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Chart 20a — Proportion of the population receiving social assistance, by immigrant type,
all communities, 2001
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Chart 20b — Proportion of the population receiving social assistance, by immigrant type,
all communities, 2005
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Rental Housing and Housing Affordability
As shown in Chart 21, more than two-thirds of

all recent immigrant households living in the

24 QOLRS communities were renters in 2006, in
contrast to the over one-third of non-immigrant
households in this category. Recent immigrant house-
holds in QOLRS communities were also far more
likely to be renters than recent immigrants living in
the rest of Canada. As described in Section 5, once
they settle in Canada, immigrants move out of rental
accommodation at rates far greater than their non-
immigrant counterparts: less than 30 per cent of
established immigrant households living in the

24 QOLRS communities were renters. These trends
were evident across the 24 QOLRS communities.

With few exceptions, both recent and established
immigrant renter households faced affordability
challenges measurably greater than those facing non-
immigrant renters. While close to 40 per cent of
non-immigrant renter households were spending
more than 30 per cent of their income on shelter in
20006, this proportion was closer to 50 per cent
among recent immigrant households, with more
established immigrants falling somewhere in between
(see Chart 22). Rental affordability issues facing
recent immigrant households varied considerably
across QOLRS communities, affecting between 30
per cent (Windsor) and 57 per cent (York) of recent
immigrant renter households. While they remained
relatively high, absolute levels of affordability among
renter households remained largely unchanged

Chart 21 — Renter households as a percentage of all households, by immigrant type,

all communities, 2006
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Chart 22 - Proportion of renter households spending more than 30 per cent of their
income on shelter, by immigrant type, all communities, 2006
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between 2001 and 2006, falling marginally for recent
immigrant renter households, and rising slightly
among non-immigrant and established immigrant
renter households.

Risk of Homelessness

Two indicators are presented as a measure of the rela-
tive risk of homelessness facing recent immigrants
and established immigrants in 2006: the proportion
of renter households spending 50 per cent or more
of their income on shelter; and the proportion of
lone-parent households with low incomes, defined as
before-tax incomes falling below the officially defined
Low Income Cut-Off (LICO).
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Whereas non-immigrant and established immigrant
households experienced no change, the proportion of
recent immigrant renter households spending more
than 50 per cent of income on shelter declined
slightly between 2001 and 2006. Nevertheless, more
than one in four recent immigrant renter households
faced serious affordability challenges and a height-
ened risk of homelessness in 2006 (see Chart 23b).
Recent immigrants living in the six largest
immigrant-receiving communities faced some of

the most serious affordability challenges, though
affordability issues were also severe in smaller
immigrant-receiving centres, such as Hamilton,

London, Halton and HRM.
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Chart 23a - Renter households spending more than 50 per cent of their income on shelter,
by immigrant type, all communities, 2001
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Chart 23b - Renter households spending more than 50 per cent of their income on shelter,
by immigrant type, all communities, 2006
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Chart 24a - Proportion of lone-parent families with low incomes (before tax),
by immigrant type, all communities, 2001
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Chart 24b - Proportion of lone-parent families with low incomes (before tax),
by immigrant type, all communities, 2006

100% —
80% —

60%

40%

20%

0%

v U o T 5 > X o > 8 c o0 c c x® c = T c S5 © >

2 82 23 ¢ 25 8T =2§5§8§5§ 653§ E 2328685 3 2 ¢

4 7 £ =& 3 88 & o2 £ g8 2 - 2 v 3§ = 8 = 2 5 g ¢ 5 2

9 g U 3 2 € 2 E S5 @& E ¢ g = T 20U F g < @3

o} S 8 & E v 5 2 8 E g £ 1T 3 2 8 2 x 3
S S EsF =73 =38 ° 4

> B %}
Il Non-immigrants I Established immigrants I Recent immigrants

Source: Statistics Canada, Census Division, Custom Tables Note: “ROC”" means “rest of Canada.’

FCM Quality of Life Reporting System


http://www.fcm.ca/qolrs/data/Chart_24.htm
http://www.fcm.ca/qolrs/data/Chart_24.htm

Data used to develop Chart 24 indicate that in
2006, approximately 14 per cent of all recent immi-
grant families were headed by a single parent, a
slightly lower proportion than that among established
immigrant families and non-immigrant families.

