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Key Findings

A large proportion of court support and early intervention clients are at risk of 
living in low income.  Two key risk factors are being unattached and being 
between the ages of 45 and 64 years.

• 56% of court support clients are unattached and 84% of them are living in 
low income.

• 29% of early intervention clients are unattached and 76% of them are 
living in low income.

Clients living in low income have a low standard of living and quality of life.  


• For court support clients, the median proportion of income spent on 
shelter is 62%.

• Almost a third of court support clients were distressed about staying in 
their current residence for a long time.

• For early intervention clients, the median proportion of income spent on 
shelter is 48%.

• Nearly a quarter of early intervention clients indicated they felt distressed 
about staying in their current residence for a long time.

• Clients living in low income are forced to make choices among shelter, 
food, clothing and transportation.

Few clients living in low income have opportunities to raise their standard of 
living.

• Current unemployment rates among court support and early intervention 
clients are 53% and 31%, respectively.

• 38% of court support clients do not have a high school diploma and 80% 
are not continuing their education.

• 31% of early intervention clients do not have a high school diploma and 
56% of these clients are not continuing their education.
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Purpose of this Report

This report considers the standard of living of clients and the opportunities such as 
employment and education to raise their standard of living.

A disclaimer:

The experiences of these programs may not necessarily be representative of those of 
other similar programs. In addition, the clients who participated in the study may not be 
reflective of all clients in the programs.

Brief Description of the Matryoshka Project

The Matryoshka Project is part of the System Enhancement Evaluation Initiative (SEEI).  
It is a 4-year project looking at selected programs throughout Ontario. Its primary 
purpose is to examine the effects of the Government’s new investments on the 
continuity of care experienced by new and ongoing clients. For the purpose of the 
evaluation, we look at five dimensions of continuity of care: (1) timeliness of services, 
(2) intensity of services, (3) comprehensiveness of services, (4) coordination of services  
and (5) accessibility of services.

The Matryoshka Project focuses on two types of specialized programs: (1) those for 
young people experiencing their first psychotic episode (early intervention programs) 
and (2) court support programs for people with mental illness who are involved with the 
Justice System.

Previous Findings

In earlier reports, we observed that a significant proportion of the clients interviewed for 
the Matryoshka Project reported annual incomes less than $11,000.  For example, 
between a third to almost a half of court support clients interviewed reported annual 
incomes of less $11,0001.  When we examined perceived quality of life, we saw that 
between 20% and 30% of clients indicated that they were distressed by their overall 
quality of life (Figure 1).  Furthermore, there is research evidence that poverty is 
associated with prolonged mental illness episodes2.  
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Figure 1.  Overall Perceived Quality of Life: by Program Type

Rationale for this Report

The purpose of this report is to explore the standard of living experienced by clients.  If 
poverty is associated with recovery, it is important to understand the socio-economic 
contexts in which clients live.  Along with the services and supports received, recovery 
will be affected by their standard of living.  This report considers the standard of living of 
clients and the opportunities such as employment and education to raise their standard 
of living.

Exploring the Standard of Living

To begin, we examine the income reported by clients.  Both court support and early 
intervention clients reported an average monthly wage of approximately $1,000 with 
medians of about $900 (Tables 1A and 1B).  The income sources for both client groups 
indicate a reliance on Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP), general welfare 
assistance and gross earnings.  For people in court support programs, the greatest 
proportion of income is from ODSP and gross earnings second.  The pattern is reversed 
for early intervention clients.  

How does this level of income affect the standard of living?  Those most at risk of being 
in low income groups are unattached people who are between the ages of 45 to 64 
years3. 
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Among court support clients, 55% are unattached and 67% are between the ages of 30 
and 65 years.  In comparison,  about 29% of early intervention clients are unattached 
and 12% are older than 30 years of age4 (Figure 2).  

