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A. INTRODUCTION 
 

People living on Employment and Income Assistance (EIA) know how hard it is to meet their basic needs.  

About 62,000 Manitobans receive EIA supports now, which are paid out at poverty or below poverty 

levels. The total cost to the government of EIA benefits in 2012/13 was $341.87 million.   

 

Over the last decade, the government has introduced program changes to EIA that have increased 

benefits to recipients. Advocates have campaigned to increased benefits more as they believe EIA rates 

still do not help people cope with poverty nor extricate themselves from poverty.  While the additional 

assistance of $50 to $70 more per month from the Rent Assist program announced in the 2014 

Manitoba Budget, for example, is appreciated and important, it is not enough for people to meet their 

basic needs to be healthy, and it will still mean living in very deep poverty for those receiving EIA. 

In 2010, the Manitoba Ombudsman issued a report on the EIA system and made 68 recommendations 

to improve the delivery of social assistance. By 2012, almost all of the recommendations had been acted 

on. The Manitoba EIA Rate Review released in December 2013, a response to the Ombudsman’s Report,  

repeated the government’s policy focus for EIA is to help people transition to work and therefore lessen 

or end their dependence on EIA.   

 

However, given that 88% of the people receiving EIA are not currently earning an income, it makes sense 

to examine options for how to help raise the incomes of people relying on EIA.  

 

This paper will explore four options for raising the benefits of EIA, consistent with government policy 

and what we think is the government’s ability to pay. These options are to:  

 

1) Increase EIA benefits generally, to meet a person’s ‘basic needs’;  

 

2)   Increase wage earnings allowed without losing EIA benefits;  

 

3)   Increase and expand ‘portable benefits’; and  

 

4)   Create a new pension-like program for people who are unable to work.   

 

These options will be compared and evaluated based on three measurements:  

 

1) the actual dollar amount increase for an  individual and family;  

 

2) the total cost to the EIA program (therefore the Manitoba Government); and, 

 

3)  income levels compared to a poverty benchmark (in this analysis, the Market Basket Measure).   

 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/


3 

 

207 Donald Street,  Winnipeg   www.spcw.mb.ca   943-2561 

With this analysis, we want to contribute to a discussion on the best ways to increase the income (from 

both EIA benefits and wages) for those living in poverty. Based on what advocates in the community 

think and say, we want to propose how the Province can update the EIA program. Currently the 

government is making changes to the EIA system in a number of ways and conducting a number of 

consultations and reviews. We therefore think this is an appropriate time to introduce changes the 

community advocates see as needed and possible. 

 

Generally, we see changes possible in a number of ways EIA benefits are distributed. Through an EIA 

Rate Review Committee, of government and community representatives, detailed changes could be 

considered, researched, developed and implemented. For discussion, we think that; 

 

1. The EIA program could refocus its ‘transition to employment strategy’ to assist all people 

receiving EIA, to overcome employment barriers, so they could benefit from increased 

income through work earnings.  This would be a departure from past practice of focusing 

on employment to exit people from the EIA program completely.   

 

2.  There could be a goal to increase the number of EIA participants earning additional income 

by 10 per cent to cover the cost of increasing the earning exemption.  

 

3.  EIA could increase the earning exemption from $200 per month to $500 per month and 

phase out the exit point as a way to increase the earning incentive and real earnings of 

those on EIA.  This could be done on a trial or pilot basis followed by an evaluation of the 

additional supports people require to maintain employment and the impact of the higher 

incomes and opportunities. 

 

4.  The Department of Employment and Trade could begin the process to create a pension-like 

disability support to the income level set at the MBM. 

 

5.  EIA could increase and expand the portable benefit program. 

 

Special Note:  The Rate Review Report also introduced the modified Market Basket Measure (mMBM) 

and the Expanded Modified MBM (emMBM) as standards the provincial government will use to define 

what it costs to meet ones basic needs. These new measures define how much of a person’s needs the 

EIA benefits will provide for. Up to now, the Government has used the Market Basket Measure (MBM) 

as a standard. The Social Planning Council and other organizations have used the Low Income Measure 

(LIM) as a standard, as we include a lot more in what people need, and in particular what is needed to 

release them from the constraints of poverty. In this paper we will refer to the mMBM and MBM but the 

Social Planning Council does not endorse these as adequate measures of what it costs to ensure people 

can meet their needs. 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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B. BACKGROUND 
 

Over the last decade, the government has introduced a number of changes to the EIA program that have 

increased benefits to recipients. Advocates have campaigned to increased benefits more as they believe 

EIA rates still do not help people cope with poverty nor extricate themselves from poverty. 