In addition, fewer recent immigrant families were
headed by single parents in 2006 than in 2001.*
Nevertheless, close to 60 per cent of all recent immi-
grant families led by a single parent had incomes
below LICO in 2006, reaching 70 per cent or more
in some communities. Furthermore, this rate
increased significantly compared to 2001. Rates
among lone-parent, established immigrant families
were half those of lone-parent, recent immigrant
families, and more closely resembled rates among
lone-parent, non-immigrant families. In contrast

to recent immigrants, rates of low income fell for

families led by non-immigrant or established immi-
grant lone parents.

Health Outcomes

Results from the 2005 Canadian Community Health
Survey (CCHS) offer some insight into a range of
health conditions affecting non-immigrant individu-
als, recent immigrants who had arrived less than

10 years prior to the survey, and established immi-
grants who had arrived in Canada at least 10 years
prior to the survey. Indicators are presented with
respect to five areas of health: obesity, physical inac-
tivity, mental health, smoking and access to doctors.

Results of the CCHS survey summarized in Chart 25
show that established immigrants were more over-
weight than recent immigrants. Under 30 per cent of

Chart 25 - Proportion of the population self-rating as obese or overweight,

by immigrant type, all communities, 2005
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“This figure should be treated with some caution, as the actual number of recent immigrant families headed by lone parents was under 100 in

several communities.
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BOX | |-HOMELESSNESS AND THE RISK OF

HOMELESSNESS AMONG RECENT IMMIGRANTS

There is insufficient knowledge and information
about the scale of absolute and hidden homelessness
among immigrants and refugees (see Glossary of
Terms). This knowledge gap impedes the develop-
ment of policy and program initiatives that address
homelessness among immigrants and refugees in a
systematic manner. Generally, immigrant and refugee
groups are believed to be at a high risk of homeless-
ness. Even though newcomers face high shelter cost
burdens, extreme housing stress and high rates of
core housing need, the extent of newcomers who
experience absolute homelessness is lower than
expected. A 2003 study estimated that 14 per cent
of Toronto shelter users were born outside of
Canada, despite the fact that about one-half of the
general population of Toronto at the time of data
collection was foreign born. Acacia Consulting &
Research’s 2006 study on eviction and homelessness
suggests immigrant and refugee populations are
more likely to avoid eviction and absolute homeless-
ness by “doubling up” or living in overcrowded
conditions, and are less likely to seek assistance or
shelter from housing services. Instead, these groups
rely heavily on informal types of support from
friends and community networks.

Source: Acacia Consulting & Research, Highlights Report:
Immigration, Housing and Homelessness (Ottawa:
ACR, 2007).

The Panel Study on Homelessness in Ottawa is a
longitudinal investigation of individuals’ pathways
into and out of homelessness over time. More than
400 individuals who were homeless in 2004 were
interviewed and 62 per cent were interviewed again
two years later. Approximately one in four were for-
eign born. Overall, the foreign-born homeless
respondents had different characteristics than those
born in Canada.Their reasons for being homeless
were more clearly linked to a series of external bar-
riers, such as not enough affordable housing, restric-
tions on the ability to compete for jobs or inade-
quate child care supports. The non-immigrant group
on the whole was more vulnerable in terms of men-
tal and physical health, education, or problems with

FCM Quality of Life Reporting System

alcohol or drugs. In comparison to a general popula-
tion sample, foreign-born respondents were defined
by relatively strong mental and physical well-being.
This was in sharp contrast to non-immigrant individ-
uals, whose physical and especially mental health sta-
tus was lower. Compared to their non-immigrant
counterparts, the foreign-born respondents experi-
enced greater housing stability. Foreign-born respon-
dents were also more likely to reside in subsidized
housing. The increased access to subsidized housing
is likely an important contributor to housing stability.
It may be a result of housing policies that favour
families with children, as well as women escaping
domestic violence. Foreign-born respondents were
less likely to use health and social services than
were non-immigrant respondents.

Source: Fran Klodawsky and Tim Aubry, Comparing
Foreign-born and Canadian-born Respondents:The Panel
Study on Homelessness in Ottawa. http://canada.metrop-
olis.net/pdfs/klodawsky_e.pdf

A 2007 study co-authored by the City of Calgary
concluded that there is a high need for culturally
appropriate emergency shelter services for immi-
grants and refugees, but also found that data meas-
uring homelessness among immigrants and refugees
are generally not available. Anecdotal evidence based
on the front-line observations of emergency shelter
providers indicated significant increases in shelter
usage by immigrants and refugees. However, housing
and shelter service providers are generally not man-
dated or resourced to meet the affordable housing
and service needs of individuals and families with
unique linguistic and cultural requirements. The
report calls for greater investment in research in
order to develop homelessness prevention strate-
gies tailored to the new and evolving reality of a
growing immigrant population.