Figure 2.  Percentage of Unattached Clients: by Program Type 

Because unattached clients are at the greatest risk of becoming low income and  
represent a significant proportion of clients in both programs, the remainder of this 
section of the report focuses on unattached clients.  Among court support clients who 
are unattached, the median annual income is $10,800 and among early intervention 
clients it is $11,791.  Using Human Resources and Skills Development Canada’s 
(HRSDC) definition of a market basket (MB), we can examine the extent of clients’ 
abilities to purchase a standardized set of goods and services including food, shelter, 
transportation, clothing and telephone services5 (Table 2).  Thus, the question we pose 
is whether clients most at risk of becoming low income are able to afford what is 
considered a standard basket of goods in Ontario.  

Table 2 contains the costs of HRSDC’s market basket for a single adult.  A client could 
be considered to be living in low income if his/her annual income is not sufficient to 
purchase the market basket of goods.  Based on this definition, 84% of study 
participants in court support programs and 76% in early intervention programs who are 
unattached adults are living in low income (Figure 3).  
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There appears to be a difference by region in the proportion of early intervention clients 
living in low income.  In rural regions, the annual cost of HRSDC’s market is $14,220 for 
a single adult.  Of Matryoshka early intervention clients who were unattached adults 
living in rural regions, 65% were below the MB threshold.  In contrast, HRSDC’s market 
basket costs $13,769 for a single adult in mid-size regions and $15,865 for those in 
urban regions.  We observed 90% of unattached adult early intervention clients in 
midsize regions and 89% in urban/metropolitan regions were living in low income.  
There appears to be less variation by region among the court support clients.  The 
median percentage by which clients were below the MB threshold was 27% for court 
support clients and 28% for early intervention clients.  

Figure 3.  Percentage of Unattached Clients Living in Low Income: by Program Type

Housing

Let us consider the individual standardized set of goods and services in the market 
basket.  The annual median market basket shelter costs for a single person are $4,447 
in rural communities, $5,432 for midsize regions and $6,739 for urban/metropolitan 
regions.   In the Matryoshka Project, the reported median annual rent for low income 
clients in rural regions was $4,920, in midsize regions it was $5,124 and $4,896 in 
urban/metropolitan regions (Figure 4).  It appears that in midsize and urban/
metropolitan regions, clients are spending less than the median market basket shelter 
costs.  At the same time, these costs still represent a large proportion of their income.  
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For court support clients, the median proportion of their income annually spent on 
shelter is 62% and for early intervention clients it is 48%. 

Figure 4.  Median Annual Rent of Unattached Clients Living in Low Income

When people do not have sufficient income to purchase the standard market basket, 
they are forced to make trade-offs about how they spend their income.  At some point, 
they must spend less on one category of goods to purchase another.  It appears that a 
significant proportion of income is being spent on shelter.  

We also know that nearly a quarter of court support and early intervention clients live in 
a group/boarding home/rooming house (Tables 3A and 3B).  Over half of both client 
groups reside in either their own apartment/house or with roommates.  This raises the 
question of the quality of the shelter in which clients live.

When court support clients living in low income were asked about how they felt about 
their housing, 23% were distressed regarding the safety of their neighborhoods; 21% 
indicated that they did not feel safe in their residence (Tables 4A).  Almost a third 
suggested that they did not want to remain in their current residence for a long period of 
time.  

There were similar patterns among early intervention clients such that about 21% 
indicated that they were distressed about the safety of their neighborhoods (Table 4B).  
However, about 14% did not feel safe in their actual residence.  But, when asked how 
they felt about staying in their current condition for a long time, 26% indicated that this 
distressed them.  
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Tobacco and Alcohol

About 70% of court support clients reported drinking alcohol and 70% reported smoking.  
In contrast, 89% of early intervention clients indicated that they drank alcohol and about 
70% indicated they smoked.    