This discussion paper refers mainly to the EIA Rate Review which was a response to the Ombudsmans’ 

EIA Report 2010, and which outlined the latest recommendations for how government could improve  

EIA supports. The EIA Rate Review 2013 compared the total income people receive from provincial EIA 

and federal income transfers with the mMBM, emMBM and MBM living standards to four case types of 

people receiving EIA:  

 Single Employable(GA),  

 Single Person with a Disability(PwD),  

 Single/Lone Parent with One Child age 2 (LP), and  

 Couple with Two Children ages 10 & 15 (Couple).   

It found that both the Single Employable and Single Person with a Disability had total transfer income 

less than the mMBM living standard (see Table 6 in the Review for details).  That information was based 

on 2011 amounts.  

Given that the data in that report is now two years old and given the announced increases in rent 

supplements as of July 2014, that table has been updated. 

Table 1: Total Benefit Income of EIA Participants and Estimated Low-Income Thresholds - 2014 

Winnipeg 2013 

Case Category 

Total Benefit Income  MBM Living Standards 
1 

EIA
2 

Federal 
3 

Total mMBM emMBM MBM 

Single Emp. 

 

$7,860 $268 $8,128 $10,507 $13,834 $17,462 

Single PwD 

 

$10,457 $268 $10,725 $10,507 $13,834 $17,462 

LP – 1 Child 

 

$10,752 $4,063 $14,815 $14,859 $19,566 $24,696 

Couple – 2 kids 

 

$14,786 $7,869 $22,655 $21,023 $27,670 $34,925 

Notes:  
1
 The increase in the CPI between 2011 and 2013 (1.039) was applied to the 2011 levels.  

 
2
 Includes the $150/month rent increase for the GA and Persons with Disability Cases, and the  

    $50/month rent increase for the Single and Two Parent families with children.  

 
3
 Includes the GST for the single persons plus the Child Tax Benefit and National Child Benefit Supplement  

    for the families.  

This updated chart tells the same basic story with two differences.  First, the total benefit income 

available to the single person with a disability is now slightly higher than the mMBM while the single 

parent family’s total benefit income is slightly less.   As in 

2011, the single employable person has the least adequate 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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income, with a gap between EIA benefits and mMBM of $2,379.  As well, the chart reveals that total EIA 

incomes are inadequate to meet either the emMBM or MBM standards of living for all case categories. 

The EIA Rate Review 2013 report recommended targeting increases - first to the single employable and 

persons with a disability - given the inadequacy of their eligible benefits.  It also recommended providing 

higher benefits outside of the current EIA program that support low-income Manitobans more broadly 

and especially those getting jobs. The Rate Review also recommended the creation of a separate 

pension-like program for persons with severe, prolonged disabilities.   

The Government has also expressed caution about raising rates to a point that EIA discourages people 

looking for work, or creating what is being called a ‘welfare wall’ (when EIA provides more than an 

employment wage  and therefore becomes a disincentive to getting work and exiting the EIA program).  

There are different ways of understanding the ‘welfare wall’. 

 One is the amount of the EIA total benefit income in the absence of any wage earnings.  The 

higher the EIA income, the greater the wage earnings required to make a person be better off 

employed than on social assistance.   

 A second measure of the ‘welfare wall’ is the loss of partial benefits that occurs when one’s 

earnings while on social assistance exceed the ‘exit’ point (which is 135% of gross earnings).     

As shown in Table 5, an EIA participant loses over $2,000 a year in partial EIA benefits when 

their earnings exceed the exit level.   

 A third measure of the welfare wall, for those with earnings, is the level of earnings required to 

reach the ‘exit’ level.  The higher the exit level, the greater the level of earnings required to 

work ones way off social assistance.  

There are therefore different ways of reducing the ‘welfare wall’.   

 One way is to keep any and all EIA benefits low.  However, this approach would further 

impoverish EIA recipients.  It would also lead to higher costs in other areas of government 

service like health care, education, child welfare and justice.  

