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Table A1 Comparative summary of the Food Mail Program and Nutrition North Canada1-5 

Food Mail Nutrition North Canada 

Duration 1960s to March 2011a April 2011 to 2018b 

Objective To reduce the cost of nutritious perishable foods and other 

essential items, thereby improving nutrition and health in 

isolated, northern communities which do not have year-round 

surface transportation. 

To make nutritious foods more accessible and affordable to 

residents of isolated, northern communitiesc. 

Federal departments 

involved 
• Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada administered the

program;

• Health Canada, on a consultation basis.

• Indigenous and Northern Affairs Canada administers the

programd;

• Health Canada oversees nutrition education activitiese and

provides technical nutrition advice.

Subsidy model Airfreight transportation subsidy provided to Canada Post, which 

managed the delivery of eligible items to participating 

communities.  

Retail subsidy provided to registered northern retailers and 

southern suppliers to reduce the prices of eligible foods at the 

point of purchase. 

Subsidy rates • Fixed airfreight transportation rates since 1993;

• Two transportation rates: 1- lower rate for perishable,

nutritious foods (harmonized for all provinces and territories),

and 2- higher rates for non-perishable foods and non-food

items (varied for provinces and territories).

• Subsidy rates vary by communities based on operating and

transportation costs, with bi-annual adjustments if neededf;

• Two subsidy levels: 1- higher level for perishable, nutritious

foods, and 2- lower level for non-perishable foodsg;

• Subsidy rates set for commercially-processed country foods in

some communities;

• Two subsidy designations: 1- full subsidy if received ≥15 000

kg of perishable foods via Food Mail in 2009-10, and 2-

partial subsidy (fixed nominal subsidy rate) if received 100-

14 999 kg of perishable foods via Food Mail in 2009-10h.

Community eligibility • Communities not accessible year-round by road, rail or marine

service;

• 135 eligible communities located in Nunavut, Northwest

Territories, Yukon, Labrador, Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba,

Saskatchewan, and Alberta.

• Communities not accessible year-round by road, rail or

marine service that received ≥100kg of food shipment

through Food Mail in 2009-10i;

• 103 eligible communitiesj located in Nunavut, Northwest

Territories, Yukon, Labrador, Quebec, Ontario, Manitoba,

and Saskatchewan, with 84 and 19 communities eligible for

full and partial subsidy, respectivelyh.

Item eligibility list • Perishable, nutritious foods;

• Numerous non-perishable foods;

• Non-food items (e.g., infant care, hygiene products, hunting

and fishing equipment).

• Perishable, nutritious foods;

• Some non-perishable foods;

• Commercially-processed country foods;

• Non-prescription drugsk.
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Other components Pilot projects in 3 communities initiated in 2001-03 to assess the 

impact of reducing transportation rate for certain foods on prices, 

nutrition and food security. 

Retail and community-based nutrition education activities to 

improve the nutritional knowledge and food preparation skills of 

northerners. 

a Description of Food Mail focuses on the last 10 years of the program. 

b Description of Nutrition North focuses on the first five years of the program, but latter changes were noted. 

c Objective recently reworded: “to help make perishable, nutritious foods more accessible and affordable than it otherwise would be to residents of eligible 

northern communities without year-round surface access”. 

d Recently dissolved into two new departments; Nutrition North is now administered by Crown-Indigenous Relations and Northern Affairs Canada. 

e In 2016-2017, Public Health Agency of Canada started to oversee nutrition education activities in communities not part of Health Canada’s mandate. 

f The subsidy rates were adjusted in October 2011 but remained unchanged until 2015. 

g In January 2019, a third, higher subsidy level (targeted subsidy level) was added for frozen fruits and vegetables, milk, and infant foods and formulas. Some 

non-perishable foods were also moved from the lower to the higher subsidy level. 

h In October 2016, the partial subsidy designation was eliminated. 

i The eligibility criterion based on Food Mail usage was eliminated in October 2016.  

j In October 2016, the program was expanded to additional communities, bringing the total to 121 eligible communities. 

k Non-prescription drugs were also eligible for the lower subsidy level. In January 2019, non-prescription drugs approved by Health Canada continued to be 

eligible for the lower subsidy level and diapers became eligible for the higher subsidy level. 



APPENDIX 

3 

Figure A1 Timeline for the transition between Food Mail and Nutrition North Canada, with the periods and survey years used in the interrupted time 

series analysis 
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Table A2 Covariates distribution in the propensity score weighted sample by periods of implementation 

Covariates Total sample 

(2007-2016) 

Before launch 

(2007-10) 

Implementation 

with one-year lag 

(2011-13) 

After full 

implementation 

(2014-16) 

p valuea

n = 3250 n = 1360 n = 990 n = 900 

Household typesb, % 

Couple without children 14% 14% 14% 15% 0.7 

Couple with childrenc 49% 49% 48% 49% 0.9 

Unattached 23% 24% 24% 21% 0.5 

Single female parentc 11% 10% 11% 11% 0.8 

Other 3% 4% 4% 3% 0.9 

Presence of child <18, yes % 59% 59% 60% 60% 1.0 

Respondent identified as Inuit, yes % 67% 67% 68% 67% 0.9 

Household incomed, mean $ (SD) $49 045 (39 745) $49 150 (41 230) $49 105 (39 310) $48 845 (38 140) 1.0 

