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ABSTRACT 

 
This report explores locational differences in the incidence of those experiencing 
housing affordability problems between 1991 and 2001 in Ontario. Three variables 
were created for this purpose using publicly available census data (PUMF) for: 
Toronto, CMAs and Other/Rural. The following key research questions were 
considered:  
 

1. Are there differences between affordability rates in rural and urban 
locations? 

2. What are the identified characteristics of low-income households 
experiencing affordability problems? (e.g. income, education, age, etc.) 

3. Do differences in the identified characteristics between rural and urban 
locations help to explain differences in the intensity of low-income and 
housing affordability problems in these locations? 

4. What are the planning implications of any identified differences between 
rural and urban locations?  

 
In considering these questions, this report takes the following structure: 
 

 Summary of general trends in each of the locales (including in population, 
incidence of low-income, and affordability) 

 Household trends in each of the locales (including household size, income and 
employment) 

 Primary maintainer characteristic trends in each of the locales (including 
employment income, labour-force participation, monthly payments, 
education, gender trends, age, immigrant status). 

 Comparison of immigrant and non-immigrant primary maintainer trends (to 
consider attraction and impact of immigrant populations to rural areas) 

 
Recommendations for future planning directions lastly consider loosening restrictive 
zoning regulations, promoting local control and economic development, and further 
development of immigrant oriented programming. The investigation revealed that 
Other/Rural locales experienced comparatively dramatic increases in the proportion 
of households with affordability problems, and an increasing divide between those 
above and below the low income cut off (LICO). Several factors were found to have 
contributed to the change in affordability, including: low relative incomes and rates 
of full-time work, low relative household size, increase in the proportion renters, 
increasing proportions university educated low-income, increase in senior aged 
populations, and increase in immigrant populations.  
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Acronym Definitions 
 
CMA: Census Metropolitan Area (total population of 100,000; 50,000 must live in urban 

core). 
 
CMHC: Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (Canada’s National housing agency, 

established in 1949). 
 
FAMEX: Family Expenditure Surveys from Census Canada (pre-1997 survey of socio-economic 

living conditions). 
 
LICO: Low Income Cut Off. The LICO indicates a relative disadvantage or threshold in which a 

greater share (20 percentage points more) of income is spent on basic necessities than 
the average. The LICO is created by Statistics Canada using Family Expenditure Survey, 
and accounts for family size, rural-urban and geographic differences. (Stats Canada, 
2010; Moore & Skaburskis, 2004). 

 

OECD: Organization for Economic Co-operation and Development (forum for government 
cooperation on economic and social improvements). 

 
PUMF: Public Use Microdata Files from Census Canada (small samples of non-aggregated 

census data, excluding geographic identifiers). 
 
R30: Ratio of those household maintainers paying over 30% of before tax income on housing 

payments (standard method used to measure affordability by the CMHC). 
 
R50: Ratio of those household maintainers paying over 50% of before tax income on housing 

payments (standard method used to measure affordability by the CMHC). 
 
R30P: Ratio of those household maintainers who are both below the LICO and paying over 

30% of before tax income on housing payments (standard method used to measure 
affordability by the CMHC). 

 
R50P: Ratio of those household maintainers who are both below the LICO and paying over 

50% of before tax income on housing payments (standard method used to measure 
affordability by the CMHC). 

 
SHS: Survey of Household Spending (collection of detailed information on household 

spending); Administered by Statistics Canada. 
 
STIR: Shelter-Cost-to-Income Ratio (proportion of total income spent on gross rent or owner 

major payments.
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1.0 Introduction and Research Objectives 
 

1.1 Research Questions 
 

This document presents relative differences in the incidence and characteristics of 
those experiencing housing affordability problems using 1991 and 2001 Ontario 
census data (PUMF) for three defined locations: Toronto, the other CMAs, and 
Other/Rural. The purpose of this research is to investigate relative differences in the 
incidence of affordability problems in these locales with a particular focus on the 
Other/Rural category, as well as possible explanations for these differences (based 
on characteristics identified in the literature as related to housing affordability). The 
ultimate goal of such research is to develop a better understanding of the rural 
situation in Ontario, and develop planning policy recommendations. The following 
key questions guided this research:   
 

1. Are there differences between affordability rates in rural and urban 
locations? 

2. What are the identified characteristics of low-income households 
experiencing affordability problems? E.g. income, education, age, etc. 

3. Do differences in the identified characteristics between rural and urban 
locations help to explain differences in the intensity of low-income and 
housing affordability problems in these locations? 

4. What are the planning implications of any identified differences between 
rural and urban locations?  

 
The importance of rural affordability research is evident in the increasing attention 
paid to rural planning in North America, particularly in attracting populations back to 
these locations. Several principal papers on the topic of affordability in Canada (See 
Moore and Skaburskis, 2004; Skaburskis, 2004 & 2006) focus primarily on urban 
locations where the majority of the population live (e.g. Toronto, Montreal, 
Vancouver). However, close to one third of the Canadian population still lives in rural 
areas, and with declining rural economies and numerous problems associated with 
urbanization such as traffic congestion and pollution, there seems a duty to address 
the problems associated. A better understanding of how context and geography 
impact housing affordability is thus important in developing policies to facilitate rural 
population growth and limit urban population pressure, in addition to promoting 
greater equality from a planning perspective.  
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1.2 Relevance to Planners  
 
Comprehension of the affordability problem is important for those in the planning 
profession because affordability impacts settlement patterns, often dividing 
populations according to income. Choice in settlement location is often limited for 
low-income and increasingly middle-income groups (Linneman and Megbolugbe, 
1992).  Land-use policies should therefore consider how affordability rates for lower-
income groups could be impacted, and should encourage provision of lower cost 
housing. There is extensive literature on the subject of housing price restrictions to 
show that market intervention, though extensively applied in the 1970s and 1990s, 
does not have a positive impact on access to housing (see for instance Keating et al., 
1998). This means that new methods of approaching the affordability problem are 
required, ones that benefit from an in-depth understanding of the varying 
circumstances of those experiencing affordability problems. Such problems in rural 
areas can exacerbate existing circumstances such as declining economies and loss of 
inputs. This is supported by Slaunwhite (2009), who indicates that “[a]ffordable 
housing is necessary for low-income households in low wage earning industries, like 
the service sector, which are necessary for economic development purposes.” This 
paper aims to contribute one step towards understanding differences in rural 
affordability. 
 

 
2.0 Overview 

2.1 Canadian Affordability Trends 
 
Studies over the last 50 years in Canada show a marked increase in proportions of 
those experiencing affordability problems (defined using the ratio method as: 
households paying over 30 and over 50 per cent of their income on housing) (e.g. 
Arnold and Skaburskis, 1988; Moore and Skaburskis, 2004). These instances were 
found not to be episodic, but sustained over several study years. Supply of lower 
quality housing and demand inelasticity are part of the explanation for this, but there 
are several often highlighted additional reasons in the Canadian context, including 
shifts in personal preferences towards larger housing and higher service use and 
societal trends towards smaller household sizes (fewer expense contributors).  
 
Housing prices have been noted as rising in many parts of Canada, and incomes for 
much of the population have not kept pace (ONPHA, 2011). Some argue that 
increased prices are an indication of increased quality of life (Glaeser et al., 2001), but 
studies aimed at the poor indicate similar increases in price as for non-poor in many 
instances. Housing price as a quality of life indicator is therefore dependent in some 
manner on the demographic under consideration, and the amount of disposable 
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income available to them. Numerous studies considering various income groups 
show increasing polarization. Canadian policy makers, in accordance with rising 
poverty rates, have a fair bit of experience in affordability policy, though these 
policies tend to be more applicable to urban areas. Prices that force people into 
situations where they are unable to afford necessary expenses are no longer the 
problem of only a small, disenfranchised portion of society who has little regard for 
housing quality and care, as arguably observed in many subsidized housing programs 
of the past. It is increasingly the problem of a diminishing middle class. That an 
increasing proportion of society is thus facing housing affordability problems is a red 
flag for broader societal trends that require address. The Discussion section will go 
into greater detail on these trends. 
 

2.2 Defining Housing Affordability 
 
Housing affordability measures have been used as a means of grounding the issues of 
poverty and inequality, and ultimately the arguments favouring related social 
interventions. This is because housing represents a household’s most significant, and 
yet required, cost. There may be means of addressing high costs on an individual 
level, such as shared housing (which can have a number of health and servicing issues 
in itself), but one cannot realistically choose simply not to buy housing without losing 
other social, economic and health necessities. As an essential need then, demand in a 
housing market is inevitably less elastic than other non-essential commodities, and 
imperfect information in regards to supply only add to this. A rise in homelessness 
rates is one indicator of an increasing affordability problem, but an extreme one that 
is often thought of as a personal rather than a societal problem. Presenting poverty 
trends as an affordability problem helps to lend validity to the problem as a societal, 
rather than simply an individual, problem.  
 
Housing can become unaffordable as a result of what economists refer to as 
imperfect markets. This essentially means that supply and demand are unable to 
reach equilibrium. Fundamentally, this is because housing is at the same time 
recognized as a basic need, as identified above, but it is also a commodity. Smith 
(2000) notes that the commodity of housing has become a dominant expression of 
wealth in our ‘advanced capitalist society’ (Fahrun, 2011: 12). Such a trend is felt at all 
class levels. It has been related, for instance, to the observation of a stigma 
associated with inexpensive housing such as mobile homes (Bruce, 2003). This can in 
turn impact accessibility to this kind of lower cost housing. This concept of imperfect 
markets is often used as a justification for the need for intervention (affordable 
housing or rent control programs). This paper argues in accordance with this, that 
some form of intervention is required.  
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The term housing affordability should not be confused with affordable housing, which 
traditionally refers to a specific kind of housing designed to be affordable for low-
income groups. Affordable housing is more of an attempt to alleviate some of the 
need associated with identified housing affordability problems. 
 
Determining how to measure affordability is problematic because there are a number 
of assumptions involved regarding how reasonable the expenditure is in relation to 
other expenditures. It is in many ways a value judgement based on what constitutes 
an appropriate standard of living and ability to access the necessities of life. The 
measure of affordability is therefore closely linked to context, both geographically 
and economically, and the differences in these contexts are a necessary 
consideration in regards to associated policy decision-making. Chaplin and Freeman 
(1998; 1951) identify regional variation in non-housing costs as an important 
consideration that is often forgotten in affordability studies. This can include the 
effects of ownership monopolies, immigration (and therefore demand levels), 
gentrification, gender shifts in employment, family composition, education level, etc. 
(see Skaburskis, 2004). From a policy perspective, affordability problems have been 
exacerbated by land use regulations and building standards, which can limit the 
supply of low cost housing by reducing the capacity for conversion or new 
construction. Overall, the standard measure of affordability rests on an assumption 
about what proportion of income is a reasonable amount to spend on housing. This 
proportion has increased over time and is discussed further in the Methods and 
Limitations sections below. 
 
Lastly, there are a number of variables that can affect housing affordability. Often 
cited are: personal preference in housing type and size, lending interest rates, 
insurance premiums, whether homes are primary or vacation, whether there are 
additional assets other than income, and general differences in the cost of living in 
different areas.  Circumstance and choice can be difficult to measure and are not part 
of standard statistical surveys, however many maintainer characteristics are 
measurable and can be related to income and the amount paid for housing. Most 
large-scale affordability studies take this route, and can always be strengthened with 
smaller scale qualitative studies.  
 