In Waves 2 and 3 of the Matryoshka Project, clients were asked about cigarette and 
alcohol use patterns.  These patterns also represent potential claims on client 
disposable income.  For example, it costs $13 for a 25-pack of cigarettes; plus, there is 
a $3.09 tobacco tax on each 25-pack.  A 20-pack costs $10 and has a $2.47 tobacco 
tax.  Suppose a client goes through two 25 packs of cigarettes in a month.  That would 
be an annual expenditure of $386 for cigarettes.  

One 750 ml can of Molson Canadian costs $3.95.  There is a 12% tax on alcohol 
purchased from the Liquor Control Board of Ontario (LCBO).  If s/he drinks one a day, 
that would be equivalent to an annual expenditure of $1,602.  

If the annual median income for court support clients living in low income is $10,800,   
4% of court support client income would go to cigarettes and 15% to alcohol.  The 
annual median income for early intervention clients who are living in low income is 
$11,791.  Based on this hypothetical pattern of use, 3% of his/her income would go to 
cigarettes and 14% to alcohol.  It is interesting to note that if we compared the burden of 
the tobacco and alcohol tax on two people who purchase the same amount of alcohol 
and cigarettes but come from different income groups, these taxes present a greater 
burden on those living in lower income.  That is, the tax would represent a relatively 
greater proportion of the income of those living in low income6.  

Prescription Drugs 

Let us see the tally so far.  For court support clients who live in low income, 62% of their 
annual income would be spent on shelter with another 16% on cigarette and alcohol 
use.  This would leave 32% or $3,456 for transportation, food and clothing.

For early intervention clients living in low income, 48% of their annual income would go 
to shelter.  If they smoked and purchased alcohol, another 15% of their income would 
be claimed.  That leaves 37% or $4,363 of their annual income left to spend on 
transportation, food and clothing. 
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In addition to these necessities, clients may also need to pay for treatment. The Canada 
Health Act guarantees Canadians coverage for physician and hospital benefits but not 
for prescription drug benefits.  Prescription drug benefits are offered by most Provinces 
to people who are financially disadvantaged, seniors or receiving disability support.  Of 
Matryoshka clients living in low income, 21% indicated that they did not have either 
public or private prescription drug benefits.  Yet, 93% of clients indicated that they had 
been prescribed prescription medications.  In addition, there is evidence that indicates 
that out-of-pocket costs of prescription medications and lack of insurance are deterrents  
to access for people who have a mental illness7,8.

Of clients living in low income, 21% reported they were using at least one 
antidepressant and one anti-psychotic medication, 42% were using anti-psychotic 
medications but no antidepressants and 13% were using antidepressants but no anti-
psychotics (Figure 5).

Figure 5.  Percentage of Clients Using Psychotropic Medication: by Living Standard

Of clients living in low income, the top three anti-psychotic medications used were 
risperidone (18%), quetiapine (19%) and olanzapine (18%).  About 41% did not report 
using any anti-psychotic medications.  Approximately 62% of people without prescription 
drug insurance did not report using any anti-psychotics.   A 6 mg daily dose of 
risperidone costs about $1,861 annually while a 600 mg daily dose of quetiapine 
annually costs $1,387 and a 10 mg daily dose of olanzapine annually costs about 
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$1,200.  Thus, the costs of anti-psychotics for clients living in low income who do not 
have prescription drug coverage could claim between $1,200 (assuming the person was 
taking 10 mg of olanzapine daily) to $1,861 (assuming the person was taking 6 mg of 
risperidone daily) of the money that was to go toward transportation, food and clothing.

Food

The annual market basket food costs for a single person are $3,436 in rural 
communities, $3,287 for midsize regions and $3,497 for urban/metropolitan regions.   
For a court support client, who has no prescription drug benefits and has a prescription 
for a 10mg daily dose of quetiapine, once s/he pays for the medication, there would be 
$2,069 remaining for transportation, food and clothing.  For an early intervention client 
sharing the same predicament, there would be $2,976 remaining for transportation, food 
and clothing.  If the remaining budget is devoted to food, clients in both groups would 
have about $40 per week to spend.  But, there will be little leftover for transportation or 
clothing costs.   As an aside, given there are provincial and general sales taxes on 
clothes, clients would face similar regressive taxes when they purchase clothing as they 
do with alcohol and tobacco.