 Another is to make work more attractive by raising the minimum wage rate in tandem with 

increases to EIA rates, training programs and work incentives to help people improve their 

employability and earnings capacity.    

 A third is through the provision of ‘portable’ benefits which  EIA participants retain when they 

leave social assistance.  The current Rent Aid Transition Bonus is an example, which provides a 

shelter support of 110 per month per adult, for a maximum of two years, to people who live in 

private housing and are moving from EIA to work.    

 

However, in determining the ‘welfare wall’, it is important to note that many EIA recipients want to 

work, but cannot find jobs that pay a decent and living wage. From the perspective of SPCW, EIA 

advocates and participants, the key policy goal is ensuring adequate EIA benefits.  The government’s 

concern with the work disincentives created by higher benefits can be addressed by designing 

complementary policies and programs, which minimize the disincentive effects of adequate benefits. 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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C. OPTIONS FOR IMPROVING THE INCOMES OF EIA PARTICIPANTS   

Option 1.  Increasing Benefits for EIA Participants 

The Government could increase EIA payments to a higher standardized level – mMBM, emMBM or 

MBM. While this would put more money into the hands of recipients, it would mean a major increase in 

Government expenditure. 

 

Table 2 takes the information presented in Table 1 and shows the gap between the total benefits 

provided for the four case types and the three MBM measures. The last row shows the estimated total 

annual cost to the Government of closing the gap for all case types.   

 

Table 2:  Annual $ Gap Between EIA Total Benefits and MBM Thresholds 

and Cost of Closing the Gap by MBM Living Standard ($million) 

 

 
  
 

mMBM 
Annual $ Gap 

Total Cost ($m) 
 

emMBM 
Annual $ Gap 

Total Cost ($m) 

MBM 
Annual $ Gap 

Total Cost ($m) 
 

Single Employable 
(N=5,600)

1 
$2,379 

 
$13.32M 

$5,706 
 

$31.95 M 

$9,334 
 

$52.27 M 

Single Person with a Disability 
(N=17,000)

1 
$0 

 
$0.0 

$3,109 
 

$52.85 

$6,737 
 

$114.53 

Single Parent, 1 Child 0-5 years old 
(N=1,900)

1 
$44 

 
$0.08 M 

$4,751 
 

$9.03 M 

$9,881 
 

$18.77 M 

Couple, 2 Children 11 to 15 years 
(N=100)

1 
$0 

 
$0.0 M 

$5,015 
 

$0.5 M 

$11,802 
 

$1.18 M 

Total Cost to Government 
(N=24,700)

1,2
 

Total Cost to Government – All Cases 
 

-- 
$13.40 M 
$20.6 M 

-- 
$94.33 M 
$145.1 M 

-- 
$186.75 M 
$287.3 M 

 

Notes:  
1 

These are estimates based on the actual average number of adults on EIA during 2013/14 for  

  all General Assistance, Disability and Single Parent cases and estimates of the proportion of 

each case category belonging to the specific types, based on 2008/09 EIA data. 

 
2
 This represents 65 per cent of the total number of adults on EIA during 2013/14.  

 

In other words, if 5,600 single persons receiving EIA benefits each receive $2,379 more a year to meet 

the government’s mMBM standard, it would cost about $13 million annually. And if 100 couples with 

two children receiving EIA benefits each receive $11,802 more a year to meet the government’s MBM 

standard, it would cost about $1.18 million annually. For all the categories contained in Table 2 to meet 

the MBM level it would cost the government $187 million 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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annually.  However, since they represent only 65 per cent of the total caseload, the estimated cost of 

bringing the entire caseload up to the MBM level of adequacy would be $287.3 million.    

 

The total cost to the government of EIA benefits in 2012/13 was $341.87 million.  Thus, reaching the 

mMBM income level would mean an increase of 6.0 per cent over 2012/13 expenditures (+$20.6 

million).   Reaching the emMBM and full MBM levels would require a 42.4 per cent increase (+ $145.1 

million) and an 84.0 per cent increase (+$186.75 million), respectively.   

 

Option 2.  Improving the Work Incentives Program for Those on EIA 

 

Currently, the EIA program allows those with some wage income or earnings to keep the first $200 of 

‘net’ earnings per month plus 30 per cent of what they earn above that amount. When the ‘gross’ 

earnings reaches 135 per cent of their total EIA benefits, they lose their eligibility for EIA support.  This 

program can be modified by policy changes to increase the amount of money EIA recipients can earn, 

while not directly increasing the cost to the EIA program.  