2.3 Defining Rural  
 
Since this research aims at a more rural perspective, a description of what ‘rural’ 
represents is perhaps in order. The term rural is generally thought of as that which is 
not urban (Bryant and Joseph, 2001). Traditionally, this term has been used to 
describe areas of low population with a focus on resource industries (Slaunwhite, 
2009). For practical research purposes however, there is a need for a much more 
specific definition. Researchers thus typically employ a number of population and 
density variables, focusing on geographic distinction. For example, rural areas are 
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defined by Statistics Canada as those areas with populations of 1,000 or less, and 
small towns as areas with populations of between 1,000 and 9,999 (Bryant and 
Joseph, 2001). It is argued however, that this definition is not circumstantially specific 
enough for meaningful research purposes, and there would seem to be 
contradictions in it (Sumner, 2005). For instance, the above definition for small urban 
areas is basically the same as the definition for small town areas: ‘those 
unincorporated areas with populations of less than 10,000.’ By definition then, small 
urban areas fall within the definition of rural according to Sumner (2005).  
 
A second definition of rural by the Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development (OECD) bases its measurement rather on population density, 
essentially assigning ‘degrees of rurality’ (Du Plessis at al., 2004). The result is the 
division of rural areas into three density groups based on distance from an urban core. 
These groups are: rural metro-adjacent, rural non-metro adjacent, and rural northern. 
It would seem however that with the recent political trends towards amalgamation, 
the importance of small-scale studies (census tract size) is emphasized, as what were 
once considered separate urban and rural areas are now grouped into one urban 
locale whose density calculations could be quite different as a result. Nevertheless, 
this measure highlights the need to consider the nature of the settlement in addition 
to pure numbers. 
 
As easily applicable as these kinds of definitions are however, they both fail to 
account for the vast circumstantial differences in demographics and 
economy/employment across rural areas in Canada. The increasing divide in rural 
conditions based on relative location, amenities, and local economy, as well as 
modified municipal boundaries legally defining these areas has led to increased 
discussion on the need to revise our definitions of what constitutes ‘rural’ and 
recognize the vast differences across these landscapes. The term rural should really 
be understood in both geographic and social terms. This poses a number of problems 
for researchers due to the sheer amount of variation. For this reason, context specific 
studies, or those based on main industry classification (Slauntwhite, 2009), seem to 
be more common within the rural setting. This is not to say that large-scale studies 
are meaningless, but that they should be taken as such, and not assumed to be 
applicable to individual rural areas.  
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3.0 Research Methods and Limitations 
 

3.1 Quantitative approach: Ratio Method 
 
In order to address the above noted research questions, descriptive statistics are 
combined with trends outlined in the literature. Since the focus is on spatial 
differences, three spatial variables (Toronto, Small CMAs, and Other/Rural) have 
been created using 1991 and 2001 census data for Ontario (Public Use Microdata 
Files). Using this method, Other/Rural locations are defined as all those that are not 
officially identified as CMAs (census metropolitan area) in the datasets. This category 
is the closest that one can get through the census to rural area differentiation, 
though it should be recognized that this includes a variety of areas, some of which 
are much less rural than others (up to 99,000). The specific CMAs included are 
outlined in Table 1 below.  
 
The 1991 and 2001 data are used because 2001 is the most recent set that is 
backwards comparable. Affordability was measured in these locations using an 
affordability indicator variable. This indicator was created using the ratio method 
(STIR), which is essentially a ratio of housing expense to income, and is the most 
widely used means of defining and measuring housing affordability among 
economists. This method attempts to give contextual meaning to prices. Economists 
understand this measure in terms of a Bid-Rent Curve (Skaburskis, 2004). Essentially, 
the higher the price curve - which indicates a greater difference between incomes 
and housing prices - the less affordable that housing will be. This measure is used not 
only in poverty research, but also in measuring the general effectiveness of various 
public and private housing systems, and guiding policy choices (Gabriel et al., 2005). 
The conventional threshold amount for this ratio used by the CMHC is 30 per cent, 
meaning that housing (which also has definitional problems but is defined here 
through: mortgage and property tax payments / monthly rent, and strata fees) 
should not cost more than 30 per cent of a household’s total income in order to be 
considered affordable. More specifically, the CMHC defines this amount in terms of 
annual costs in shelter and household income. (CMHC, 2010). This measure can 
incorporate before-tax income or after-tax income, depending on the purpose of the 
measurement. This report uses before-tax income. 
 
The threshold amount is thus in some ways again an arbitrary demarcation of what 
can be considered reasonable. It stems originally from public housing legislation in 
the United States in the early 1900s. Rental price limits were first set at 20 per cent of 
income. This amount, with rising maintenance, operation and construction costs, has 
slowly worked its way up to 30 per cent (Schwartz and Wilson, 2007). As an 
additional comparative measure of degree of affordability, and because many 
household are increasingly choosing to spend more on housing, a comparative 50 per 
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cent cut-off is also often employed to indicate those experiencing severe 
affordability problems (Luffman, 2006).  
 
In order to help weed out those households who are choosing to pay more for 
housing, the affordability variables created for the purpose of this report include only 
those who are in the low-income bracket (LICO). The low-income affordability 
variables (r30p and r50p) identify those who are under the LICO and paying the 
percentage of their before tax income (determined in the literature to be 
unaffordable: over 30 per cent, and over 50 per cent to represent severe affordability 
problem) on housing payments. In the majority of cases, the proportional differences 
between r30p and r50p are not significant, and the r50p cut off is therefore 
represented. All dollar amounts have also been updated to 2001 dollars for the 
purpose of comparison. The data sets and affordability variables were provided by 
Prof. Andrejs Skaburskis for the purpose of this report. 

 

3.2 Limitations 
 
Most quantitative affordability studies admittedly present a number of limitations. As 
mentioned above, they do provide a means of anchoring the poverty debate in 
something more concrete, however it should be noted that the LICO and 
affordability ratios should not be used as poverty measures.  
 
3.2.1 Applicability 
 
As identified above, the category of Other/Rural includes all Ontario locations that 
are not considered a CMA in the 1991 and 2001 censuses. This means that a number of 
very small and quite large communities, some of which have significant urban 
influence and some of which do not, have been lumped together for the purposes of 
this study. Ideally, the rural category would include only those communities with 
populations under 10,000, but the censuses do not differentiate in this manner. The 
trends, as suggested, will not therefore be applicable to each and every community, 
but meant rather to indicate general changes. Due to sheer representation, trends 
identified will likely represent the larger communities more accurately than the 
smaller ones. 
 
3.2.2 Use of Older Dataset  
 
Though this research would ideally use a more up to date dataset, changes in the 
collection methods, namely the number of CMAs identified in the Canadian Census, 
have decreased (starting with the 2006 census), which affects the grouping of non-
CMAs. This means that post 2001 data is not cross-comparable with pre-2001 data, 
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and a time comparison using the same locations for the Other/Rural category is not 
possible. For this reason, older censuses were chosen for this report.  
 
3.2.3 Ratio Method 
 
Though the ratio measure is the most commonly used in affordability studies, this 
method has been criticized, particularly in terms of failing to account for differences 
in housing type, quality, and external factors affecting costs of living as they relate to 
location (Gabriel et al., 2005). Ratio measures are ultimately unable to identify very 
much about the particular basis of such a problem. This is because affordability is 
different for everyone, and it is difficult to quantitatively measure things like whether 
the problem is episodic (the result of financial differences in life stages) or on going, 
based on statistical data alone (Skaburskis, 2004; Bruce, 2003). It is increasingly 
recognized that as the distribution of wealth becomes more polarized, the 
significance of the ratio used also changes. Wealthy households with high levels of 
residual income may choose to spend larger amounts/proportions of this income on 
housing. This higher proportion is not an indication of a housing affordability problem 
however. Individual circumstances and preferences also vary across regions, 
especially across the rural-urban continuum.  
 
Ratio measures may therefore be less informative about the processes that lead to 
unaffordable housing than perhaps their qualitative counterparts (e.g. case studies); 
but they remain the most commonly used measure because of the associated 
advantages in being able to consider and compare large amounts of data. Since 
census data collected is not equal in all years, combining sources of more detailed 
information on not only housing prices and income, but also locational and residual 
income - household spending information (e.g. PUMF, SHS, and FAMEX [Moore and 
Skaburskis, 2004: 398; Luffman, 2006; URC, 2008: 7]) has been argued as an 
important means of increasing the validity of this kind of research, though in general 
some of these additional sources of data are based on assumptions or self reporting 
and therefore may be less than accurate. Combining quantitative research of this 
kind with qualitative methods such as surveys or interviews with key informants can 
be another means of achieving this goal. The ratio method however remains the 
primary and most comparable across time and space, and therefore most useful from 
a large-scale policy perspective.  
 
The variables that can affect affordability ratios are another important part of the 
discussion. Commonly cited variables are, for instance, personal preference in 
housing type and size, lending interest rates, insurance premiums, whether homes 
are primary or vacation, whether there are additional assets other than income, and 
general differences in the cost of living in different areas (e.g. transportation costs).  
Income itself is often less than clearly defined. It is difficult to ascertain whether 
income is current, permanent or expected, for example, or what the sources of this 
income are (Arnold and Skaburskis, 1989).  All of these factors can impact spending 



RURAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY  Marika Atfield 2013 
 

10 | P a g e  

 

decisions on housing, which may make the affordability problem seem worse than it 
truly is. This limitation must be considered when interpreting data, and forms part of 
the reasoning for consideration in this report of the severe affordability cut off of 50 
per cent, or half, of income spent on housing payments.  
 
3.2.4 Time Constraints 
 
There are several additional sources of information suggested above in relation to 
affordability research, however due to time constraints they are outside of the scope 
of this report. In fact, due to the large amount of data, time constraints also affect 
the depth of statistical research possible. Use of additional census years (e.g. 1996) 
could give a better idea of the fluctuations over time and help to identify whether the 
trends observed are consistent, or an anomaly, but it was determined early on that 
there would be more data analysis involved in making this happen than is possible for 
this report. Again, this is something that could be taken up through future research. 
 

 
4.0 Report Structure 
 
The purpose of this report is not to define the characteristics of those experiencing 
affordability problems in any great detail, as these characteristics have in many ways 
been well studied and defined in the literature for the period under investigation (see 
Skaburskis, 2004 for instance). Rather, the purpose is to investigate how the 
incidence of these characteristics is different across the defined locales.  
 
In order to weed out those who are choosing to spend more on housing and those 
who have no choice, many of these studies look exclusively at those under the LICO 
(Low Income Cut Off); in other words, those who have a low relative income in 
comparison to the rest of society. Again, this study will do the same.  
 
Low-income household maintainers are more likely to experience affordability 
problems and to exhibit certain characteristics. According to Statistics Canada 
(2004a), low-income maintainers are more likely to be aged over 55, unattached 
(single, separated, etc.), immigrants or visible minorities, and students. The fastest 
growth in those experiencing affordability problems is associated with single men, 
though females remain the group with the highest price-to-income ratios (Moore and 
Skaburskis, 2004) as they have lower average incomes. Renters, who make about 
half the median incomes of homeowners (ONPHA, 2011), are consistently cited as 
being the most likely to experience affordability problems (e.g. Moore and 
Skaburskis, 2004). This problem is exacerbated in rural areas where supply of rental 
housing is often limited (Bruce, 2003). 
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Based on the above characteristics, this report will outline the differences between 
the locales using the following features: various population classifications, their 
incidence of low-income, and their proportions experiencing affordability problems. 
 
It will therefore identify the maintainer characteristics of those experiencing 
affordability problems according to their spatial differences. The following topics will 
be considered:  
 

 Income and housing trends 

 Household composition 

 Labour-force participation 

 Primary maintainer characteristics identified in the literature as being of 
importance in determining affordability (e.g. gender, age, education, 
immigrant status) 

 
As a result of declining rural economies, there is a growing body of literature that 
alludes to the desire to attract people back to rural locations (E.g. Di Biase & Bauder, 
2004; Atkinson, 2004). Within this is a suggestion to attract immigrant groups, since 
immigrants are the primary population drivers in Canada and they settle 
predominantly in major metropolitan centres. Immigration is a huge driving force of 
our population, and many argue that planning policies are an important part of 
ensuring appropriate integration. This report will consider how housing affordability 
differences between rural and urban locations for immigrants may affect planning 
policies aimed at attracting immigrants.  
 

