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SUMMARY AND HIGHLIGHTS 
 
This is the first report on the benchmarking mandate of the BC Progress Board.  Estab-
lished in July 2001 and comprised of 15 eminent British Columbians, the Progress Board 
has two broad mandates: 
 

 To provide advice on whether and to what extent the province is improving its 
competitive position and quality of life by establishing an ongoing means to 
measure and benchmark British Columbia's performance over time and relative 
to other jurisdictions; and,  

 To identify issues of importance to the province’s future economic prosperity 
and advise the Premier on strategies, policies and actions necessary to increase 
the economic and social well-being of British Columbians.   

 
The Progress Board believes that BC has all the necessary ingredients to be an economic 
and social leader in what United Nations surveys have described as one of the best coun-
tries in the world.  British Columbia boasts a number of attributes that suggest it is well 
equipped to be a leading-edge jurisdiction.  To name a few: abundant resources; natural 
beauty; a strategic location between Asia and Europe; excellent access to the dynamic US 
market; high quality infrastructure; a diverse and multi-cultural society; a skilled and in-
creasingly well-educated workforce; stable institutions; and, the 'rule of law'.   
 

Measurement Framework: Targets and Selected Performance 
Indicators 
To track British Columbia’s performance relative to other jurisdictions, the Progress 
Board has established goals (or targets) and developed a system for measuring BC's pro-
gress towards their achievement.  The terms of reference for the Progress Board empha-
size the need to focus on the economy, since the province’s citizens can only enjoy a high 
quality of life if British Columbia has a growing and competitive economy.  To this end, 
we have identified one overriding economic goal to guide our work going forward: Make 
BC an economic leader in Canada by 2010.  To anchor this objective, the report high-
lights three more specific targets for economic growth, standard of living and jobs.  On 
economic growth, the Progress Board believes that BC should aim to be first or second in 
Canada in expanding real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita by 2010.  For stan-
dard of living, BC should strive to be first or second in the country in the level of real 
after-tax (disposable) income per person by 2010.  And in the case of jobs, the Progress 
Board suggests that BC’s objective should be to rank first or second among the provinces 
in the proportion of people aged 15 to 64 who are gainfully employed, also by 2010. 
Apart from these targets, the report contains an array of indicators designed to shed fur-
ther light on various aspects of BC's economic progress. 
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The Progress Board is also mandated to examine how the province is faring in the key 
areas of the environment, health status, and social condition.  Here, we have chosen to 
highlight one overarching goal: Make BC a leader in Canada on environmental quality, 
health outcomes, and social condition by 2010. While many indicators can help to chart 
progress in these areas, data limitations make it somewhat harder to provide useful inter-
provincial comparisons than is the case when assessing economic trends.  The report 
identifies three core targets for measurement: environmental quality, life expectancy at 
birth, and minimizing the number of persons living in low-income circumstances.  Be-
yond these three targets, the report includes several other performance indicators selected 
to offer a more complete picture of BC's quality of life.   
 
The Progress Board's measurement framework relies on “competitive benchmarking” -- a 
method using the best available cross-jurisdictional data to show how BC has performed 
compared to other provinces (and, in some cases, US states).  Specifically, the report re-
views British Columbia’s record relative to the other Canadian provinces on six core tar-
gets and 20 individual performance indicators.  For each target and indicator, information 
is provided on:  
 

1) BC’s absolute ranking among the ten provinces in the most recent year for which 
data is available (generally 2000);  

2) BC’s success relative to other provinces in improving performance in the latest 
year compared to the preceding year (i.e., a one-year ranking); and, 

3) BC’s success relative to other provinces in improving performance in the past 
decade, based on the average annual rate of progress over the period.   

 
As a supplement to the interprovincial benchmarking that forms the core of the analysis, 
the report also outlines a series of “topic boxes” intended to shed light on how well BC 
and three other Canadian provinces (Alberta, Ontario and Quebec) have done in various 
areas compared to the US states of Washington, Oregon and California.  The information 
on US states is included in Chapters III and IV of the report, immediately following the 
boxes that summarize the provincial targets and performance indicators.  As comparable 
US data are not always available, information on the American states is only provided for 
some of the targets/indicators.  
 
All of the data used in the report are as up-to-date as possible.  For most of the core eco-
nomic targets and performance indicators, year 2000 data became available in October 
2001.   Definitions of the various targets/indicators used in the report can be found in 
Appendix D.  It should be noted that no attempt has been made to offer forecasts for any 
of the measures included in this report, as this activity is not relevant to the mandate of 
progress measurement.   
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Economy, Innovation and Education -- Summary Findings 
During the 1990s, it is fair to say that British Columbia fell well short of being a “leading 
economy” within Canada.   
 
In 2000, BC had the fourth highest level of real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita 
in the country, ranking behind Alberta, Ontario and Saskatchewan.  Over the decade 1991 
to 2000, BC’s relative position within Canada deteriorated and it stood last among the 
provinces in increasing real GDP per capita.  Stated differently, BC was, on average, the 
least successful province in expanding the size of the “economic pie” on a per person ba-
sis over the decade.  In 1991, real GDP per capita in British Columbia was $1,781 above 
the national average (in 1997 dollars); by 2000, the province had slipped $2,251 below 
the Canadian average.  BC went from having a real GDP per capita $2,951 below that of 
Alberta at the start of the period (1991) to trailing its neighbour by a full $9,371 ten years 
later.   
 
In 2000, British Columbia had the third highest level of real personal disposable income 
per capita in Canada, though this amount still left it $577 below the national average.  In 
1991, BC boasted the country’s second highest real personal disposable income per per-
son, $958 above the national average.  Over the decade BC went from being an above-
average to a below-average performer within Canada on this basic measure of standard of 
living.  Whereas in 1991 Alberta trailed BC by $268 in real disposable income per per-
son, by 2000 the two provinces’ positions had been reversed and Alberta had moved 
ahead by $1,773.   
 
In 2000, British Columbia ranked fifth among the provinces on the core target for job 
performance used in this report, the employment-to-population ratio among those aged 15 
to 64.  In that year, 70.2% of British Columbians in this age group had jobs, versus a na-
tion-wide average of 71.1%.  Although all ten provinces saw their employment-to-
population ratios climb between 1991 and 2000, on average BC posted the smallest im-
provement over the period.    
 
A quick review of other performance indicators suggests a number of other factors that 
may have contributed to BC’s slippage in the crucial areas of economic growth, standard 
of living, and jobs.  In 2000 BC ranked a mediocre fifth in Canada in productivity, and it 
was eighth in raising productivity from 1991 to 2000.  On the other hand, over the same 
period BC saw the second biggest jump in average hourly earnings, and by 2000 it had 
the second highest hourly earnings in the country.  The combination of weak productivity 
growth and sizable increases in earnings means that unit labour costs in BC have in-
creased more rapidly than in other jurisdictions. Unit labour costs, which combine aver-
age hourly earnings and productivity levels into a single indicator, are a common proxy 
for business cost competitiveness.  Unit labour costs in BC are higher than in Alberta, 
Ontario and Quebec, and the province’s overall cost competitiveness has clearly deterio-
rated vis-à-vis the rest of Canada. All Canadian provinces, including British Columbia, 
have lower unit labour costs than the US states of Washington, Oregon and California, 
mainly as a result of the low value of the Canadian dollar compared to its American 
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counterpart.  Without the weakening Canadian dollar, BC’s industrial cost competitive-
ness would have declined relative to US jurisdictions in the 1990s.  
 
By 2000-01, British Columbia had the fourth highest consolidated provincial-local gov-
ernment tax burden on a per person basis, although it ranked third among the provinces in 
“progress” on this indicator between 1991-92 and 2000-01 – i.e., consolidated provincial-
local taxes per person actually rose faster, on average, in seven other provinces.  Within 
Canada, BC stood sixth in fixed business investment as a proportion of GDP in 2000, and 
it was last in Canada in the growth of the ratio of business investment-to-GDP in the pe-
riod 1991 to 2000.  BC was sixth in the country in research and development spending as 
a percentage of GDP in 1998, and it also ranked sixth in progress on this important indi-
cator of innovation from 1990 to 1998. 
 
Both BC’s relative standing in the most recent year and its progress over the decade were 
better on several other economic performance indicators included in this report, including 
top marginal tax rate, taxpayer-supported debt, university completion, and the proportion 
of the labour force made up of people in natural and applied sciences and related occupa-
tions.  
 
BC scores quite well on the measure of university completion used in this report.  Among 
the 25-54 age group, it had the second highest percentage of the population with univer-
sity completion in 2000, and it ranked second in improvement on this measure over the 
decade.  Another bright spot during the 1990s was the relative strength of BC's fiscal po-
sition.  Between 1991-92 and 2000-01, BC ranked fourth among the provinces in pro-
gress on the deficit (i.e., in improving the fiscal balance in relation to GDP).  Also, in 
2000 British Columbia had the second lowest taxpayer-supported debt in Canada when 
calibrated as a share of GDP.  However, BC’s fiscal position has worsened markedly in 
the past year or so, with large deficits and an escalating taxpayer supported provincial 
debt now in store at least through 2004.  This suggests that BC’s ranking among the prov-
inces on both the deficit to GDP and the debt to GDP ratios is set to decline.  
 
 
Overarching Goal: Make BC an economic leader in Canada by 2010 as measured 

by: 
 Economic Growth: target 1st or 2nd among the provinces in the growth of real 

GDP per capita by 2010. 
 Standard of Living: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for the level of real personal 

disposable income per capita by 2010. 
 Jobs: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for the employment to population ratio among 

those aged 15 to 64 by 2010. 
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Core Target 1: Economic Growth (Growth of Real GDP per Capita) - In 2000, BC ranked 
fourth among the provinces in level of real GDP per capita.  In 2000, it ranked sixth in Canada in 
the growth of real GDP per capita (3.1%, versus an average of 3.7% for all provinces). Over the 
ten-year period 1991-2000, BC was last in the country in the growth of real GDP per capita and 
exhibited the least progress on this basic performance measure.  

 
Core Target 2: Standard of Living (Real Personal Disposable Income per Capita) - In 2000, 
BC had the third highest level of real personal disposable income per capita in Canada, at $19,029 
per person, slightly below the Canadian average of $19,606 per person (1997 dollars).  Among the 
provinces, BC ranked seventh in improvement from 1999 to 2000, and it was the least successful 
in raising real personal disposable incomes over the 1990s.    
 
Core Target 3: Jobs (Employment to Population Ratio - Age 15 – 64) - In 2000, BC ranked 
fifth in Canada with an employment to population ratio of 70.2% among those aged 15 to 64, 
while the national average was 71.1%.  Among the provinces, BC was sixth in improving its re-
cord between 1999 and 2000.  Over the decade 1991 to 2000, BC posted the smallest gains in em-
ployment to population ratio in the country on an average annual basis. 
 

 

Environment Health and Society -- Summary Findings 
British Columbia has had a somewhat mixed record on the various measures of environ-
ment, health status and social condition covered in this report.  In this broad area, the 
three key target variables chosen by the Progress Board are environmental quality, life 
expectancy at birth, and low income incidence.   
 
For environmental quality, BC stands first in Canada based on an average of its perform-
ance rankings on urban air quality, greenhouse gas emissions per capita, wastewater 
treatment, and protected areas. 
 
Vancouver, the province’s largest metropolitan center, ranked second among seven Ca-
nadian cities in 2000 for having the lowest concentrations of particulate matter (PM10), a 
standard measure of air quality.  Vancouver also had the second lowest concentrations of 
PM10 in that year when judged against seven other major North American cities (Toronto, 
Montreal, Ottawa, Edmonton, Seattle, Portland, and Los Angeles).  British Columbia has 
a relatively good record on emissions of greenhouse gases per person.  In 1999, it posted 
the third lowest level of per capita greenhouse gas emissions in Canada at 15.8 tonnes, 
almost one-third below the national average of 22.8 tonnes.  Over the period 1990 to 
1999, BC ranked second among the provinces in overall improvement (i.e., in moving 
toward lower per capita emissions). 
 
British Columbia has made impressive strides on wastewater, by sharply increasing the 
percentage of population served by secondary and tertiary treatment facilities.  In 2000 it 
placed fifth in Canada in the percentage of the population served by sewers that had sec-
ondary or better treatment facilities, and it outdistanced all other provinces in improve-
ment over the 1990s.  However, it should be noted that the three Prairie provinces and 
Ontario have over 90% of their population served by secondary or better wastewater 
treatment facilities, compared to only 63% in the case of BC.  In part this reflects BC’s 
geographic position as a coastal province, which has led to significant amounts of waste 
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being pumped into the ocean.  On parks and protected areas, BC leads Canada – indeed, 
it is first in North America – in the proportion of land officially set aside for this purpose, 
at 13.1%, compared to a national average of 7.3% and 12.5% in next-door Alberta. 
 
For life expectancy, BC led the country as of 1998, the last year for which data is avail-
able.  Over the 1990s, BC also ranked first in raising life expectancy, reaching 79.5 years 
by 1998, up from 78.1 years at the start of the decade.  Turning to other health indicators, 
British Columbia scores well on cancer mortality, with the third lowest mortality rate in 
the country.  Among the provinces, it ranked fourth on progress in reducing cancer mor-
tality between 1990 and 1997.  On the incidence of low birth weight, an internationally 
recognized indicator of health and social condition, BC had second best record in Canada 
in 1998 and ranked third in improvement from 1990 to 1998.   
 
The Progress Board’s target for low-income incidence is based on Statistics Canada's 
“unofficial low income cut off” indicator, or LICO.  In 1999 BC was sixth among the 
provinces, with 16.1% of families and unattached individuals living below the LICO 
level, slightly higher than the national average of 15.8%.  Over the period 1991 to 1999, 
BC ranked seventh in Canada in progress on this core target.  The low-income cut-off is 
defined by Statistics Canada as the percentage of the population that spends 54.7% or 
more of after-tax income on the basics of food, shelter and clothing.  While some critics 
have argued that LICO is flawed as a measure of poverty, it is included in this report be-
cause of its widespread use by Canadian researchers and governments and because suit-
able alternative measures are not available. 
 
British Columbia does not perform well in a Canadian context on many common meas-
ures of crime.  In 2000, it had the country’s highest combined personal and property 
crime rate per 100,000 people, with the vast majority of reported incidents falling in the 
property crime category.  Despite this poor showing, the good news is that BC has ex-
perienced a 26.8% drop in combined personal/property crime rates since 1991.  Among 
the provinces, BC ranked fifth in reducing crime rates during the past decade.  
 
Goal: Make BC a leader in Canada on environmental quality, health outcomes 

and social condition by 2010. 
 Environmental Quality: target 1st in Canada for environmental quality by 

2010. 
 Life Expectancy at Birth: target 1st in Canada for life expectancy at birth by 

2010. 
 Low Income Incidence: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for having the smallest 

percentage of families and unattached individuals living below the ‘low in-
come cut-off’ level by 2010. 
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Core Target 4: Environmental Quality – BC currently ranks first in Canada for overall envi-
ronmental quality based on an average of its performance rankings for urban air quality, wastewa-
ter treatment, greenhouse gas emissions per capita, and protected areas. 
 
Core Target 5: Life Expectancy at Birth - In 1998, BC was first in Canada in life expectancy at 
birth for both men and women.  It ranked fourth for improvement on this measure from 1997 to 
1998, and it was first in the country in progress between 1990 and 1998. 
 
Core Target 6: Low-Income Incidence - In 1999, BC ranked sixth among the provinces, with 
16.1% of the population below the unofficial low-income cut-off level (LICO), slightly above the 
Canadian average of 15.8%.  BC ranked eighth in progress on this measure between 1998 and 
1999, and seventh in success in reducing the proportion of population experiencing low incomes 
over the period 1990 to 1999. 
 

 

BC Regional Comparison -- Supplemental Information 
British Columbia consists of a number of regional economies that differ significantly in 
both industrial structure and social composition. Chapter V of the report includes some 
initial supplemental information comparing “large urban British Columbia” (here de-
fined as the Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area, or CMA) and “regional British Co-
lumbia” (the rest of the province) on a variety of economic, social and environmental in-
dicators.  It so happens that these two areas of the province have almost identical popula-
tions: the Vancouver CMA accounts for 49.5% of BC’s total population, while “Regional 
BC” is home to the other 50.5%. Perhaps surprisingly, both areas have experienced simi-
lar rates of population growth since 1990.  The Progress Board recognizes that British 
Columbia actually consists of several distinct regions, so some of the data on “Regional 
BC” presented in this report may be incomplete because it fails to examine trends in iden-
tifiable sub-regions such as Greater Victoria, the Interior, the Okanagan or the 
Kootenays.  In the next stage of our work, we intend to explore patterns of regional 
growth and to address the question of regional economic development in more depth.  
 