Employment

Employment can be a major vehicle out of low income and give clients access to a 
higher standard of living.  Yet, among people with severe mental illness, there is a high 
employment rate that ranges from 10% to 25%9.  In this and the following section, we 
again turn our attention to the full sample of Matryoshka participants.

In the Matryoshka Project, among court support clients, current unemployment was 
53% and 31% among early intervention clients (Tables 5A and 5B).  Among currently 
unemployed court support clients, 37% had looked for a job and 96% had an 
employment history.  Of early intervention clients who were currently unemployed, 49% 
had looked for job and 79% had employment experience. 

The rates of unemployment and the low rate of people looking for employment in spite 
of the fact that they have employment histories raises the question of what could be the 
barriers that clients face.  One of the barriers may be related to the main sources of 
income on which clients rely – Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP) and general 
welfare assistance.  Findings from other studies suggest that publicly funded benefits 
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may inadvertently create disincentives to working.  For example, they can penalize 
people for working.  In Ontario, people who receive public disability benefits can earn up 
to half of their monthly earnings before their benefits are penalized10.  If people are 
unsure about their ability to maintain employment, there will be a fear that if they lose 
their disability benefits, they will be without a safety net if they lose their jobs 11.  It has 
also been observed that even when there are retraining programs, the programs often 
do not train workers for jobs which pay enough to compete with government subsidies 12.  
This emphasizes the importance of the disability benefit structure and raises the 
question of how to provide a safety net without a disincentive to work.

The fact that clients have not looked for employment may also indicate that these 
people have become discouraged workers.  This term has been coined to refer to 
people who would like to work but who are no longer actively looking for employment13.  
They are discouraged and no longer believe that they can find a job.  Thus, they have 
given up looking for a job.  This also highlights the importance of programs available to 
assist people with developing marketable skills so they can take their places in the labor 
market.  Yet, employment and vocational services are where we have observed the 
most significant gaps in services14.  

Education

Among court support clients, 38% indicated that they had not completed high school 
(Table 6A).  Of those who did not complete high school, 66% identified problems with 
their mental health or addictions as interrupting their education.  Of this group, about 
80% were not enrolled in school during the past year.   This suggests that most of those 
in court support who did not have a high school diploma were not in the process of 
obtaining one.

In contrast, about 31% of early intervention clients had not completed high school.  Of 
those who had not completed high school, 75% indicated their education was 
interrupted by mental health or addictions problems.  But, 44% indicated they were 
enrolled in classes during the past 12 months.  This means that 56% of those without a 
high school diploma did not continue their education.  

There is an association between employment and education with higher unemployment 
rates among people with lower educational attainment15.  Yet, educational supports are 
another place where there are significant service gaps16.
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Trade-offs

The low income of clients raises the question about what types of goods and services 
that are being chosen.  Given their limited budgets and knowing that they will be faced 
with trade-offs, what necessities will they choose to go without?  Is it necessary to have 
a balanced diet that follows the Canada Food Guide or is it sufficient to feel full?  But, 
what are the effects of poor nutrition in the long run on both physical and mental health?  
What is the cost of not being able to afford new clothing when someone wants to 
access employment opportunities or education programs?  How does one get to those 
programs in the absence of transportation?  How does one concentrate during those 
endeavors on a less than full stomach?  

In his book, The Good Society17, Galbraith suggests that one of the hallmarks of a 
“good” society is that it offers opportunities for everyone to be able to increase his/her 
standard of living.  Education and employment are critical to creating opportunities.  
Galbraith goes on to assert that education is crucial to providing people hope.  To invest 
in someone’s education is to signal s/he is worth the investment, that someone believes 
that s/he will be a vital contributing member of society.  Employment might be viewed in 
the same way.  Investing in vocational and employment supports, also signals a belief 
that a person can develop marketable skills and there is a place in the labour market for 
him/her.  