 
5.0 Discussion   

5.1 Overview 
 

Though there has been considerable research on the topic of affordability over the 
last fifty years in Canada, emerging rural specific Masters level research is a signal of 
the need for greater depth in rural-based research (see for example Sumner, 2005; 
and Fahrun, 2011; Slaunwhite, 2009). Canadian affordability studies tend to focus on 
urban areas, where the majority of population and growth occur. As Table 1 below 
specifies however, close to one third of Ontario’s population still live outside of the 
major CMAs.  
 
The table below identifies the specific CMAs included in the census for 1991 and 2001 
and their populations, as well as those areas coded as not being within the CMAs in 
Ontario (identified in this report as Other/Rural). All of the locations presented show 
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growth in number of households over the study period (though some more than 
others), indicating increased demand for housing. Of the CMAs, Sudbury experienced 
the slowest growth in number of households (8%), less than the Other/Rural category 
in fact (12%), and Oshawa experienced the fastest growth (25%). In terms of low-
income households and those experiencing affordability problems however, the 
Other/Rural category had a significantly higher rate of growth than the others (69% 
and 84% respectively). Additionally, though there was a growth in number of 
households (12%), Other/Rural areas experienced little in the way of population 
growth (5%) (see Table 2).  The increase in the number of households in Other/Rural 
areas was thus over twice that of the rate of increase of population on the whole. 
Though rural population studies tend to indicate rural population stagnation or loss, 
associated with the decline of primary sector work and therefore rural economies, 
the number of households in rural areas overall is still on a slow rise. 
 
 

TABLE 1: Breakdown of the Locale Variables   

  1991 2001 Change 
Total number of households      
      

Toronto  1,366,899   1,634,771  1.196 
      

Ottawa-Hull  264,866   312,502  1.180 

Oshawa  82,833   104,192  1.258 

Hamilton  221,133   253,080  1.144 

St. Catherines-Niagara  136,767   150,849  1.103 

Kitchener  128,067   153,291  1.197 

London  146,800   173,123  1.179 

Windsor  97,433   117,697  1.208 

Sudbury  104,333   112,739  1.081 
      
Other/Rural  1,080,799   1,207,199  1.117 
      
Total  3,629,931   4,219,443    

Other/Rural proportion of total 0.298 0.286   
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TABLE 1: Continued 

 1991 2001 Change 

    

Proportion households below the low income cut off (LICO) 
      

Toronto 0.153 0.189 1.239 

      

Ottawa-Hull 0.126 0.164 1.302 

Oshawa 0.103 0.115 1.120 

Hamilton 0.172 0.210 1.222 

St. Catherines-Niagara 0.141 0.166 1.177 

Kitchener 0.119 0.133 1.114 

London 0.124 0.177 1.430 

Windsor 0.151 0.160 1.060 

Sudbury 0.144 0.192 1.332 
      
Other/Rural 0.084 0.142 1.690 

 
Proportion households below LICO and paying > 50 percent income on housing 
 
Toronto 0.071 0.097 1.372 

      
Ottawa-Hull 0.061 0.081 1.317 
Oshawa 0.064 0.068 1.068 

Hamilton 0.069 0.092 1.340 

St. Catherines-Niagara 0.067 0.083 1.248 

Kitchener 0.065 0.071 1.095 

London 0.065 0.098 1.510 

Windsor 0.067 0.088 1.320 

Sudbury 0.066 0.090 1.359 

      

Other/Rural 0.041 0.075 1.841 
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TABLE 2: Summary of Locales and Trends   

  1991 2001 Change 

Total population     

Toronto  3,816,596   4,635,915  1.215 

Small CMAs  3,117,997           3,524,768  1.130 

Other/Rural   2,922,131   3,082,914  1.055 

      

Total number households    

Toronto  1,366,899   1,634,771  1.196 

Small CMAs  1,182,132   1,377,473  1.165 

Other/Rural   1,080,799   1,207,199  1.117 

      

Number households below the low income cut-off (LICO) 

Toronto  208,767   309,246  1.481 

Small CMAs  162,433   233,026  1.435 

Other/Rural   90,933   171,606  1.887 

      

Proportion households below LICO   

Toronto 0.153 0.189 1.239 

Small CMAs 0.137 0.169 1.231 

Other/Rural  0.084 0.142 1.690 

      

Proportion households below LICO and paying > 30 percent  

Toronto 0.102 0.146 1.427 

Small CMAs 0.096 0.132 1.377 

Other/Rural  0.060 0.112 1.874 

      

Proportion households below LICO and paying > 50 percent income on 
housing  
Toronto 0.071 0.097 1.372 

Small CMAs 0.065 0.085 1.298 

Other/Rural  0.041 0.075 1.841 
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Those household maintainers under the Low Income Cut Off (LICO) are the most 
likely to experience affordability problems (i.e. spend a greater share of their income 
on housing) (Statistics Canada, 2012). As indicated, the increase in proportion low-
income maintainers in Other/Rural locales was 69% over the study period, compared 
to an increase of about 23% in the other locales. The proportional increase in low-
income maintainers who were experiencing affordability problems (r50p), was even 
greater than the increase in those under the LICO, indicating that the affordability 
increase is due to more than simply a declining economy and increase in the 
proportion low-income overall. The trend observed for Other/Rural locales is 
concomitant with many of the British and Australian studies showing a rapid pace of 
change in affordability problems in the countryside (see for example: Gallent, 1997a, 
1997b; Rowley, 2012; Costello, 2009), for which such areas, these studies indicate, are 
not equipped to handle.  
 
 

5.1 Housing 
 
The trend in affordability problems in Canada has been linked back to the 
introduction of building standards and zoning in the early 1900s. Such regulations 
essentially raised the cost of building inputs and land, and thus of buying and 
maintaining property. Housing, as a result, became less affordable. Older, lower 
quality housing has traditionally been cheaper and thus more accessible to low-
income groups, however as Skaburskis (2005 and 2006) notes, maintenance 
requirements resulting from building standards affects the process of ‘filtering’ of 
higher quality housing down to lower quality housing over time (Skaburskis, 2005) 
because standards have the potential to prevent housing from deteriorating to the 
point that it becomes less valuable and thus less expensive. As well, as the recent 
trends in gentrification (raising interest in inexpensive housing), have diminished the 
price differences between older and newer housing to nearly nothing. This partially 
explains an observed decrease in the supply of lower priced housing in this context. 
Zoning is also increasingly used as a purposeful means of excluding low-income 
groups from particular areas (e.g. exclusionary zoning), through for example density 
restrictions preventing construction of smaller more affordable units. Several authors 
(e.g. Chaplin and Freeman, 1998; Skaburskis, 2004) also note a number of indirect 
influences that can affect demand levels and keep market prices high (e.g. ownership 
monopolies, immigrant discrimination and imperfect information, gender shifts in 
employment, family composition, and education inflation). 
 
For these reasons, and because rural markets are much more limited in general, 
housing in rural areas as Slauntwhite (2009) indicates, is in much lower supply and 
exhibits much less variety than that in urban areas. Rural area markets are made up 
predominantly of single and semi-detached homes, low-rise apartment buildings and 
mobile homes. Social housing in rural areas is almost non-existent (Ryser and Halseth, 
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2011). The limited variety of housing stock is partially due to low populations and thus 
demand levels, but is also largely a result of rural areas having often stricter land use 
regulations (e.g. building height limits) than CMAs, and the higher costs of 
construction associated with materials transportation and servicing constraints. All of 
this is exacerbated by the small scale of development in these areas (Slaunwhite, 
2009). Topographical constraints can reduce supply even further (McGranahan, 2008: 
236), as can uncertainty and therefore reduced investment in rural housing markets 
(Slauntwhite, 2009). This means that even as there is growth in the number of 
households, and thus growth in demand, new construction can remain very tight to 
the market. Limited new construction also means that the age of housing in rural 
areas is increasing, which in turn increases maintenance and often heating and utility 
costs (Slaunwhite, 2009). This effectively bumps up prices again, even for renters. 
This is perhaps why, as Slaunwhite (2009) notes, rental costs in Ontario have 
increased at surprisingly similar rates despite marked differences in supply. The price 
analysis below does however indicate that there are differences in rental price 
increases between rural and urban areas. 
 
Because of the number of additional servicing and transport costs associated with 
living in rural areas, small increases in housing price are apt to have a much bigger 
impact on affordability than they would in urban areas (Ryser and Halseth, 2011). As 
Ryser and Halseth (2011) note, low-income groups who are most deeply affected by 
price increases, in this case the working poor, seniors and single parents, also face 
the additional challenge of confronting assumptions about lower living costs in rural 
areas and the resultant challenges in attaining social welfare supports (Bruce, 2003). 
This further intensifies affordability problems in these areas. 
 
5.1.1 Tenure and Housing Payments 
 
Renters are more likely to be low-income, and to be paying high proportions of their 
incomes on housing payments than those who own their housing (JCHS, 2011), as this 
investigation supports. Renter households were found to have the highest incidence 
of affordability problems (r50p) in all locales. Over the study period, there was a 12 
per cent increase in renters experiencing affordability problems in Other/Rural areas. 
This increase was unmatched by the CMAs. There was only a 7 per cent increase in 
the proportion of renters below the LICO over this period however, indicating that 
the rise in affordability problems is not fully explained by increases in low-income 
(see Income and Employment below). 
 
Interestingly, average monthly rental payments for the low-income decreased 
significantly over the study period. After controlling for a number of factors such as 
number of rooms, tenure and period of construction, average rents were still found 
to have decreased for those below the LICO (see Appendix A). The increased rent 
due to addition of more room was also less than half that of Toronto over the study 
period. Even for those above the LICO in Other/Rural locales rents only increased by 
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$2.6 (2001 dollars). This is very low compared to the $81 average increase in Toronto. 
Additionally, the decline in the average payment for those who were low-income and 
experiencing affordability problems (r50p) was greater than for the low-income 
alone. This alludes to the link between affordability and access to appropriately 
priced housing. 
 
Though the proportion renting decreased over the study period, an increase in the 
proportion low-income renter households still indicates a rise in rental opportunities. 
Investigation of housing types indicates that new rental opportunities were 
specifically in the form of apartment buildings (proportional increase of almost 40%). 
See Table 7 below for these proportions. More affordable rental options seem 
limited. The proportion of those living in mobile homes for example, the most 
affordable alternative to standard housing types (Kremarik and Williams, 2001), 
decreased over the study period, contrary to what some of the literature suggests 
(Slaunwhite, 2009: 13). In 2001, the proportion living in mobile homes was equalled 
for both those above and below the LICO at 0.008% (a proportional decrease of 51%). 
This could be due to choice - there is a stigma associated with this type of housing 
(Kremarik and Williams, 2001) - or it could be due to policy restrictions limiting 
opportunities for this type of housing. An American study by Shen (2005) showed 
that mobile home parks were located too far away from services to be accessible and 
that policy restrictions placed these parks in locations adjacent negative activities 
(e.g. near landfills). Similar Canadian policies could explain the decline in proportions 
living in these negative situations. This is an important possibility for planners to keep 
in mind.  
 