The employment gap between Greater Vancouver and Regional BC – as measured by the 
employment-to-population ratio – has widened since 1990, and this divergence has been 
one of the factors leading to higher relative incomes in Vancouver CMA.  The data sug-
gest that average employment income in the Vancouver CMA exceeds that in Regional 
BC by more than 15%.  Per capita retail sales and housing starts were also somewhat 
higher in the Vancouver region than the rest of the province over most of the 1990s.  As 
well, the value of non-residential building permits has been appreciably higher in the 
Vancouver CMA.  Indicators of educational level and entrepreneurial activity also differ 
between these two broad regions. The Vancouver CMA has proportionately more resi-
dents with university credentials and a larger fraction of the labour force employed in 
natural and applied sciences and related occupations.  It also significantly outpaces Re-
gional BC in rates of new business formation.  All of these findings help to explain di-
vergent income levels in the two regions as well as the considerably stronger income 
growth seen in the Vancouver CMA over the 1990s.  
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A review of available regional indicators on the environment, health and social condition 
paints a mixed picture.  Vancouver falls in the middle of BC cities in air quality (meas-
ured by PM10 concentrations), but it scores noticeably better than the rest of the province 
on wastewater treatment.  While life expectancy at birth is higher in the Vancouver CMA 
and cancer mortality is lower than in Regional BC, the Lower Mainland fares worse 
when it comes to the incidence of low-birth weights.  Finally, personal and property 
crime rates were consistently higher in the Vancouver CMA over the 1990s.  
 

Outline of the Report 
The remainder of this report is divided into six chapters and a number of appendices. 
 
Chapter I provides a brief introduction and overview of the BC Progress Board. 
 
Chapter II describes the methodology used in the report, and also discusses the economic 
growth process. 
 
Chapter III outlines the report’s benchmarking analysis for the economy, focusing on 
measures of growth, prosperity, innovation and education. 
 
Chapter IV outlines the benchmarking analysis for the environment, health and social 
condition. 
 
Chapter V offers some preliminary comparative information on economic, social and en-
vironmental trends in the Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area and Regional British Co-
lumbia.  
 
Chapter VI comments briefly on the BC Progress Board’s future work plan. 
 
The various appendices provide detailed tabular data on all of the core targets and per-
formance indicators, as well as the regional measures and the Canada-US comparisons 
reviewed in this report.  
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I. Introduction and Overview 
BC Progress Board: Structure, Mandate and Initial Report 
The BC Progress Board is an Independent Panel established in July 2001 by Premier 
Gordon Campbell.  Comprised of 15 eminent British Columbians, the Board has two 
mandates: 
 

1) To provide advice on the development of the best means to benchmark British 
Columbia's competitive performance over time and relative to other jurisdictions; 
and, 
 
2) To identify issues of importance to the future prosperity of British Columbia 
and advise the Premier on strategies, policies and actions necessary to improve 
the performance of the provincial economy and its social policy supports. 

 
This document represents the first step in establishing a framework to measure the prov-
ince’s performance as specified in the first mandate.  The framework involves “competi-
tive benchmarking”, that is, laying out “where BC is” in relation to key competing juris-
dictions, and establishing “where we should be” as a province.  Beginning with the dec-
ade of the 1990s as a baseline, the information presented in this document summarizes 
BC's relative performance on a range of indicators using the best available data. We take 
seriously our roles of providing the public with information on BC's progress and assist-
ing decision makers with their policy deliberations.    
 
The implementation of the BC Progress Board's measurement framework is very much a 
work in progress.  In a short period of time, we have identified and gathered data  
on our “Core Targets” and “Performance Indicators”.  We welcome your views,  
comments and ideas on the contents of this report.  We also look forward to your  
suggestions on how to achieve economic renewal in British Columbia – E-mail us at: 
ideas@bcprogressboard.com. 
 
This document is organized into six sections.  The next section provides a description of 
the framework that has been developed to monitor the province’s performance and pro-
gress.  The remaining sections present the initial results from the implementation of this 
framework. 
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II. Benchmarking British Columbia: Reaching Our Po-
tential 

Reaching our Potential 
The Progress Board believes there is fundamental congruence between a vibrant econ-
omy and a prosperous and healthy society.  A strong, competitive economy enables gov-
ernment to provide the services required by the public.  Over the last decade, there is con-
siderable evidence that BC’s economic performance has lagged.  On many of the eco-
nomic measures examined in this report, British Columbia has fallen to a third place posi-
tion or worse among the ten provinces.  Where should BC be?  
 
Fundamentally, the BC Progress Board is convinced that British Columbia is well placed 
to become the top-performing jurisdiction in Canada.  British Columbia has all of the 
natural and human endowments necessary to become the leading province in Canada.  
Here are a few key ones: 
 

• abundant resources and a natural beauty renowned around the world; 

• BC is uniquely situated between Europe and Asia; 

• excellent access to the dynamic US market; 

• high quality infrastructure to transport goods, services and people; 

• BC enjoys a diverse multi-cultural society; 

• a highly skilled and increasingly well-educated workforce capable of producing a 
wide-range of goods and services for domestic and international markets; and, 

• BC has stability in its institutions and the rule of law. 
 

Measuring Progress 
To measure the province’s rate of success over time it is necessary to have a measure-
ment framework.  The framework used in this report consists of a set of goals or targets 
coupled with a procedure for measuring progress towards their achievement. 
 
The specific framework we have developed to chart progress relies on “benchmarking.”  
Benchmarking involves specifying goals for realistic improvement in relation to other 
jurisdictions, and then monitoring the pace at which these goals are being reached over 
time.  A key advantage of benchmarking is that it helps one begin to understand the 
changes needed to improve overall performance.  Put another way, benchmarking is “the 
practice of being humble enough to admit that someone else is better than you, and being 
wise enough to learn how to be as good as or even better than them”.1  Benchmarking can 

                                                 
1 Source: http:strategis.ic.gc.ca/SSG/be00208e.html 
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help BC become more competitive through focusing attention on both strengths and 
weaknesses as well as by highlighting the performance of other jurisdictions.   
 
The mandate of the Progress Board puts a strong emphasis on building a more prosperous 
provincial economy.  The key economic targets highlighted in this report are increasing 
the rate of economic growth (as measured by the growth of real gross domestic product 
per person) improving BC’s standard of living (as measured by higher income levels), 
and providing job opportunities for people in the province who seek work.  These three 
core economic targets support a broader overarching goal of making British Columbia a 
leading economic performer within Canada. 
 
The current framework focuses not only on the achievement of our overarching goals and 
targets, but also on trends in a number of their major determinants.  Many factors influ-
ence a jurisdiction’s success in growing its economy, raising its standard of living and 
creating jobs.  A jurisdiction’s performance on these factors foretells its future track re-
cord in the core areas of growth, income and jobs.  It is important, therefore, to monitor 
performance to ensure we are moving in the right direction.  Careful monitoring also 
helps to pinpoint the reasons for past success or failure in achieving goals.   
 
Although economic prosperity is the Progress Board’s primary concern, Board members 
recognize that non-economic goals also matter.  Citizens of BC also want a clean envi-
ronment, a healthy population, and participation by as broad a cross-section of the popu-
lation as possible in the fruits of economic growth.  While there are many indicators that 
can shed light on progress in these areas, environmental quality, life expectancy at birth, 
and minimizing the incidence of low income among people are the three key targets cho-
sen by the Progress Board to gauge overall progress on the environment, health and so-
cial condition.  These three core targets support a broader overarching goal of making 
British Columbia a leader in environmental quality, health status and social condition 
within Canada.  Several other performance indicators are also examined in order to pro-
vide a more complete picture of changes in BC’s quality of life.   
 

Critical Factors for Economic Growth and Development 
The Economic Advisory Group (EAG) to the BC Progress Board was asked to identify 
the critical factors in the economic growth process. A lengthy preliminary list was ini-
tially developed, ranging from addressing aboriginal land claims to improving the effi-
ciency of the public sector, fostering entrepreneurship and strengthening management.  A 
more systematic matrix of ten key factors was then developed (see Table A on page 4).  
The table highlights three columns: 
 

• Necessary conditions – those elements that must not only be present or avail-
able to the economy but that must also facilitate economic growth; 

 
• Growth agents – those factors that individually or in combination account for 

economic development; and, 
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• Enabling strategies – those initiatives to be undertaken by government that 
may lessen or eliminate barriers to investment and growth, or create opportu-
nity for expansion to occur. 

 
Table A: Critical Factors in Economic Growth 

I II III 
Necessary Conditions Growth Agents Enabling Strategies 

 
 

1. Supply Spectrum 4. Entrepreneurship, Management 8. Access to Opportunity 
      Endowment       Organization        Resources 
      Location       Strategy        Markets and trade 
      Attractive powers       Decision-making        Information, knowledge 
      Industry structure       Capital attraction        Savings /investment generation 
      Regional dispersion 

 5. Labour and Human Capital 9. Removal of Restrictions/  
2. Policy Framework       Education     Inefficiencies 
      Attitude to business       Innovation       Resolve aboriginal land claims 
      Taxes       Income-generation       Infrastructure deficiencies,  
      Regulation       Flexible labour markets       bottlenecks 
      Size & functions of government       Monopoly services 

 6. Technology       Regulatory access 
3. Infrastructure      Incorporated 
      Transportation       Developed 10. Stimulation of Investment 
        international      Cost reduction       Formation of partnerships 
        interregional      Product, process improvement       Strategic sales (assets, crown  
        metropolitan          corporations) 
      Communications  7. Capital Accumulation       Financial institutions 
      Services       Net (real) capital stock       Venture capital 
      Institutions       Total factor productivity 

       Profits /investment 

Source: CCG Consulting Group Ltd. 
 
The three columns highlight ten critical prerequisites for sustained economic growth and 
development.  The Table starts (cell one) with a realistic assessment of what the province 
can produce, leading to a group of goods and services industries that can locate in BC on 
a competitive and attractive rate-of-return basis. It concludes (cell ten) with strategies 
aimed at stimulating the investment (and capital accumulation) necessary to raise living 
standards over the medium and longer-term.  
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The other entries in the table identify additional categories of factors important to the 
economic growth process, such as a policy framework that encourages growth, high qual-
ity transportation and communications infrastructure, the availability of educated “human 
capital”, receptiveness to innovation, and access to resources, markets and information. 
 
An assessment of critical factors in the economic growth process from the perspective of 
a small trade-dependent, sub-national jurisdiction like British Columbia leads to an im-
portant conclusion: to attract the private sector investment necessary for sustained growth 
to occur, policy makers need to pay close attention to cost competitiveness.  In particular, 
taxation and regulatory policies must be designed with a view to keeping overall business 
production costs competitive.  Removal of monopolies and the introduction of competi-
tion into both regulated and public service markets may also support the objective of 
achieving competitive cost structures.  Put simply, competitive taxation and regulatory 
policies are essential to encourage the investment spending that leads to technological 
innovation and upgrading, higher productivity and lower unit production costs. 
 
Similarly, since skilled human capital, like investment capital, is also increasingly mobile 
across jurisdictions, the taxes and levies imposed on individuals by government also need 
to be reasonable as measured against the value of the public services and programs deliv-
ered by state institutions. 
 
The combination of critical factors is not unique to British Columbia. It is true that BC is 
unusual in the complexity of its economic and social setting, and its administrative chal-
lenges are certainly formidable.  Even so, the trends seen in BC have also been experi-
enced in many other sub-national jurisdictions where economies are open to trade and 
competition. Among these are static or sub-par economic and population growth rates in 
outlying rural or resource-based regions (see Section V of this report for further informa-
tion), and a related trend toward urbanization and a clustering of economic growth stimuli 
and employment opportunities through a process of agglomeration.  
 
What sets BC apart is the particular mix of sectors and regions, and the need to apply the 
tests that the above factors represent (as a check-list) on an industry-by-industry basis.  
For both the province as a whole and its numerous sectoral and regional segments, the 
various growth-supporting factors can, over time, be integrated with the benchmarking 
exercise that the Progress Board is undertaking.  In most cases, corresponding bench-
marks already exist for the entries in each factor category.  In other cases, it may be diffi-
cult to provide appropriate indicators that meet the criteria for the Progress Board's meas-
urement framework (i.e. timeliness and cross-jurisdictional comparability). 
 
A further use for the critical factors may be in policy determination.  In this respect, two 
or more critical factors may be combined to lead to appropriate policy approaches. For 
example, projects considered to be worthy in the infrastructure category (in the 1st col-
umn) may be tested against criteria in capital accumulation (in the 2nd) and those pro-
posed for private investment or a private-public partnership (in the 3rd). In a similar vein, 
the policy framework components of taxes, regulation, property rights (among others) 
should lead to an expansion and upgrading of entrepreneurship and management, and 
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thus to an increase in the number of firms taking advantage of greater access to opportu-
nity. 
 
Finally, the various factors listed in the Table are consistent with empirical findings in 
modern economic growth theory. At its simplest, the basic policy prescription flowing 
from the theory is sometimes held to be lower taxes, streamlining regulations, reducing 
rigidities in labour markets, and investing in innovation and human capital development. 
These conditions are fundamental to establishing a setting conducive to sustained growth, 
but a number of other elements – from technology to capital formation – are also re-
quired.  At the core, it is the adoption of technology, driven by committed managers and 
entrepreneurs, that leads to the productivity gains that are the source of higher incomes, 
and that bolster the relative competitiveness of a jurisdiction.  Yet before this result can 
occur, there must be ongoing investment, which requires profits that may need to be gen-
erated internally through a general cost reduction strategy.   
 

Targets and Performance Indicators 
To implement the benchmarking framework that forms the core of this report it is neces-
sary to create statistical measures of the goals and their determinants.  The goals are de-
fined in terms of target variables, and the determinants of these variables are termed per-
formance indicators.  Changes in the latter have implications for trends in the target 
variables.   
 
Over the course of the fall of 2001, BC Progress Board staff engaged in an iterative proc-
ess with the Board itself and its Economic Advisory Group (see Appendix B) to arrive at 
an array of suitable target variables and performance indicators.  For measures of envi-
ronment, health and social condition, staff consulted with knowledgeable government 
officials.  To the extent possible, the selection of targets and indicators of progress was 
conducted in accordance with the following criteria: 
 

• The measures must provide timely cross-jurisdictional comparisons; 

• The measures must represent an unbiased reporting of the condition (that is, they 
should be based on neutral and credible third party information); 

• The measures should be consistent across time and jurisdictions; and, 

• Generally, the measures must not be collinear with other variables (that is, they 
should not simply replicate information presented in another measure). 

 
An additional consideration governing the selection of measures for inclusion in the 
benchmarking exercise was the Board’s desire to keep the number of indicators small 
enough to make the exercise manageable and relatively easy to understand. 
 
The result of the selection process is the set of core measures comprised of “target” vari-
ables and “performance indicators” that form for body of this report. 
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The Progress Board’s overarching economic goal is to: 
 
Make BC an economic leader in Canada by 2010. 
 

 Targets: 
 
• Core Target 1: Economic Growth - Growth of Real Gross Do-

mestic Product Per Capita 
• Core Target 2: Standard of Living – Level of Real Personal Dis-

posable Income Per Capita 
• Core Target 3: Jobs - Employment to Population Ratio 
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 Performance Indicators: 
 
• Performance Indicator 1: Average Hourly Earnings 
• Performance Indicator 2: Productivity  
• Performance Indicator 3: Total Exports per Capita 
• Performance Indicator 4: Taxpayer Supported Debt as Percent of 

GDP 
• Performance Indicator 5: Per Capita Tax Burden - Consolidated 

Provincial and Local 
• Performance Indicator 6: Top Personal Marginal Tax Rate 
• Performance Indicator 7: Provincial Deficit/Surplus Levels 
• Performance Indicator 8: Net Inter-Provincial Migration 
• Performance Indicator 9: Total Fixed Business Investment 
• Performance Indicator 10: Secondary School Graduates 
• Performance Indicator 11: University Completion 
• Performance Indicator 12: Research and Development as a Per-

cent of GDP 
• Performance Indicator 13: Percentage of Persons Employed in 

Natural Sciences and Related Occupations 
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The Progress Board’s overarching goal for environment, health and society is: 
 
Make BC a leader in Canada on environment quality, health outcomes 
and social condition by 2010. 
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 Targets: 
 
• Core Target 4: Environmental Quality 
• Core Target 5: Life Expectancy at Birth 
• Core Target 6: Low Income Incidence 
 
Performance Indicators: 
 
• Performance Indicator 14: Air Quality 
• Performance Indicator 15: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
• Performance Indicator 16: Wastewater Treatment 
• Performance Indicator 17: Parks/Protected Areas 
• Performance Indicator 18: Cancer Mortality  
• Performance Indicator 19: Low Birth Weight  
• Performance Indicator 20: Personal and Property Crime 

 
 

Jurisdictions Studied 
The target variables and performance indicators for British Columbia are benchmarked 
against other provinces and Canada as a whole.  To supplement these within-country ju-
risdictional comparisons, topic boxes comparing BC's performance relative to the US 
states of Washington, Oregon and California (together with data on Alberta, Ontario and 
Quebec) are also provided. 
 