Source: City of Calgary and Poverty Reduction Coadlition,
Housing Issues of Immigrants and Refugees in Calgary
(Calgary: City of Calary, 2007). http://lwww.calgary.cal
docgallery/bu/cns/homelessness/housing_issues_
immigrants_refugees.pdf



recent immigrants reported being overweight or
obese, compared to the non-immigrant QOLRS
average of 42 per cent. However, established immi-
grants reported average body mass indexes (BMls)
higher than those of non-immigrant respondents,
suggesting the possibility of an increase in BMI
levels once immigrants have settled in Canada. The
significant difference in BMIs between recent and
established immigrants suggests a higher risk of
obesity-related disease facing immigrants once they
have become established in Canada.

Rapidly rising levels of obesity among immigrants
were consistent with self-reported levels of physical
inactivity presented in Chart 26. Recent immigrants
in QOLRS communities reported being significantly

less physically active than either non-immigrant
individuals or established immigrants. Unlike
non-immigrant residents, foreign-born residents of
QOLRS communities were generally less physically
active than their counterparts living in the rest

of Canada.

According to Chart 27, nearly three out of four
non-immigrant residents in QOLRS communities
reported excellent or very good mental health, only
slightly higher than self-rated mental health among
recent immigrants. In fact, the proportion of recent
immigrants reporting excellent or very good mental
health was higher than that of the non-immigrant
population in nearly half of QOLRS communities.
In contrast, self-rated mental health among

Chart 26 - Proportion of the population self-reporting as physically inactive,

by immigrant type, all communities, 2005
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Chart 27 — Proportion of the population self-reporting excellent or very good

mental health, by immigrant type, all communities, 2005
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Chart 28 - Proportion of the population self-reporting as not smoking, by immigrant type,

all communities, 2005
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established immigrants was generally lower than that
of recent immigrants.

A relatively large proportion of recent immigrants in
QOLRS communities — 86.5 per cent — reported
not smoking at all. This proportion declined among
established immigrants and was lowest among non-

immigrant individuals, at 76.4 per cent.

More than three-quarters of recent immigrants
reported having access to a doctor, lower than the
proportion among established immigrants and non-
immigrants within QOLRS communities, but higher
than that of recent immigrants in the rest of Canada.
This proportion varied significantly, exceeding

85 per cent in some communities and falling below
50 per cent in several others. Established immigrants
reported levels of access to a doctor greater than those
of the non-immigrant population, a trend that was
evident in nearly all QOLRS communities.

Chart 29 - Proportion of the population with access to a regular doctor in the past
12 months, by immigrant type, all communities, 2005
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A study published by Simon Fraser University in
British Columbia in 2008 reports that the health of
immigrants to Canada decreases with each decade
they stay in the country and actually gets worse than
the health of non-immigrants. The study suggests
that this trend is likely due to factors such as

stress, language barriers, and changes to diet and
physical activity.

Source: http:/lwww.healthzone.calhealth/article/52501 |

Immigrants initially experience lower rates of dis-
ease and report better health status than similarly
aged non-immigrant counterparts. This is called the
“healthy immigrant effect.” Several factors have been
suggested to explain this phenomenon: the demands
of the relocation effort tend to screen out individu-
als with health problems and fewer resources to
overcome them; the Canadian immigrant selection
process excludes applicants with severe health
conditions and accepts those with higher socio-
economic status, which is normally associated with
good health; and immigrants often arrive with
health-related behaviours that confer a health
advantage.

FCM Quality of Life Reporting System

BOX |2-HEALTH STATUS OF RECENT IMMIGRANTS

Source: Champlain LHIN, Champlain Migration Health
Report (Draft): A Champlain/Ottawa region immigrant
health profile (Ottawa: Champlain LHIN, 2007).

