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Executive Summary

The Nanaimo Prosperity Corporation (NPC), a partnership between 
the City of Nanaimo, Snuneymuxw First Nation, the Nanaimo 
Port Authority, the Nanaimo Airport Commission, the Greater 
Nanaimo Chamber of Commerce, and Vancouver Island University, 
was established to coordinate inclusive, equitable, and sustainable 
economic development across Nanaimo. 

This discussion paper explores how NPC can support the equitable 
distribution of future economic growth by using evidence and community-
informed approaches to measure, track, and guide local prosperity. 

Guided by Canada’s Quality of Life Framework (QoLF) and informed 
by Beyond-GDP thinking, including Doughnut Economics, the paper 
uses documentary analysis of key local and regional sources - State 
of the Nanaimo Economy, Nanaimo Vital Signs, Island Health’s Local 
Health Area Profile, the Vancouver Island Economic Alliance dashboard, 
and the Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy - to assess current indicator 
coverage and identify gaps. Phase 1 findings show that only 33% of QoLF 
indicators are explicitly addressed across existing reports, with coverage 
concentrated in prosperity and select health measures. Indicators related 
to society, environment, governance, and subjective well-being remain 
underrepresented, and overlap across sources is limited, highlighting 
fragmentation and weak comparability in the current data landscape.

Insights from informational discussions with federal data and policy officials 
further confirm that municipal-scale measurement faces data granularity 
constraints, particularly where Census-based indicators dominate. These 
exchanges highlight the value of targeted surveys, proxy indicators, and 
locally tailored data collection to complement national frameworks and 
better reflect lived experience at the community level.

The paper concludes with three recommendations that translate these 
insights into action. First, NPC can play a convening role in supporting 
shared indicator alignment across communities and partners. Second, 
piloting community-level engagement at the neighbourhood, municipal, 
or regional scale can help co-design indicators that reflect local priorities 
and equity considerations. Third, establishing a coordinated data strategy 
can embed shared standards, update cycles, and open data practices to 
strengthen long-term monitoring. Together, these steps position a local well-
being dashboard as practical governance infrastructure supporting clearer 
decision-making, stronger accountability, and a more equitable distribution 
of the benefits of economic growth across Nanaimo’s diverse communities.
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1  Introduction
The Nanaimo Prosperity Corporation (NPC) is the forward-looking engine for building a vibrant, 
inclusive, and resilient future for Nanaimo. Born from a partnership of the City of Nanaimo, 
Snuneymuxw First Nation, the Nanaimo Port Authority, the Nanaimo Airport Commission, the 
Greater Nanaimo Chamber of Commerce, and Vancouver Island University, NPC aims to bring 
together government, Indigenous, business, non-profits, academic, and community voices to 
unlock Nanaimo’s potential. Guided by a living-systems perspective that recognizes the city, its 
people, economy, environment, and institutions as a deeply interwoven ecosystem, NPC seeks 
to align growth with well-being: fostering sustainable development, nurturing innovation, 
attracting investment, and advancing reconciliation and environmental stewardship. With 
this holistic lens, success is measured not just in economic indicators but in the health of our 
communities, the resilience of our environment, and the shared prosperity of all. NPC is not 
simply planning for the future, it is shaping a living, thriving Nanaimo where ideas, people,  
and nature can flourish together.

As Nanaimo embraces this more purpose-driven vision of prosperity, one that prioritizes 
inclusion, resilience, reconciliation, and shared well-being, traditional measures of economic 
success no longer tell the full story. Growth for its own sake is not the goal; rather, the focus  
is on creating the conditions for people, businesses, and communities to thrive. This shift raises  
an essential question: if not growth alone, then what standards should define our progress?  
What does a meaningful, community-aligned scorecard look like? This discussion paper responds 
to that challenge by designing a local economy dashboard that translates NPC’s values into 
measurable indicators, offering a clearer way to track, communicate, and strengthen the city’s 
journey toward equitable and sustainable prosperity.

We acknowledge with gratitude that our work takes place on the traditional 
territories of the Snuneymuxw, Snaw-naw-as, and Stz’uminus people. Nanaimo 
Prosperity Corporation is committed to advancing the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission’s Calls to Action, with a focus on those directly tied to the economic 
development sector.

We support Call to Action 92 by actively seeking meaningful partnerships with 
Indigenous communities, ensuring that our work contributes to economic 
reconciliation and respects Indigenous rights and protocols.