Household income ≤LIM, yes % 30% 30% 30% 30% 1.0 

Imputed household income, yes % 31% 30% 32% 30% 0.7 

Main income source, % 

Wage, salary and self-employment 77% 77% 77% 77% 1.0 

Social assistance 12% 12% 12% 12% 1.0 

Other 11% 11% 11% 12% 0.8 

Any social assistancee, yes % 21% 21% 22% 21% 0.9 

Any Employment Insurancee, yes % 6% 5% 6% 6% 0.7 

Any seniors’ incomee, yes % 13% 12% 14% 14% 0.6 

Highest household education, % 

Less than high school 17% 17% 16% 17% 1.0 

High school completed 11% 11% 11% 11% 1.0 

Post-secondary completed 60% 60% 60% 59% 0.9 

Missing 13% 12% 13% 13% 0.8 

Household owns dwelling, yes % 28% 27% 28% 29% 0.8 

Respondent <18 years old, yes % 9% 9% 9% 9% 1.0 

Column percentages may not add to 100% due to rounding. LIM, low income measure; SD, standard deviation. 
a Obtained from Chi Square tests for proportions or Wald tests for equality of means. 
b All categories include other unrelated household members (e.g., couple without children alone or with others) 
c Include children of all ages. 
d Household income adjusted for household size by dividing by the squared root of household size and for inflation using the 

Consumer Price Index (CPI); expressed in 2007 constant dollars and rounded to nearest 5 for presentation. 
e Missing values grouped with the ‘no’ category. All other covariates either had no missing values, had a ‘missing’ category or missing 

values were grouped with the ‘other’ category. 
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Figure A2 Nunavut statistics for Consumer Price Index (CPI), gross domestic product (GDP), proportion 

of low-income households, social assistance caseloads and unemployment rates from 2007 to 20166,7 

Interpretations: 

The time trends of several macroeconomic factors known to be associated with food insecurity were 

visually inspected to determine whether there were indications of negative macroeconomic shocks in 

Nunavut when Nutrition North was launched and implemented. Together, these trends do not suggest any 

negative macroeconomic shock at the time that Nutrition North was introduced, and many of the time 

trends presented in Figure A2 were accounted for in the analyses using propensity score weighting. Below 

is a brief description of the trends observed in Figure A2 and of their potential implications for the 

analyses.  
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Annual average Consumer Price Index for all items in Iqaluit rose steadily from 2007 to 2016, indicating 

an increase in the costs of living over time; however, there is no indication of a sudden increase in CPI 

that would suggest a macroeconomic shock when Nutrition North was launched or implemented. To 

account for the rise in costs of living and the resulting decrease in purchasing power over time, household 

income was adjusted for inflation using CPI in the estimation of the propensity scores. 

Social assistance average monthly caseload was relatively stable from 2007 to 2011 but increased in 2012 

and 2013 and remained high afterwards. This trend is consistent with the descriptive statistics of the 

sample showing a higher proportion of households being primarily reliant on social assistance or 

receiving any social assistance in the period after the full implementation and one-year lag (Table 1). 

While the increase in average monthly caseload in 2012 is unlikely to explain the increase in food 

insecurity found in 2011, the year Nutrition North was launched, it could explain part of the increase 

observed after the program’s full implementation. However, we achieved very good covariate balance for 

social assistance as main income source and receipt of any social assistance across survey years once the 

weights were applied, suggesting that the rise in social assistance caseload was controlled for in the 

analyses (results for the covariate balance across years could not be presented due to data sensitivity but 

Table A2 shows covariate balance across the three periods). 

Gross domestic product (GDP) rose steadily from 2009 to 2016, which suggests overall economic growth 

just before, during and after the implementation of Nutrition North. Therefore, the trend does not indicate 

any major negative macroeconomic shock that would indicate a worsening in the economic circumstances 

of households and thus, in their ability to achieve food security at the time that Nutrition North was 

introduced. 

The proportion of households with income below the low-income measure (LIM) declined from 2007 to 

2010 and remained stable in 2011, but it started to rise in the years afterwards. This trend is somewhat 

consistent with the descriptive statistics observed in the sample, with a slightly higher proportion of 

households with an income below the LIM in the period during (2011-2013) and after the implementation 

(2014-2016) of Nutrition North (Table 1). However, our sample tended to have a higher proportion of 

low-income households than the yearly statistics reported for Nunavut. Whether a household had an 

income below the LIM was included in the estimation of the propensity scores, and the application of the 

weights led to very good covariate balance across years and periods, suggesting that the changes in the 

proportion of low-income households over time was controlled for in the analyses (Table A2).  

Unemployment rates were fairly constant over time from 2008 to 2016, but there are indications of an 

increase from 2009 to 2011 followed by a decrease from 2011 to 2014. While the increase in 

unemployment rates could have contributed to the observed rise in food insecurity when Nutrition North 

was launched, it is unlikely it would have contributed to the rise observed when the program was fully 

implemented since by 2014 the unemployment rates had declined to the level observed in 2010, the year 

before the launch of Nutrition North. To account for potential changes in employment, the model used to 

estimate the propensity scores included variables that identified whether the household was primarily 

reliant on employment or self-employment as its main income source, whether it received any 

Employment Insurance and any social assistance; the application of the weights resulted in very good 

covariate balance for these variables (Table A2).   
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