 

There are several ways in which the current Work Incentive Program (WIP) can be modified to increase 

the EIA participant’s total income and avoid the abrupt loss of the partial benefits at the exit point.    

 the initial exemption level can be raised from the current $200 amount,  

 the earnings retention rate can be increased from its current 30 per cent; and,  

 the EIA exit level can be increased beyond the current 135 per cent.   

 

Reform Options 

Using data provided by EIA staff for those with earnings during the 2013/14 fiscal year , we have 

assessed the possible increases in work incentive benefits and the annual cost to government of the 

following two options for increasing the earnings through the WIP: 

 

2.a:  Increase the Initial Exemption to $500/month, leave the Earnings Retention Rate at 30% and    

raise the Exit Level to the point at which net EIA benefits = $0. 

  

2.b:  Leave the Initial Exemption at $200/month, raise the Earnings Retention Rate to 50% and raise  the 

Exit Level to the point at which net EIA benefits = $0.  

 

Appendix 1 presents the formulas used to calculate the work incentive benefits provided by the current 

plan and the two ways of reforming WIPs, with net EIA benefits retained by EIA participants once the 

work incentive benefits have been taken into account.   

 

Table 3 shows the impact of the two ways to adjust the work incentive options on the annual incomes of 

EIA participants with earnings for the General Assistance, Single Parent and Persons with a Disability 

case categories.  

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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Table 3: Impact of the Work Incentive Changes on Incomes of EIA Participants with Earnings 

Case 

Category 

Per cent 

Employed 

Average 

Net Monthly 

Earnings 

Average Annual WIP Benefit Average Change in WIP 

Benefit Due to: 

Current 2.a 2.b 2.a 2.b 

All Adults 

 

10.2% $423 $2,760 $3,756 $3,420 +$996 +$660 

GA 

 

7.8% $608 $3,672 $5,052 $4,704 +$1,380 +$1,032 

SP 

 

10.1% $691 $4,056 $5,784 $5,268 +$1,728 +$1,212 

PwD 

 

11.3% $282 $2,076 $2,712 $2,448 +$636 +$372 

 

 

There are several things to note about the results presented in Table 3: 

 The current WIP provides average benefits to those participants with earnings that completely 

close the gap for the mMBM and much of the gap for the emMBM.   

 Option 2a would do the most to increase the incomes of those with earnings - by $996 per year 

for all participants compared to $660 for option 2b.  

 The increase is greatest for the Single Parent because their monthly earnings are the highest and 

the least for the Person with a Disability because of their low monthly earnings. 

 However, few EIA participants have any earnings so that increases to the WIP alone would have 

no benefit in raising the incomes of most people on EIA.     

 

A key conclusion to draw from Table 3 is that substantially higher employment rates would be needed 

for the current WIP or the proposed enhancements to have an impact on the incomes of EIA 

participants.    

 

Savings Generated by Increases in the Employment  

It is important to note that increases in the number of EIA participants who are employed could lead to 

savings for the EIA program as EIA payments to those earning more than the initial exemption level are 

reduced at the rate of 70 cents per dollar earned above that level.  Table 4 shows that, with just a five 

per cent increase in the employment rate, the additional cost of implementing  option 2b would be 

recouped by the lower net benefits paid out for all adults.  A ten percent increase in the employment 

rates would yield net savings to the EIA program for all except the GA cases for both option 2a and 2b..    

 

Thus, it is to the EIA program’s benefit to promote part-time and full-time employment of participants 

while on EIA and allow them to keep more earnings. 

