and informative? 

Using that kind of platform, leveraging technology to actually get more meaningful trends and to have a 

bigger picture view. You could go with that kind of approach. You can go granular. You could even go to a 

demographic profile. And if you could follow the participants for longer. Because they’re gone, and then you 

don’t know. And then if you looked at them for three or five years, you could know the impact. ‘Well, I learned 

to cook here, and I learned proper nutritional control.’ But you don’t. Your data is just for that period... If you’ve 

been running NPI for 10 years and you have, let’s say, four clients that have been touched by seven different 

NPI programs. That can tell you a really interesting story. Either they’re really well connected into the system 
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and that there's a desire to engage in these programs, or that we’re not really working, right? That can go 

either way. But you won’t know that until you have a system, or an approach. (Access to Food) 

Interviewers from Brock Sociology Honours Program who contributed to Phase 1C, 
2018 and 2019 
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Liz Wheadon 

Breanna Willms 

Jackson Wills  

Chloe Wright 

Shangjie Zhu 
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Summary of data collection and analysis for “Phase 2D Report for the Niagara 
Prosperity Initiative Evaluation (2018-2020)” 

Phase 2D Report Authors:  

Darlene Ciuffetelli Parker, PhD 

Kevin Gosine, PhD  

Tiffany L. Gallagher, PhD 

Palmina Conversano, BA/BEd 

Amber-Lee Varadi, MA 

 

The researchers for this phase of the NPI Evaluation used a qualitative research strategy to evaluate how 

effectively the NPI met service users’ needs in the area of literacy programming. In their in-depth study of 

literacy-related projects delivered by eight agencies, the researchers defined literacy broadly to reflect the 

multimodal ways in which people acquire practical and cultural knowledge. Only one of the eight projects 

offered a specialized program of reading, writing and speech for children, a program that significantly 

involved families in this traditional area of literacy development. The other seven projects introduced varied 

ways to expand participants’ literacies, such as in the areas of life skills, financial awareness, media literacy, 

arts-based literacies, and more. 

This qualitative research phase of the evaluation involved individual, in-depth interviews with 19 project leads 

and agency staff, as well as focus groups with 72 service users. Service users’ stories revealed how low literacy 

skills contributed to the challenges of living with low-income. Literacy struggles affected people in many 

aspects of everyday life, extending beyond limits to schooling and workplace performance to relationships 

and overall well-being. Yet stories emerged of the value of acquiring new literacies through participation in 

NPI projects. Project leads and agency staff emphasized that the gains of literacy accomplishments are 

retained and support people moving into jobs and educational programs, experiencing less social stigma, 

improved self-efficacy and well-being. 
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Appendix 7 - Brock University Research Evaluation Phases 

This section includes an overview of Brock University’s nine-phase work plan to evaluate and report on the 

Niagara Prosperity Institute. 

PHASE 1.A 
Scoping review 

Description 

• Provide baseline data to assess the reliability of indicators and to locate trends in larger context of poverty in 

Canada, Ontario and Niagara.   

• Collect qualitative data from internal and external policy and legal documents.   

• Using secondary literature, generate commentary on best practices identified by academic research to current NPI 

design (ex: indicators, place-based/Asset-Based Community Development, influence by provincial strategy, 

rationale for RFP application questions, structural vs. systemic change goals of projects.   

• Consider how Niagara’s political and policy environment shapes poverty-reduction approaches. 

Output 

• Updated census data 

• Literature review 

• Environmental scan 

• Indicator selection rationale, and comparison groups  

• Phase 1.A report 

PHASE 1.B 
NPI history, rationale, and objectives 

Description 

• Clarify how NPI responds to context, especially in the form of funding programs for 1 to 2 years.  

• Collect qualitative data from internal and external policy and legal documents and key informant interviews with 

NPI program developers and administrators. 

Output 

• Program documentation review 

• Key informant interviews with past/current program leads, regional staff, conveyers, adjudicators and secretariat 

• Phase 1.B report 
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PHASE 1.C 
Impacts of NPI projects 

Description 

• Solicit and interpret stories of intended and unintended, long-term impacts of projects as observed 

retrospectively by past leaders of NPI-funded projects.   

• Include input about agency experiences with reporting and evaluation.  

Output 

• Qualitative interviews with NPI-funded project leaders  

• Phase 1.C report 

PHASE 2.A 
Analysis of expected and actual project outputs 

Description 

• Evaluate administration of NPI program from 2008 to 2019 with quantitative data from applications, funding 

contracts, final reports, etc. 

