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CHANGE IN CMA* EMPLOYMENT SHARES
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COMPARING URBAN AND NON-URBAN LABOUR FORCES

Urban Non-Urban

Per cent with post-secondary 1980 27.0 19.7

degree or diploma 2002* 43.6 34.8

Per cent of total population 1986 63.1 36.9

aged 25-34 years 2000 67.6 32.4

Per cent of total population of 1986 85.7 14.3

international immigrants 1999 93.7 6.3

* Forecast by FP Markets Canadian Demographics, 2002
Source: FP Markets Canadian Demographics, Statistics Canada,
TD Economics
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POPULATION GROWTH IN CANADA’S CMAs

1997-2001 compound annual growth rates (%)
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Index in 2002

Rank:

WORLD-WIDE QUALITY OF LIFE SURVEY*
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MUNICIPAL REVENUE SOURCES

CANADA VS. U.S.

Shares of Total Revenue

Canada U.S.

Own Source

Property Tax 49.5      21.0      

User Fees 20.2      32.6      

Other own source 1.3      13.5      

Transfers from federal government 1.3      3.3      

Transfers from state/province 21.0      23.4      

Other sources 6.6      6.0      

Source: Federation of Canadian Municipalities: "Early Warning:

Will Canadian Cities Compete?", May 2001
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U.S. AND CANADIAN LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVENUES

Source: U.S. Statistical Abstract, Statistics Canada, TD Economics
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EMPLOYMENT AND GDP GROWTH IN CANADA’S CMAs*

Compound annual growth rate 1992-2001
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CHANGE IN GOVERNMENT SPENDING PER STUDENT
ON HIGHER EDUCATION: CANADA AND U.S.
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CANADA’S GOVERNMENT REVENUES
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LARGEST COMMUNITIES*

* Selected areas are CMAs or CAs as defined by Statistics Canada 
Source: Statistics Canada, FP Markets Canadian Demographics, TD Economics
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NEW FUNDING ARRANGEMENTS FOR MUNICIPALITIES

OPTION PROS CONS RANKING

1. GRANTS •  Grants from federal and
provincial governments

•  inexpensive to
administer

•  no accountability
•  unreliable
•  overall tax burden

would rise

1

2. REVENUE
ARRANGEMENTS
FOR CITIES

a) Transfer of portion of federal or
provincial government
revenues

•  inexpensive to
administer

•  sufficient growth if
tax is ad-valorem

•  no accountability
•  can be unreliable
•  overall tax burden

would rise

2

b) Municipal tax within existing
federal or provincial structures

 i. Municipalities piggy-back
off an existing federal or
provincial tax
•  must have the same tax

base
•  tax to be collected by an

existing entity (like the
CCRA)

•  city cannot set the tax
rate unilaterally

•  excellent
accountability

•  sufficient growth
•  inexpensive to

administer

•  excellent
accountability

3

 ii. Same as (i) above (i.e.,
municipalities still piggy-
back off an existing federal
or provincial tax), but cities
CAN set the tax rate uni-
laterally
•  still must have the same

tax base
•  tax still to be collected by

an existing entity (like the
CCRA)

•  excellent
accountability

•  power to meet
revenue needs

•  inexpensive to
administer

•  more flexibility for
revenue generation
than piggy-backing

•  more reliable than
piggy-backing (i)
but less reliable
than giving cities
free rein to set their
own taxes (c)

4

c) Cities given free rein to levy
their own tax
•  city can set its own tax rate

unilaterally
•  city can set its own tax

base
•  tax may or may not be

collected locally

•  excellent
accountability

•  power to meet
revenue needs

•  excellent reliability

•  expensive to
administer

•  complex
•  overall tax burden

would likely rise

0

*Rating is from 0 to 4, where 0 signifies least desirable and 4 signifies most desirable.  Source: TD Economics
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COMPARING TYPES OF TAXATION

OPTION PROS CONS RANKING

1. CITY
INCOME
TAX

•  Personal and corporate income tax

•  excellent
accountability

•  sufficient growth
•  excellent reliability
•  equitable

•  CIT can be weak on
transparency

•  business capital and
personal capital
gains difficult to tax
because of high
mobility

•  border issues

0

2. EXCISE
OR
SALES
TAX

a) Excise taxes on gasoline, tobacco,
hotels, etc.

•  excellent
accountability

•  sufficient growth
•  excellent reliability
•  equitable

•  border issues 4

b) Sales tax

•  excellent
accountability

•  sufficient growth
•  excellent reliability
•  equitable

•  border issues
•  could be

economically
damaging if inputs
taxed

3

*Rating is from 0 to 4, where 0 signifies least desirable and 4 signifies most desirable.  Source: TD Economics