In contrast to rental and renter trends, there was a 15 per cent decrease in the 
proportion of owner households with affordability problems, indicating a diminishing 
affordability problem for this group. As mentioned, rural areas generally exhibit a 
higher proportion of owned (single detached) housing, as exemplified by the 71 per 
cent rate of ownership in Other/Rural locales in 1991, versus the much lower 29 per 
cent in the CMAs. This rate also grew over the study period, though more slowly in 
Other/Rural than in the CMAs, as they were already quite high. Further investigation 
reveals however, that while homeownership grew overall, it declined for those under 
the LICO, despite an average monthly housing payment decrease over the study 
period (see Income and Employment trends below). Nonetheless, the poor in 
Other/Rural locales had a higher rate (though diminishing) of ownership than 
elsewhere.  
 
Overall, the gap in mean maintainer housing payments (for both renters and owners) 
between those above and those below the LICO showed a marked increase in 
Other/Rural locales that was not equalled in the CMAs. This means that mean 
payments for low-income earners decreased or stayed the same over the study 
period, while mean payments for those above the LICO rose. It ultimately indicates a 
growing social divide. Increasing affordability problems also suggest that declining 
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housing costs are not enough to make up for other factors affecting affordability (i.e. 
employment and income). This is significant and will be discussed further below. 
 
 
 

TABLE 3: Proportion Renting by Locale     

  1991 2001 Change 

All households: proportion renting    

Toronto 0.413 0.368 0.890 

Small CMAs 0.370 0.327 0.885 

Other/Rural  0.273 0.253 0.925 

      

Proportion renting of households below the low income cut-
off (LICO) 

  

Toronto 0.695 0.669 0.963 

Small CMAs 0.710 0.700 0.987 

Other/Rural  0.553 0.594 1.074 

      

Proportion renting of households below LICO and paying > 
50 percent income on housing  

  

Toronto 0.714 0.671 0.940 

Small CMAs 0.753 0.729 0.968 

Other/Rural  0.537 0.604 1.124 
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TABLE 4: Average Monthly Rental Payments (in $2001) by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

All renter households: average monthly rent    

Toronto  $825   $878  1.064 

Small CMAs  $680   $688  1.012 

Other/Rural   $622   $616  0.990 

      

Average monthly rent for households below the low income cut-off 
(LICO) 
Toronto  $645   $719  1.116 

Small CMAs  $582   $588  1.010 

Other/Rural   $584   $543  0.929 

      

Average monthly rent for households below LICO and paying > 50 
percent income on housing 
Toronto  $842   $875  1.039 

Small CMAs  $714   $677  0.948 

Other/Rural   $727   $629  0.865 

 
 

TABLE 5: Homeowner Major Monthly Payment (in $2001) by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

All home owners: average monthly housing payment  

Toronto  $1,179   $1,175  0.996 

Small CMAs  $921   $921  1.000 

Other/Rural   $739   $758  1.026 

      

Average monthly payment of households below the low income cut-
off (LICO)  
Toronto  $917   $938  1.023 

Small CMAs  $681   $687  1.009 

Other/Rural   $663   $595  0.897 

      

Average monthly payment of households below LICO and paying > 
50 percent income on housing 
Toronto  $1,485   $1,326  0.893 

Small CMAs  $1,100   $981  0.892 

Other/Rural   $1,000   $850  0.850 
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TABLE 6: Trends by Housing Type in Other/Rural Locale 

 1991 2001 Change 

    

Rural Below LICO Housing Type Proportions 

Single detached  0.552 0.487 0.883 

Semi detached 0.069 0.049 0.710 

Row house 0.076 0.079 1.051 

Semi attached 0.009 0.009 0.941 

Mobile Home 0.015 0.008 0.490 

Apartment 0.049 0.046 0.951 

Apartment building 0.230 0.322 1.398 

 
 
 
5.1.2 Dwelling Values 
 
As Slaunwhite (2009) indicates, in addition to limited development in rural areas, 
there is an on-going high cost (due to transportation expenses) of repairs for existing 
stock, which may further limit affordable options. Indeed, the high cost of rural 
repairs seems to be apparent in the relatively significant decline in the value of 
housing in Other/Rural locales (though there was in fact a decline in dwelling values 
in all of the locales investigated). This is surprising given the increase in demand. 
There was even a decline in dwelling values for those above the LICO, despite the 
noted increase in mean monthly payments for this group. A regression analysis 
controlling for number of rooms and period of construction supports this (see 
Appendix B), indicating that the decline was specifically in single-family homes and 
condos. It also indicates a more significant decline in value for poor (below LICO) 
owners in Other/Rural areas, but a less significant decline in dwelling values in 
Other/Rural overall. That dwelling values declined in the CMAs as well as in 
Other/Rural is an indication that the decline is a result of more than simple cost of 
repairs. Declining dwelling values in cities may have more to do with significant 
decline in particular areas (Palvic, 2011). 
 
An investigation of Toronto housing prices over this period nonetheless shows that 
prices remained relatively stable (Emmott, 2013), despite the decline in values. 
Demand, at least in some areas, is likely a factor in keeping these housing prices high. 
Due to declining values however, the rise in mean payments for those above the LICO 
is not likely associated with an increase in standards of living. 
 
 



RURAL HOUSING AFFORDABILITY  Marika Atfield 2013 
 

21 | P a g e  

 

TABLE 7: Dwelling Values (in 1000s of $2001) by Locale, Type and Low-income Status 

   
Below LICO 

  
Above LICO 

  1991 2001 Change  1991 2001 Change 

Single Family Detached           

Toronto 314 281 0.894  346 309 0.892 

Small CMAs 170 142 0.837  202 181 0.897 

Other/Rural  140 116 0.829  166 150 0.902 

          

Condos               

Toronto 215 168 0.782  227 189 0.831 

Small CMAs 134 111 0.826  154 129 0.834 

Other/Rural  162 97 0.602  161 128 0.797 

          

Others               

Toronto 274 227 0.829  276 235 0.852 

Small CMAs 149 137 0.920  162 143 0.885 

Other/Rural  115 115 1.003   133 116 0.877 

 

5.2 Income and Employment  
 
The second major factor associated with housing affordability as measured using the 
ratio method is of course income. Employment trends were not positive for rural 
areas over the study period. As Paqette and Domon (2001) indicate, rural areas are no 
longer synonymous with agriculture in the way that they once were. Changing global 
economic structures and the mechanization of modes of production, have led to a 
loss and devaluing of primary sector jobs, which were predominantly located in rural 
areas. As a result, a decrease in rural incomes has been observed, especially for those 
already in the low-income groups (Kilkenny, 2010; Moore and Skaburskis, 2004; 
ONPHA, 2011).  
 
Though overall the 1990s were a “decade that started with a severe recession and 
progressed into a period of economic expansion, suburban sprawl and 
unprecedented increases in the wellbeing of affluent Canadians” (Skaburskis, 2004), 
this trend did not translate into higher incomes for the lower classes. In fact, average 
incomes for the poor went down in rural areas.  
 
More specifically, both household and employment incomes (adjusted to 2001 
dollars) in all of the locales remained relatively constant over the study period. 
However, those maintainers under the LICO showed an average total income 
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reduction of 7 per cent in Other/Rural areas. This loss was unique to these areas. The 
CMAs experienced gains in income, even for the poor (under LICO). Average total 
income of those above the LICO in Other/Rural locales increased over the study 
period, equalling about four times the amount for those above the LICO than for 
those below. Average employment income of those below the LICO was a mere 9 per 
cent of the average overall.  In other words, there was a growing income gap 
between those above and below the LICO.  
 
This trend is especially dangerous, not only because it has deep impacts on quality of 
life for a growing low-income population (making access to goods more difficult for 
the poor who are competing with richer populations), but it also socially separates 
people to the point that it drives trends such as gated communities and NIMBYist 
(Not In My Backyard) attitudes, additionally deterring the provision of affordable 
housing. Not surprisingly, those low-income earners experiencing affordability 
problems (R50P) had the lowest average total incomes of all, and the greatest 
decline in those incomes, indicating that losses in income are significantly associated 
with the rise in affordability problems. This report will thus further consider the 
characteristics of those who have experienced the greatest decline in incomes 
below. 
 
Additionally, although there was an increase in government transfers in Other/Rural 
areas over the study period, this increase was less than that in the CMAs (20% over 
the study period, compared to 36% in Toronto). Ryser and Halseth (2011) note that 
this is a result of assumptions regarding lower costs of living in rural areas. The rapid 
increase in affordability problems in these areas however, would seem to suggest 
otherwise.  
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TABLE 8: Average TOTAL Household Income by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
All households: average household total income ($2001) 
Toronto  $68,218   $68,971  1.011 
Small CMAs  $59,138   $62,151  1.051 
Other/Rural   $53,103   $54,582  1.028 
      
Average total household income for those below the low income 
cut-off (LICO) 
Toronto  $14,485   $16,160  1.116 
Small CMAs  $12,955   $14,065  1.086 
Other/Rural   $13,196   $12,256  0.929 
      
Average total household income for those below LICO and paying 
> 30 percent  
Toronto  $13,545   $14,412  1.064 
Small CMAs  $11,837   $12,224  1.033 
Other/Rural   $11,745   $10,815  0.921 
      
Average total households income for those below LICO and 
paying > 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto  $11,363   $11,711  1.031 
Small CMAs  $9,417   $9,452  1.004 
Other/Rural   $9,547   $8,754  0.917 
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TABLE 9: Average Household EMPLOYMENT Income by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

All households: average household employment income (in 
$2001) 
Toronto  $55,943   $56,351  1.007 

Small CMAs  $46,363   $48,390  1.044 

Other/Rural   $39,513   $39,872  1.009 

      

Average employment income of households below the low 
income cut-off (LICO) 
Toronto  $5,977   $7,240  1.211 

Small CMAs  $4,609   $5,288  1.147 

Other/Rural   $4,820   $3,793  0.787 

      

Average employment income of households below LICO and 
paying > 30 percent  
Toronto  $6,155   $6,254  1.016 

Small CMAs  $4,512   $4,301  0.953 

Other/Rural   $4,384   $3,155  0.720 

      

Average employment income of households below LICO and 
paying > 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto  $5,305   $5,232  0.986 

Small CMAs  $3,710   $3,332  0.898 

Other/Rural   $3,709   $2,585  0.697 
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5.3 Labour-force Participation 
 

 

5.3.1 Type of Work 
 
Much of the decline in incomes can be related to employment trends. Overall, labour-
force participation remained relatively stable over the study period. Table 10 below 
indicates that labour-force participation (proportion of maintainers employed) in 
Other/Rural locales was nearly the same as that in the CMAs during the years 
investigated, with around a 96 per cent employment rate for those in the labour-
force in all of the locales in 2000.  Where employment overall did not decline 
however, in accordance with Skaburskis (2004), full-time work decreased 
considerably for all of the locales, with again the most significant proportional 
decrease in Other/Rural (8%). This trend is not surprising given the shift away from 
primary sector work outlined above, and indicates that this shift is directly linked to 
losses in full-time employment opportunities.  
 
The observed loss of full-time work is associated with an increase in the incidence of 
low-income, and not surprisingly, low-income maintainers experienced a more 
significant drop (30%) in full-time work than maintainers as a whole (8%) in 
Other/Rural. Along with this, there was an increase in part-time work (which was 
again the greatest in Other/Rural areas at a 56% proportional increase), and an 
associated increase in the proportion of low-income maintainers relying on (relatively 
low) government transfers (from 53.8 to 65.3%).  This increase in need for 
government transfers is an indication of the societal cost of increasing affordability 
problems. These costs are not solely individual. The increase in part-time work was 
also greater than the decrease in full-time work, indicating an increase in labour-force 
numbers (see Gender Characteristics on p.33). 
 