 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/


9 

 

207 Donald Street,  Winnipeg   www.spcw.mb.ca   943-2561 

Table 4:  The Annual Cost of WIP Options 1 and 2 and the Savings Associated 

with Increases in the Employment Rate - $ Millions 

 

EIA 

Category 

Cost of WIP 

Options
1
 

Gross and (Net) Savings Due to Higher Employment Rates
2
 

or Saving for the EIA program and (actual cost of EIA payments) 

Option 

2a 

Option 

2b 

5 per cent increase in 

employment 

10 per cent increase in 

employment 

Option 2a Option 2b Option 2a Option 2b 

All Adults 

 

$3.79 $2.51 $2.78 (-$1.01) $2.71 (+0.20) $5.09 (+$1.30) $6.63 (+$4.12) 

GA 

 

$0.95 $0.71 -$0.62 (-$1.57) -$0.44 (-$1.15) -$1.18 (-$2.13) -$0.83 (-$1.54) 

SP 

 

$1.34 $0.93 $0.68 (-$0.66) $0.95 (+$0.02) $1.25 (-$0.09) $1.74 (+$0.81) 

PwD 

 

$1.50 $0.85 $2.86 (+$1.36) $3.26 (+$2.41) $5.14 (+$3.64) $5.86 (+$5.01) 

 

It should be emphasized that the gross and net savings picture is based on the assumption that the 

distribution of earnings would remain the same with higher levels of employment.  If, for example, 

additional EIA participants drawn into employment earn less than those currently employed, the gross 

savings would be less than shown in Table 4.  Conversely, if the newly employed earned more, then the 

gross savings would be more.  Thus, if the government wants to maximize savings from additional 

employment, it should encourage the newly employed to earn more than the initial earnings exemption.    

 

Limitations of the WIP to Improving EIA Incomes 

There are two key problems with the current Work Incentive Program (WIP) that limit its usefulness in 

increasing the incomes of EIA participants..  First, very few EIA participants are employed - only 10 per 

cent.  

 

Second, almost half (48 per cent) of those employed earn less than $200 per month.  Thus, if an 

enriched Work Incentive Program is to make a substantial contribution to increasing the incomes of EIA 

participants, it will have to lead to increased numbers of EIA participants gaining employment while on 

EIA.  Other supportive programs will likely be needed to facilitate more EIA participants working while 

on assistance.   

 

                                                           
1
 The cost = (WIP Benefits under Options 1 or 2 – WIP Benefits under current program). 

2
  The savings due to higher employment rates assume that the distribution of earnings remains the same as 

presented in Appendix 2.  All that changes is the number of EIA Participants with and without earnings.  The 

savings are based on the changes in Net EIA Benefits due to the higher number of Participants with earnings above 

the Initial Exemption level of earnings. Gross savings = (Net Benefits under Options 1 or 2 – Net Benefits Under 

Current WIP).  Net savings = Gross Savings – Cost of WIP Options.   

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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As well, any increases in the generosity of the WIP will lead to a larger loss of partial EIA benefits when 

EIA participants reach the current exit level of income, set at 135 per cent of their Total Needs Budget.    

Table 5 shows this situation.  At the exit level of gross earnings, the single employable EIA Participant is 

receiving $2,112 in EIA benefits.  When his/her gross earnings exceed this level for two consecutive 

months, he/she is no longer eligible and loses the partial benefit all at one time.  This could be called the 

welfare cliff. 

 

Table 5: Partial Benefits Remaining at the Current Exit Level by Case Category 

 

Case  

Category 

 

Total EIA Benefit 

Income 

Current Exit from EIA Level 

Gross Earnings 

At Exit Level 

Partial EIA Benefit  

at Exit level 

Single Employable 

 

$7,860 $10,611 $2,112 

Single PwD 

 

$10,457 $14,117 $2,255 

LP – 1 Child 

 

$10,752 $14,515 $2,271 

Couple – 2 kids 

 

$14,786 $19,961 $2,493 

 

Thus, without also eliminating the 135 per cent exit level and instead allowing EIA participants to earn 

income up to the point that their partial EIA benefits drop to $0, an enriched WIP will exacerbate this 

aspect of the welfare wall.  

 

Option 3.  Providing Portable Benefits to EIA Participants 
 

The EIA Rate Review Report recommended providing “higher benefits outside of EIA that support low-

income Manitobans more broadly and avoid reinforcement of the welfare wall”.   Portable benefits are 

payments that are available to people who are working and to people on EIA like the Rent Aid or Rent 

Assist Program.  

 

3.a  Increase the Shelter Allowances  

In its 2014 Budget, the Province of Manitoba announced that the rent allowances for single persons on 

EIA (GA and PwD cases) would be increased by $70 per month while those for families with children 

would be increased by $50 per month.  Those increases represent a $840 per year increase for the single 

employable and person with a disability recipients and a $600 per year increase for EIA recipients who 

are families with children.    