In recognition of the fact that the province consists of a number of regions that differ sig-
nificantly in their economic structure, we have also reported on 17 measures that provide 
a broad picture of differences between the Lower Mainland and the other parts of the 
province. The inclusion of these indicators represents an initial step to benchmark re-
gional performance.  Unfortunately, suitable regional data is not available for all of the 
core “targets” and “performance indicators” used at the provincial/state level.  In future, 
the Progress Board hopes to carry out additional work on regional economic and social 
performance.  
 
In the tables in this document, each jurisdiction is labeled as follows: 
 

• British Columbia – BC 
• Alberta – AB 
• Saskatchewan – SK 
• Manitoba – MN 
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• Ontario – ON 
• Quebec – QB 
• New Brunswick – NB 
• Nova Scotia – NS 
• Prince Edward Island – PE 
• Newfoundland – NF 
• Canada – CAN 
• California – CF 
• Oregon – OR 
• Washington State – WA 
• Vancouver Census Metropolitan Area – Vancouver CMA 
• Regional BC – RBC 

 

Core Target and Performance Indicators: Progress Measurement 
and Ranking 
To provide an indication of how BC compares with other jurisdictions as well as vis-à-vis 
its own past performance, we have organized the indicators in this report into three “Pro-
gress Measures”: 

• Rank by Province – assesses BC's standing or performance relative to other juris-
dictions in the last year for which data is available for the indicator.  Each juris-
diction is given an ordinal ranking from “best” to “worst” with 1 signifying the 
best;  

• One Year Progress Check – provides a rank based on progress recorded (or rate 
of change) during the last year for which data is available relative to the previous 
year.  Each jurisdiction is again given an ordinal ranking from “best” to “worst”; 
and, 

 
• Period Progress Rank – provides a rank based on progress experienced in each 

jurisdiction over a longer time period (the average annual rate of progress over the 
period).  Each jurisdiction is again then ranked from “best” to “worst” using an 
ordinal rank starting with 1 for best. 

 
The data used in this report are as current as possible.  For almost all of the economic in-
dicators, Canadian data up to the year 2000 became available in late October 2001.  We 
have chosen not to use any forecast information or “preliminary estimates”.  Such data 
are often subject to significant uncertainty and revision and, as a result, are of little value 
in an analysis that seeks to understand progress measurement.   
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Supplemental US Comparisons: Progress Measurement, Rank-
ing and Conversion Issues 
To provide an indication of how BC compares with US jurisdictions, the report contains a 
series of topic boxes that provide information on seven jurisdictions: BC, Alberta, Que-
bec, Ontario, Washington, Oregon and California.  Here too, the data is organized around 
three Progress Measures: 

• Rank by Jurisdiction – assesses BC's performance relative to other jurisdictions 
in the last year for which data is available for the indicator.  Each jurisdiction is 
given an ordinal ranking from “best” to “worst” with 1 signifying the best among 
the seven jurisdictions reviewed in this part of the report;  

• One Year Progress Check – provides a rank based on progress experienced (or 
the rate of change) in the last year for which data is available relative to the previ-
ous year.  Each jurisdiction is again given an ordinal ranking from “best” to 
“worst”; and, 

 
• Period Progress Rank – the values for the average annual rate of “improvement” 

for the Canadian and US indicators are computed using a formula that calculates 
the compound growth (or improvement) rate between the starting and ending val-
ues of each indicator.  This method, rather than the average of the year-to-year 
growth rates for the period, has been used for Canada-US comparisons because 
there are limited data available for some indicators, and thus fewer observations 
for each indicator.  

 
One of the difficulties with comparing performance in Canada and the United States is 
that economic activity is measured in the two countries’ respective national currencies. 
To compare economic performance it is necessary to convert the data into a common cur-
rency – whether US or Canadian dollars.  For some indicators this conversion simply 
amounts to multiplying the US data by the prevailing Canada-US market exchange rate.  
For other indicators the conversion process is more complicated. 
 
Two measures of the exchange rate are often employed to convert indicators into a com-
mon currency.  The first is the one mentioned above, namely, the actual market exchange 
rate.  The second involves using what is known as a Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) ex-
change rate.  This rate adjusts for differences in the prices of similar goods between Can-
ada and the United States, in order to better gauge the true purchasing power of income 
between the two countries from the perspective of national residents.  The PPP version of 
the exchange rate assists in answering the question: Can residents of BC purchase the 
same amount of goods and services with their (Canadian dollar) incomes as residents of 
particular American states do with their (US dollar) incomes?   
 
For example, suppose a hamburger costs $1.50 Canadian in BC and $2.00 US in Wash-
ington.  In that case, $15 Canadian would purchase 10 hamburgers in BC and $15 US 
would purchase 7.5 hamburgers in Washington.  The difference in the purchasing power 
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of income - $15 measured in the two currencies – between BC and Washington reflects 
the difference in the price of the hamburgers.  If one is converting the US dollar income 
into Canadian dollar income, one needs to account for the fact that the price of hamburg-
ers differs.  While the market exchange rate reflects such differences in the long run, it 
often provides a distorted picture of gaps in purchasing power in the short run. 
   
The PPP exchange rate equates the price of hamburgers in the two countries in a common 
currency, which is what the actual exchange rate does in the long run.  For the above ex-
ample, the PPP exchange rate for hamburgers is $US 0.75 – the ratio of the price of the 
Canadian hamburger to the price of the US hamburger in their own currency.  Converting 
the income of residents of Washington to Canadian dollars using the actual exchange rate 
of roughly $US 0.63 (as of January 2002) overestimates the amount of hamburgers (and 
of goods and services in general) that people in Washington can actually purchase – their 
“real” income.  While 15 US dollars converts into 23.8 Canadian dollars at the January 
2002 market exchange rate, it still can only buy 7.5 hamburgers in Washington State.  As 
a result, the PPP exchange rate yields a better estimate of the true purchasing power of 
income when converting to a common currency than does the market exchange rate. 
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Table B: Core Targets and Performance Indicators - Where BC Ranks 
Among 10 Canadian Provinces 

 
 

 

 

Core Target or 
Performance Indicator 

Period BC’s Rank by 
Province (last 
available data 

year) 

One Year 
Progress 

Check 

Period 
Progress 

Rank 

Description 

 
1. Economic Growth: Growth 

of Real GDP per Capita 
1991  

-  
2000 

6 3 10 

 
2. Standard of Living: Real 

Personal Disposable In-
come per Capita 

1991  
-  

2000 
3 7 10 

 
3. Jobs: Employment to Popu-

lation Ratio 
1991 

-  
2000 

5 6 10 

 1. Average Hourly Earnings 
1991 

-  
2000 

2 10 2 

 2. Productivity 
1991 

- 
 2000 

5 4 8 

 3. Total Exports per Capita 
1991  

-  
2000 

7 4 10 

 4. Tax Payer Supported Debt 
1991/92  

-  
2000/01 

2 5 6 

 5. Per Capita Tax Burden 
1991/92  

-  
2000/01 

7 6 3 

 6. Top Marginal Tax Rate 
1992  

-  
2001 

3 1 4 

 7. Provincial Deficit/Surplus 
1991/92  

-  
2000/01 

3 5 4 

 
8. Net Inter-Provincial Migra-

tion 
1991/92  

-  
2000/01 

8 3 8 

 
9. Gross Fixed Business 

Investment 
1991  

-  
2000 

6 4 10 

 
10. Secondary School Gradu-

ates 
1990  

-  
1999 

9 1 3 

 11. University Completion 
1991  

-  
2000 

2 4 2 

 12. R&D as a % of GDP 
1990  

-  
1998 

6 9 6 
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13. Natural and Applied Sci-

ences 
1991  

-  
2000 

4 6 3 

Assessment of 
British Colum-
bia's perform-
ance on key 
measures of 
economic per-
formance, inno-
vation and edu-
cation. 

  4. Environmental Quality - 1 n/a n/a 

 5. Life Expectancy at Birth 
1990 

-  
1998 

1 4 1 

 6. Low Income Incidence 
1990  

-  
1999 

6 8 7 

 14. Air Quality 2000 n/a n/a n/a 

 
15. Greenhouse Gas Emis-

sions 
1990  

-  
1999 

3 9 2 

 16. Wastewater Treatment 
1991  

-  
1999 

5 n/a 1 

 17. Protected Areas 2001 1 n/a n/a 

 18. Cancer Mortality Rate 
1990  

-  
1997 

3 9 4 

 19. Low Birth Weight Rate 
1990  

-  
1998 

2 2 3 
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20. Personal and Property 

Crime 
1991  

-  
2000 

10 3 5 

Assessment of 
British Colum-
bia’s perform-
ance on key 
measures of 
environmental 
protection, 
health outcomes 
and societal 
conditions. 
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Table C: Core Targets and Performance Indicators - Supplemental In-
formation on BC’s Ranking Relative to Selected US and Ca-
nadian Jurisdictions (BC, AB, ON, QB, WA, OR, CF) 

 
  Supplemental 

Performance Indicator 
Period BC’s Rank by 

Province/State 
(last available 

data year) 

One Year 
Progress 

Check 

Period Pro-
gress Rank 

 Real GDP per Capita 
1991  

-  
1999 

6 1 6 

 
Real Personal Disposable 
Income per Capita 

1991  
-  

2000 
6 4 7 

 Employment-Population Ratio 
1991 

-  
1999 

6 3 6 

 Average Hourly Earnings 
1992 

- 
2000 

3 1 4 

 Hourly Labour Productivity 
1992 

- 
1999 

6 5 7 

 Unit Labour Costs 
1992 

-  
2000 

4 4 4 

 Tax Payer Supported Debt 
1991/92 

-  
1998/99 

5 7 5 

 Per Capita Tax Burden 
1991/92 

- 
1998/99 

5 1 3 

 
Marginal Personal Income Tax 
Rate 

1992 
- 

2000 
7 3 4 

 
Net Inter-Provincial (Inter-State) 
Migration 

1990 
- 

1999 
7 2 6 
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 R&D as a % of GDP 
1993 

-  
1998 

7 7 7 

 Air Quality 2000 n/a n/a n/a 

 Low Birth Weight Rate 
1993 

-  
1998 

1 1 2 
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 Personal and Property Crime 
1995 

-  
2000 

7 4 2 
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III. Economy, Innovation and Education 
Overview 
During the 1990s, British Columbia fell well short of being a leading economy within 
Canada.   
 
BC posted the sixth best growth in real gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in 2000.  
Despite this relatively poor performance BC maintained the fourth highest level of real 
gross domestic product (GDP) per capita in the country in that year.  Over the decade 
1991 to 2000, BC’s relative position within Canada deteriorated as it ranked last among 
the provinces in increasing real GDP per capita.  Stated differently, BC was, on average, 
the least successful province in expanding the size of the economic pie on a per person 
basis over the decade.  In 1991, its real GDP per capita stood $1,781 above the national 
average (in 1997 dollars); by 2000, BC had fallen $2,251 below the Canadian average.  
At the same time, BC went from having a real per capita GDP $2,951 below Alberta’s at 
the start of the period (1991) to trailing its neighbor by a startling $9,371 ten years later.   
 
In 2000, BC recorded the third highest level of real personal disposable income per capita 
in Canada, although this still left the typical British Columbian $577 poorer than the av-
erage Canadian; in 1991, BC enjoyed the country’s second highest average real personal 
disposable income, some $958 above the national average.  Thus, over the decade BC 
shifted from being an above-average to a below-average performer within Canada on this 
basic measure of standard of living.  Whereas Alberta trailed BC by $268 in real dispos-
able income per person in 1991, by 2000 the two provinces’ positions had reversed, with 
Alberta having moved in front by $1,773.  Real personal disposable income levels in BC 
also fell further behind those of Washington, Oregon and California during the 1990s. 
 
In 2000, British Columbia stood fifth among the provinces on the core target for job per-
formance used in this report, the employment-to-population ratio among those aged 15 to 
64.  In that year, 70.2% of British Columbians in this age group were employed, versus a 
nation-wide average of 71.1%.  Although all ten provinces saw their employment to 
population ratios rise between 1991 and 2000, BC posted the smallest advance over the 
period. 
 
A review of other performance indicators included in this report suggests several other 
factors that may have contributed to BC’s relatively poor showing in the crucially impor-
tant areas of economic growth, standard of living, and jobs.  In particular, in 2000 BC 
ranked a mediocre fifth in Canada in aggregate productivity, as measured by real GDP 
per hour worked, and it was eighth in raising economy-wide productivity from 1991 to 
2000.  On the other hand, over the same period BC recorded the second biggest rise in 
average hourly earnings and, by 2000, it had the second highest hourly earnings in the 
country.  The combination of weak productivity growth and sizable jumps in hourly earn-
ings means that unit labour costs have increased more rapidly in British Columbia than in 
most other jurisdictions. Unit labour costs, which incorporate average hourly earnings 
and productivity into a single indicator, are a common proxy for overall business cost 
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competitiveness.  Unit labour costs are higher in British Columbia than in Alberta, On-
tario and Quebec, and over time BC’s cost competitiveness has clearly deteriorated rela-
tive to the rest of Canada. All Canadian jurisdictions, including British Columbia, have 
lower unit labour costs than do the American states of Washington, Oregon and Califor-
nia.  This mainly reflects the low (and steadily diminishing) value of the Canadian dollar 
compared to its American counterpart.  Without a weakening Canadian dollar, BC’s 
business cost competitiveness would have declined relative to most US states in the 
1990s.  
 
Within Canada, BC stood sixth in fixed business investment as a proportion of GDP in 
2000, and it was last among the provinces in raising the business investment to GDP ratio 
from 1991 to 2000.  BC ranks sixth in the country on research and development spending 
as a percentage of GDP, and it was also sixth in the average rate of progress recorded on 
this indicator of innovation during the years 1990 to 1998.  In addition, it should be noted 
that Washington, Oregon and California all channel larger shares of GDP toward research 
and development activity than does British Columbia, and have done so for many years.  
This may help to explain why these US states have generally outpaced BC in productivity 
and income growth in the past decade.    
 
By 2000-01, British Columbia had the fourth highest consolidated provincial-local gov-
ernment tax burden on a per person basis ($5,045 per person), although this was below 
the average burden for all provinces ($5,902), which is pushed up by relatively high pro-
vincial-local taxes in the populous provinces of Ontario and Quebec.  BC ranked third in 
Canada in “progress” on this fiscal indicator between 1991-92 and 2000-01 – i.e., con-
solidated provincial-local taxes per person actually rose faster, on average, in seven other 
provinces. 
 
Both BC’s relative standing within Canada in the most recent year and its progress over 
the 1990s are quite impressive on several other economic performance indicators ad-
dressed in this report, including top marginal tax rates, the burden of taxpayer-supported 
debt, university graduates as a share of the working-age population, and the proportion of 
the labour force made up of people in natural and applied sciences and related occupa-
tions.  
 
A bright spot for British Columbia in the 1990s was the relative strength of its fiscal posi-
tion.  Between 1991-92 and 2000-01, BC ranked fourth among the provinces in progress 
on the deficit (i.e., in improving the fiscal balance in relation to GDP).  Also, in 2000 
British Columbia had the second lowest taxpayer-supported debt burden in Canada cali-
brated as a share of GDP.  However, the fact is that BC’s fiscal position has worsened 
markedly in the past year, with large deficits and a rapidly-escalating taxpayer supported 
provincial debt now predicted through at least 2004.    
 
Recent years saw BC achieve modest success in reducing the top marginal personal tax 
rates paid by highly skilled workers and successful entrepreneurs.  From 1994 to 1998, 
BC had the highest top combined federal-provincial marginal tax rate in North America 
(54.2%).  By 2001, BC had established the third lowest rate in Canada; and in 2002, it is 
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poised to have the second-lowest top rate.  The progress made on this indicator should 
bolster the province’s attractiveness for mobile professional, managerial and technical 
personnel, as well as for talented entrepreneurs whose business activities are central to 
the process of wealth- and job-creation.  
 