The City of Ottawa has established a city-wide
Multicultural Health Program to promote and pro-
vide equitable and improved access for ethnic, racial
and cultural groups who may experience barriers to
services. Roughly 20 per cent of the city’s population
speaks a language other than English or French.The
“Wake Up! Get a Working Smoke Alarm” campaign
is delivered to Ottawa residents in multiple lan-
guages; girls,and women’s sports programs are pro-
moted, including a women-only swim program; and a
diabetes prevention peer education strategy is being
developed with the Somali and Arabic community in
partnership with the Canadian Diabetes Association.
The program is also providing injury prevention edu-
cation related to booster seat fitting stations, water
safety, helmet safety and cycling with the Somali,
Chinese, Arabic,Vietnamese and Farsi communities.

Source: http://www.ottawa.calcity_hall/snapshots/
diversity_en.html



IhT 5 | CATCHING Up
AND CLOSING
THE (GAP

An important consideration in attracting and
retaining immigrants and ensuring a welcoming
environment is the period of time needed for new
arrivals to Canada to catch up to non-immigrants.
The theme of catch up is also important when
comparing the situation of established immigrants
to that of non-immigrants. The following analysis
compares recent immigrants who arrived within five
years prior to the 2006 Census, established immi-
grants who arrived over five years prior to the Census
and non-immigrants. Five variables are considered:

Chart 30 — Change in unemployment rate, by immigrant type,

all communities, 2001-2006
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unemployment rates, average incomes, rates of low
income, rates of homeownership and housing afford-
ability. This section also introduces the concept of a
growing or shrinking “gap” between recent immi-
grants, established immigrants and non-immigrants.

Unemployment Rates

Rates of unemployment were on a general downward
trend between 2001 and 2006, with non-immigrants,
established immigrants and recent immigrants all
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benefiting to varying degrees. However, the pace of
this change benefited recent immigrants more than
any other group. In contrast, non-immigrants and
established immigrants experienced a far smaller
average decrease in unemployment rates. Whereas
rates of unemployment for recent immigrants fell
between 2001 and 2006 in 20 of 24 QOLRS
communities, the unemployment rate for the
non-immigrant labour force increased in 11 of 24

QOLRS communities during that period.

As a result of these trends, the unemployment rate
gap between recent immigrants and non-immigrants
in QOLRS communities shrank between 2001 and
2006. The narrowing unemployment rate gap was

further reinforced due to the pace of this change.
Whereas recent immigrant unemployment rates were
2.4 times greater than those of non-immigrant resi-
dents in 2001, this ratio had fallen to under 2.3 by
2006. The ratio fell in 17 of 24 communities, includ-
ing CMM, the GTA and Vancouver. At the same
time, the unemployment rate gap between recent
immigrants and non-immigrants in the rest of
Canada was significantly smaller in 20006, at 1.38.

The unemployment gap between established
immigrants and non-immigrants was marginal and
remained largely unchanged between 2001 and 2006.
In fact, unemployment rates for established immi-
grants were comparable to or lower than rates for

Chart 31 - Change in average income, by immigrant type, all communities, 2001-2006
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non-immigrant residents in 17 of 24 QOLRS
communities.

Average Incomes

Unadjusted for inflation, incomes for non-
immigrants, all foreign-born residents and recent
immigrants all increased between 2001 and 20006,
when averaged across all QOLRS communities.
This trend held true for both non-immigrants and
all foreign-born residents in all 24 QOLRS commu-
nities. In contrast, growth in average incomes for
recent immigrants was either stagnant (below three
per cent) or negative in nine of 24 communities.
Not surprisingly, this change over the five-year period
benefited non-immigrant earners relative to both

established and recent immigrants, though the
income gap separating non-immigrants and recent

immigrants grew widest.

Whereas average incomes for recent immigrants were
just under 60 per cent of non-immigrant incomes in

2001, this number had fallen to 51 per cent by 2006.

Foreign-born residents also saw a relative deteriora-
tion in their incomes, which were close to 90 per
cent of non-immigrant incomes in 2001 but had
fallen to 82 per cent by 2006. This relative decline
for both recent immigrants and foreign-born
Canadians was felt in 20 of the 24 QOLRS commu-
nities. By 2006, recent immigrants were earning
incomes no greater than half the size of non-

Chart 32 — Change in the proportion of households with low incomes (before tax),
by immigrant type, all communities, 2001-2006
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immigrant incomes in seven QOLRS communities,
including the largest immigrant-receiving centres.
The foreign-born population saw its average earnings
fall to under 80 per cent of non-immigrant incomes
in six communities by 2006. The widest income
gaps were generally evident in the larger immigrant-
receiving communities.