 

Once the rent allowances for those on EIA reach these targeted rents, they will provide an additional 

$1,320 per year for the single adult case, a $1,752 per year increase for the lone parent/one child and a 

$2,280 per year increase for the two parent/2 child family, 

http://www.spcw.mb.ca/
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thus moving their total incomes closer to the emMBM and the MBM thresholds.   

 

As the Budget Paper, Reducing Poverty and Promoting Social Inclusion, indicates, the rent allowances 

are targeted to rise to 75% of the Median market rent over the next four years to the following 

amounts: 

 

Table 6:  Targeted Rent Allowance Increases by 2018 for EIA Participants for Selected Household Types 

 

 

Household Type 

July 2014 Rent 

Allowances for EIA 

Participants 

Targeted Rent Range 

(75% of Median Market 

Rents) 

 

Average 

Targeted Rent 
1
 

Single Employable 

 

$435 $420-563 $545 

Single PwD 

 

$435 $420-563 $545 

Lone Parent 1 child 0-5 

 

$480 $701-825 $626 

Couple 2 children 10-&15 

 

$521 $701-825 $711 

Notes:  1 
For the single adults, this represents the weighted average of bachelor and 1 bedroom units.  For the  

   Lone Parent, this is the weighted average of 1 and 2 bedroom units.  For the couple, it is the weighted  

   average of 2 and 3 bedroom units.  The weights are the number of units of each size in the Winnipeg  

   CMA, according to the Dec. 2013 CMHC Rental survey.   

 

The annual cost of these increases will total $33.39 million for these four case types, if 65 per cent of the 

total caseload receives the shelter allowance.  For the single employable, the total cost will be $7.39 

million.  For the single person with a disability, the total cost will be $22.44 million.  The rent increase for 

the lone parent with one child 0-5 will total $3.33 million and for the couple with two children, the total 

cost will be $0.23 million.    

 

In addition to these estimated costs will be the ongoing cost of providing rent assistance once these 

people leave EIA and the cost of adding all low-income adults who meet the income tests of the Rent 

Assist program.  This extension of the benefits will add substantially to the cost of the full program.  

 

3.b  Create additional Portable Benefits 

Table 2 above shows that the total benefit income for the single employable will be $2,379 below the 

mMBM when the new rent allowances take effect in July 2014.  Table 2 also shows that it would cost 

$13.32 million per year to close that gap.   Just as it has done with the Rent Assist program, the Province 

could create a portable income benefit that would guarantee the $2,379 to all those with incomes 

below the total benefit income of $7,860 and then claw that amount back at the rate of 24.8 per cent of 

every dollar above $7,860 so that the benefit would disappear at the MBM level of income of $17,462.   

In addition to the 5,600 single employable adults on EIA, the 

program would provide an average benefit of $1,474 to 26,171 
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single non-elderly, non-disabled adults not on EIA3 for a total additional cost of $38.6 million per year.       

 

It should be noted that the current Rent Aid Program for low income working Manitobans applied only 

to 3,000 households in 2013 - on average 1,900 households per month. The cost for this approach was 

$2.9 million.  It could be argued this is not a true portable benefit since so few who qualify are using the 

program as it is an application-based program and many working Manitobans are not aware of it.   

 

A Guaranteed Annual Income (GAI) or a Basic Income Guarantee (BIG) is a benefit support system that 

sets an income level people need and then does not add the myriad of special additional benefits that 

the current EIA system now has.  It simplifies the income support program and reduces administration. 

However, to set up a GAI program, there are numerous variables to consider to determine its viability as 

an income support system. 

 

While more analysis is needed on such programs, it would appear that the cost to government, likely at 

the federal level, would significantly increase, as current social income supports are so low. 

 

Option 4 Creating a Disabilities Pension Program  

Using the Statistics Canada Social Policy Simulation Database and Model (SPSDM) data base and model, 

based on 2009 data, we have estimated there are 29,710 adults 18 to 64 years, with a severe or very 

severe disability.  These are adults who fall into one of the following circumstances: 

 

 Have self-identified as having a disability, but have not claimed a disability tax credit and are not 

receiving a CPP disability pension but are on social assistance and not employed; or,  

 

 Have self-identified as having a disability, have claimed a disability tax credit and/or are 

receiving a CPP disability benefit and are not employed; or,   

 

 Have self-identified as having a disability are receiving a Canada Pension Plan (CPP) Disability 

benefit and are employed. 