BC fares well on the main measure of university completion used in this report.  Among 
the 25-54 age group, it had the second highest percentage holding university credentials 
in 2000 (27.7%), slightly above the Canada-wide average (27.1%) and considerably bet-
ter than Alberta (23.6%).  BC also ranked second in progress on this performance indica-
tor over the decade.  However, it is also true that BC's track record for "educating its 
own" is considerably less impressive, as the province traditionally has relied on in-
migration to meet a large portion of its demand for educated workers.  In the early 1990s, 
BC's university completion rate, defined as the number of baccalaureate degrees granted 
by post-secondary institutions in the province for the 18 - 24 age cohort, stood at just 
two-thirds of the national average.  By 1998, this figure had climbed to 80% of the na-
tional average, as university enrollment rates and the numbers of graduates both rose sig-
nificantly with the development of five university colleges and two additional degree 
granting institutions.   
 
In year 2000, BC placed fourth in Canada for the proportion of the labour force employed 
in natural and applied sciences and related occupations, and it ranked third in progress in 
this area between 1991 and 2000.  Tracking this indicator is a useful way to assess the 
extent to which a jurisdiction’s labour force skills are rising over time.  The good news is 
that the quality of BC’s "human capital base" appears to have improved relative to most 
other provinces. 
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Targets and Performance Indicators 
 
 

Goal 
Make BC an economic leader in Canada by 2010. 

 
 

Targets 
1. Economic Growth: target 1st or 2nd among the provinces in the growth of 

real GDP per capita by 2010. 

2. Standard of Living: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for the level of real per-
sonal disposable income per capita by 2010. 

3. Jobs: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for the employment to population ratio 
among those aged 15 to 64 by 2010. 

Performance Indicators 
1. Average Hourly Earnings 

2. Productivity 

3. Total Exports per Capita 

4. Taxpayer Supported Debt as a Percent of GDP 

5. Per Capita Tax Burden - Consolidated Provincial and Local  

6. Top Marginal Personal Income Tax Rate 

7. Provincial Deficit/Surplus Levels 

8. Net Inter-Provincial Migration 

9. Business Gross Fixed Capital Formation 

10. Secondary School Graduates 

11. University Completion 

12. Research and Development as a Percent of GDP 

13. Natural and Applied Sciences and Related Occupations 
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Where BC Ranks Economy, Innovation and Education 
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By Province (last available data year) 
Year 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000/

01 
2000/

01 2001 2000/
01 

2000/
01 2000 1999 2000 1998 2000   

BC 6 3 5 2 5 7 2 7 3 3 8 6 9 2 6 4 4.88 3 
AB 3 2 1 3 1 2 1 5 1 1 1 1 10 6 4 3 2.81 1 
SK 5 8 3 7 3 3 4 8 2 2 10 3 7 7 7 10 5.56 5 
MB 8 4 2 6 7 5 3 6 4 8 7 10 8 3 8 6 5.94 6 
ON 4 1 4 1 2 1 5 9 4 5 2 8 6 1 1 1 3.44 2 
QB 2 5 7 4 4 4 8 10 10 7 6 9 3 4 2 2 5.44 4 
NB 10 7 9 8 8 6 7 3 6 6 4 5 1 8 9 7 6.50 8 
NS 9 6 8 9 9 10 10 4 7 10 5 4 4 5 3 8 6.94 9 
PE 7 9 6 10 10 9 6 2 8 9 3 7 2 9 10 9 7.25 10 
NF 1 10 10 5 6 8 9 1 9 3 9 2 5 10 5 5 6.13 7 

One Year Progress Check 
Year 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000 2000/

01 2001 2000/
01 

2000/
01 2000 1999 2000 1998 2000   

BC 3 7 6 10 4 4 5 6 1 5 3 4 1 4 9 6 4.88 3 
AB 1 1 9 8 7 7 1 2 2 2 4 1 6 8 1 9 4.31 1 
SK 2 2 8 4 2 2 3 1 3 3 9 8 2 5 10 8 4.50 2 
MB 4 3 5 3 9 10 8 3 7 9 5 6 9 1 8 1 5.69 7 
ON 8 5 3 7 6 6 2 7 8 6 7 5 4 3 3 2 5.13 4 
QB 6 6 2 5 3 3 6 9 6 8 6 3 5 7 5 3 5.19 5 
NB 9 8 7 2 8 9 4 10 5 7 1 7 3 9 6 7 6.38 8 
NS 10 10 4 6 5 5 9 8 9 1 10 10 7 2 2 5 6.44 9 
PE 5 9 1 9 10 8 7 4 10 9 8 2 10 10 4 10 7.25 10 
NF 7 4 10 1 1 1 10 5 4 4 2 9 8 6 7 4 5.19 5 

Period Progress Rank 
Period 

1991 
- 

2000 

1991 
- 

2000 

1991 
- 

2000 

1991 
- 

2000 

1991 - 
2000 

1991 - 
2000 

1991/
92 - 

2000/
01 

1991/
92 - 

2000/
01 

1992 
- 2001 

1991/
92 - 

2000/
01 

1991/
92 - 

2000/
01 

1991 - 
2000 

1990 
- 

1999 

1991 
- 

2000 

1990 - 
1998 

1991 - 
2000   

BC 10 10 10 2 8 10 6 3 4 4 8 10 3 2 6 3 6.19 8 
AB 2 7 5 1 4 9 1 1 1 1 1 1 8 10 3 8 3.94 1 
SK 6 6 8 4 2 4 2 10 2 2 6 7 10 4 4 7 5.25 4 
MB 8 8 3 5 6 6 3 7 3 10 5 5 9 7 8 2 5.94 7 
ON 4 9 6 3 3 2 8 6 6 3 2 8 5 8 2 1 4.75 3 
QB 5 4 4 8 5 5 9 8 9 7 4 9 1 1 1 5 5.31 5 
NB 7 1 2 6 10 7 7 5 5 6 9 4 7 5 10 10 6.31 9 
NS 9 3 7 10 7 8 5 4 8 9 10 3 4 9 5 9 6.88 10 
PE 3 5 1 7 9 3 10 9 7 8 3 6 6 3 9 4 5.81 6 
NF 1 2 9 9 1 1 4 2 10 4 7 2 2 6 7 6 4.56 2 

Note on Table: An arithmetic average and “overall indicative ranking” is included for summary com-
parison purposes only.  Each Target and Performance Indicator should be viewed independently with 
more emphasis being placed on the three “Target” measures for comparing British Columbia’s overall 
economic performance relative to other provinces. 
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Core Target 1 Economic Growth Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Provincial Economic Accounts, Catalogue 13-213 
 

Description 
Economic growth (i.e., the change of real GDP 
per capita) is a key measure of economic pros-
perity, expressed in terms of the value of output 
(goods and services produced) per person.   
 
Gross Domestic Product is the additional value 
added to the economy by current productive ac-
tivities of individuals, businesses, governments 
and non-residents (who may purchase and sell 
goods and services to British Columbians). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why it’s Important 
The growth of real GDP per capita is an effective 
measure of changes in the prosperity of a jurisdic-
tion and its population.  Slower growth in real GDP 
per capita results in lower levels of purchasing 
power, real personal income, and real wages and 
salaries. If real GDP per capita increases faster than 
the population, then the size of the "economic pie" 
is growing on a per person basis.  
 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) - 6th 
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 3rd  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 10th  
How Does BC Compare? 
British Columbia posted the smallest gains in real 
GDP per capita in Canada in the 1990s.  In 2000, 
British Columbia recorded the sixth highest growth 
in per capita real GDP.  From 1991 to 2000, BC 
experienced an average annual increase of 0.8%, 
compared to 2.7% in Alberta, 2.6% in Ontario, and 
2.4% in Quebec.  Real per capita GDP in Canada 
increased by 2.3% per year.   
 
In 2000, BC's level of real GDP per capita was 
fourth among provinces at $30,664, versus the Ca-
nadian average of $32,915.  In comparison, real 
GDP per capita stood at $40,035 in Alberta, 
$30,764 in Saskatchewan, and $36,510 in Ontario. 

BC versus Canadian Average 
Growth Rate of Real GDP Per Capita
Annual Percentage Change
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Note on Data:  The One Year Progress Check has 
been calculated by ranking the percentage change for 
real GDP growth in 1999/2000 relative to the percent-
age change from 1998/1999. 
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Core Target 1 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Economic Growth  
(Growth Rate of Real GDP Per Capita) 
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Source: Centre for Spatial Economics; US Bureau of Economic Analysis 
 
Description:  
 
This indicator is a measure of the growth rate of goods and services produced per person in a 
province or state.  It is employed as a measure of the relative change in the “standard of living” 
across geographic areas.  Regions with higher growth rates of per capita GDP experience 
greater improvements in standard of living.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1999) - 6 
1-Year Progress Check (1998-1999) - 1 
Period Progress Rank (1991-1999) - 6 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
BC compares quite poorly in terms of this measure of changes in living standards, and in fact 
has posted the weakest overall performance through the 1990s.  British Columbia saw its best 
performance in 1999 when real per capita GDP grew over 2% based on the given time horizon. 
However, that same year Ontario and Quebec surged past BC with real per capita growth rates 
of 6.1% and 4.8% respectively.  Per capita growth in 1999 for the three states ranged from 4.8% 
to 6.5%.  BC has lagged the three provinces and three states throughout the 1990s.  This shows 
that BC failed to share in the growth that took place in Canada and the United States during this 
time. 

Note on Data:  The One Year Progress Check has been calculated by ranking the percentage change for 
real GDP growth in 1998/1999 relative to the percentage change from 1997/1998. 
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Core Target 2 Standard of Living Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Provincial Economic Accounts, Catalogue 13-213 
 

Description 
Real personal disposable income per capita 
represents total income minus certain taxes paid 
to all levels of government (e.g., income taxes, 
contributions to social security, etc.) and various 
fees such as medical insurance premiums, meas-
ured in 1997 dollars and expressed on a per per-
son basis.  It includes income earned by all resi-
dents of the province, regardless of where it was 
earned. 

Why it’s Important 
Real disposable income per capita provides an 
accurate indication of individuals’ spending 
power and standard of living. 
 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 3rd  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 7th  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 10th   
How Does BC Compare? 
In 2000, British Columbia had the third highest real 
personal disposable income per capita in Canada.  
In 1991, it ranked second among the provinces in 
absolute terms.  During the 1990s, BC slipped to 
third place behind Alberta and Ontario but ahead of 
Quebec.  Alberta trailed BC by $268 at the start of 
the decade, but by 2000 it enjoyed a $1,773 lead 
over BC.  BC remained above the national average 
in real personal disposable income per person until 
1998, when it began to fall behind.  For 2000, the 
Canadian average stood at $19,606, versus BC at 
$19,029. 
  
BC's poor record on this key measure reflects its 
weak economic performance over the entire period, 
and increasingly so since 1995.  Recent personal 
income tax cuts at both the provincial and federal 
levels should begin to reverse the declining trend 
and improve BC's position. 
 

BC versus Canadian Average 
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Core Target 2 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 
 
 
 Standard of Living  
(Real Personal Disposable Income Per Capita - $1997) 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; Bureau of Economic Analysis and US Census Bureau 
 
Description:  
 
This indicator is a measure of the amount of income earned from various sources by 
persons after the payment of direct taxes and social insurance contributions to govern-
ments.  This measure is adjusted for inflation, so it captures changes in the purchasing
power of income over time.  This indicator provides an indication of the relative size of 
per capita personal income across the geographic areas examined here.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (2000) - 6 
1-Year Progress Check (1999-2000) - 4 
Period Progress Rank (1991-2000) - 7 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
BC ranks near the bottom in this indicator for 2000.  Of the provinces, Ontario has generally 
had the highest real personal disposable per capita income followed by Alberta.  Quebec is at 
the very bottom.  In 2000, Ontario’s real per capita disposable income was over $2,200 higher 
than in BC and over $3,300 higher than Quebec. 
 
Not surprisingly, residents of California, Washington and Oregon have much higher real per-
sonal disposable incomes.  These states have an overall lower tax burden.  The spread between 
BC and Oregon – the U.S. state with the lowest real per capita income in 2000 – was over 
$5,200. 
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Core Target 3 Jobs Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats, Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 
 

Description 
This indicator shows the number of employed 
persons (i.e. working for pay or profit, doing 
unpaid work contributing to the operation of a 
family farm or business) expressed as a per-
centage of the population aged 15 to 64. 
Why it’s Important 
The employment rate is an effective measure 
of the rate of labour utilization.  Higher labour 
utilization traditionally accompanies strong 
economic activity. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 5th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 6th  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 10th  
How Does BC Compare? 
From 1991 to 2000, BC consistently stayed in the 
mid-range for the employment to population ratio 
in Canada.  In 1991, it ranked fifth overall in Can-
ada with a rate of 69.9%, compared to 73.7% in 
Alberta and 70.7% in Ontario.  The Canadian av-
erage in 2000 was 71.1%, compared to 76.7% in 
Alberta and 73.3% in Ontario. In 2000, BC lagged 
behind with an employment to population ratio of 
70.2%, placing it fifth overall in Canada. 
 
Until 1998, BC had an above average employment 
to population ratio within Canada, but it has 
lagged since.  The cumulative effect of strong 
economic performance elsewhere in Canada (es-
pecially in Ontario and Alberta), and sub-par 
growth in BC, is the primary reason for this result.   
 
In recent years, the strongest growth in employ-
ment in BC occurred in the northeast region of the 
province, due to increased activity in the upstream 
oil and gas sector.    

 

BC versus Canadian Average 
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Core Target 3 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Jobs 
(Employment to Population Ratio – 16 yrs. and over) 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; US Bureau of Labour Statistics and US Census Bureau 
 
Description:  
 
The employment-population ratio is the percentage of the working age population that is em-
ployed in a jurisdiction.  This indicator is a general measure of the ability of a jurisdiction to 
create work for its population, as well as the desire of its population to participate in the labour 
force. The latter desire is influenced by such factors as the age distribution of the population and 
after-tax earnings from work, while the ability to create work is determined by the relative cost 
of labour and the output performance of the economy. 
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1999) - 6 
1-Year Progress Check (1998-1999) - 3 
Period Progress Rank (1991-1999) - 6 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
BC’s rank for the employment-source population ratio remained near the bottom of the list rela-
tive to the three states and three provinces during the 1990s.  Alberta has the highest ratio at 
present, and, during the period 1991-2000, generally maintained that position.  From the mid 
1990s onward, the employment-population ratio in BC and Oregon remained relatively con-
stant, while in Quebec, Ontario and Alberta the ratio trended upward.  The failure of the ratio to 
rise in BC likely reflects the relatively poor economic performance of the province during the 
period. 

Note on Data: Government statistical agencies in Canada and the United States use different measures of 
the employment-population ratio.  In Canada the number of persons 15 years of age and over is included 
for both population and employment, while in the United States the number of persons 16 years of age 
and over is included.  While this small difference will have some impact on comparisons between the 
measures in the two countries, it is unlikely to result in significant differences in the ratio across the coun-
tries, other things being equal.  Comparable data for the 15 – 64 age cohort was unavailable. 
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Notes on Data: Data does not include earnings for: 
self-employed, agriculture, fishing and trapping, 
private households, religious organizations and 
military.  Tips and commissions are also excluded. 

Performance Indicator 1 Average Hourly Earnings Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Statistics Canada, Labour Force Historical Review; Centre for Spatial Economics 
 
Description 
This indicator measures average hourly 
wages and salaries earned by workers. 
 
Average Hourly Earnings are based on em-
ployment payroll data from all employees in 
Canada for whom T4 supplementary forms 
are completed (except for those in agricul-
ture, fishing and trapping, private household 
services, religious organizations and military 
service).  This indicator is calculated and 
ranked from the worker’s point of view. 
Why it’s Important 
Average hourly earnings are a useful meas-
ure of individual prosperity. They tend to be 
correlated with living expenses in a juris- 
 

diction – the higher the cost of living, the 
higher earnings tend to be. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 2nd   
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 10th   
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 2nd   
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, British Columbia ranked third in Can-
ada with average hourly earnings of $16.44 (not 
adjusted for inflation).  By 2000, British Co-
lumbia ranked second with average hourly 
earnings reaching $19.77.  Ontario maintained 
the highest earnings during most of the decade, 
but BC surpassed Ontario in earnings from 
1996 to 1999.  
 