5.3.2 Weeks Worked 
 
As might be expected with the decline in full-time work, there was also a small 
decline in the average number of weeks worked in all of the locales over the study 
period, with the fewest weeks worked in Other/Rural at 31.6 versus 33.3 in the small 
CMAs (see Table 9).  Average weeks worked for those under the LICO was 
significantly lower than the overall average (nearly half). However, the average 
number of weeks worked by low-income maintainers in Other/Rural areas was more 
than the average in the CMAs in 1991. This average fell another 13 per cent by 2001. 
This is not surprising given than the decline in full-time work was more significant in 
Other/Rural locales. Interestingly, those experiencing affordability problems actually, 
on average worked more weeks that those who were not experiencing affordability 
problems, alluding to difficulty in attaining liveable incomes for this group.  
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TABLE 10: Primary Adult Maintainer Labour-force Participation 
(previous year) by Locale 

    

 1991 2001 Change 

Labour-Force Participation: proportion adults employed full or part 
time 
Toronto 0.939 0.965 1.028 

Small CMAs 0.937 0.963 1.027 

Other/Rural  0.935 0.957 1.024 

    

Proportion maintainers employed and below the low income cut-off 
(LICO) 
Toronto 0.816 0.888 1.087 

Small CMAs 0.813 0.864 1.063 

Other/Rural  0.837 0.860 1.028 

    

Proportion maintainers employed who were below LICO and paying  
> 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto 0.832 0.884 1.063 

Small CMAs 0.814 0.861 1.058 

Other/Rural  0.862 0.852 0.989 
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TABLE 11: Adult Maintainer Proportions Primarily Full and Part 
Time work (previous year) 

      

  1991 2001 Change 

All maintainers: proportion who worked primarily FULL time  

Toronto 0.727 0.684 0.940 

Small CMAs 0.671 0.627 0.934 

Other/Rural  0.641 0.588 0.917 

      

Proportion full time employed maintainers below the low income 
cut-off (LICO) 
Toronto 0.363 0.361 0.995 

Small CMAs 0.326 0.288 0.882 

Other/Rural  0.407 0.285 0.702 

      

Proportion full time employed maintainers below LICO and paying 
> 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto 0.468 0.408 0.872 

Small CMAs 0.405 0.319 0.787 

Other/Rural  0.479 0.326 0.681 

      

  1991 2001 Change 

All maintainers: proportion who worked primarily PART time  

Toronto 0.053 0.070 1.324 

Small CMAs 0.061 0.079 1.288 

Other/Rural  0.062 0.084 1.366 

      

Proportion part time maintainers below the low income cut-off 
(LICO) 
Toronto 0.095 0.124 1.316 

Small CMAs 0.136 0.150 1.098 

Other/Rural  0.129 0.159 1.233 

      

Proportion part time maintainers below LICO and paying > 50 
percent income on housing  
Toronto 0.116 0.137 1.178 

Small CMAs 0.162 0.162 1.001 

Other/Rural  0.149 0.172 1.150 
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TABLE 12: Primary Maintainer Average Number of Weeks 
Worked (in previous year) by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
All Maintainers: Average number of weeks worked  
Toronto 36.7 35.5 0.968 
Small CMAs 34.0 33.3 0.979 
Other/Rural  32.5 31.6 0.971 
      
Average number of weeks worked of maintainers below the 
low income cut-off (LICO) 
Toronto 17.3 18.8 1.085 
Small CMAs 16.4 16.6 1.012 
Other/Rural  19.9 17.2 0.865 
      
Average number of weeks worked of maintainers below 
LICO and paying > 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto 21.2 20.3 0.956 
Small CMAs 19.4 17.7 0.910 
Other/Rural  23.8 19.2 0.806 

 
 
 
5.3.3 Summary of Labour-force Trends 
 
In sum, there was a shift in the sources of income for many maintainers over the 
study period away from full-time work, towards part-time work and fewer weeks 
worked overall, indicating reduced access to adequate employment. There was also 
an increased reliance on government transfers, leading to overall lower incomes for a 
growing population. The change in labour-force participation is largely responsible 
for the increase in proportions under the LICO, which is in turn largely related to 
increases in the proportions experiencing affordability problems. 
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5.4 Household Size and Number of Income Earners 
 
Another contributing factor to the trend in lower household incomes was the 
reduction of average household sizes (fewer expense contributors), combined with 
shifts in personal preferences towards larger housing (Banerjee, 2012). Thus culture is 
also recognized as a significant contributor in affordability. Overall, the number of 
household income earners did not fall, however the average number of income 
earners in low-income households was significantly lower than the average overall. 
The figures were about equally low for those in the R50P group. Average number of 
income earners in renter households was found to be lower than in owner household 
(1.6 versus 2.1 in Other/Rural in 2001), explaining part of the reason for affordability 
problems among renters. The average number of household income earners was the 
lowest in Other/Rural of the three locales, though this average did not change 
significantly over the study period, indicating that though it contributes to the 
affordability problem, it had little to do with the significant increases in affordability 
problems observed.  
 
Household sizes in general also declined, excluding Toronto, over the study period. 
This shift was most pronounced in Other/Rural locales, changing from a mean 
household size of 2.6 in 1991 to 2 in 2001 for those under the LICO, and 2.8 to 2 for 
those in the R30P group. This was concomitant a 12 per cent increase in the number 
of households over this period, indicating that this trend was about more than just 
families having fewer children. More households also means an increase in the 
demand for housing, which contributes to declining vacancy rates, and drives prices 
up (at least higher than they would be otherwise). 
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TABLE 13: Number of Household Income Earners by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
Average number of income recipients in household  
Toronto 2.299 2.438 1.060 
Small CMAs 2.195 2.260 1.029 
Other/Rural  2.166 2.235 1.032 
      
Average number of income recipients in low income 
households 
Toronto 1.635 1.959 1.198 
Small CMAs 1.545 1.734 1.122 
Other/Rural  1.552 1.707 1.100 
      
Average number of income recipients in households below 
LICO and paying > 50 percent income on housing  
Toronto 1.630 1.960 1.202 
Small CMAs 1.495 1.656 1.108 
Other/Rural  1.598 1.695 1.061 

 
 

4.4 Primary Maintainer Characteristics 
 
Some populations are at risk for low income and affordability problems more than 
other. The following section identifies trends in several of the primary maintainer 
characteristics defined in the literature as being particularly associated with housing 
affordability, and how they relate to rural areas more specifically. 
 

4.4.1 Household Composition 
 
Following the noted increase in affordability problems associated with fewer 
household income earners, Skaburskis (2004) indicates that single parents have the 
highest incidence of affordability problems, as this demographic has a larger housing 
size requirement, combined with only one income earner. Indeed, single parents 
were found to have the highest proportion experiencing affordability problems in all 
of the locales investigated. Other/Rural areas displayed a slightly lower proportion in 
the R50P group than the CMAs (17% vs. over 18% in 2001), though the proportions in 
both the small CMAs and Other/Rural locales decreased over the study period (from 
20% in 1991). This decrease followed a decline overall in the proportion of single 
parents under the LICO, as government funding increased (by 27% over the study 
period). This indicates that the difficulties faced by this group are becoming 
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recognized, and government aid is helping to alleviate the affordability problem to 
some extent. 
 
The growing population of single maintainers without children on the other hand, 
experienced a significant increase in affordability problems, with proportions single 
maintainers in the R50P group in 2001 almost five times greater than in 1991. 
Other/Rural locales saw the highest increase in these proportions (15% increase; from 
20% to 23%), resulting in a higher proportion than Toronto in 2001 (whose incidence 
was 22%). Single maintainers, especially in Other/Rural locales, received the least in 
terms of government transfers over the study period. A large proportion of this 
demographic were seniors, as outlined in the Age Characteristics section below. 
 
Additionally, single maintainers were increasingly found to rent, suggesting that 
ownership became less accessible for individual maintainers. Single maintainers were 
also more likely to be non-immigrants, and there were slightly higher female 
proportions. The association of these characteristics with affordability will be 
discussed further below.  
 
 

TABLE 14: Incidence of Single Parent Primary Maintainers by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

Maintainer Demographics: Proportion Single Parents 

Toronto 0.072 0.084 1.157 

Small CMAs 0.078 0.091 1.166 

Other/Rural  0.066 0.077 1.171 

      

Proportion Single Parent Maintainers Below the LICO 

Toronto 0.349 0.321 0.919 

Small CMAs 0.395 0.345 0.873 

Other/Rural  0.369 0.323 0.876 

      

Proportion Single Parent Maintainers below LICO and paying > 50 
percent income on housing 
Toronto 0.188 0.188 1.001 

Small CMAs 0.219 0.183 0.836 

Other/Rural  0.201 0.173 0.862 
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TABLE 15: Incidence of Single Primary Maintainers by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

Maintainer Demographics: Proportion Single 

Toronto 0.216 0.220 1.017 

Small CMAs 0.227 0.254 1.117 

Other/Rural  0.201 0.233 1.158 

      

Proportion Maintainers Below the LICO 

Toronto 0.266 0.326 1.225 

Small CMAs 0.233 0.314 1.344 

Other/Rural  0.072 0.290 4.022 

      

Proportion Maintainers below LICO and >50 percent 

Toronto 0.113 0.164 1.451 

Small CMAs 0.109 0.161 1.480 

Other/Rural  0.031 0.151 4.864 

 

 

 

TABLE 16: Other/Rural Single Maintainer Characteristics 

  1991 2001 Change 

    

Proportion Female 0.606 0.585 0.966 

Proportion Over 65 0.488 0.451 0.924 

Proportion Under 35 0.177 0.127 0.882 

Proportion Owners 44.68 37.77 0.845 

Proportion Non-Immigrants 0.854 0.867 1.015 
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4.4.2 Gender Characteristics 
 
Females are extensively identified as having lower employment incomes than males 
for a number of reasons. In Ontario, the type of work that females were engaging is 
partially responsible. Female workforce participation, along with the proportion of 
female maintainers in general, increased in all of the locales over the study period. 
However, the rates of part-time work (associated with lower incomes) were much 
higher among females than among males. This increase was most significant in 
Other/Rural areas (21% vs. 17% in Small CMAs), where the employment opportunities 
changed most significantly (loss of primary sector work), leading to growth of female 
workforce participation, and thus the proportion of female primary maintainers 
(particularly non-immigrants), who have been noted as more likely to work part-time 
as a result of balancing other commitments such as schooling or child rearing. Recent 
trends also show a high proportion of older (over 45) women voluntarily 
participating in part time work. (Ferrao, 2010). Accordingly, since female workforce 
participation was primarily part-time, there was an increase in the proportion of 
female maintainers under the LICO (69% in Other/Rural). 
 
Of those in the R30P group, 78 per cent were females in 2001 (about the same in all 
locales), however only about half of those in the R50P group were females.  This 
indicates some sort of levelling factor. Low-income women had higher total incomes 
than low-income men, with significantly higher government transfers for females 
(average of $6267 vs. $4265 respectively in 2001). Females were also on average 
paying less and living in lower quality housing (lower valued) than men in 1991, and 
continued to pay less for housing of the same value in 2001. In terms of severe 
affordability then, gender was not found to be a significant factor for those under the 
LICO. 
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TABLE 17: Female Maintainer Proportions 

  1991 2001 Change 

Maintainer Demographics: Proportion Female heads of 
households 
Toronto 0.32 0.35 1.101 

Small CMAs 0.31 0.37 1.169 

Other/Rural  0.27 0.33 1.212 

      

Proportion Maintainers Below the LICO 

Toronto 0.24 0.26 1.085 

Small CMAs 0.25 0.27 1.085 

Other/Rural  0.15 0.24 1.641 

      

Proportion Maintainers below LICO and paying >30 percent 

Toronto 0.67 0.79 1.167 

Small CMAs 0.72 0.78 1.089 

Other/Rural  0.73 0.78 1.072 

      

Proportion Maintainers below LICO and paying >50 percent 

Toronto 0.46 0.51 1.095 

Small CMAs 0.49 0.48 0.989 

Other/Rural  0.48 0.49 1.021 

 
 

TABLE 18: Gender Defined Housing Differences 

  1991 2001 Change 

      

Poor Rural Dwelling Values by Gender (in 1000s of $2001) 

Men  145 115 0.798 

Women 125 116 0.924 

      

Poor Rural Owner Payments by Gender (in 1000s of $2001) 

Men  681 632 0.928 

Women 624 557 0.893 
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4.4.3 Education Characteristics 
 
Surprisingly, high and increasing proportions of university educated primary 
maintainers were found to be experiencing affordability problems in all of the locales 
investigated. In other words, there were more university educated who became low-
income and there were thus higher proportions experiencing affordability problems 
than before. Skaburskis (2004) indicates that education affects individual skills and 
abilities, and therefore plays an important role in determining affordability, with 
university educated maintainers less likely to be experiencing affordability problems 
(though he does indicate a decline in this advantage). The figures seem to suggest 
that education is indeed less important than it once was in determining affordability. 
 