We support Call to Action 79 by working to ensure that Indigenous histories and 
living cultures are shared in close collaboration with First Nation governments, 
guided by their direction on how their stories and teachings are represented.
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1.1	 Design Challenge and Supporting Questions

Primary Design Challenge
How might we design a shared, evidence-driven approach that ensures the benefits of 
future economic growth are distributed equitably across all interest-holders in Nanaimo, 
and that practitioners have the tools, data, and alignment needed to act on this ambition?

Supporting Design Questions

1.	 Designing the Evidence Base

What indicators, datasets, and lived-experience insights best reflect community 
prosperity in Nanaimo, and how might traditional and alternative data sources 
including Doughnut Economics and Canada’s QoLF be combined to reveal gaps, risks, 
and opportunities for economic development?

2.	 Designing the Tool

How might we design and deliver a dashboard or visualization system that enables 
practitioners to clearly see, track, and communicate progress toward equitable and 
inclusive economic growth in a way that is intuitive, credible, and operationally useful?

3.	 Designing for Action

How might insights generated from the dashboard support meaningful policy 
shifts, strategic interventions, and collaborative experiments that ensure new 
economic activity contributes to improved quality of life across Nanaimo’s diverse 
neighbourhoods, identities, and economic conditions?

1.2	 Design and Research Approach
To make it accessible and engaging, the detailed discussion of the paper’s core ideas, 
conceptual underpinnings, and research approach has been moved to Appendix A. 
The main body instead focuses on the design challenge, strategic context, and key 
findings, highlighting the implications and practical guidance most relevant to decision-
makers, community leaders, and stakeholders. This approach balances transparency and 
methodological thoroughness with readability, ensuring that insights are actionable, 
evidence-informed, and oriented toward meaningful impact in the local context.
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2  Introducing Canada’s Quality of Life Framework
Canada’s QoLF provides a national, evidence-driven approach for understanding how people, 
communities, and institutions thrive. Developed by the Government of Canada as part of a 
broader shift toward “Beyond GDP” measurement, the framework offers a holistic view of 
prosperity by weaving together economic, social, environmental, and institutional indicators. 
For NPC, which seeks to anchor local development in well-being, equity, and sustainability, the 
QoLF offers both a conceptual foundation and a practical structure for designing a dashboard that 
reflects the realities and aspirations of Nanaimo residents.

The federal government introduced the QoLF in 2021 in response to long-standing critiques of 
GDP as an incomplete measure of progress. Decades of research across economics, public health, 
urban planning, and social policy have highlighted the need for a multidimensional approach 
that captures what truly matters to people: physical and mental health, safe and connected 
communities, environmental quality, access to opportunity, and trust in public institutions. 
These insights became especially visible during the COVID-19 pandemic, when issues such as 
mental health, housing stability, caregiving burdens, and community cohesion emerged as critical 
determinants of well-being. At the same time, public opinion research confirmed that Canadians 
overwhelmingly want governments to look beyond traditional economic statistics when making 
decisions; over 80% of respondents indicated that factors like health, safety, the environment, and 
social connection are essential to their daily lives (Secretariat, 2025).

The QoLF responds to these expectations by organizing well-being into five interconnected domains:

Quality of Life Framework (Statistics Canada, 2026)

Prosperity, which considers income, affordability, 
employment, and economic security;

Health, which includes physical, mental, 
and emotional well-being;

Environment, which encompasses 
natural assets, climate resilience, and 
access to clean air, water, and green spaces;

Society, which captures social cohesion, 
cultural vitality, time use, and personal 
relationships; and

Good Governance, which reflects trust, 
inclusion, rights, participation, and 
institutional effectiveness.

1
2
3
4
5
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Across these domains, the framework applies two cross-cutting lenses - equity and sustainability - 
to ensure that indicators reflect the diverse experiences of people in Canada and the conditions 
required for long-term well-being. Rather than emphasizing averages alone, the framework 
draws attention to how different groups are faring, how benefits and burdens are distributed, and 
whether today’s gains come at the expense of future generations.

One of the framework’s strengths lies in its methodological foundation. Statistics Canada leads 
the development of indicators and technical definitions, ensuring rigor, comparability, and 
transparency. This centralized approach reduces fragmentation and enhances data integrity - 
two challenges that frequently limit municipal-level measurement. Moreover, the framework is 
intentionally designed to be evergreen: indicators can be updated, expanded, or refined as new 
evidence emerges or as social priorities evolve. This adaptability is particularly important for 
communities like Nanaimo, where demographic shifts, environmental pressures, and economic 
transitions shape local well-being in distinctive ways.