BC performed strongly in the 1990’s for this 
indicator.  From 1993 onward, it posted a sec-
ond place ranking or better in Canada.  Since 
1996, BC’s growth in average hourly earnings 
dwindled to the point where by 2000 it became 
the only province to experience a decrease. 
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Performance Indicator 1 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Average Hourly Earnings 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; US Bureau of Labour Statistics 
 
Description:  
 
This indicator measures the average amount of labour income earned per employee on an 
hourly basis.  Earnings are measured on an hourly basis to account for differences in average 
hours worked across the areas.  From the point of view of workers, a higher wage rate in an 
area, other things being equal including the area’s cost of living, suggests a better place to work. 
In the case of employers, other things being equal including labour productivity, a higher wage 
rate suggests a relatively high cost for doing business.  The indicator is computed and ranked 
from the employer’s point of view.  
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (2000) - 3 
1-Year Progress Check (1999-2000) - 1 
Period Progress Rank (1992-2000) - 4 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
BC’s rank for this indicator is third for 2000 among all the areas.  Over the 1992-2000 period 
the increase in BC’s wage rate ranked fourth among all areas, but last among the Canadian 
provinces.  The relatively rapid increase among the Canadian provinces suggests the largest de-
terioration in competitiveness for BC during the period, other things being equal.  Washington 
and Oregon saw the fastest increase over the period, while Quebec registered the slowest in-
crease in average hourly earnings.  The relatively rapid increase in earnings in the U.S. states 
reflects to a great extent the sharp depreciation of the Canadian dollar over the period, which 
raises U.S. earnings when they are converted to Canadian dollars. 
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Notes on Data: Data excludes government services, health and education, even though some are provided by the 
private sector. 

BC versus Canadian Average
Real GDP at Factor Cost per Hour Worked
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Performance Indicator 2 Productivity Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Statistics Canada; BC Stats 
 

Description 
There are many different measures of productiv-
ity, but perhaps the best is real GDP per hour 
worked in the business sector.  This is a good 
measure of the overall efficiency of the econ-
omy.  Thus for every hour of labour in BC, 
workers produce a given amount of GDP. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Why it’s Important 
Growth in productivity is essential to improving 
income levels, public services and, ultimately, 
the standard of living.  If productivity fails to 
increase, a jurisdiction’s living standards will 
eventually decline. 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 5th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 4th   
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 8th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 2000, British Columbia ranked fifth in Canada 
on this measure of productivity, a setback from its 
third place position at the start of the decade.  Sas-
katchewan and Quebec were able to outpace BC 
with productivity gains of 28.5% and 15.8% respec-
tively.  Over the decade, BC posted a modest 9.4% 
increase in productivity, the third lowest growth 
rate in Canada.  During the decade BC consistently 
performed below the Canadian average.    
 
Throughout the 1990's, the gap between BC and 
Alberta also widened.  In 1991, Alberta led BC in 
real GDP per hour by $3.95; by the end of the dec-
ade the gap had increased to $7.06.  Four provinces 
were able to make gains on BC of $3.00 or more in 
real GDP per hour from 1991 to 2000. 
 
A variety of factors likely account for BC’s poor 
productivity record, but weak economic growth and 
inadequate business investment are two primary 
reasons. 
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Performance Indicator 2 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

1. Hourly Labour Productivity 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics 
 
Description:  
 
Hourly labour productivity refers to the average amount of real GDP per hour worked in a ju-
risdiction.  This indicator includes productivity for business and government services.  Produc-
tivity is the major determinant of per capita real GDP and is, therefore, a key determinant of 
living standards.  Areas with higher productivity are normally characterized by higher wage 
rates, other things being equal. 
  
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1999) - 6 
1-Year Progress Check (1998-1999) - 5 
Period Progress Rank (1992-1999) - 7 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
BC ranks very poorly in terms of this indicator.  In 1999, BC ranked sixth and its progress over 
the 1992-1999 period was the seventh worst among all jurisdictions.  The average productivity 
growth over the period for all regions was about 13 per cent.  BC’s productivity growth was just 
over 5 per cent.  Oregon exhibited the fastest productivity growth at almost 34 per cent.  Among 
the Canadian provinces, Alberta registered the fastest productivity growth at just over 12 per 
cent.  BC’s productivity performance is consistent with its performance for real per capita GDP 
and real per capita personal disposable income. 
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Performance Indicator 2 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

2a. Unit Labour Costs 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics 
 
Description:  
 
Unit labour costs are calculated as the ratio of average hourly earnings to real GDP.  This indi-
cator measures the relative cost of labour adjusting for wage rates and productivity.  It is often 
used as a measure of the relative competitive position of different geographic areas.  Higher unit 
labour costs suggest a less competitive economy.  This measure computes wage rates from an 
employer’s point of view, which impacts the conversion of U.S. wage rates to Canadian dollars. 
In converting U.S. wage rates, the measure uses the actual Canada-US. exchange rate rather 
than the Purchasing Power Parity (PPP) exchange rate, which was used for the average hourly 
earnings indicator. 
   
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1999) - 4 
1-Year Progress Check (1998-1999) - 4 
Period Progress Rank (1992-1999) - 4 
 
How Does BC Compare?   
 
Despite relatively high wage rates and low productivity, BC ranks fourth in terms of this indica-
tor for 1999 and fourth in the ranking for the jurisdictions in terms of its performance over the 
1992-1999 period.  The reason for this result is the offsetting influence of a rapidly declining 
Canadian dollar, which raises U.S. labour costs when measured in Canadian dollars.  The high-
est cost jurisdiction in 1999 was Washington, while the lowest cost area was Alberta.  Quebec 
showed the slowest increase in unit labour costs over the 1992-1999 period. 
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Performance Indicator 2 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

2b. Unit Labour Costs 
This measure is quite often employed to compare the relative competitiveness of firms across 
geographic areas.  It is a measure of the cost of labour per unit of production.  It incorporates 
the average wage paid to workers along with their productivity.  The following example illus-
trates the computation of this measure.  
 
Suppose a hamburger business hires 5 workers each working 1400 hours per year at an hourly 
salary of $10.  Each worker is able to produce 20 hamburgers per hour – 20 hamburgers is the 
hourly worker productivity.  The total production of the business in a year is 20 hamburgers per 
hour*1400 hours per worker*5 workers = 140,000 hamburgers.  Total labour costs are $10 per 
hour*1400 hours per worker*5 workers = $70,000.  Unit labour costs for the business is there-
fore $70,000/140,000 = $0.50 per hamburger.   
 
Another hamburger business across the street also has 5 workers, but pays them $11 per hour. 
Moreover, it has arranged its working environment to enable each worker to produce 25 ham-
burgers per hour. Based on these numbers its labour costs are $11 per hour*1400 hours per 
worker*5 workers = $77,000.  Its production of hamburgers is 25 hamburgers per hour*1400 
hours per worker*5 workers = 175,000 hamburgers.  Unit labour costs for the firm are 
$77,000/175,000 = $0.44 per hamburger. 
 
Based on these two situations it would appear that the second hamburger business has a cost 
advantage in terms of unit labour costs of $0.06 per hamburger.  Provided it faces the same 
costs for materials, rents, and so on, the second firm will be able to increase its share of the 
hamburger business at the expense of the higher unit labour cost firm. 
 
The key components of unit labour costs are hourly productivity and the hourly wage paid to 
workers.  If another business has higher hourly productivity or is able to pay a lower wage to 
workers, then it will have lower unit labour costs and can earn more profit or charge a lower 
price and increase its market share. 
 
The measure of unit labour cost used as a performance indicator is computed as the ratio of total 
wages and salaries paid to workers in the geographic area divided by real GDP for the area. 
The latter variable is a proxy for the total physical volume of goods and services produced in 
the economy – like the number of hamburgers.  It is measured in $1997.  Wages and salaries are 
measured in current dollars.  Geographic areas with lower unit labour costs, other things being 
equal,” will tend to be more competitive, and thus more successful in creating jobs and fostering 
economic growth.  
 
In comparing Canadian provinces with the US states, both labour costs and real GDP in the US 
jurisdictions are converted to Canadian dollars in order to have a common measure.  The actual 
exchange rate in each year is used to convert labour costs to Canadian dollars since the resulting 
costs are the actual ones incurred by firms operating in both countries.  Only the GDP base-year 
(1997) value of the exchange rate is employed to convert real GDP since real GDP is measured 
in base year prices. 
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Performance Indicator 3 Total Exports per Capita Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Provincial Economic Accounts - Catalogue 13-213 
 

Description 
This indicator measures the total amount of goods 
and services exported to international and inter-
provincial jurisdictions from Canadian provinces, on 
a per capita basis. 
Why it’s Important 
Strong exports tend to aid in the expansion of pro-
ductivity and income of a jurisdiction due to addi-
tional markets available beyond the domestic mar-
ket. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 7th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 4th  
Period Progress Rank (1991-2000) – 10th  

How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, BC posted total exports per capita of $11,422.  
By 2000, BC’s exports per capita had climbed to 
$14,432, giving it a seventh rank among Canadian prov-
inces.  Between 1991 and 2000, BC’s per capita exports 
increased by an annual average rate of 2.66%.  This rate 
of growth was the lowest in Canada.   
 
In comparison, Alberta increased its exports at an aver-
age annual rate of 4.39% over the period.  This was the 
second lowest in Canada, but Alberta’s exports in 2000 
stood at $23,608 per capita, the second highest in the 
country.   
 
Ontario posted the second highest average annual ex-
port growth of 6.32% between 1991 and 2000.  In 2000, 
Ontario had the highest per capita exports in Canada at 
$26,321. 
 
The gap between BC and the Canadian average has 
consistently widened over the decade.  In 1991, the 
Canadian average stood at $12,806 per capita.  By 
2000, that figure had increased to $20,889. Canadian 
per capita exports rose at an annual average rate of 
5.6% over the decade, more than double the growth rate 
for British Columbia. 
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Performance Indicator 4 Taxpayer Supported Debt Economy, Innovation and Education 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Toronto Dominion Bank; Report on Canadian Government Finances, October 12, 2001 
 

Description 
The most appropriate measure of net public debt 
is in relation to the size of the overall economy.  
This indicator measures the net public debt bur-
den as a proportion of the gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP).  Taxpayer supported debt includes 
government direct debt, and the debt of Crown 
corporations and agencies that require a subsidy 
from the provincial government. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why it’s Important 
Payments (or interest) to service taxpayer-
supported debt can consume a large portion of a 
jurisdiction’s budget, thereby diminishing its 

capacity to provide public services.  The debt bur-
den is also an important indication of a jurisdic-
tion’s attractiveness for business investment. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000/01) – 2nd  
1-Year Progress Check (2000/01) – 5th  
Period Progress Rank (1991/92 - 2000/01) – 6th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 2000/01, British Columbia posted the second 
lowest taxpayer supported debt as a percent of GDP 
at 19.5%, while Alberta ranked first in Canada at 
7.9%.  BC and Alberta are the only two provinces 
with taxpayer supported debt below the Canadian 
all-province average of 25.2% of GDP.   
 
BC has seen a sizable jump in taxpayer-supported 
debt relative to GDP since 1991/92, when the ratio 
stood at 15.3%.   
 
As of March 31, 2001, British Columbia’s taxpayer 
supported debt was $24.9 billion, or 74% of the 
province’s total debt burden.  The remaining 26%, 
or $8.9 billion, of BC’s public debt is self-supported 
debt incurred by commercial Crown corporations 
and agencies that carry and repay their own debt.1 
                                                 
1 Source: Debt Statistics 2000/01.  BC Government, Ministry of Finance. 
2001 
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Performance Indicator 4 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Taxpayer Supported Debt  
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; US Census Bureau 

 
Description: 
 
Taxpayer supported debt indicates the magnitude of the public debt relative to gross domestic 
product and is measured by the debt-to-GDP ratio.  The higher the ratio, the higher the tax bur-
den on taxpayers.  A high tax burden can inhibit growth of the economy since individuals will 
be left with lower after tax income.  As a result, individuals hold fewer dollars to spend or in-
vest in the economy.  The public debt is a result of the accumulation of government budget 
deficits over the years.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1998/99) – 5 
1-Year Progress Rank (1997/98-1998/99) – 7 
Period Progress Rank (1991/92-1998/99) – 5 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
BC ranks near (or at) the bottom in each of the three periods.  Alberta scored very well in all 
three periods.  As the graph shows, the province displayed a very large drop in its debt-to-GDP 
ratio from 1993/94 to 1998/99.    The favorable business environment in Alberta and large tax 
cuts has accelerated the pace at which the province pays down its outstanding debt.    
 
Quebec and Ontario have much higher debt-to-GDP ratios than BC.  The ratio has rapidly dete-
riorated in Quebec to the point where the taxpayer burden has more than doubled from 1991/92 
to 1998/99.  The ratio has remained fairly stable in BC from 1993/94 onward. 
 
Washington and BC exhibit a debt-to-GDP ratio that has moved together to some degree over 
time.  Oregon and California have always had a lower ratio than BC.
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Performance Indicator 5 Per Capita Tax Burden Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Consolidated Provincial and Local 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada Public Institutions Division.  Financial Management System Data. 
 

Description 
This indicator represents the combined tax burden 
from local and provincial sources, expressed on a 
per person basis. 
 
It includes, on a per capita basis, income taxes, con-
sumption taxes, health insurance premiums, contri-
butions to social insurance plans and other taxes 
(including payroll fees, fees for motor vehicle li-
cences, natural resource taxes and licences and 
other miscellaneous taxes). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Why it’s Important 
This indicator is a good summary measure of the 
“total” provincial and local tax burden, and along 

with other factors such as the regulatory burden, infra-
structure quality, and access to quality health care and 
education, can help to determine business location and 
investments decisions.   
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000/01) – 7th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000/01) – 6th  
Period Progress Rank (1991/92 -2000/01) – 3rd  
How Does BC Compare? 
BC posted the fourth highest consolidated provincial 
and local government tax burden in Canada at $5,054 
in 2000/01.  From 1991/92 onward, BC experienced a 
26% increase in the per capita tax burden from these 
two levels of government, the third smallest increase in 
the country.  Throughout the decade, BC stayed below 
the national average on this indicator of tax burden.  
Since the mid-nineties the gap between BC and the 
national average has widened.  In 2000/01, the Cana-
dian average was $5,902, $848 more than in BC.  
However, Alberta has consistently had a lower con-
solidated provincial and local tax burden than BC.  
 
From 1991/92 to 2000/01, BC saw the consolidated 
provincial and local government per capita tax burden 
rise by $1,042.   In comparison, Alberta recorded an 
increase of $948, and Ontario posted an increase of 
$1,531. 
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Performance Indicator 5 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Per Capita Tax Burden – Consolidated  
Provincial (State) and Local Government 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; US Census Bureau 

 
Description: 
 
Per capita tax burden looks at the burden of combined provincial (state) and local taxes distrib-
uted on a per person basis.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1998/99) – 5 
1-Year Progress Check (1997/98-1998/99) – 1 
Period Progress Rank (1991/92-1998/99) – 3 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
BC’s combined tax burden gives the province an unfavorable ranking when compared with Al-
berta or US states like Oregon.  In 1998/99, the per capita tax burden in BC was $1,887 higher 
than Oregon.   
 
When compared to Ontario and Quebec, BC fares quite well.  The tax spread between Quebec 
and BC on a per capita basis is a very favorable $1,500.  The spread between BC and Alberta in 
1998/99 was about $118.  Recent cuts to the BC provincial tax rate may help widen the tax 
spread in BC’s favor even further. 
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Performance Indicator 6 Top Marginal Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Personal Income Tax Rate 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Government; Ministry of Finance (Economic and Fiscal Update, Table 3.3) 
 
Description 
The top marginal personal income tax rate is 
the combined federal-provincial income tax 
rate levied on the highest income bracket.  The 
top rate takes effect at various income thresh-
olds as noted in the box below. 
Why it’s Important 
The top marginal (combined federal and pro-
vincial income tax) rate is key factor in a ju-
risdiction’s ability to attract and retain highly 
skilled workers.  High marginal tax rates tend 
to discourage additional work effort and lessen 
the growth of real GDP.  They may also dis-
courage investment and increase the cost of 
living, other things being equal, since less in-
come is available for savings and consump-
tion. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2001) – 3rd  
1-Year Progress Check (2001) – 1st  
Period Progress Rank (1992 - 2001) – 4th  

How Does BC Compare? 
In 1992, BC had the third lowest federal-
provincial combined top marginal personal in-
come tax rate in Canada at 49.9%.  Alberta then 
had the lowest top marginal tax rate at 46.7%, 
while Saskatchewan had the highest at 52.4%. 
 