Nonetheless, those with a university education in Other/Rural locales had a lower 
incidence of low-income than in the CMAs, and accordingly low rates of those 
experiencing affordability problems. For example, only 5 per cent of university-
educated maintainers were below the LICO in Other/Rural locales in 2001, compared 
to 12.5 per cent in Toronto and 8.5 per cent in other cities. Only 3 per cent of 
university-educated individuals in Other/Rural locales were in the R50P group in 2001, 
compared to 8 per cent in Toronto.  This can be attributed to fewer university-
educated primary maintainers in Other/Rural locales than in the CMAs, and a 
significant decrease over the period investigated, resulting in reduced competition 
for jobs. Overall, the increase in incidence low income among the university educated 
was most significant in Other/Rural areas (70% increase over the study period, versus 
55% in Toronto and 33% in the other CMAs), suggesting that the advantage that the 
university educated held in rural areas diminished. At least part of this can be 
explained by the decline in full-time work in these locations (from 79% to 72% for 
university educated in Other/Rural; unmatched by the very slight increase in part-time 
work for this demographic).   
 
Interestingly, of the university educated low-income, there was a significant drop in 
the proportion who were immigrants (from 29% to only 18% in 1991), despite the 
noted difficulties that immigrants have in finding employment. This is not explained 
by the drop in the proportion university educated immigrants overall in Other/Rural 
areas, as this decline was not as great. The Other/Rural proportions were very low 
compared to the 72 per cent proportion low-income university-educated immigrants 
in Toronto in 2001 (an increase from 67% in 1991). Though immigrant education has 
been noted as being less important than it once was in terms of access to jobs and 
incomes (Reitz, 2001), it still seems to play a more significant role in rural areas than 
in the CMAs.  
 
The increase in the proportion of university educated low-income earners may also 
help to explain the decrease overall in university education in Other/Rural areas, and 
an increase in those with trades certificates.  
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Though the proportion educated maintainers under the LICO increased, uneducated 
maintainers (those who never finished highschool), with fewer skills and abilities, 
were nonetheless the most likely to experience affordability problems, and less likely 
to be able to attain full-time work. Other/Rural areas had the highest proportion of 
uneducated maintainers of the three locales. Of those uneducated low-income 
maintainers, at least half were experiencing affordability problems (R50P group) in all 
of the locales, and this proportion doubled over the study period in Other/Rural 
areas. Despite this, Other/Rural areas experienced the least significant drop in the 
proportion uneducated. In other words, Other/Rural areas experienced less inflation 
in the proportion educated than in the CMAs, as there are fewer opportunities for 
higher paying work in rural areas. Finally, unlike university graduates, the uneducated 
had surprisingly much higher and increasing proportions who were single maintainers 
and single parent maintainers. Single income earner households are more likely to 
experience affordability problems, as outlined above. 
 
Overall, Other/Rural areas seem to be more affordable for those with university 
degrees than those without, though the trend seems to indicate that this won’t 
continue. This trend, combined with lower rural incomes, may help to explain the 
decrease in university educated maintainers in Other/Rural areas, and an observed 
increase in those with trades certificates. Increasingly then, education cannot be 
seen as a significant means of preventing low-income, though the effect was still 
greater in Other/Rural areas than in the CMAs over the study period. 
 

TABLE 19: Incidence of Primary Maintainers with University Degrees 
by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

All Household Maintainers: proportion university educated 

Toronto 0.26 0.27 1.045 

Small CMAs 0.21 0.20 0.963 

Other/Rural  0.13 0.11 0.869 

      

Proportion University Educated Maintainers Below the LICO 

Toronto 0.084 0.129 1.526 

Small CMAs 0.064 0.088 1.382 

Other/Rural  0.034 0.053 1.554 

      

Proportion University Educated Maintainers below LICO and paying 
>50 percent 
Toronto 0.050 0.077 1.553 

Small CMAs 0.038 0.050 1.328 

Other/Rural  0.020 0.034 1.699 
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TABLE 20: Proportion Immigrants of University Educated Low 
Income 

 1991 2001 Change 
    

Toronto 0.669 0.720 1.076 

Small CMAs 0.375 0.430 1.146 

Other/Rural  0.289 0.177 0.614 

 
 
 

TABLE 21: Incidence Primary Maintainers without Highschool 
Diploma by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 

All Household Maintainers: proportion without highschool 
diploma 
Toronto 0.304 0.233 0.765 

Small CMAs 0.329 0.259 0.790 

Other/Rural  0.406 0.328 0.808 

      

Proportion Without Highschool Diploma Maintainers Below the 
LICO 
Toronto 0.244 0.288 1.180 

Small CMAs 0.208 0.271 1.301 

Other/Rural  0.114 0.211 1.851 

      

Proportion Without Highschool Diploma Maintainers below LICO 
and paying >50 percent 
Toronto 0.095 0.122 1.286 

Small CMAs 0.086 0.119 1.383 

Other/Rural 0.052 0.105 2.014 
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4.4.4 Age Characteristics 
 
Age demographics are highly influenced by social and economic processes. Many 
rural regions in Ontario are still continuing a process of growth despite trends in 
urbanization, some at a faster pace than their urban counterparts (Clemenson and 
Plitblado, 2007). This is especially true of those areas in proximity to urban centres 
where the commodification of rural ideals and lifestyles combined with a desire to 
access urban amenities has led to an increased incidence of: young adult commuting 
populations and retirement communities; in other words, counter-urbanization 
(Paquette and Domon, 2001; Bryant and Joseph, 2001; Clemenson and Plitblado, 
2007; Guimond and Simard, 2010; Sousa, 2011). Bollman et al. (2007) also claim that 
this increase in retirement populations is what has led to the demand for service 
worker populations, both commuters and local residents. Kilkenny (2010) argues that 
this is what helps to reduce out migration. This change in age demographics is 
important because it affects the local economy and housing market, as retirees and 
empty nesters seek “smaller, lower-maintenance homes.” (Curren, 2013). 
 
Indeed, the data indicates that the proportion of senior (over age 65) maintainers 
was higher in Other/Rural locales than in the CMAs (25% in Other/Rural vs. 18% in 
Toronto in 2001) during the study period. Immigrants, who make up the majority of 
population growth, drove this transition, which could be related to the suggested 
rise in immigrant commuter groups. In other words, the proportion of Other/Rural 
immigrants who were over 65 increased by about 30% over the study period, while 
there was only a 4% increase in the proportion of non-immigrant seniors over the 
same period. 
 
Additionally, seniors in Other/Rural locales were less likely to be low-income than in 
the CMAs, though the proportion tripled between 1991 and 2001, as shown in Table 21 
below. Similarly, the proportion of senior low-income maintainers experiencing 
affordability problems (R50P) more than quadrupled over the study period, though 
this proportion remained under 10 per cent. Nonetheless, these significant increases 
did not occur in the CMAs and can help to explain some of the disproportionately 
large increase in the incidence of affordability problems observed. The declining 
affordability for seniors is not explained by decreases in income, and there was an in 
fact an increase in government transfers (17% for those above the LICO, 32% for those 
below) over the study period. Average senior monthly housing payments did 
however increase, for both those above and below the LICO. This may be a result of 
Imperfect information or discrimination, similar to that suggested by Skaburskis 
(2004) for immigrant groups. Seniors were also, much like the gender trends outlined 
above, more likely to be single, and therefore at higher risk of experiencing 
affordability problems.  
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TABLE 22: Proportion Primary Maintainers Over Age 65 by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
All Maintainers: Proportion Over 65 
Toronto 0.174 0.186 1.067 
Small CMAs 0.197 0.211 1.068 
Other/Rural  0.234 0.252 1.077 
      
Proportion Over 65 Maintainers Below the LICO 
Toronto 0.250 0.258 1.032 
Small CMAs 0.150 0.186 1.246 
Other/Rural  0.041 0.125 3.057 
      
Proportion Over 65 Maintainers below LICO and paying > 50 
percent income on housing income on housing 
Toronto 0.064 0.075 1.172 
Small CMAs 0.033 0.051 1.572 
Other/Rural  0.009 0.038 4.402 

 
 
Alternatively, there were lower proportions of maintainers under the age of 35 in 
Other/Rural areas than in CMAs, and the decline was slightly more than that in the 
CMAs (33%). Bryant and Joseph (2001) note two fundamental rural trends over the 
period 1951-2001: the expansion of urban influence on the countryside, and the shift 
of primary service centres away from rural communities towards adjacent urban 
areas. In other words, rural areas are not only moving away from primary production, 
but also losing the dominance that they once held in Canadian society as a result. 
Increased levels of rural-to-urban migration, and therefore rural population loss, are 
the product of this shift. Primarily driven by a search for educational/job 
opportunities and services/amenities, there is evidence that this trend is driven 
largely by the youth population (Clemenson and Plitblado, 2007; Ferguson et al., 
2007).  
 
Accordingly, there were fewer young (15-34) maintainers in Other/Rural locales than 
in the CMAs, and Other/Rural locales saw a bigger proportional decrease in this 
population over the study period. As noted, agglomeration trends, especially related 
to younger populations seeking education, employment and amenities, are the 
reason for lower rates of young maintainers in rural areas. Betcherman and Leckie 
(1997) note that younger populations in the 1980s and 1990s, had increasingly high 
proportions of student maintainers (student status limiting full-time employment 
possibilities), and a ‘huge prime-age cohort’ to compete for jobs with. Young adult 
unemployment has been a noted problem in Canada for several decades, attributed 
to lack of opportunities to gain experience, expendability of newcomer jobs, 
mismatching of education to employment demand, etc. (Finlayson, 2013). As 
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expected then, the proportions of young maintainers (15-34) experiencing low-
income or affordability problems were higher than those for older maintainers.  
 
Young people had more significant problems with affordability overall therefore (see 
Table 23), while older maintainers had the most significant increase over the study 
period. Significant changes of this type can be particularly difficult, as municipalities 
are often not prepared or equipped to deal with the shifting needs of its population 
(Rowley, 2012). Planning resource materials specific to these circumstances is thus an 
important option to consider in curbing this trend in affordability. 
 