Rates of Low Income

Immigrants faced a widening gap with respect to
the incidence of low incomes, measured in terms of
households with incomes below the Low Income
Cut-Off (LICO) established by Statistics Canada.
Recent immigrant households with low incomes
accounted for 43 per cent of all persons living in
recent immigrant households in 2006, nearly three
times the proportion in non-immigrant households;
the proportion of established immigrant households
with low incomes (19 per cent) was substantially
lower than that of recent immigrants, though still
higher than that of non-immigrant households.
These trends generally held across QOLRS
communities, with recent immigrant households
experiencing low incomes at a proportion two to
four times greater than that of non-immigrant house-
holds, and affecting as much as 50 to 55 per cent of
all recent immigrant households.

In general, the proportion of households with low
incomes fell slightly between 2001 and 2006 for both
non-immigrant and recent immigrant households.
However, the magnitude and extent of the decline
were marginally greater for non-immigrant house-
holds. The proportion of non-immigrant households
with low incomes fell in 16 of 24 communities. The
proportion of relative poverty among established
immigrant households remained largely unchanged
over this time.

The gap between non-immigrants and established
immigrants, and between non-immigrants and recent
immigrants, widened between 2001 and 2006. This
was true in 14 of the 24 QOLRS communities.

In 2001, the proportion of established immigrant
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households with low incomes exceeded that of non-
immigrant households in 17 of 24 communities. By
2006, this had increased to 18 of 24 communities.
The gap narrowed somewhat in the Greater Toronto
Area, though, in this case, a greater proportion of
non-immigrant, established immigrant and recent
immigrant households were earning incomes below
LICO in 2006, compared to 2001.

A higher proportion of recent immigrants living in
QOLRS communities earned incomes below LICO,
compared with their recent immigrant counterparts
in the rest of Canada. This gap widened further
between 2001 and 2006.

Rates of Homeownership

As suggested in the discussion of rental housing in
Part 4, rates of homeownership grew significantly
between 2001 and 2006 for non-immigrants, estab-
lished immigrants and recent immigrants in virtually
all 24 QOLRS communities. Levels of homeowner-
ship for all three groups were substantially higher in
the rest of Canada.

The homeownership gap dividing recent immigrants
and non-immigrants shrank significantly between
2001 and 2006. Whereas the level of homeownership
among recent immigrants was 47.5 per cent that of
non-immigrants in 2001, this level had increased to
51.2 per cent by 2006. With few exceptions, levels
of homeownership grew faster among recent immi-
grants between 2001 and 2006 than among
non-immigrants.

This drive to homeownership was also reflected in
the fact that homeownership levels among established
immigrants were generally — and often significantly —
higher than those among non-immigrants. This was
true in 23 of 24 QOLRS communities in 2001.
However, non-immigrants’ levels of homeownership
grew marginally faster than those of established
immigrants between 2001 and 2006. Even so, by
2006, over 70 per cent of established immigrants

in QOLRS communities were homeowners,



compared to 63 per cent of non-immigrants.
Homeownership levels among established
immigrants were higher than those of non-
immigrants in 22 of 24 communities.

Housing Affordability

Rapid accession to homeownership among recent
immigrants, and the high levels of homeownership
evident among established immigrants, came at a
price measured in terms of housing affordability.
Affordability issues were most dramatic among
foreign-born homeowners. Fully one-half of all recent
immigrant homeowners were spending over 30 per
cent of their income on shelter in 2006. This was in

stark contrast to non-immigrant homeowners, only
16 per cent of whom faced housing affordability
problems. The proportion of recent immigrant
homeowner households spending at least 30 per cent
of their income on shelter approached or exceeded
60 per cent in several of the largest immigrant-
receiving communities, notably Toronto, Peel,
Vancouver, York and Surrey.

The housing affordability situation confronting all
homeowner households deteriorated noticeably
between 2001 and 2006, but affected recent and
established immigrant homeowner households to a
greater degree. As a result, the housing affordability

gap between non-immigrants and immigrants

Chart 33 - Homeowner households as a proportion of all households, by immigrant type,

all communities, 2006
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widened between 2001 and 2006. Compared to
non-immigrant homeowner households, over three
times as many recent immigrant homeowners

and 1.6 times as many established immigrant
homeowners faced affordability issues by 2006.