For local governments and regional partnerships, the QoLF provides a clear, nationally aligned 
structure that can be adapted to reflect local priorities. Although developed at the federal 
scale, the framework emphasizes domains that are deeply relevant at the municipal level: 
housing affordability, active transportation, safety, social belonging, labour market inclusion, 
environmental stewardship, and trust in institutions. Many of these areas directly intersect with 
the responsibilities and strategic ambitions of NPC and its partners. The framework also aligns 
with complementary approaches such as Doughnut Economics and community well-being models 
currently used across the globe, allowing cities to integrate global best practices while remaining 
rooted in local realities.

Recent insights from federal data and policy discussions highlight several structural 
considerations relevant to municipal-level well-being measurement. At present, many indicators 
within Canada’s QoLF rely heavily on Census-based data, which provides a robust baseline but 
limits granularity at the city or neighbourhood scale. While Census data remains an essential 
starting point, it does not fully capture all dimensions of quality of life, particularly those 
related to lived experience, social connection, and subjective well-being. To address these 
gaps, the use of complementary data sources such as targeted household surveys and locally 
generated indicators has been identified as an important strategy.

These insights also underscore the importance of selectivity and learning-by-doing in local 
dashboard development. Rather than attempting comprehensive coverage from the outset, 
municipalities are encouraged to prioritize indicators that are most relevant to their local context 
and decision-making needs, while learning from jurisdictions that have already advanced similar 
initiatives. Examples such as Engage Nova Scotia illustrate how partnerships with academic 
institutions, most notably its collaboration with the Canadian Index of Well-being at the University 
of Waterloo, can strengthen methodological credibility and local relevance. Through the use of 
custom data requests to Statistics Canada and university-supported indicator development, this 
approach demonstrates how local dashboards can remain aligned with national frameworks while 
incorporating more nuanced, place-based insights.

More broadly, the continued expansion of the Quality of Life Hub reflects growing demand from 
local and regional users. This creates an opportunity for municipalities like Nanaimo to shape the 
evolution of shared data infrastructure through applied use, feedback, and sustained engagement, 
ensuring that national frameworks remain responsive to local planning needs.
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3  Literature Review
The literature reviewed offers a rich and interdisciplinary foundation for rethinking how 
economic progress is measured, distributed, and governed. It is organized into four key thematic 
sections that together trace the shift away from traditional GDP-based models toward more 
holistic, equitable, and community-informed approaches. 

The first section, GDP as an Insufficient Measure of Economic Development, critiques the 
conceptual and methodological limitations of GDP, highlighting its failure to capture inequality, 
environmental degradation, and non-market contributions. The second theme, Alternative 
Frameworks to GDP, explores emerging models such as Doughnut Economics, the Inclusive 
Wealth Index, and Quality of Life metrics that attempt to capture the multidimensional nature  
of well-being and sustainability. 

The third theme, Equity-Focused Approaches to Measuring and Distributing Economic Growth, 
examines how equity is being integrated into measurement and planning processes through 
composite indices, place-based strategies, and institutional reforms. Finally, the fourth theme, 
Community-Informed Economic Planning and the Role of Data Dashboards, looks at how 
participatory data tools are being used to democratize decision-making and better reflect local 
priorities. These themes collectively provide the conceptual grounding for understanding how 
new metrics and methods can better support inclusive and sustainable development.

3.1	 GDP as an Insufficient 
Measure of Economic 
Development  
GDP provides a narrow account of market 
activity but omits key determinants of 
well-being, including distributional 
outcomes, ecological costs, and non-
market contributions (Banerjee et al., 
2021; Dědeček & Dudzich, 2022; Lang, 
2021). This subsection synthesizes the 
main strands of critique to clarify why 
GDP alone is inadequate for guiding 
equitable and sustainable development 
decisions in Nanaimo’s context (Lang, 2021). It proceeds by outlining conceptual gaps 
(3.1.1), the phenomenon of uneconomic growth (3.1.2), methodological shortcomings (3.1.3), 
misalignment with sustainability goals (3.1.4), and inclusive indicator alternatives such as 
the Genuine Progress Indicator and the Index of Sustainable Economic Welfare that better 
reflect social and environmental dimensions of prosperity (Hayden & Wilson, 2018; Tsara et 
al., 2024; Zhu et al., 2022), alongside evidence linking enabling conditions like energy access 
to inclusive growth outcomes (Opoku et al., 2025).