From 1994 to 1998, BC had the highest marginal 
income tax rate in Canada at 54.2%.  Newfound-
land was the closest province to BC with a rate of 
53.3% between 1996 and 1998.     
 
In 2001, BC’s marginal tax rate stood at 45.7%, 
(by then the third lowest in the country), with Al-
berta and Saskatchewan having lower rates of 
39% and 45% respectively.  BC dropped its top 
marginal income tax rate to 43.7% beginning on 
January 1, 2002.  Assuming no changes in other 
provinces’ tax policies, BC’s top marginal rate 
will be the second lowest in Canada in 2002. 

 

Federal and Provincial Top Marginal Tax Rates for Individuals - 2001 

 BC AB SK MB ON QB NB NS PE NF Federal 

Tax Rate 16.7% 10.0% 16.0% 17.4% 11.16% 24.5% 17.84% 16.67% 16.7% 18.02% 29.0% 

Income 
Bracket 

$85,001 
and over 

All 
income 

$60,001 
and over 

$61,090 
and over 

$61,630 
and over 

$52,001 
and over 

$100,000 
and over 

$59,181 
and over 

$61,510 
and over 

$59,181 
and over 

$100,000 
and over 

Source: KPMG.  October 1, 2001. 
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Performance Indicator 6 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Top Marginal Personal Income Tax Rate 

30

35

40

45

50

55

60

1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Pe
rc

en
t

QB
ON
AB
BC
CF
OR
WA

 
Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; Internal Revenue Service 

 
Description: 
 
The top marginal personal income tax rate is the rate levied on individual taxpayers for every 
additional $1 of income earned.  High tax rates discourage work effort and thereby reduce po-
tential GDP.  In addition, they make an area a less desirable place to live and invest, other 
things being equal, since less income after tax is available for consumption and saving.  
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (2000) – 7 
1-Year Progress Check (1999-00) – 3 
Period Progress Rank – (1992-2000) – 4 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
From 1994 until 2000 British Columbia had the highest top marginal income tax rate.  Alberta 
has always maintained a lower combined rate while Ontario has aggressively cut the provincial 
portion since the mid 1990s. The top marginal personal income tax rate has remained constant 
since 1993 for each of California, Oregon and Washington.  The spread between BC and Wash-
ington peaked in 1992 when it was nearly 19 points, but this trend has drastically improved. 
Washington does not levy a state level income tax, thus giving it an advantage over the jurisdic-
tions in question.  In 2000, the spread between BC-California as well as BC-Oregon was about 
2.5 points each.  US top marginal rates trigger at income thresholds well above those for Cana-
dian provinces (detailed on previous page). 
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Performance Indicator 7 Provincial Deficit/ Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Surplus Levels 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Toronto Dominion Bank; Report on Canadian Government Finances, October 12, 2001, & September 6, 2000 
 

Description 
This indicator is a simple measure of whether a 
provincial government is in a deficit/surplus posi-
tion relative to the Canadian average (and other 
provinces), expressed as a percentage of GDP.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why it’s Important 
Over time, successive deficits will increase the total 
debt level.  Large portions of provincial budgets 
may then be required to finance accumulated debts 
burdens with money that could be spent on priority 
government programs or used to lower taxes. 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000/01) – 3rd  
1-Year Progress Check (2000/01) – 5th  
Period Progress Rank (1991/92 - 2000/01) – 4th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, BC had a deficit equivalent to 2.9% of GDP.  
The all province average in 1991 was a deficit of 3.3% 
of GDP.  By 2000, BC posted a modest turnaround in 
its fiscal position, with a surplus equivalent to 1.2% of 
GDP.  BC ran successive budget deficits between 
1991/92 and 1999/00, before posting a surplus in fiscal 
year 2000/01 buoyed by sharp (and temporary) 
"spikes" in electricity trade and natural gas revenues.   
 
In 1991, Alberta recorded a provincial deficit of 3.6% 
of GDP.   Alberta moved into a surplus position in fis-
cal year 1994/95, and has remained there since.  By 
2000, it enjoyed a surplus of 4.9% of GDP.  In 2000, 
the all-province average was a surplus amounting to 
0.3% of GDP.  BC is on course to post a deficit in fis-
cal year 2001/02 approaching $2 billion.2 
                                                 
2 Source: Second Quarterly Report on the Economy, Fiscal Situation and 
Outlook.  Government of British Columbia, Ministry of Finance. September 
2001. 
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Performance Indicator 8 Net Inter-Provincial Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Migration 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Annual Demographic Statistics, Catalogue 91-213 XPE 
 
Description 
Net inter-provincial migration shows the 
movement of Canadians from one province 
to another, expressed on a per 1,000 popula-
tion basis.   
Why it’s Important 
Net inter-provincial migration can serve as 
an indicator of a jurisdiction's relative attrac-
tiveness as a place to invest and work.  It is 
also an important contributing factor to eco-
nomic growth and in expanding the pool of 
young and highly skilled workers that is 
critical to growing BC's economic base. 
 
Historically, there tends to be a linkage be-
tween interprovincial migration flows and 
the relative economic strengths and weak-
nesses of a given jurisdiction. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000/01) – 8th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000/01) – 3rd  
Period Progress Rank (1991/92 - 2000/01) – 
8th  
How Does BC Compare? 
From 1991/92 to 1993/94, BC experienced a 
large net inflow of population due to inter-
provincial migration.  The majority of other 

provinces experienced net outflows of people to 
BC during this period.  BC's inter-provincial 
intake peaked in 1992/93 at 11.55 people per 
1,000 population, but a decline began in 
1994/95.  At the same time as BC began to ex-
perience a decline in provincial intake, Alberta 
and Ontario saw rising net inflows from other 
provinces.  From 1997/98 to 2000/01, BC lost 
more people, on a per 1,000 population basis, to 
other provinces. 
 
From 1991/92 to 2000/01, BC posted an annual 
average increase of 3.68 people per 1,000 popu-
lation from other provinces, due to the high rate 
of interprovincial intake experienced during the 
first half of the decade. This is the second high-
est level in Canada; Alberta led Canada with an 
average annual increase of 5.22 people per 
1,000 population over the period. 
 
Over the decade, BC recorded a net increase in 
population of 125,358 people from other prov-
inces, with the lion's share of this taking place 
up during the first half of the decade. In com-
parison Alberta led Canada with an overall net 
increase of 150,256 people during the decade, 
with most of its growth coming in the second 
half of the decade.   

 

Provincial Comparison 
Net Interprovincial Migration Per 1,000 Population

-5

0

5

10

15

20

19
91

/9
2

19
92

/9
3

19
93

/9
4

19
94

/9
5

19
95

/9
6

19
96

/9
7

19
97

/9
8

19
98

/9
9

19
99

/0
0

20
00

/0
1

Pe
r 

1,
00

0 
Po

pu
la

tio
n

BC
AB
ON
QB



   
 

- 41 - 

Performance Indicator 8 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Net Inter-Provincial (Inter-State) Migration 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; US Census Bureau 

 
Description: 
 
This measure presents net inter-provincial (inter-state) migration adjusted for the size of the 
population of the respective province (state).  A ratio above zero indicates a net addition to the 
population.  The province (state) is seen as a relatively attractive location to live and work if it 
has a high value for this indicator.  A ratio below zero indicates a net decline in the population. 
In this case the province (state) is seen as a less desirable place to live and work.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1999) – 7 
1-Year Progress Check – 2 
Period Progress Rank (1990-99) – 6 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
BC has shown a downward trend in net in-migration since the early 1990s, falling below zero in 
1997.  While Washington and Oregon have seen their net inter-state migration levels decline, it 
remained positive during the period.  Since 1995, both Alberta and Ontario have seen net inter-
provincial migration increase.  California and Quebec observed a net outflow of people during 
the entire 1990s. 
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Performance Indicator 9 Business Gross Fixed Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Capital Formation 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Provincial Economic Accounts - Catalogue 13-213 
 
Description 
This indicator measures the total amount of 
fixed business investment as a percent of GDP 
in every province.  
 
It reflects the expenditure by businesses on 
durable assets and on building and engineering 
construction.  Also included is residential con-
struction by individuals, alterations and im-
provements made to the stock of buildings, 
and transfer costs paid on the sale of existing 
assets. 
 
Factors such as input costs, market conditions, 
expected rates of return, and government fiscal 
policy determine a jurisdiction’s attractiveness 
for fixed business investment. 
 

Why it’s Important 
Business investment is perhaps the most impor-
tant factor contributing to long-term economic 
growth and higher productivity.  Without solid 
business investment, significant or sustained em-
ployment growth is unlikely.  Periods of strong 
business investment are generally followed by 
faster economic growth and rising incomes. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 6th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 4th  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 10th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 2000, business gross fixed capital formation 
was equal to 17.2% of BC’s GDP.  The Canadian 
average was 18.2%, while Alberta led the pack 
with investment equal to 29.3% of GDP.  
 
In 2000, BC saw an increase of 3.2% in total 
fixed business investment as a percent of GDP 
over the previous year.  This was the fourth high-
est increase in Canada, with the national average 
registering a 2.9% increase.  Alberta recorded the 
strongest growth in fixed business investment 
relative to GDP with an 11.1% increase over the 
previous year.   

 

BC versus Canadian Average 
Business Gross Fixed Capital Formation
%  of GDP
(1997 $)

14

16

18

20

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000

Pe
rc

en
t o

f G
D

P

BC CA

Provincial Comparison 
Business Gross Fixed Capital 

Formation % of GDP
(1997 $)

10

15

20

25

30

35

19
91

19
93

19
95

19
97

19
99

Pe
rc

en
t o

f G
D

P

BC
AB
O N
Q B



   
 

- 43 - 

Performance Indicator 10 Secondary School Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Graduates 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  BC Stats; Statistics Canada (Catalogue 81-229) 
 
Description 
This indicator measures the number of sec-
ondary school graduates per 1,000 popula-
tion aged 18 years (at July 1 each year).  For 
graduation, the year indicated is the end of 
the academic year. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why it’s Important 
Levels of education tend to correlate 
strongly with future personal prosperity and 

well-being.  With the “knowledge” content of 
most jobs steadily increasing, high school 
graduation or better is generally deemed essen-
tial as a base qualification for other “higher 
learning” and entry level employment. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1999) – 9th  
1-Year Progress Check (1999) – 1st  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 1999) – 3rd  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1990, BC tied with Alberta for the lowest 
number of secondary school graduates per 
1,000 population aged 18 years, at 607.  Ontario 
had 684 gradates per 1,000 population, Quebec 
had 619, and the Canadian average was 659.   
 
By 1999, the number of secondary graduates in 
BC had grown by 21.2% to 736 per 1,000 popu-
lation aged 18 years, the second largest increase 
in Canada.  Alberta had 632 graduates while 
Ontario had 769.  The Canadian average was 
761 graduates per 1,000 population in 1999. 
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Notes on Data: Secondary schools include public, private and federal schools and schools for the visu-
ally and hearing impaired, as well as schools overseas. Secondary graduations for Quebec include 
graduates from adult and trade/vocational programs. 
 
Equivalencies and "General Education Diplomas" are excluded as well as night school and correspon-
dence courses for Ontario adults.   
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Performance Indicator 11 University Completion Economy, Innovation and Education 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey. 
 

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

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 2nd  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 4th  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 2nd  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, 18.8% of BC’s population had completed a univer-
sity education, the fifth highest in Canada.  This compared 
with Alberta at 20.0%, Ontario at 23.3%; the Canadian av-
erage in 1991 was 19.5%. 
 
By 2000, BC had increased its ranking to second in Canada 
with 27.7% of the 25 to 54 population having a university 
education.  Alberta had increased to 23.6%, Ontario to 
30.9% and the Canadian average stood at 27.1%.  A large 
proportion of BC’s improvement is traceable to in-
migration of persons who obtained a university degree out-
side of the province. 
 
Access to university education in BC has historically been 
low.  In the early 1990s BC’s university completion rate, 
measured by the number of baccalaureate degrees awarded 
for the 18 – 24 age cohort, was 65% of the national average.  
The establishment of three new universities, five university-
colleges and two other degree granting institutions has in-
creased the province’s degree granting capacity.  In 1998, 
BC improved to 80% of the national average.  BC has also 
trailed in the number of degrees granted in key areas such as 
engineering, medicine, education, business and computer 
science.3 
                                                 
3 Statistics Canada; The BC University Presidents’ Council, 
TUPC Report, p.5 
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Note on Data: Excluded from this measure are persons in 
institutions, full-time members of the Armed Forces and 
persons living on Indian Reserves.  Annual numbers are the 
average of the twelve month survey results. 
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BC versus Canadian Average
R&D Spending as a %  of GDP
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Performance Indicator 12 Research and Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Development as a Percentage of GDP 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada 
 
Description 
This indicator measures how much is spent 
on research and development in relation to 
GDP.  It includes the sum of expenditures 
reported by (or estimated for) the various 
sectors involved in research and develop-
ment – government, business, higher educa-
tion and not-for-profit organizations. 
Why it’s Important 
Spending on research and development 
(R&D) is a key factor in innovation and the 
creation of new wealth.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1998) – 6th  
1-Year Progress Check (1998) – 9th  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 98) – 6th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1998, 0.87% of BC's GDP was spent on re-
search and development, the fifth lowest in 
Canada.  This figure is well below the Canadian 
average of 1.66%, with the gap between BC 
and the rest of Canada widening slightly over 
time.   
 
Only two provinces, Ontario and Quebec, actu-
ally increased their spending on R&D relative 
to GDP during the 1990s, posting increases of 
16.7% and 21.3%, respectively.   
 
BC's poor record in this area reflects, in part, a 
smaller manufacturing and high tech sector than 
in central Canada, along with lower per capita 
federal spending in this area compared to Que-
bec and Ontario.   
 
In 1998, nearly $4.1 billion was expended on 
R&D in Quebec, compared to $1.01 billion in 
BC and $1.1 billion in Alberta.  Ontario led the 
way with $8 billion in that year. 
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Performance Indicator 12 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Research and Development as a Percent of GDP 
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Source: National Science Foundation -  Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; National Science Foundation  

 
Description 
 
This measure is the ratio in percentage terms of research and development expenditures to GDP. 
Economies with higher levels of research and development will experience more rapid eco-
nomic growth as new products are developed along with processes that increase the economy’s 
level of productivity. 
 
Where BC Ranks 
 
By Jurisdiction (1998) – 7 
1-Year Progress Check (1997-1998) – 7 
Period Progress Rank (1993-1998) – 7 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
Under all three rankings, BC is at the bottom for this indicator.  The province exceeded Alberta 
and Oregon until 1996, when BC began displaying a downward trend in research and develop-
ment relative to GDP.  In Ontario, Quebec, and Alberta, research and development as a percent 
of GDP remained steady over the 1993-98 period.  In Washington and Oregon, the indicator 
drifted upward after 1994.  California’s indicator jumped in 1995, but remained essentially un-
changed thereafter. 
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Performance Indicator 13 Natural and Economy, Innovation and Education 
 Applied Science and Related Occupations 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 
 
Description 
This indicator shows the percentage of a 
jurisdiction’s workforce comprised of per-
sons employed in natural and applied sci-
ence related occupations.  Included in this 
category are occupations in the physical sci-
ences, engineers, architects, mathematicians, 
systems analysts, and programmers and as-
sociated technical occupations. 
Why it’s Important 
The number of scientists and engineers rela-
tive to the labour force is one indication of a 
jurisdiction’s success in attracting people 
who possess knowledge and skills essential 
to process of innovation and wealth creation.  

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 4th   
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 6th  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 2000) – 3rd  
How Does BC Compare? 
From 1991 to 2000, there were steady increases 
in the number of scientists and engineers as a 
proportion of the labour forces throughout the 
country.  In 2000, 6.3% of British Columbia's 
labour force was comprised of scientists and 
engineers, up from 4.8% in 1991.  This marked 
the third biggest increase in Canada over the 
1990s.   
 
Despite this, BC remained below the Canadian 
average on this indicator throughout the decade.  
But it did manage to make gains on Alberta in 
terms of the pace of progress, even though Al-
berta had the highest number of scientists and 
engineers as a proportion of the labour force 
over much of the 1990's.   
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Note on Data: 
Persons in institutions, full-time members of the 
Armed Forces and persons living on Indian Res-
ervations are excluded.  Annual numbers are the 
average of 12 monthly survey results. 



   
 

- 48 - 

IV. Environment, Health and Society 
Overview 
British Columbia has a somewhat mixed record on the various measures of environment, 
health and social condition covered in this report.  In this broad area, the three key “tar-
get” variables chosen by the Progress Board are environmental quality, life expectancy at 
birth, and low income incidence.   
 