There are a number of trade-offs that face the mental health system and society in 
general.  With constrained public budgets, what trade-offs is society willing to make?  To 
what extent can the mental health system widen its scope from general case 
management services that support people to receive treatment to providing supports 
that allow people to become employed, raise their standard of living and integrate into 
the community?  What can and will be given up to create these programs?  In the long 
run, what will be the cost if we do not?
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% n mean SD median
Usual Income Source

Gross Earnings 30.7% 90 $1,188 $1,226 $950
Ontario Disability Support Program 54.58 161 839 329 918
Disability Income 10.95 31 789 542 704
Contributions from Family 14.74 42 424 950 148
General Welfare Assistance 26.48 76 521 223 530
Pension / Insurance 10.56 30 1,035 693 882
Other Income 9.51 27 814 1,042 500

Average monthly income - - 1,039 837 900
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 1A. Income of Clients in Court Support Programs
Of those who have the indicated 

income source

 
 
 
 

% n mean SD median
Usual Income Source

Gross Earnings 51.5% 84 $1,148 $906 $850
Ontario Disability Support Program 35.19 57 858 237 850
Disability Income 3.8 6 1,230 782 1,150
Contributions from Family 34.16 55 287 352 160
General Welfare Assistance 21.47 35 474 185 500
Pension / Insurance 6.21 10 1,072 791 700
Other Income 5.03 8 349 270 208

Average monthly income - - 1,082 670 947
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Of those who have the indicated 
income source

Table 1B. Income of Clients in Early Intervention Programs

 
 
 
 

Community Total Food Clothing Shelter Transportation Multiplier
Rural $14,220 $3,436 $1,007 $4,447 $2,082 $3,249
<30K 14,214 3,436 1,007 4,441 2,082 3,249
30K - 100K 13,239 3,436 1,007 4,644 904 3,249
100K - 500K 13,928 3,481 1,007 5,183 976 3,282
Midsize 13,769 3,287 1,007 5,432 904 3,140
Urban/metropolitan 15,865 3,497 1,012 6,739 1,321 3,297

Table 2. Ontario Market Basket Measure Thresholds by Component 2007: Single Adult

* Adapted from Human Resources and Skills Development Canada (2009). Low Income in Canada: 2000-
2007 Using the Market Basket Measure . Ottawa: Human Resources and Skills Development Canada.  
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% n % n % n
Living with family 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Living with spouse/ partner/ dependent 
children 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Living on own in apartment/ house 57.1 64 83.3 25 50.0 14
Living with others 9.8 11 100.0 8 16.7 1
Living on the street 1.8 2 100.0 1 0.0 0
Living in a shelter 3.6 4 100.0 3 33.3 1
Living in a group/ boarding/ rooming 
house 25.9 29 87.5 7 100.0 7

Other 1.8 2 0.0 0 0.0 0
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 3A. Housing of Clients Living in Low Income in Court Support Programs

Main setting
Of those who pay rent, 
monthly rent greater 
than 30% of income

Of those who pay rent, 
rent geared to income 

or subsidized

 
 

% n % n % n
Living with family 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0
Living with spouse/ partner/ dependent 
children 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0

Living on own in apartment/ house 39.3 11 87.5 7 71.4 5
Living with others 25.0 7 66.7 2 66.7 2
Living on the street 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
Living in a shelter 7.1 2 100.0 1 0.0 0
Living in a group/ boarding/ rooming 
house 28.6 8 100.0 4 0.0 0

Other 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 3B. Housing of Clients Living in Low Income in Early Intervention Programs