Measured in terms of housing affordability, recent
immigrants were catching up to non-immigrants in
only a handful of communities, notably Edmonton,
HRM, Saskatoon, Regina and Sudbury. In the
remaining 19 communities, recent immigrant home-
ownership affordability either deteriorated at rates

greater than those among non-immigrants or did not
improve to the same extent. The housing affordabil-
ity gap between non-immigrants and established
immigrants widened in all but five of the 24 QOLRS
communities. Vancouver and Winnipeg were two
notable exceptions.

The situation facing recent immigrants in the rest of
Canada was far better. Whereas housing affordability
deteriorated for both non-immigrants and established
immigrants, recent immigrants experienced a net
improvement.

Chart 34 — Change in the proportion of homeowners spending more than 30 per cent
of their income on housing, by immigrant type, all communities, 2001-2006
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Table 1 —QOLRS Members

Community Short Name Province Population (2006)*
City of Vancouver Vancouver British Columbia 578,045
City of Surrey Surrey British Columbia 394,976
City of Calgary Calgary Alberta 988,195
City of Edmonton Edmonton Alberta 730,370
City of Saskatoon Saskatoon Saskatchewan 202,340
City of Regina Regina Saskatchewan 179,245
City of Winnipeg Winnipeg Manitoba 633,455
City of Windsor Windsor Ontario 216,473
City of London London Ontario 352,395
City of Greater Sudbury Sudbury Ontario 157,910
Regional Municipality of Waterloo Waterloo Ontario 478,120
Regional Municipality of Niagara Niagara Ontario 427,420
City of Hamilton Hamilton Ontario 504,560
Halton Region Halton Ontario 439,255
Region of Peel Peel Ontario 1,159,405
York Region York Ontario 892,715
City of Toronto Toronto Ontario 2,503,280
Region of Durham Durham Ontario 561,260
City of Ottawa Ottawa Ontario 812,130
Ville de Gatineau Gatineau Quebec 242,125
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal CMM Quebec 3,532,575
Ville de Laval® Laval Quebec 368,710
Communauté métropolitaine de Québec CMQ Quebec 711,735
Halifax Regional Municipality HRM Nova Scotia 372,860

5 Statistics Canada, Census Division, 2006.

¢Ville de Laval is located within the boundaries of the Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal.
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DATA SOURCES AND

[LIMITATIONS

The QOLRS consists of 24 member communities in
seven provinces (see Table 1). New additions to the
QOLRS since the previous report include the
Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal (CMM),
Ville de Laval, Ville de Gatineau, the Region of
Durham and the City of Surrey. Data acquired for
the QOLRS correspond to the actual boundaries of
the 24 member communities. These include regional
municipalities and lower-tier or single-tier municipal-
ities, and are represented by Census divisions and
Census subdivisions, respectively. The exceptions are
the Communauté métropolitaine de Montréal
(CMM) and the Communauté métropolitaine de
Québec (CMQ), which comprise 82 and 28 munici-
palities respectively, and are represented by Census
Metropolitan Area (CMA) data. Both CMM and
CMQ are similar in population and area to CMAs.
For example, while the population living within the
boundaries of CMM was 3,532,575 in 20006, the
Montreal CMA population was 3,635,571. Similarly,
CMQ’s Census population was 711,735, while the
Quebec CMA population was 715,515. A full
description of the QOLRS geography is available at
the FCM Quality of Life Reporting System website.

Statistics Canada Census of Population

The Census provides consistent and reliable data
that correspond accurately to the QOLRS member
boundaries. The Census also offers an extremely rich
array of variables that can be cross-tabulated. At the
same time, the Census presents certain limitations
with respect to an analysis of immigration. As data
are only available every five years, comparisons of
immigrants arriving within that five-year period are
not possible. In addition, no information is available
on home country dynamics, such as income and
occupation prior to arriving in Canada. Finally, the
Census does not distinguish between classes of immi-
grant (economic, family, refugee) and does not
capture any data on refugee claimants.

Theme Report #5 © Immigration & Diversity in Canadian Cities & Communities

Since the universe of Census households contains a
mix of immigrants and non-immigrants, it was not
possible to capture an “immigrant household” with-
out either including non-immigrants or excluding
immigrants. Throughout the report, the term
“immigrant household” refers to a household with a
foreign-born primary maintainer.