Environmental quality is measured by averaging provincial rankings for the four envi-
ronmental performance indicators included in this report: urban air quality; greenhouse 
gas emissions per capita; wastewater treatment; and, protected areas.  BC leads the prov-
inces on this “core target”, ahead of second place Ontario and third place Manitoba, 
buoyed by its strong record of improvement on wastewater treatment, protected areas and 
air quality. 
 
Closer examination of the environmental indicators included for comparison reveals that 
Vancouver, the province’s largest metropolitan center, ranked second among eight Cana-
dian cities in 2000 for having the lowest concentrations of fine particulates (PM10) in the 
air; this indicator has become a standard measure of air quality.  Vancouver also had the 
second lowest concentrations of PM10 in that year when judged against seven other major 
North American cities (Toronto, Montreal, Ottawa, Edmonton, Seattle, Portland, and Los 
Angeles). Air quality has direct implications for human health, as higher concentrations 
of fine particulates are known to aggravate respiratory problems and contribute to cardio-
vascular disease (among other things). 
 
By Canadian standards, British Columbia has a favourable record on emissions of green-
house gases per person.  In 1999, it recorded the third lowest level of per capita green-
house gas emissions in the country at 15.8 tonnes, substantially below the national aver-
age of 22.8 tonnes.  Over the period 1990 to 1999, BC had the second best record among 
the provinces in lowering/containing emissions, although in absolute terms its per capita 
emissions dropped by only 6.3%. 
 
British Columbia has made notable strides on wastewater management, by sharply in-
creasing the portion of its population served by sewers that have secondary/tertiary treat-
ment facilities.  In 2000 BC placed fifth in Canada in the percentage of population having 
secondary or better treatment, and it outdistanced all other provinces in improvement in 
this area from 1991 to 1999.  However, the three prairie provinces and Ontario have over 
90% of their population served by secondary or better treatment facilities compared to 
only 63% in the case of BC.  On parks and protected areas, BC leads Canada – indeed, it 
is first in North America – in the proportion of land set aside for this purpose, at 13.1%, 
compared to a national average of 7.3% and 12.5% in next-door Alberta. 
 
Turning to health status, our core target is Life Expectancy at Birth, measured using Sta-
tistics Canada’s standard indicator, which is based on current mortality rates.  BC ranked 
first in Canada as of 1998, the last year for which data is available.  During the 1990s, BC 
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was also first in the country in “progress,” with life expectancy reaching 79.5 years in 
1998, up from 78.1 years at the start of the decade.  Female life expectancy was 82.1 
years, compared to a Canadian average of 81.5 years.  Male life expectancy was some-
what lower at 77 years, but this was still better than the Canadian average of 76.1 years in 
1998. 
 
On other common health indicators, British Columbia scores well on “cancer mortality,” 
with the third lowest mortality rate in the country.  Among the ten provinces, it ranked 
fourth on progress in reducing cancer mortality between 1990 and 1997. On the incidence 
of “low birth weight” births, an internationally recognized indicator of health and social 
condition, BC had the second best performance in Canada as of 1998 and ranked third in 
improvement from 1990 to 1998.  In 1998, 5.1% of all live births in BC weighed less 
than 2,500 grams, compared to the national average of 5.8%.   
 
Our Low Income Incidence target is based on Statistics Canada's “unofficial low income 
cut off” level, or LICO.  In 1999 BC stood sixth among the provinces in the proportion of 
families and unattached individuals classified as “low-income” (16.1%); this was slightly 
higher than the national average of 15.8%.  Over the period 1991 to 1999, BC ranked 
seventh in Canada in progress on this core target.  The “low-income cut-off” is defined 
by Statistics Canada as the percentage of the population that spends 54.7% or more of 
after-tax income on the basics of food, shelter and clothing.  Some commentators and 
scholars have argued that LICO is flawed as an estimate of the prevalence of poverty, but 
it is included in this report because of its widespread use by Canadian researchers and 
government agencies and because suitable alternative measures are not available. 
 
Finally, on our other measure of social condition.  British Columbia scores poorly in a 
Canadian context on many measures of crime.  In 2000, it was burdened with the coun-
try’s highest combined personal and property crime rate per 100,000 people, with the vast 
majority of reported incidents falling in the “property crime” category.  BC had 7,619 
crime incidents per 100,000 people in 2000, versus a national average of only 5,049.  De-
spite this poor showing, BC has experienced a 26.8% drop in combined personal/property 
crime rates since 1991.  And among the provinces, it had the fourth best record of reduc-
ing crime rates over the period.  
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Targets and Performance Indicators 
 
 

Goal 
Make BC a leader in Canada on environmental quality, health out-
comes and social condition by 2010. 
 
 

Targets 
4. Environmental Quality: target 1st in Canada for environmental quality by 

2010. 

5. Life Expectancy at Birth: target 1st in Canada for life expectancy at birth 
by 2010. 

6. Low Income Incidence: target 1st or 2nd in Canada for having the smallest 
percentage of families and unattached individuals living below the “low 
income cut-off” level by 2010. 

Performance Indicators 
14. Air Quality 

15. Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

16. Wastewater Treatment 

17. Protected Areas 

18. Cancer Mortality  

19. Low Birth Weight  

20. Personal and Property Crime 

 
 
 

Note on Table (next page): An Arithmetic Average and “Indicative Overall Rank” are provided for sum-
mary comparison purposes only.  Each Target and Performance Indicator should be viewed independently 
with more emphasis being placed on the three “Target” measures. 
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Where BC Ranks Environment, Health and Society 
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By Province (last available data year) 
Year  1998 1999 2000 1999 1999 2001 1997 1998 2000   
BC 1 1 6 2 3 5 1 3 2 10 3.40 1 
AB 4 3 5 7 10 2 2 2 10 7 5.20 5 
SK 4 4 2 5 9 1 6 1 3 9 4.40 4 
MB 3 6 8 4 6 3 4 6 6 8 5.40 6 
ON 2 2 4 3 5 4 3 5 8 4 4.00 2 
QB 7 5 10 6 1 7 8 9 9 5 6.70 8 
NB 9 6 3 4 8 6 10 7 4 3 6.00 7 
NS 8 8 7 n/a 7 8 5 10 7 6 7.33 10 
PE 4 9 1 1 2 9 9 4 1 2 4.20 3 
NF 9 10 9 n/a 4 10 7 8 5 1 7.00 9 

One Year Progress Check 
Year  1998 1999 2000 1999 1999 2001 1997 1998 2000   
BC n/a 4 8 n/a 9 n/a n/a 9 2 3 5.83 6 
AB n/a 5 6 n/a 8 n/a n/a 3 8 2 5.33 4 
SK n/a 7 3 n/a 7 n/a n/a 4 7 10 6.33 10 
MB n/a 8 2 n/a 3 n/a n/a 6 6 7 5.33 4 
ON n/a 3 7 n/a 4 n/a n/a 2 5 4 4.17 1 
QB n/a 2 5 n/a 6 n/a n/a 5 10 8 6.00 7 
NB n/a 9 4 n/a 2 n/a n/a 8 9 5 6.17 9 
NS n/a 6 1 n/a 10 n/a n/a 7 3 1 4.67 2 
PE n/a 10 10 n/a 5 n/a n/a 1 4 6 6.00 7 
NF n/a 1 9 n/a 1 n/a n/a 10 1 9 5.17 3 

Period Progress Rank 

Period  
1990 

- 
1998 

1990 
- 

1999 

1991 
- 

2000 

1990 
- 

1999 

1991 
- 

1999 
2001 

1990 
- 

1997 

1990 
- 

1998 

1991 
- 

2000 
  

BC n/a 1 7 n/a 2 1 n/a 4 3 5 3.29 2 
AB n/a 5 2 n/a 7 8 n/a 7 6 1 5.14 4 
SK n/a 10 1 n/a 10 2 n/a 5 7 10 6.43 7 
MB n/a 9 5 n/a 5 7 n/a 8 5 9 6.86 9 
ON n/a 3 6 n/a 1 6 n/a 2 8 2 4.00 3 
QB n/a 2 4 n/a 3 3 n/a 3 4 3 3.14 1 
NB n/a 8 3 n/a 9 10 n/a 9 9 8 8.00 10 
NS n/a 6 10 n/a 6 4 n/a 6 1 4 5.29 5 
PE n/a 7 9 n/a 4 5 n/a 1 10 7 6.14 6 
NF n/a 4 8 n/a 8 9 n/a 10 2 6 6.71 8 
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Core Target 4 Environmental Quality Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Ministry of Water, Land, and Air Protection, 2001 
 

Description 
This core target has been developed in an attempt to 
provide a summary snapshot of BC’s overall envi-
ronmental quality.  It is derived from four specific 
environmental performance indicators that follow in 
this report: air quality; greenhouse gas emissions 
per capita; wastewater treatment; and, protected 
areas.  Interprovincial rankings are determined by 
averaging each province’s rank in the last year for 
which data is available for each of the four indica-
tors.  The air quality indicator measures PM10 levels 
in the major metropolitan centre in each province 
(except Nova Scotia and Newfoundland and Labra-
dor, where such urban data is not available). 
Why it’s Important 
Environmental quality has both direct and indirect 
consequences for human health and quality of life.  
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province – 1st  
1-Year Progress Check – n/a  
Period Progress Rank – n/a 
How Does BC Compare? 
Overall, BC ranked first in Canada in environ-
mental quality, buoyed by a strong showing on the 
performance indicators for parks and protected ar-
eas and greenhouse gas emissions per capita.   

Vancouver, BC’s largest metropolitan centre, had the 
second best air quality among metropolitan centres 
included for interprovincial comparison. 
 
Ontario and Manitoba ranked second and third respec-
tively for environmental quality, registering solid re-
sults on wastewater treatment and protected areas.  Al-
berta tied with Saskatchewan and Prince Edward Island 
for fourth spot, due to higher levels of greenhouse gas 
emissions per capita, though it ranked second on both 
protected areas and wastewater treatment.  Quebec 
scored poorly on three out of four measures, resulting 
in an overall ranking of seventh on this aggregated 
“core target”. 

 

 Rank by Province (last available year) 
 Air Quality 

(2000) 

GHG Per 
Capita 
(1999) 

Wastewater 
Treatment 

(1999) 

Protected 
Areas 
(2001) 

Environmental 
Quality 

BC 2 3 5 1 1 

AB 7 10 2 2 4 

SK 5 9 1 6 4 

MB 4 6 3 4 3 

ON 3 5 4 3 2 

QB 6 1 7 8 7 

NB 4 8 6 10 9 

NS n/a 7 8 5 8 

PE 1 2 9 9 4 

NF n/a 4 10 7 9 

 Environmental Quality  
Rankings for Environmental Performance Indicators (BC, AB, ON, QB)

 

# 2 
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# 6 

# 8 

# 10 
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Notes on Data: The Environmental Quality core target was developed from the four environmental performance indicators in-
cluded in this report, as the Board was unable to identify a single measure that adequately encapsulates overall environmental 
quality.  Should a more “scientifically robust” measure for overall environmental quality be available, the Board will revise this 
target measure.  The Environmental Quality target was determined using an arithmetic average of the performance rankings of the 
four indicators (last available data year).  For the Air Quality indicator, data is not available for the metropolitan areas of Halifax 
NS, and Saint John’s, NF.  The Environmental Quality rankings for Nova Scotia and Newfoundland were determined by the 
arithmetic average of rankings for Greenhouse Gas Emissions Per Capita, Wastewater Treatment, and Protected Areas only. 
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Core Target 5 Life Expectancy at Birth Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: 1990-1995, BC Stats; 1996-1998 Statistics Canada, The Daily - May 13, 1999 and May 23, 2001 
 

Description 
Life expectancy at birth is the average number of 
years that a child is expected to live in its lifetime, 
based on current mortality rates.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why it’s Important 
This is clearly a key indicator of the overall health 
of citizens in a jurisdiction. 
 

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1998) – 1st  
1-Year Progress Check (1998) – 4th  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 98) – 1st  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1998, British Columbia ranked first in Canada for 
life expectancy at birth for both males and females.  
Life expectancy at birth for both sexes reached 79.5 
years in 1998, up from 78.1 years in 1990, the biggest 
increase in Canada.  In 1998 the life expectancy of a 
male born in BC was 77.0 years, while the Canadian 
average was 76.1 years.  BC led the nation in female 
life expectancy at birth in 1998 at 82.1 years, compared 
to the Canadian average of 81.5 years. 
 
From 1990 to 1998, the gap between male and female 
life expectancy has narrowed by a sizeable margin.  
Changes in trend lines for “causes of death” and asso-
ciated risk factors have been credited for this notice-
able improvement.   
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Core Target 6 Low Income Incidence Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Income Trends in Canada, 1980 - 1999, Cat No 13F0022XCB 
 

Description 
Canada, like most other countries, does not have an 
official definition of “poverty” or low income inci-
dence.  The best-known measure is Statistics Can-
ada's Low Income Cut-Off.  It measures the per-
centage of families and unattached individuals that 
lives below “unofficial” low income incidence 
lines, and is used in the absence of an official pov-
erty measure.   
 
The measure is the ratio of families and unattached 
individuals with low incomes (after tax) to the total 
population of families and unattached individuals.  
Statistics Canada has set Low Income Cut-offs to be 
the income level at which 54.7% or greater of after-
tax income is spent on food, shelter and clothing. 

Why it’s Important 
There are a number of negative outcomes for families 
experiencing low incomes.  People with low income 
may experience more physical and mental health prob-
lems, rely more on charity, attain lower levels of edu-
cation, or have higher high school drop out rates. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1999) – 6th  
1-Year Progress Check (1998 - 1999) – 8th  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 1999) – 7th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1999, BC ranked sixth in Canada with 16.1% of the 
population below the low income cut-off level, slightly 
above the Canadian average of 15.8%.  In comparison, 
Alberta ranked fifth with 15.3%, while Quebec posted 
the worst showing with 19.9% of the population below 
the low-income cut-offs. 
 
BC experienced an 18.4% increase in the proportion of 
people with low-income based on this “unofficial” 
measure between 1990 and 1999, well above the Cana-
dian average increase of 7.5%. 

BC versus Canadian Average 
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Note on Data: For further discussion of the LICO, please 
see additional Supplemental Information box on the next 
page. 
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Core Target 6 Low Income Incidence Supplemental Information 
 
 

 
Low Income Incidence 
(Stats Can Low Income Cut-Offs – LICO) 
Low Income Cut-Offs have been criticized on many grounds as not providing a useful measure of 
poverty.  Stats Canada sets the LICO to be the income level at which 54.7% or greater of after tax 
income is spent on food, shelter and clothing.  The 54.7% line represents the average proportion 
of income spent on food, shelter and clothing (35% in 1992 over all households) plus 20 percent-
age points.  Stats Canada periodically reviews the LICO level based on its Annual Survey of Fam-
ily Expenditure.  Due to the relative nature of the measure, there is the argument that poverty will 
never be eradicated as long as LICOS are used as a benchmark, since the poverty line will always 
be moving. For instance, it is possible for everyone in society to be better off, yet have no reduc-
tion in poverty, since relatively speaking, the people at the lower end of the spectrum will still be 
paying a larger portion of their income on the basics of food, clothing and shelter. 

Another major criticism is that in calculating different LICOS for urban and rural areas, many 
basic expenditures are ignored. While the cost of housing is usually much less in rural areas than 
in urban areas, the costs of items such as transportation are far higher since they do not receive the 
same subsidies as are received in urban areas. Also, access to services such as health care and 
education is usually poorer in rural areas, and many retail items are more expensive in rural areas 
due to less competition. This means that, with the exception of housing, people in rural areas of-
ten have to pay more to get the same standard of living as those residing in urban areas. While it 
may still be less expensive overall to live in rural areas when housing is taken into account, it is 
unlikely that the differences are as large as those reflected in the LICOS. 

While there are problems with LICOS, there are also difficulties with other measures of poverty. 
Many argue that poverty lines should be based on the cost of a basic basket of goods, but then the 
question arises of what to include in that basket. Is entertainment considered a basic need? 
Should anyone who can properly feed, clothe and house themselves not be considered poor, even 
if they have no income remaining for anything else, such as entertainment, basic transportation, 
telecommunication, and so on?  If one asks different people these questions, one will likely get 
different responses. 