Main setting
Of those who pay rent, 
monthly rent greater 
than 30% of income

Of those who pay rent, 
rent geared to income 

or subsidized

 
 

% n % n % n
How do you feel about…

How safe you are on the streets of your neighborhood 23.2% 26 24.1% 27 52.7% 59
How safe you are where you live 21.4 24 14.3 146 64.3 72
The protection you have against being robbed or attacked 26.4 29 17.3 19 56.4 62
The living arrangements where you live 19.6 22 16.1 18 64.3 72
The privacy that you have there 17.9 20 17.9 20 64.3 72
The idea of staying where you live for a long time 32.4 36 28.8 32 38.7 43

* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 4A. Quality of Life of Clients Living in Low Income in Court Support Programs
Distressed Mixed feelings Pleased
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% n % n % n
How do you feel about…

How safe you are on the streets of your neighborhood 21.4% 6 21.4% 6 57.1% 16
How safe you are where you live 7.1 2 7.1 2 85.7 24
The protection you have against being robbed or attacked 10.7 3 25.0 7 64.3 18
The living arrangements where you live 14.3 4 3.6 1 82.1 23
The privacy that you have there 0.0 0 14.3 4 85.7 24
The idea of staying where you live for a long time 25.9 7 25.9 7 48.2 13

* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 4B. Quality of Life of Clients Living in Low Income in Early Intervention Programs
Distressed Mixed feelings Pleased

 
 
 
 

% n
Held a job in the past 12 months

Yes 46.6% 110
No 53.4 126

Of those who did not hold a job in the past 12 months
Number who looked for a job 36.5% 46
Number who ever held a job 96.0 121

* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 5A. Employment of Clients in Court Support Programs

 
 
 
 

% n
Held a job in the past 12 months

Yes 68.8% 95
No 31.2 43

Of those who did not hold a job in the past 12 months
Number who looked for a job 48.8% 21
Number who ever held a job 79.1 34

* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 5B. Employment of Clients in Early Intervention Programs
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% n
Most recent educational degree completed

None 37.7% 112
High school 32.0 95
College 12.5 37
University/ Graduate school 9.8 29
Technical school/ Vocational program/ Professional school 8.0 24

Of those who didi not complete high school
Enrolled or registered as a student in past 12 months 19.6% 22
Mental health or addiction problems led to an interruption in 66.1 74
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 6A. Education Status of Clients in Court Support Programs

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

% n
Most recent educational degree completed

None 30.8% 52
High school 43.2 73
College 14.8 25
University/ Graduate school 8.9 15
Technical school/ Vocational program/ Professional school 2.4 4

Of those who didi not complete high school
Enrolled or registered as a student in past 12 months 44.2% 23
Mental health or addiction problems led to an interruption in 74.5 38
* Numbers may not total due to missing data. Percentages were calculated without missing data. 

Table 6B. Education Status of Clients in Early Intervention Programs

 
 



Endnotes

Examining Client Standard of Living

The Matryoshka Project: Examining the Effects of Enhanced Funding on Specialized Programs 20

1 Dewa, C.S.; Chau, N.; de Ruiter, W.; Loong, D.; Trojanowski, L.; Yip, A. (2008). The Matryoshka Project 
Wave 3 Court Support Programs Report: Towards Examining the Effects of Enhanced Funding on 
Specialized Programs. Toronto: Health Systems Research and Consulting Unit, Centre for Addiction and 
Mental Health. 

2 Weich S., Lewis G.  (1998).  Poverty, unemployment, and common mental disorders: population based 
cohort study. BMJ. 317(7151):115-9.

3 Human Resources and Skills Development Canada.  (2009). Low Income in Canada: 2000-2007 Using 
the Market Basket Measure.  Ottawa: Human Resources and Skills Development Canada.