Although Statistics Canada makes great efforts to
count every person, some people are missed in each
Census (e.g., people may be travelling, or some
dwellings are hard to find). Some municipalities have
identified the possibility that the Census may have
undercounted more of the population than usual.
This undercount would affect data related to
population and households. In the case of recent
immigrants, a large number live in apartments, where
there is a greater likelihood of being missed, and
language barriers may make them fearful of giving
information to a stranger. At the time of this publica-
tion, some municipalities are investigating this issue.

Statistics Canada Small Area and
Administrative Data (SAAD)

These data are compiled using income tax forms
completed by Canadian tax filers. Statistics Canada
produces a wealth of annual economic and demo-
graphic data. These data are compiled at geographies
as low as postal walks and therefore the report was
able to obtain data matching the geographic profiles
of QOLRS communities.

Statistics Canada Canadian Community
Health Survey (CCHS)

The CCHS is a national survey that collects informa-
tion related to health status, health care utilization
and health determinants. Since it relies on a large
sample size, it is able to provide reliable estimates at
the health region level. Data are available for the
2001, 2003 and 2005 periods. As of 2007, data
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collection occurs annually. With respect to immigra-
tion, the CCHS distinguishes among Canadian-born
respondents, foreign-born respondents who have
lived in Canada for nine years or less, and foreign-
born respondents who have lived in Canada for

10 years or more.

Citizenship and Immigration Canada (CIC)
CIC’s Immigration Statistics Division provides exten-
sive data on the number of new immigrants arriving
each year. This information includes the intended
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destination within Canada and socio-economic data
for each new arrival. All data from CIC are available
at the Census subdivision level and therefore match
exactly the geographic boundaries of QOLRS mem-
ber communities. However, these data are only
available for the initial place of settlement and do not
reflect the impact of secondary migration. In addi-
tion, CIC data do not allow for comparison between
recent immigrants and either established immigrants
or the non-immigrant population.






FCM'’s Quality of Life Reporting System

This is one in a series of reports on quality of life in Canadian communities prepared by the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities (FCM) using information derived from a variety of national and municipal data sources.
The statistics used in these reports are components of a larger reporting system containing hundreds of variables
that measure changes in social, economic and environmental factors. Taken together, these data form FCM’s
Quality of Life Reporting System (QOLRS). QOLRS indicator tables and reports are available at www.fcm.ca

The analysis of trends affecting quality of life in Canadian cities relies on a framework defined by FCM, based on
the understanding that quality of life is enhanced and reinforced in municipalities that do the following:

* develop and maintain a vibrant local economy;

* protect and enhance the natural and built environment;

* offer opportunities for the attainment of personal goals, hopes and aspirations;

* promote a fair and equitable sharing of common resources;

* cnable residents to meet their basic needs; and

* support rich social interactions and the inclusion of all residents in community life.

Quality of life in any given municipality is influenced by interrelated issues concerning the state of affordable,
appropriate housing, civic engagement, community and social infrastructure, education, employment, the
local economy, the natural environment, personal and community health, personal financial security and
personal safety.

The 24 communities participating in the QOLRS account for 54 per cent of Canada’s population and are
located in seven provinces. These communities comprise some of Canada’s largest urban centres and many of
the suburban municipalities surrounding them. By providing a method to monitor quality of life at the local
level, the QOLRS ensures that municipal government is a strong partner in formulating public policy in
Canada. Developed by FCM and municipal staff; each report is also intended to serve as a planning tool for
municipalities. Each report considers quality of life issues from a municipal perspective and uses data segre-
gated by actual municipal boundaries, not Census Metropolitan Areas, as is often the case in other studies.

The reporting system is equally important as a tool for community organizations, research institutes and other
orders of government, allowing them to:

* identify and promote awareness of issues affecting quality of life in Canadian municipalities;

* Dbetter target policies and resources aimed at improving quality of life;

* support collaborative efforts to improve quality of life; and

* inform and influence decision-makers across Canada.

Subsequent volumes in the QOLRS report series will examine in more detail issues such as income and hous-
ing affordability among specific demographic populations, community safety and security, and the urban
environment. Some of these future reports will benefit from 2006 Census data, as well as the results of a
future survey of QOLRS members’ policies and programs.

Federation of Canadian Municipalities

The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM) has been the national voice of municipal governments since
1901.The organization is dedicated to improving the quality of life in all communities by promoting strong, effective
and accountable municipal government. FCM membership of more than 1,775 municipal governments includes
Canada’s largest cities and regional municipalities, small towns, rural municipalities, and 18 provincial and

territorial municipal associations.