 

The cost of providing a disability pension to those with a severe disability depends on the generosity of 

the pension benefit and the treatment of other income received by the adult.  There are three 

benchmarks for the pension benefit.  The most generous is the Alberta Assured Income for the Severely 

Handicapped (AISH) program benefit of $19,056 per year for an adult.  The second is the MBM for 

Winnipeg which is $17,462; and, the least generous is the CPP Disability benefit of $14,836.   

 

                                                           
3
 These estimates are from the Statistics Canada SPSDM, version 21.0.  The assumptions and calculations 

underlying the simulation results were prepared by Harvey Stevens and the responsibility for the use and 

interpretation of these data is entirely that of the author.  
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Using the Statistics Canada SPSDM program, we have developed cost estimates of providing a pension 

to the severely disabled non-elderly adult in Manitoba, using the three-benchmark levels of benefits 

offered by the AISH, MBM and CPP Disability programs.  The modeling set the net disability pension 

benefit = (Maximum Benefit – Individual After-tax Income).   In effect, each dollar of after-tax income 

received by the individual reduces the value of the Disability Pension by one dollar.  Other options could 

reduce the Disability Pension by less than one dollar and other definitions of income such as the 

Revenue Canada ‘net income’ could be used, based on the family’s level of income.  Accordingly, this 

represents only one approach to defining a Disability Pension plan.  

 

The Canadian Survey on Disability, 2012 conducted by Statistics Canada indicates that in Manitoba, 

there are a total of 87,120 adults 15 to 64 years who have an identified disability, of which 18,960 have 

a ‘severe’ disability and 20,620 have a ‘very severe’ disability.  In total then, there could be 39,580 adults 

between 15 and 64 who would be eligible for such a pension.   

 

Table 7: Estimated Number of Adults 18 to 64 With a Severe Disability Who are Eligible for an 

AISH-Level Disability Pension Plan, Showing the Average Net Benefit and Total Annual Cost 

Eligible for an AISH-Level Benefit 
by EIA Status 

Number Per cent Average Annual 

Net Benefit  

Average 

Disposable 

Income 

Not Eligible (Income Too High) 9,275 31.2% $0 $35,092 

Total Eligible 20,435 68.8% $7,376 $11,680 

-    Not on EIA 6,646 32.5% $8,575 $10,481 

-    On EIA   13,789 67.5% $6,798 $12,258 

Total Cost – Not Adjusted  ($M) -- -- $150.73 Million -- 

Total Cost – Adjusted ($M)1 -- -- $200.80 Million -- 
Note: 

1
 The adjustment = (39,580/29,710) = 1.33 = the difference in the # of severely disabled as estimated by the 

Census vs. the SPSDM model.  

 

 

Table 8: Estimated Number of Adults 18 to 64 With a Severe Disability Who are Eligible for a  

MBM-Level Disability Pension Plan, Showing the Average Net Benefit and Total Annual Cost 

Eligible for a MBM-Level Benefit by 
EIA Status 

Number Per cent Average Annual 

Net Benefit  

Average 

Disposable Income 

Not Eligible (Income Too High) 11,421 38.4% $0 $31,858 

Total Eligible 18,289 61.6% $6,510 $10,952 

-    Not on EIA 6,534 35.7% $7,119 $10,342 

-    On EIA   11,755 64.3% $6,171 $11,291 

Total Cost – Not Adjusted  ($M) -- -- $119.06 Million -- 

Total Cost – Adjusted ($M)1 -- -- $158.61 Million -- 
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Table 9: Estimated Number of Adults 18 to 64 With A Severe Disability Who are Eligible for a  

CPP-Level Disability Pension Plan, Showing the Average Net Benefit and Total Annual Cost 

Eligible for a CPP-Level Benefit by 
EIA Status 

Number Per cent Average Annual 

Net Benefit  

Average 

Disposable Income 

Not Eligible (Income Too High) 14,712 49.5% $0 $28,258 

Total Eligible 14,998 50.5% $4,940 $9,896 

-    Not on EIA 6,262 41.8% $4,761 $10,075 

-    On EIA   8,736 58.2% $5,068 $9,768 

Total Cost – Not Adjusted  ($M) -- -- $74.09 Million -- 

Total Cost – Adjusted ($M)1 -- -- $98.70 Million -- 

 

These tables are based on certain features: 

 Not all of the severely disabled would qualify for such a Pension Plan.  With an AISH-type plan, 

about 62 per cent would qualify, whereas, with a CPP-type plan, only 50 per cent would qualify.   