4 For these analyses, unattached was defined as being not married and not living with a family member.

5 The cost of the market basket is adjusted for regions in the country and within a province.  For this 
report, the market basket designated for Ontario’s rural communities was applied to the Matryoshka 
Project’s rural regions.  The market basket for Hamilton/Burlington was used for clients in midsize regions 
and Toronto was used for clients in urban/metropolitan regions.

6 In economics, this is often referred to as a regressive tax.

7 Tamblyn, R., Laprise, R., et al. (2001). Adverse events associated with prescription drug cost-sharing 
among poor and elderly persons. JAMA.  285(4): 421-9.

8 Dewa, C. S., J. S. Hoch, Steele, L. (2005).  Prescription Drug Benefits and Canada's Uninsured. 
International Journal of Law and Psychiatry.  28(5): 496-513.

9 Marwaha, S. and Johnson, S.  (2004).  Schizophrenia and Employment A Review.  Social Psychiatry 
and Psychiatric Epidemiology.  39:337-349.

10 Ontario Ministry of Community and Social Services (2010).  Ontario Disability Benefits. Vol. 2010.  
Toronto: Ontario Ministry of Community and Social Services.

11 Dewa C.S. and McDaid, D.  (in press).  Investing in the Mental Health of the Labor Force: 
Epidemiological and Economic Impact of Mental Disorders in the Workplace in Handbook of Job 
Accommodation on Mental Health. Edited by I.Z. Schultz  and E.S. Rogers. New York: Springer.

12 Goetz K.W. and Schmiege, C.J.  (1996).  From Marginalized to Mainstreamed the HEART Project 
Empowers the Homeless. Family Relations.  45:375-379.

13 US Bureau of Labor Statistics. (2009). Labor Force Statistics from the Current Population Survey.   
Retrieved September 28, 2009, 2009, from http://www.bls.gov/cps/lfcharacteristics.htm

14 Dewa, C.S.; Loong, D.; Trojanowski, L.; Durbin, J.; et al. (2010).  The Matryoshka Project: Examining 
Met and Unmet Needs and Service Needs and Use. Toronto: Health Systems Research and Consulting 
Unit, Centre for Addiction and Mental Health. 

15 Statistics Canada.  (2010). Employment rates, by educational attainment. Vol. 2010.

16 Dewa, C.S.; Loong, D.; Trojanowski, L.; Durbin, J.; et al. (2010).  The Matryoshka Project: Examining 
Met and Unmet Needs and Service Needs and Use, op. cit. 

17 Galbraith, J.K.  (1996).  The Good Society The Humane Agenda.  New York: Houghton Mifflin 
Company.



 

Examining Client Standard of Living 
 

 

 
 

The Matryoshka Project: Examining the Effects of Enhanced Funding on Specialized Programs 21

 

Acknowledgments 
 
Principal Investigator 
Carolyn S. Dewa, MPH, PhD 
 
Co-Investigators 
James Dunn, PhD 
Janet Durbin, PhD 
Paula Goering, RN, PhD 
Nora Jacobson, PhD 
Elizabeth Lin, PhD 
Joan Nandlal, PhD 
Ross Norman, PhD 
George Tolomiczenko, PhD, MBA, MPH 
Robert Zipursky, MD 
 
The Matryoshka Coordinating Centre 
Nancy Chau, Mstat, Project Co-ordinator 
Wayne deRuiter, MSc 
Desmond Loong 
Lucy Trojanowski 
Angela Yip 
 
Research Fellows 
Diego Bassani, MPH, PhD 
Chiachen Cheng, MD, MPH 
 
CAMH Regional 
Gilles Brideau (Windsor) 
Alan Cudmore (Hamilton) 
Mark Erdelyan (Windsor) 
Kim Karioja (Thunder Bay) 
Brian Mitchell (Peterborough) 
Suzanne Witt-Foley (Parry Sound) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Funded by: 
The Ontario Mental Health Foundation 
 