Output 

• Phase 2.A report of 2008-2016 quantitative data 

PHASE 2.B 
Narrative analysis of testimonials 

Description 

• Analyze service user testimonials generated with the Most Significant Change tool. 

Output 

• Testimonials submitted with final reports 

• Phase 2.B report of 2008-2016 qualitative data 
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PHASE 2.C 
Quasiexperimental, control group study 

Description 

• Obtain case data through a pre- and post-test participant survey (2019 RFP) measuring subjective wellbeing and 

other variables (depth of poverty, employment precarity) 

• Conduct a non-equivalent control group survey, comprising a representative sample of low-income Niagara 

residents to control for spuriousness in the measures of the experimental group and to provide high resolution 

data about poverty in Niagara 

Output 

• 1,250 completed pre/post intervention surveys; telephone survey (demographics and nature of poverty in 

Niagara) 

• Phase 2.C report of 2019-2020 research results 

PHASE 2.D 
Qualitative project evaluation 

Description 

• In-depth, one-on-one interviews with NPI funded project leads and focus groups with project participants, we will 

learn about their specific needs, the extent to which those needs are being met by NPI funded projects, and how 

NPI funded projects might better meet their needs. 

Output 

• 270 participants and project lead focus groups and interviews 

• Focus group with project participants 

• Phase 2.D report of 2019-2020 research results 
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PHASE 3 
NPI RFP and Review Process Evaluation  
Evaluation of Reporting Mechanism 
Needs Assessment 

Description 

• Review themes, application and review process (how does NPI determine what is funded) 

• Review testimonials as a practice, quantitative, indicators and year-end report questions 

• Provide alternate explanations for the findings in Phases 2 

• Compare NPI’s operations with those of similar organizations operating in Ontario 

• Provide suggestions on how to modify NPI and its larger policy environment to be more effective in reducing 

poverty 

• Review and compare existing poverty reduction strategies 

Output 

• Key informant interviews with project leads of programs not funded by NPI and from administrators of other 

programs comparable to NPI 

PHASE 4 
Final Report 

Description 

• Provide synthesis, final report writing, and recommendations 

Output 

• Final updated legacy of poverty report 

• Presentation to NPI community 

• Brock University NPI Evaluation website to host data archives and future peer reviewed publications associated 

with this research program: https://brocku.ca/npievaluation/ 

 

  

https://brocku.ca/npievaluation/
https://brocku.ca/npievaluation/
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Phase 1 includes a review the scope of poverty in Niagara, delineate the response of NPI to this context and 

identify the intended and unintended consequences of NPI’s interventions: 

Phase 1A — Technical Report  

“The State of Niagara: Demographics, Incomes, Poverty, Hardship and other Social Outcomes. An update of 

Building a New Legacy” 

Author:  Felice Martinello 

Phase 1B — Technical Report  

“The Evolution of the Niagara Prosperity Initiative (NPI)” 

Authors:  Jeff Boggs, Dawn Prentice, and Joyce Engel 

Phase 1C — Technical Report  

“A Qualitative Study of the Impacts of the NPI’s Poverty-Reduction Projects” Authors:  MB Raddon, Sarah 

Morningstar, Rahima Bouchaffra 

Phase 2 (sub-phases 2a-d) will be an impact evaluation of funded projects from 2008 to 2020:  

Phase 2A — Technical Report  

“Characteristics of Niagara Prosperity Initiative Projects: 2008 - 2019” 

Author:  Felice Martinello 

Phase 2B — Technical Report  

“Evaluation of the Niagara Prosperity Initiative (NPI) Testimonials” 

Authors:  Dawn Prentice, Joyce Engel, Jeff Boggs 

Phase 2C — Technical Report  

“Brock Niagara Prosperity Initiative Evaluation Project” (Hope and subjective well-being) 

Authors:  Michael Busseri, Anteneh Ayanso, Princely Ifinedo 

Phase 2D — Technical Report  

“Phase 2D Report for the Niagara Prosperity Initiative Evaluation (2018-2020)” 

Authors:  Darlene Ciuffetelli Parker, Kevin Gosine, Tiffany Gallagher, Palmina Conversano, Amber-Lee Varadi 

Phase 3 includes an evaluation of the NPI’s RFP application and review process, in addition to a needs 

assessment of poverty reduction programming in Niagara.  

Phase 4 involves synthesis, report writing and recommendations, resulting in the final evaluation report. 
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