It becomes clear as one tries to define poverty that any definition will be subjective and subject to 
disagreement. With this in mind, Statistics Canada’s LICOS may be as good a measure as any-
despite Statistics Canada’s objections that they are not intended to be used as poverty lines. (This 
begs the question that if those people living in “straitened circumstances” are not to be considered 
poor, then what is the purpose of determining Low Income Cut-Offs in the first place?) 

There is currently an initiative underway in Canada, sponsored by the provincial and territorial 
Ministries of Social Services and Human Resources Development Canada, to devise a needs-
based measure of poverty called the Market Based Measure (MBM).  The Progress Board will 
monitor developments and include updates in future reports. 

 
Source: BC Stats. 
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Performance Indicator 14 Air Quality Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Ministry of Water, Land, and Air Protection, 2001, Air Resources Branch 
 
Description 
Air quality is measured by the amount of 
fine particulates in the air.  Fine particulates 
include dust, dirt, liquid droplets and smoke.  
Most air quality monitors measure fine par-
ticulates under 10 microns (PM10), but re-
cent findings have shown that particles 2.5 
microns or less (PM2.5), pose the greatest 
health risk.  Direct costs to health care re-
sulting from poor air quality may be signifi-
cant.   
 
Factories, cars, power plants, construction 
activity, and numerous other man-made 
sources emit fine particulates.  The indicator 
is measured by individual cities, rather than 
by province. 
Why it’s Important 
Air quality has direct effects on human 
health.  Fine particulates may affect breath-

ing, aggravate respiratory and cardiovascular 
disease, alter the body’s defense systems and 
damage lung tissue.  Both premature mortality 
and emergency hospital visits may increase dur-
ing high concentrations of fine particulates. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Major Metro Centre (2000) – 2nd  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) - n/a  
Period Progress Rank - n/a 
How Does BC Compare? 
Nationally, few communities are monitored for 
PM2.5, but based on measures of fine particu-
lates PM10, BC communities have significantly 
better air quality than many communities across 
Canada.  Some BC interior communities have 
significantly worse air quality than communi-
ties across the country.  Vancouver has low 
PM10 levels compared to other major metropoli-
tan centers. 
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Note on Data: Monitoring for PM10 is relatively new in Canada and most continuous monitoring sta-
tions do not have more than 5 or 6 years of data.  PM10 concentrations can vary with weather as well as 
levels of emissions.  Therefore, a longer time series than is currently available is required to calculate 
robust statistical trends.  Nationwide air quality data is available for many communities, not just major 
metropolitan areas.  To keep comparison manageable, the Progress Board has included the major met-
ropolitan area in each province for which data is available.  Data is not available for Halifax, NS, and 
St. John’s, NF. 
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Performance Indicator 14 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Air Quality 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; Environmental Protection Agency Air Data Database 

 
Description 
 
Air quality is measured by the number of particles under 10 microns per cubic metre of air. 
Particles this small can settle in the lungs and result in respiratory problems, lung disease and 
ultimately death.  High pollution counts can make breathing difficult for individuals of all ages, 
particularly the elderly and those with prevailing cardio-vascular problems.  These particles are 
a result of human activity and come from smoke, dust and the combustion of fossil fuels. 
   
Where BC Ranks 
 
By Major Metro Centre (2000) – 2nd  
1-Year Progress Check – N/A 
Period Progress Rank – N/A 
 
How does BC Compare? 
 
Air quality in a particular city is a function of the overall activity occurring in the city.  Los An-
geles has the poorest air quality of the metropolitan centres examined.  Vancouver’s air quality 
remained steady from 1996 to 2000.  Toronto, Edmonton, Portland and Ottawa showed declines 
in PM10 concentrations over the period.  In 2000, Ottawa had slightly better air quality than 
Vancouver.     
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Performance Indicator 15 Greenhouse Gas Emissions Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection, 2001, Air Resources Branch; Environment Canada 2000 
 
Description 
Energy prices, industrial structure, consump-
tion patterns and weather are major influ-
ences on greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions.  
This indicator measures how many tonnes of 
greenhouse gases are emitted per person.  
Greenhouse gases include carbon dioxide, 
ozone, methane and nitrous oxide. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Why it’s Important 
Human activities are increasing concentra-
tions of greenhouse gases in the earth's at-
mosphere, and more likely than not, are con-
tributing to climate change.   

Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1999) – 3rd  
1-Year Progress Check (1999) – 9th   
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 1999) – 2nd  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1999, BC's per capita GHG emissions levels 
were third lowest in Canada at 15.8 tonnes, a 
6.3% decrease from 1990, when emissions were 
16.8 tonnes per capita. Quebec had the lowest 
per capita GHG emissions at 12 tonnes, while 
Alberta had the highest at 72.3 tonnes per cap-
ita. In comparison, the Canadian average was 
22.8 tonnes per capita. 
 
While BC’s per capita GHG emissions have 
declined since 1990, total emissions have in-
creased by over 20%. 
 
BC's reliance on “clean” hydroelectric power 
generation contributes to its favourable ranking 
relative to most other provinces.  Approxi-
mately 40% of Alberta’s GHG emissions are 
from the petro-chemical industry, with coal-
based electricity generation also contributing 
significantly to its emissions.  
 
Transportation accounts for 42% of total GHG 
emissions, the largest single source in BC.   
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Performance Indicator 16 Wastewater Treatment Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection; Environment Canada, MUD Database, 2001 
 

Description 
This indicator measures the percentage of popula-
tion served by sewers that have wastewater treat-
ment facilities in Canada. 
 
Wastewater may be treated in different steps: pre-
liminary/primary treatment that filters solid mate-
rial, secondary treatment removes greater sus-
pended material, and tertiary treatment aims to 
remove substances such as contaminants. 
Why it’s Important 
The purpose of wastewater treatment is to protect 
human health and to reduce stress on the receiving 
environment. 
 
Wastewater consists of human waste and harmful 
substances such as motor oil, pesticide residue, 
paint thinner, pharmaceuticals and solvents that 
threaten human health and ecological balance. 
 
Municipal wastewater is one of the largest sources 
of pollution in Canadian waters.  Wastewater con-
tributes to ecological and human health impacts 
including algae blooms, fish kills, beach and shell-
fish area enclosures. 

Substances present in sewage effluent are capable of 
affecting the endocrine systems of biological organisms.  
This may result in adverse health effects, possibly in-
cluding reproductive and immune system dysfunction 
and neurological disorders (among other things). 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1999) - 5th   
1-Year Progress Check (1999) - n/a  
Period Progress Rank (1991- 1999) - 1st 
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, 30% of BC’s population served by sewers had 
wastewater treatment facilities.  By 1999, that figure 
had increased to 63% due to an upgrade of a Lower 
Mainland wastewater treatment plant from primary to 
secondary treatment.  In comparison, over 90% of the 
population served by sewers in Alberta, Saskatchewan, 
Manitoba and Ontario had secondary or tertiary waste-
water treatment processes.   
 
Generally, provinces discharging sewage into inland 
waters have a higher percentage of the population 
served by secondary or tertiary treatment. 
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Note on Data: Secondary treatment includes waste stabilization ponds.  Data refers to the proportion of the population 
served by a municipal wastewater treatment system.  In Canada, nearly 75% of the population (22.5 million) are served 
by municipal sewer systems.  Population served by on-site systems are excluded.  Approximately 17% of British Co-
lumbians are served by on-site systems under the Ministry of Health which are excluded from this analysis. 
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Performance Indicator 17 Protected Areas Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Ministry of Water, Land and Air Protection; Ministry of Sustainable Resource Management, 2001. 
 
Description 
This indicator measures the overall percent-
age of a jurisdiction's land base that is in-
cluded within parks or protected areas. In 
British Columbia, protected areas consist of 
national parks, ecological reserves, class A 
and C parks, recreation areas and protected 
areas under the Environment and Land Use 
Act. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why it’s Important 
Areas classified as protected are shielded from 
resource extraction or human activity that re-
sults in long term or large-scale impacts on the 
land’s natural character.  Such areas are also 
maintained as a “stock” of the land-base for 
heritage, aesthetic, biodiversity and other pres-
ervation values. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2001) – 1st  
1-Year Progress Check (2001) - n/a 
Period Progress Rank - n/a 
How Does BC Compare? 
In 2001, BC ranked first in Canada for the per-
centage of the land base set aside in protected 
areas, at 13.1%.  Alberta ranks second with 
12.5% of its land base protected.  New Bruns-
wick ranks tenth among the provinces at 3.17%.  
As of April 2001, there are 12.3 million hec-
tares protected in BC. 
 
By 2001, 7.3% of Canada’s land base was pro-
tected, an increase of about 3% since 1989.   
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Note on Data:  
Ontario and Quebec figures reflect July 2000 data, and may be slightly underestimated.  Other provinces 
are current as of September 2001.  Protected areas are classified under IUCN (World Conservation Un-
ion) classification I, II, III – which does not allow resource extraction. 
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Performance Indicator 18 Cancer Mortality Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: Statistics Canada, Health Statistics at a Glance, Cat No 82F0075XCB 
 

Description 
Cancer is a disease in which abnormal cells form 
in human organs or tissue and grow to form a tu-
mour.  Two-thirds of all cancers are caused by a 
person's lifestyle, such as diet, physical activity, 
drinking and smoking habits.  This indicator is 
evidence of a jurisdiction’s success in persuading 
people to make healthy lifestyle choices 
Why it’s Important 
Cancer is one of the leading causes of death in 
Canada. Some estimates suggest that there will be 
as many as 65,300 cancer deaths in 2001.  

Approximately 40% of men and 35% of women will 
develop cancer.  Fully 25% of men and 20% of 
women will die of cancer.  Tobacco use is the leading 
cause of cancer deaths (30%) and is responsible for 
approximately 85% of lung cancer cases. Skin cancer 
is the most commonly diagnosed cancer in Canada 
with approximately 60,000 cases diagnosed every 
year. 4   
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1997) – 3rd  
1-Year Progress Check (1997) – 9th  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 97) – 4th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1997, approximately 168 people per 100,000 died 
from cancer in BC.  This was the third lowest rate in 
Canada, below the Canadian average of 182 people 
per 100,000.  BC saw a drop from its 1990 mortality 
rate of 176 people, the fourth largest decline in Can-
ada.  The Canadian average declined by approxi-
mately 10 deaths per 100,000 population since 1990.  
The most commonly diagnosed cancer continues to 
be prostrate cancer for men and breast cancer for 
women.  Lung cancer remains the leading cause of 
cancer death in both men and women. 
 
                                                 
4 Source: Cancer.  Health Canada. 2001.  
   http://www.hc-sc.gc.ca/english/diseases/cancer.html  
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BC versus Canadian Average 
Low Weight Births as a 
%  of Total Live Births
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Performance Indicator 19 Low Birth Weight Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: BC Stats; Statistics Canada, Health Statistics at a Glance, Cat No 82F0075XCB and Births, Shelf Tables 1998, 
Cat No 84F0210XPB 
 
Description 
Newborns weighing less than 2,500 grams 
are considered to be low birth weight in-
fants.  The indicator is the number of live 
births where birth weight was less than 
2,500 grams expressed as a percentage of 
the total newborn population.  Factors that 
contribute to low birth weight are socio-
economic status, social support, stress and 
personal habits. This indicator serves as a 
"proxy" for a jurisdiction’s overall social 
condition.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Why it’s Important 
Low birth weight newborns have a substantially 
higher rate of post birth illness and death.  In 
addition, long-term health problems, lower IQ 
and academic achievement, increased hospitali-
zation rates, and disabilities are associated with 
low birth weight. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (1998) – 2nd  
1-Year Progress Check (1998) – 2nd  
Period Progress Rank (1990 - 98) – 3rd  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1998, British Columbia ranked second in 
Canada with 5.1% of all live births weighing 
less than 2,500 grams.  This compares favoura-
bly with the Canadian average of 5.8%. From 
1990 to 1998, BC's rate for low birth weight 
babies increased by 0.7%, the third smallest 
increase in the country.  Nationally, there was a 
4% increase over the 1990 base year.   
 
BC's comparatively small increase in the pro-
portion of low birth weight newborns over its 
1990 base, coupled with a comparatively larger 
increase nationally, moved BC from a fourth 
place rank in 1990 to second overall in 1998. 
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Performance Indicator 19 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics 

 
Description: 
 
Newborns weighing less than 2,500 grams (5.5 pounds) are classified as low birth weight in-
fants.  The factors that might contribute to a low birth weight baby include socio-economic 
status, social support, stress and personal habits.  Low birth weight babies are prone to higher 
rates of illness and have a higher probability of hospitalization, future health problems and dis-
abilities.    This indicator serves as a benchmark for the overall social condition of a province or 
state.  The fewer babies born with a low birth weight, the lower the potential financial burden 
on the health care system.   
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (1998) – 1 
1-Year Progress Check (1997-1998) – 1 
Period Progress Rank (1993-1998) – 2 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
BC fares very well in all three ranking categories.  In 1998, Alberta and California posted the 
highest “low birth weight rates” of 6.2% each.  BC has consistently had the lowest rate every 
year from 1993 to 1998. 
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Performance Indicator 20 Personal and Property Crime Environment, Health and Society 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source:  BC Stats; Statistics Canada, and Canadian Crime Statistics, Cat No 85-205 and Juristat, Cat No 85-002-XPB 
 

Description 
Personal crime includes those offenses in the 
Criminal Code known to police that deal with the 
application or threat of application of force to a 
person, including homicide, attempted murder, 
assault, sexual assault, robbery and abduction.  
Traffic incidents resulting in death or bodily harm 
are excluded.  
 
Property crime includes incidents known to police 
involving unlawful acts with the intent of gaining 
property but don’t involve the threat or use of vio-
lence, (e.g. theft, breaking and entering, fraud and 
possession of stolen goods). 
Why it’s Important 
Crime rates may be an indicator of other social 
and economic problems.  They can reflect lack of 

employment opportunities, inadequate education or 
social dysfunction.  Crime is very costly to society, 
both from individual and community perspectives. 
Where BC Ranks (Best -> Worst) 
By Province (2000) – 10th  
1-Year Progress Check (2000) – 3rd  
Period Progress Rank (1991 - 00) – 5th  
How Does BC Compare? 
In 1991, British Columbia had the highest reported 
crime rate in Canada with 10,414 crimes committed 
per 100,000 population.  In 2000, BC reported 7,619 
crimes per 100,000 population, an overall decrease of 
26.8% since 1991. 
 
From 1991 to 2000, BC experienced an annual aver-
age decrease of 3.35%, the fifth strongest decrease in 
Canada.  In comparison, Alberta’s rate decreased an-
nually by 5.12% on average, while Canada posted an 
annual average decline of 3.87%.  Despite better de-
creases than in most of Canada, BC experiences more 
incidents of reported crime than any of the other 
provinces.  In BC, there is a large discrepancy be-
tween personal and property crime.  In 2000, BC had 
the third highest incidence of personal crime, but the 
highest rate of property crime in Canada by a wide 
margin.   
 
Traditionally, crime rates in Canada tend to increase 
from east to west.  Crime rates in the Atlantic prov-
inces are lower than Ontario and Quebec, which in 
turn are lower than the western provinces.   
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Performance Indicator 20 Supplemental Information: US Comparison 

Personal and Property Crime Rates 
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Source: The Centre for Spatial Economics; Federal Bureau of Investigation and the Statistical Abstract of the United 
States 

Description: 
 
The personal (violent) and property crime rate is based on the number of reported crimes per 
100,000 people.  Personal (violent) crime includes all degrees of murder, rape, robbery and as-
sault.  Property crime includes burglary, theft and arson.  A lower crime rate indicates a higher 
perceived sense of security. 
 
A crime rate that is higher relative to another jurisdiction sends a signal that one is at a higher 
probability of being the victim of a crime.  Also, a higher crime rate results in a perceived de-
clined in social control. 
 
Where BC Ranks: 
 
By Jurisdiction (2000) – 7 
1-Year Progress Check (1999-2000) – 4 
Period Progress Rank (1995-2000) – 2 
 
How Does BC Compare? 
 
The crime rate per 100,000 people in BC is the highest of all provinces and states over the 
1995-2000 period.  Even though this was still the case in 2000, the crime rate has been dropping 
since the mid 1990s.  Based on available data, BC’s crime rate peaked in 1991 at over 10,400 
crimes per 100,000 people, the highest of any province in Canada. 
 
All four provinces have seen their crime rate decline since 1995.  In 2000, Ontario had the low-
est crime rate of 4,265 crimes per 100,000 people.  On the other hand, BC had the highest crime 
rate in 2000 with 7,619 crimes per 100,000 people.  Although difficult to see from the graph, 
crime rates for California, Washington and Oregon have increased over the 1995-2000 period. 
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