TABLE 23: Incidence of Primary Maintainers Age 15-34 

  1991 2001 Change 

Maintainer Demographics: Proportion 15-34 

Toronto 0.263 0.187 0.709 

Small CMAs 0.271 0.196 0.726 

Other/Rural  0.239 0.159 0.665 

      

Proportion 15-34 Maintainers Below the LICO 

Toronto 0.169 0.224 1.323 

Small CMAs 0.189 0.234 1.235 

Other/Rural  0.137 0.209 1.527 

      

Proportion 15-34 Maintainers below LICO and >50 percent 

Toronto 0.100 0.142 1.416 

Small CMAs 0.115 0.137 1.194 

Other/Rural  0.076 0.120 1.587 

 

 

TABLE 24: Breakdown of Low-Income and Affordability by Age 
Groups in Other/Rural Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
  
Proportion Maintainers Under LICO by Age Group 
Aged 15-34 13.67 20.88 1.527 
Aged 35-64 7.96 13.16 1.653 
Aged 64+ 4.08 12.47 3.056 
      
Proportion Maintainers in R50P Group by Age  
Aged 15-34 7.59 12.05 1.588 
Aged 35-64 3.93 7.89 2.008 
Aged 64+ 0.87 3.83 4.402 
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5.0 Immigrant Characteristics 
 
As identified above, attraction of immigrants to rural areas is one means commonly 
considered in addressing problems associated with urbanization. In order to consider 
the impacts of such an endeavour, characteristics associated with affordability can be 
considered for this demographic specifically. As Skaburskis (2004) indicates, migrants 
have long been identified as creating difficulty in urban housing markets. They can 
change the character of these markets as a result of imperfect information, 
discrimination, coercion, etc. This can drive up housing prices. Is this true in less 
urban areas as well?  
 
Though the proportion of immigrants in rural areas is much lower than in cities (less 
than 13%, down from 14% in 1991, compared at 53.5% of Toronto residents), if 
appropriate housing options are not available, the answer may still be yes. Though 
immigrant incomes were lower than for non-immigrants, they had higher rates of 
home ownership (80% vs. 74% for non-immigrants in 2001), which could be an 
indication of differences in social supports, entry wealth, etc., as Haan (2012) 
suggests. As well, mean dwelling values for both those under and over the LICO were 
higher for immigrants than for non-immigrants over the study period. This indicates 
that they may be investing more in maintenance, or they may just be buying more 
expensive housing as Skabuskis (2004) suggests. If this is true, this could potentially 
be keeping prices higher and negatively affecting affordability. Immigrant 
populations in Other/Rural locales however, are again quite low.  
 
A second consideration is whether rural housing markets are conducive to immigrant 
settlement. Studies show that new immigrants (those immigrated within 5 years of 
the census date) struggle to find appropriate housing (Haan, 2012). Of the 13 per cent 
immigrants in Other/Rural, new immigrants did indeed show struggle with higher 
proportions experiencing affordability problems (R50P) than immigrants in general. 
As noted however, these proportions were significantly less than in the CMAs over 
the study period, and very few new immigrants existed in Other/Rural areas at this 
time. This was not the case for immigrants overall, having had a lower incidence of 
low-income than non-immigrants, with the lowest incidence in Other/Rural (12.5% vs. 
14% in 2001), despite showing the biggest increase over the study period.  
 
The slightly lower incidence of immigrants in the R50P group compared to non-
immigrants was not due to higher immigrant incomes. In fact, mean immigrant 
incomes were lower in Other/Rural locales than those for non-immigrants for both 
those above and below the LICO. Even those immigrants above the LICO saw a 
decline in employment incomes, unlike the rise observed for non-immigrants. This 
indicates that immigrants may be more willing to accept lower wages than non-
immigrants regardless of type of work. As well, the proportional decrease in full-time 
work among immigrants was twice that of non-immigrants, which may indicate that 
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they are also more willing to accept part-time work, or that they are simply 
retirement age. The proportion immigrants over the age of 64 in Other/Rural locales 
was in fact over twice that of non-immigrants. The proportion of retirement aged 
immigrants in experiencing affordability problems was however, much lower among 
immigrants than among non-immigrants. 
 
The lower R50P rates may be due to higher government transfers for immigrants in 
Other/Rural locales. Immigrants were also less likely to rent, be single parents or 
single maintainers, and there were fewer immigrant female maintainers (31% vs. 33% 
in 2001), meaning that those groups most likely to experience affordability problems 
are less present among immigrants. Immigrants also had lower proportions of young 
(under 35) maintainers typically associated with low incomes and affordability 
problems. 
 
The same trends seen among non-immigrants towards worsening affordability 
problems is therefore observed, however the relatively lower rates among 
immigrants, especially rural immigrants, may be a point of attraction. This could be a 
positive thing for immigrants and for boosting local economies, but it could have 
negative impacts for existing residents in terms of inflated housing prices if supply 
levels lag, or appropriate means of aid in situations of imperfect information are not 
provided. 
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TABLE 25: Proportion Immigrant Primary Maintainers by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
All maintainers: proportion immigrant 
Toronto 0.482 0.535 1.11 
Small CMAs 0.251 0.248 0.987 
Other/Rural  0.143 0.127 0.893 
      
Proportion Immigrant Maintainers Below the LICO 
Toronto 0.184 0.232 1.26 
Small CMAs 0.151 0.193 1.276 
Other/Rural  0.074 0.125 1.683 
      
Proportion Immigrants Maintainers below LICO and paying > 50 
percent income on housing 
Toronto 0.081 0.115 1.419 
Small CMAs 0.062 0.088 1.412 
Other/Rural  0.036 0.062 1.717 

 
 
 

TABLE 26: Proportion New Immigrant (< 5 years from census date) 
Maintainers by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
Proportion New Immigrant Maintainers (<5years from census 
year)  
Toronto 0.069 0.134 1.942 
Small CMAs 0.022 0.087 3.928 
Other/Rural  0.006 0.034 5.452 
      
Proportion New Immigrant Maintainers Below the LICO 
Toronto 0.347 0.435 1.253 
Small CMAs 0.419 0.429 1.023 
Other/Rural  0.224 0.271 1.212 
      
Proportion New Immigrants Maintainers below LICO and paying  
> 50 percent income on housing 
Toronto 0.189 0.267 1.416 
Small CMAs 0.218 0.231 1.063 
Other/Rural  0.093 0.137 1.473 
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TABLE 27: Immigrant Primary Maintainer Selected Characteristic 
Trends by Locale 

  1991 2001 Change 
Proportion renting     
Toronto 0.370 0.365 0.987 
Small CMAs 0.296 0.303 1.026 
Other/Rural  0.200 0.192 0.963 
      
Proportion primarily full time work (1990 & 2000) 
Toronto 0.721 0.660 0.916 
Small CMAs 0.626 0.556 0.888 
Other/Rural  0.580 0.476 0.821 
      
Proportion single parent    
Toronto 0.077 0.090 1.164 
Small CMAs 0.065 0.088 1.349 
Other/Rural  0.050 0.058 1.167 
      
Proportion single maintainer   
Toronto 0.166 0.169 1.014 
Small CMAs 0.202 0.218 1.078 
Other/Rural  0.206 0.243 1.182 
      
Proportion female maintainers   
Toronto 0.278 0.309 1.110 
Small CMAs 0.266 0.315 1.186 
Other/Rural  0.249 0.311 1.246 
      
Proportion Over 64    
Toronto 0.179 0.198 1.107 
Small CMAs 0.259 0.288 1.113 
Other/Rural  0.318 0.413 1.296 
      
Proportion Under 35    
Toronto 0.184 0.141 0.767 
Small CMAs 0.148 0.116 0.788 
Other/Rural  0.105 0.068 0.644 
      
Proportion University Educated   
Toronto 0.239 0.253 1.059 
Small CMAs 0.213 0.225 1.058 
Other/Rural  0.166 0.144 0.869 
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TABLE 28: Comparing Immigrants vs. Non-Immigrants in R50P Group by Selected 
Characteristics 

  
  
  
  
  

  
 

 
1991 

 
2001 

 
Change 

  
1991 

 
2001 

 
Change 

  Immigrants  Non-Immigrants 

Proportion renting          
Toronto 0.143 0.199 1.393  0.097 0.142 1.458 
Small CMAs 0.144 0.205 1.420  0.129 0.180 1.392 
Other/Rural  0.061 0.156 2.552  0.083 0.181 2.184 
          
Proportion single parent         
Toronto 0.174 0.209 1.200  0.185 0.151 0.818 
Small CMAs 0.177 0.187 1.056  0.229 0.179 0.783 
Other/Rural  0.109 0.146 1.342  0.212 0.175 0.827 
          
Proportion single maintainer         
Toronto 0.138 0.190 1.380  0.095 0.140 1.470 
Small CMAs 0.106 0.160 1.508  0.109 0.160 1.466 
Other/Rural  0.025 0.112 4.409  0.032 0.156 4.867 
          
Proportion female 
maintainers 

        
Toronto 0.129 0.157 1.218  0.092 0.106 1.155 
Small CMAs 0.111 0.143 1.291  0.121 0.125 1.041 
Other/Rural  0.044 0.110 2.466  0.074 0.120 1.612 
          
Proportion Over 64         
Toronto 0.075 0.081 1.084  0.053 0.065 1.233 
Small CMAs 0.037 0.052 1.414  0.030 0.051 1.663 
Other/Rural  0.013 0.037 2.847  0.008 0.039 5.030 
          
Proportion Under 35         
Toronto 0.128 0.177 1.383  0.075 0.102 1.355 
Small CMAs 0.138 0.182 1.316  0.109 0.124 1.138 
Other/Rural  0.083 0.140 1.687  0.076 0.118 1.558 
          
Proportion University 
Educated 

        
Toronto 0.194 0.240 1.233  0.160 0.169 1.052 
Small CMAs 0.156 0.180 1.154  0.102 0.088 0.864 
Other/Rural  0.139 0.114 0.816   0.055 0.043 0.797 
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5.0 Summary 

 
Housing affordability is an important indicator of relative trends and equality in our 
society. Illustrated in this report is a closing of the gap between rural and urban 
housing affordability differences. This means that though Other/Rural locales had 
lower proportions experiencing affordability problems, these areas exhibited the 
greatest and therefore the most rapid increase over the study period in many of the 
factors that contribute to affordability. The proportional increase in those 
experiencing affordability problems who were low-income (R50P group) in 
Other/Rural locales was higher than the increase in low-income alone, meaning that 
the observed shift was a result of more than just economic/employment changes.  
 
The observed changes can be explained by a number of differing characteristics 
between Other/Rural areas and the CMAs. Though owned housing predominates in 
Other/Rural areas, ownership became less affordable for low-income maintainers 
over the study period, as indicated by a rise in the proportion low-income who were 
renting. This may be the result of increased demand for what was once affordable 
housing, due to trends such as gentrification. An increase in rental households 
indicates higher demand for rental opportunities in Other/Rural areas. 
 
Households also got smaller over the study period, leading to diminished inputs and 
an increase in the number of households, again indicating growth in demand. 
Increased demand does not always lead to adequate increases in supply however. 
Housing in these areas is limited by higher costs of transportation and therefore 
construction, reduced certainty, and strict rural building standards. Limited supply 
effectively keeps the cost of housing high, increasing affordability problems and 
reducing opportunities for ownership. Market inefficiencies, such as poor 
information and discrimination, also increase the cost of housing. These inefficiencies 
more often affect elderly and immigrant populations. An observed increase in senior 
aged household maintainers, who are also primarily immigrants, thus contributed to 
a rise in the rates of those experiencing affordability problems in Other/Rural areas.  
 
For low-income earners, housing prices were actually found to decrease over the 
study period in Other/Rural locales. Unfortunately, due to shifting economic 
structures, incomes and government transfers for those under the LICO also 
declined, and the fall in prices were not enough to counter the decline in incomes. 
Additionally, there was a shift away from more affordable forms of housing such as 
mobile homes or bachelor and one bedroom apartments. It is difficult to determine 
the reasons for this, but much of the literature suggests a shift towards higher 
standards of living in terms of housing. Land use policies could be supporting this 
shift. 
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Declining incomes therefore did contribute to the increase in those experiencing 
affordability problems. This decline can be linked to a decrease in full-time work, 
which was particularly severe in Other/Rural areas. Low-income female incomes 
declined more significantly than men’s, as females were more likely to pick up part-
time work. The incidence of affordability problems for men however, increased more 
quickly than for females (80% vs. 69% respectively in Other/Rural locales), with a less 
significant incidence and increase in part-time work (which often goes hand in hand 
with the decrease in full-time work). Education was found to affect income status, 
especially in Other/Rural locales, but with higher proportions educated overall 
(education inflation) without an increase in the number of full-time employment 
opportunities, these areas experienced an increase in the proportion university 
educated low-income. 
 