 Of those that do qualify, the majority are on social assistance, ranging from 58% for the CPP Plan 

to 68% for the AISH Plan.  

 The net benefits available to them under each plan would bring their total income up to the 

maximum benefit levels for each Plan; i.e. Average Net Benefit + Average Disposable Income = 

Maximum Benefit.   

 The total cost of each plan represents the additional cost of providing benefits to the severely 

disabled, over and above what is already being spent on social assistance and disability benefits 

for this group.  

 For an AISH-type Plan, the additional cost would be $200 million; whereas, for the MBM- and 

CPP-type plans, the additional cost would be $159 million and $99 million, respectively.   

 

The essential point of these calculations and analysis, is that a Disability Pension would cost more as it 

would provide more for those who cannot work. This is the logic behind the CPP and its value to 

recipients and society has been proven. Shifting people who cannot work to such a program would also 

reduce administrative costs and other stress on recipients. 

 

There is also an argument that this benefit could be treated like the CPP, Old Age Security or the 

Guaranteed Income Supplement and therefore be added to federal costs. 
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D. TOPICS FOR ONGOING ANALYSIS AND ACTION 

 

Generally, we see changes possible in a number of ways EIA benefits are distributed.  An effective 

process of making changes could be through an EIA Rate Review Committee, of government and 

community representatives. Bringing together the needs of government with the experience of EIA 

advocates could be formative in considering, researching, developing and implementing changes.  

 

For discussion, we think that; 

 

1. The EIA program could refocus its ‘transition to employment strategy’ to assist all people 

receiving EIA, to overcome employment barriers, so they could benefit from increased income 

through work earnings.  This would be a departure from past practice of focusing on employment 

to exit people from the EIA program completely.   

 

2.  There could be a goal to increase the number of EIA participants earning additional income by 10 

per cent to cover the cost of increasing the earning exemption.  

 

3.  EIA could increase the earning exemption from $200 per month to $500 per month and phase 

out the exit point as a way to increase the earning incentive and real earnings of those on EIA.  

This could be done on a trial or pilot basis followed by an evaluation of the additional supports 

people require to obtain and maintain employment while on social assistance and the impact of 

the higher incomes and opportunities. 

 

4.  The Department of Employment and Trade could begin the process to create a pension-like 

disability support to the income level set at the MBM. 

 

5.  EIA could increase and expand the portable benefit program, including an analysis of a GAI. 
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Appendix 1: Formulas for Calculating the Work Incentive Benefit, the Net EIA Benefit and the Exit level 

of Net Earnings 

 

The formula for calculating the Work Incentive Benefits (WIB) under the current and reform options is: 

 

 WIB  = NE, if NE <=IE 

  = IE + [(NE-IE)*ERR], if NE>IE 

 Where, 

  NE = Net Earnings (Gross Earnings – Compulsory Payroll Deductions) 

  IE = Initial Exemption level of net earnings 

  ERR = Earnings Retention Rate (% of NE retained above the IE) 

 

 

The formula for calculating the Net EIA Benefits (NB) under the current and reform options is: 

 

 NB  = TNB, if NE<=IE 

  = TNB – (NE-IE)*(1-ERR), if NE>IE 

 Where, 

  TNB = Total Needs Budget 

 

These two formulas were used to determine the value of the Work Incentive Benefits and Net EIA 

Benefits under the current and two WIP options, as presented in the tables in Appendix 2.  

 

In addition, we relaxed the existing constraint on the amount of Gross Earnings allowed before one is no 

longer eligible for EIA.  Currently, the ‘Exit’ level of Gross Earnings = 135% of the Total Needs Budget.  

If one relaxes that constraint and allows the Exit level of earnings to be the point at which Net EIA 

Benefits = $0, then that Net Earnings Exit Point (NEEP) is defined as: 

 

 NEEP = [(TNB +(IE x BRR)]/BRR 

 

 Where, 

  BRR = (1-ERR) = Benefit Reduction Rate (% of NE clawed back above the IE)   
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