Program Partners 
CMHA Hamilton 
Muskoka–Parry Sound Community Mental  
Health Services 
The Lynx Early Intervention Psychosis 
Program, Peterborough 
CMHA Peterborough 
CMHA Thunder Bay 
CMHA Toronto 
CMHA York 
CMHA Windsor–Essex County Branch 
St. Michael’s Hospital, Toronto 
 
SEEI Partners 
Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 
Centre for Addiction and Mental Health  
Canadian Mental Health Association – Ontario 
Ontario Federation of Community Mental 
Health and Addiction Programs 



 

Examining Client Standard of Living 
 

 

 
 

The Matryoshka Project: Examining the Effects of Enhanced Funding on Specialized Programs 22

Site Interviewers and Program Supports 
 
Hamilton 
 
Wave 1 
 
 
 
 

Wave 2 
 
Jayson Keegan 
Kate Layard 
Patrick Riley 

Wave 3 
 
Jessica Pong 
Patrick Riley 

 
 
Parry Sound 
 
Wave 1 
 
 
 

Wave 2 
 
Marghita Austin 
Elizabeth Harper 

Wave 3 
 

 
 
Peterborough 
 
Wave 1 
 
David Barkley 
Alissa Bellwood 
Janet Bennett 
Barbara Burns 
Heather Davidson 
Greg Hammill 
Scotty Keast 
Melissa Lichtman 
Treena Maxwell 
Cindy Ward 
Gayle Wolfslast 
 

Wave 2 
 
Lynn Baribeau 
David Barkley 
Wendy Braund 
Barbara Burns 
Angela Chambers 
Jennifer Coulson 
Robin English 
Brooke Lacey 
Melissa Lichtman 
Marie Sullivan 
Cindy Ward 
 

Wave 3 
 
David Barkley 
Mae Hill 
Melissa Lichtman 
Amber Ward 
Cindy Ward 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Thunder Bay 
 
Wave 1 
 
Ken Boegh 
Carmen Dore 
Freda Karioja 
Linda Stewardson 
Lee Tracz 
 

Wave 2 
 
Ken Boegh 
Carmen Dore 
Lillian Erickson 
Freda Karioja 
Linda Stewardson 
Lee Tracz 

Wave 3 
 
Ken Boegh 
Lillian Erickson 
Freda Karioja 
Linda Stewardson 
Lee Tracz 

 



 

Examining Client Standard of Living 
 

 

 
 

The Matryoshka Project: Examining the Effects of Enhanced Funding on Specialized Programs 23

 
Toronto 
 
Wave 1 
 
Michele Caveen, MSc 
Kate MacDonnell 
Brenda Glenns, MHSc 
Frances Morton, MHSc 
Edwin Ng, MSc 
Melanie Ollenberg 
 
 

Wave 2 
 
Michele Caveen, MSc 
Michael Falikowski 
Alana Loewenberger 
Lawrence Martis 
Skye Mitchell 
Yoko Tsuyuki 
Angela Yip 
 

Wave 3 
 
Blair Burton 
Wayne deRuiter, MSc 
Sarah Landau 
Desmond Loong 
Skye Mitchell 
Lucy Trojanowski 
Angela Yip 
Natalia Zaslavska, MA, MPH 

 
 
Windsor 
 
Wave 1 
 
Al Bellofine 
Barb Blain 
Shelby Gloude 
Denise Jackson 
Hong Zhou 
 
 

Wave 2 
 
Barb Blain 
Gary Fraser 
Shelby Gloude 
Tammy Lewis 
Ruth Libby 
Ann-Marie Simpson 
Kerrie Simpson 

Wave 3 
 
Gary Fraser 
Shelby Gloude 
Tammy Lewis 
Ruth Libby 
Ann-Marie Simpson 
Kerrie Simpson 

 
 
York 
 
Wave 1 
 
Markku Karpinnen 
Doris Moneweg 
 

Wave 2 
 
James Amodeo 
Doris Moneweg 
 

Wave 3 
 
Doris Moneweg 

 



 