Interestingly, immigrants were found to have a lower incidence of affordability 
problems in Other/Rural locales than non-immigrants, despite lower mean incomes. 
An investigation of immigrant characteristics in these locales indicates that 
immigrants were less likely to be renting. Social connections may help to explain this. 
There were also fewer immigrant single parents and single maintainers in general 
than non-immigrants, and immigrants had higher investment incomes than non-
immigrants. Cultural differences are therefore thought to play a role in the variances 
in affordability. 
 
Thus, a shift in Other/Rural areas in the incidence of those characteristics (e.g. type of 
work, income, household size) identified to be associated with affordability can help 
to explain the more significant relative changes in these areas over others between 
1991 and 2001 in Ontario. This rapid change is a significant challenge from a planning 
perspective, as many of these areas are ill equipped to handle such a pace of change, 
and effort will have to be made to ensure that these areas have the appropriate tools 
for addressing such circumstances. The slightly lower rates of affordability problems 
among immigrants in Other/Rural areas, despite lower mean incomes, could be a 
clue. 
 

 
6.0 Implications for Planners and Recommendations 
 
The planning implications of the trends outlined above are meaningful, especially if 
they can be thought of as continuing.  As Skaburskis and Mok (2000) note, “[w]ith 
the elimination of social housing programs in Canada, the magnitude of the housing 
affordability problems will continue to increase in the future.” The changes observed 
allude to a need for place specific planning and recognition of the diminishing divide 
between rural and urban affordability. Many of the standard methods of ensuring 
adequate affordable housing supply in cities, such as development requirements for 
percentage affordable housing provision, may not be applicable to areas lacking 
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significant development pressure or high returns on investment, or for areas 
experiencing a considerable rate of change in affordability.  
 
High proportions of single detached homes and owned housing have traditionally 
been associated with a low rate of affordability problems in rural areas, but with 
declining incomes, and changing household structures, such housing choices are 
becoming less accessible to many, and there will be a need to rethink planning 
approaches in these areas. As Curren (2013) notes, the rise in single household 
maintainers will drive a “shift in demand toward multi-family dwellings and away 
from single-detached homes. 
 
Employment is closely tied to these income changes, and economic incentives will 
need to be paired up with appropriate housing options. Rental housing supply was 
on the rise in these locations, but the type of rentals was primarily apartment 
buildings, which may not be the most affordable option for provision of rentals, and 
may also be less flexible in terms of temporary housing requirements. There will be 
need therefore to investigate those policies that may restrict alternative rental 
options. There will also be a need to investigate incentives for the creation of these 
alternative forms of housing. Slaunwhite (2009) purports that there is need for 
“more place-specific solutions to improving the supply of affordable housing […] 
that address the unique housing market conditions in rural communities.” The 
following recommendations will use this idea as a foundational concept. 
 

6.1 Local Control 
 
The statistics presented in this report highlight the vast differences in the rate of 
change between urban and rural areas, and thus the need for location specific tactics 
in addressing the varying degrees of need for housing that can be considered 
affordable. This is supported by case study research carried out by Slaunwhite (2009), 
which indicates that “urban solutions for encouraging affordable housing cannot 
necessarily be duplicated in rural areas. Consequently, it may be advantageous to 
create a separate tool kit or policy statement that recognizes that ‘one size fits all’ 
does not work to address affordable housing issues in rural communities.” 
(Slaunwhite, 2009). The findings of this report support this conclusion. 
 
As a result, strategies in rural areas will benefit from local direction where the specific 
needs of a particular community are known and can be addressed. This report 
recommends that the Ontario Long Term Affordable Housing Strategy (2010: 11) be 
expanded and implemented, especially in regards to giving municipalities greater 
control over local affordable housing measures. It also supports the idea of creating 
tool kits for smaller municipalities to help deal with the rapid pace of change 
observed, as well as incentives that foster long-term commitments in these areas. As 
Rowley (2012) notes, research from the Australian countryside indicates that “[a] 
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high turnover of planning staff and difficulties in securing planners with sufficient 
knowledge and experience hindered quality planning.” Supplementary research to 
determine whether this is also the case in Ontario would be a helpful addition to this 
argument, but the rate of increase in affordability problems in Other/Rural seems to 
suggest a lack of appropriate planning measures in the regard. 
 

6.2 Facilitate Appropriate Housing Options Through Policy: Mobile Homes, 
‘Granny’ Suits and Conversions 
 
As Gabriel et al. (2005) note, there has been a shift away from government 
subsidized housing in favour of market means of providing affordable housing in 
Canada. This tactic is more problematic in rural situations for several reasons: housing 
in rural areas consists predominantly of single-detached homes, construction rates 
are much slower, and there is an on-going high cost (due to transportation costs) of 
repairs for existing stock (Slaunwhite, 2009). A market means of affordable housing 
provision is thus less likely to result in positive outcomes in rural areas. 
 
Additionally, as Skaburskis (2006) notes, “[t]oday, the growing bi-modality in the 
income distributions of renters and homeowners is expected to reduce further the 
potential for welfare filtering. As the income of renters decreases, fewer rental units 
will be built, decreasing future prospects for welfare filtering.” Alternative means of 
providing such opportunities are therefore necessary. 
 

Many of the problems with providing enough affordable rental housing can be 
tackled through policy, though the failure of many of the large scale restrictive 
policies (e.g. rent control) are indicative of the inherent problems with over control. 
More recent policies therefore tend to focus on incentives, or opening up of 
restrictive land-use policy environments to allow for rental options that are 
traditionally or alternatively considered more affordable or more suited to temporary 
accommodation.  
 
Manufactured homes are one of these options that the data indicate has gone out of 
favour in Other/Rural locales. Whether the drop in mobile home rates over the study 
period was due to policy restrictions or choice, there is evidence to show that they 
are a positive means of providing affordable housing that can actually be quite 
beautiful without negatively impacting property values (Wubneh and When, 2004), 
and there are means of encouraging this type of housing by either increasing 
accessibility, or through local promotion or incentives (e.g. tax exemptions). 
Incentives for the purpose of providing affordable housing are in fact advocated by 
the Provincial Policy Statement (Slaunwhite, 2009). 
 
Another method for providing affordable rental housing that may be less likely to 
receive negative neighbour reactions (NIMBYism) is through what are commonly 
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referred to as ‘granny’ suits; built in backyards, over garages, etc. Providing 
opportunities in local municipal policies to allow for land use of this type, or 
conversion of existing unused buildings could be beneficial and can already be seen 
happening in many communities (e.g. Oakville and Markham, Ontario). This type of 
development is especially important in areas identified as having growing 
populations of poor, elderly individuals (ACT, 2011), as is the case outlined in this 
report; such opportunities can be provided for by either changing municipal laws, or 
provincial laws such as the Planning Act, as the Ontario Long Term Affordable Housing 
Strategy suggests (Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, 2010). 
 
Ultimately, some of the trends indicated in this report, such as declining household 
size, will require slow organic changes in cultural standards, but can be facilitated by 
ensuring proper infrastructure provision for increased density. 
 

6.3 Economic Development/Incentives 
 
Studies in Australia and the UK equally indicate the growing affordability divide 
between rural and urban areas, and the policy difficulties in addressing it, particularly 
due to lack of continuity and experience in these locations (Gallent, 1997a, 1997b; 
Rowley, 2012; Costello, 2009). 
 
In conjunction with ensuring appropriate housing opportunities in rural areas, the 
focus of small municipalities will require economic redirection if further decline in 
incomes is to be prevented. This means taking advantage of growing local 
employment sources such as an increasing senior population, and ensuring that 
employees are locally sourced. Because of the rapid pace of change in these areas, 
social programs will be equally important, and should consider the growing single 
maintainer demographic. The relatively low incidence of affordability problems 
among immigrants is an indication that social resources and lifestyle choices are 
important factors. Working to ensure that proper resources are available for the 
growing single maintainer demographic therefore seems appropriate.  
 

6.4 Immigrant Oriented Programming 
 
Since immigrants were not found to have a disadvantage in Other/Rural areas in 
terms of affordability, the promotion of immigrants to these areas is a viable means 
of gaining population, especially since higher rates of home ownership suggest that 
they are more likely to own homes (which predominate in Other/Rural areas). 
Planners should therefore continue to study means of facilitating immigrants 
establishing in these areas (e.g. installing multi-lingual signage; the Town of 
Gananoque is one example where this has taken place), but do so in such a way as to 
ensure information and aid in finding appropriate housing is available, so that market 
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inefficiencies relating to discrimination or imperfect information are limited. This 
should also be carried out in conjunction with programs to facilitate greater housing 
options in these areas for the population as a whole. 
 

6.5 Additional Research 
 
In addition to these recommendations, a better understanding of whether these 
trends have continued until the present would be of benefit, and future research 
should use the broad statistical findings to support or drive place-specific research on 
the distinct needs of each locale as they develop. From a planning perspective, this 
could include an investigation of how planning practices in rural areas relate or differ 
from those in urban settings. This study is a starting point for future research, and 
communities should strive to gain a clear understanding of the particular issues faced 
in finding local solutions to rapid changes in the housing market. 
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APPENDIX A: Regression of increases in monthly rent on: year, low income status and housing 
characteristics (by locale) 
  

     
  

  Toronto   Small CMAs   Other/Rural   

 
coefficient p-value coefficient p-value coefficient p-value 

Year = 1 if 2001 81.17 0 29.11 0 2.62 0.625 
Low Income Status -183.55 0 -113.41 0 -64.54 0 
Number rooms 94.94 0 70.17 0 43.92 0 
  Period of construction 

    
  

Pre-1921 ne 
 

ne 
 

ne   
1921-1945 18.85 0.099 13.95 0.137 21.12 0.037 
1946-1960 -36.25 0 21.12 0.014 37.70 0 
1961-1970 -33.87 0.001 27.60 0.001 38.73 0 

1971-1980 9.61 0.338 54.96 0 43.20 0 
1981-1985 79.13 0 103.88 0 74.90 0 
1986-1990 164.73 0 139.66 0 122.12 0 
Constant 449.56 0 330.28 0 370.80 0 
  

     
  

Number of Cases 31776 
 

24292 
 

16212   
Adjusted R-square 0.261   0.193   0.065   

 

APPENDIX B: Regression of dwelling value on: year, low income status and housing 
characteristics (by locale for dwellings built before 1991) 

  
  

  Toronto   Small CMAs   Other/Rural   

 
coefficient p-value coefficient p-value coefficient p-value 

Variable 
     

  
year = 1 if 2001 -45.532 0 -32.332 0 -25.622 0 
Low Income Status -13.261 0 -10.492 0 -15.523 0 
Condo -55.942 0 -34.874 0 -10.159 0 
Number rooms 22.403 0 16.909 0 14.477 0 
   Period of construction 

    
  

Pre-1921   ne 
 

ne 
 

ne   
1946-1960 -19.341 0 -3.613 0.018 -7.622 0 
1961-1970 -27.591 0 4.730 0.003 4.987 0 
1971-1980 -39.621 0 4.534 0.004 11.013 0 
1981-1985 -3.362 0.153 32.594 0 27.457 0 
1986-1990 8.979 0 53.283 0 47.235 0 
Constant 180.267 0 66.410 0 54.189   
  

 
  

   
  

Number of Cases 46360.00 
 

42781.00 
 

42235.00   
Adjusted R-square 0.252   0.247   0.166   

 