GDP alone is 
inadequate for 
guiding equitable 
and sustainable 
development 
decisions in 
Nanaimo’s context. 
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3.1.1	 Conceptual Gaps in GDP: What It Ignores

GDP fundamentally measures market activity but fails to account for various 
non-market dimensions critical to human development. As Tsara et al. (2024) 
emphasize, GDP omits environmental degradation, income inequality, and non-
market activities like domestic and volunteer labour, rendering it a poor proxy 
for actual economic welfare. Similarly, Lang (2021) argues that GDP inadequately 
captures material well-being, especially in globalized economies, where 
GDP growth may stem from multinational activities disconnected from local 
prosperity. These critiques are echoed by Hayden and Wilson (2018), who observe 
that GDP cannot measure elements such as happiness, life satisfaction, or social 
equity components integral to a holistic view of well-being. The persistent use of 
GDP as a shorthand for development thus obscures deeper structural inequalities 
and ecological costs that accumulate with unchecked economic expansion (Zhu et 
al., 2022; Tsara et al., 2024).

3.1.2	 GDP and the Problem of Uneconomic Growth

GDP’s inability to recognize the phenomenon of “uneconomic growth”, a situation 
in which increases in economic output actually reduce social welfare. Zhu et al. 
(2022) discuss this in the context of China’s provincial economies, where rising GDP 
figures often coincided with growing disparities in social welfare and ecological 
degradation. This divergence exemplifies what Max-Neef called the “threshold 
hypothesis”: economic growth improves well-being only up to a point, after which 
further growth can be harmful.

Global analysis shows that while GDP may increase, populations lacking in basic 
infrastructure and energy access continue to experience marginalization. This 
exposes how GDP growth, when not accompanied by equitable distributional 
outcomes, may mask stagnation or regression in inclusive development.

3.1.3	 Methodological Shortcomings and Misinterpretations

GDP fails to distinguish between beneficial and harmful economic activities. For 
example, expenditures related to natural disasters or traffic accidents contribute 
positively to GDP despite having negative implications for well-being (Tsara et al., 
2024; Hayden & Wilson, 2018). Additionally, GDP does not capture the distribution of 
income across a population, meaning that significant inequality can be masked by a 
single aggregate figure (Lang, 2021; Zhu et al., 2022).

Significant informal sectors or high inequality levels may appear economically 
successful through GDP figures while hiding substantial developmental deficits. 
Banerjee et al., (2021) further caution against the over-reliance on GDP in policy-
making, particularly in countries transitioning from conflict or environmental 
stress, where GDP-centric strategies may overlook local realities. 
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3.1.4	 GDP and the Misalignment with Sustainability Goals

The inadequacy of GDP to align with sustainability goals is another recurring 
theme. As multiple studies point out, GDP not only ignores ecological boundaries 
but can also incentivize activities that are environmentally damaging. Tsara et 
al. (2024) argue for the integration of cultural and ecological dimensions into 
welfare assessments, recognizing that GDP-centric metrics contribute to the 
overexploitation of natural capital. Hayden and Wilson (2018) demonstrate how 
Maryland’s GPI efforts aimed to shift the focus from economic expansion to 
sustainable progress, although political and institutional barriers limited its full 
adoption. Lang (2021) adds a critical dimension by highlighting how GDP figures 
can be distorted in globalized economies through the relocation of intangible assets, 
which decouple GDP growth from actual human development outcomes. 

3.2	 Alternative Frameworks to GDP: Doughnut Economics 
and Quality of Life Metrics

3.2.1	 Framing Beyond GDP: Shifting the Focus of Progress

Following widespread recognition of GDP’s shortcomings mentioned above, there 
has been a surge of interest in frameworks that measure progress more holistically. 
These Beyond GDP approaches advocate moving from economic output-centric 
evaluations toward broader understandings of human and planetary well-being. 
Jansen et al. (2024) note that despite decades of critique, GDP remains deeply 
embedded due to its simplicity and comparability. However, a growing body of 
research proposes frameworks that instead prioritize sustainable well-being, equity, 
and ecological integrity (Wang & Chen, 2022; Managi et al., 2024).

This shift reflects a broader reimagining of progress, as indicators such as happiness, 
ecological health, leisure, and inequality begin to inform welfare assessments (Okoye 
& Pandey, 2024; Malay, 2021). For instance, the United Nations’ “Valuing What Counts” 
initiative seeks to institutionalize global metrics that transcend GDP, reflecting long-
term human and planetary outcomes (Jansen et al., 2024). 

3.2.2	 Emerging Frameworks and Measurement Alternatives

Numerous alternative frameworks now exist to assess dimensions of progress 
previously excluded from GDP. These include both composite indices and 
multidimensional dashboards. Jansen et al. (2024) provide a synthesis of 65 Beyond 
GDP metrics categorized by sustainability, inclusion, and well-being, revealing 
significant variation in goals, scale, and use. Managi et al. (2024) emphasize the 
Inclusive Wealth Index (IWI) as one such integrative tool, capturing produced, 
human, and natural capital to evaluate long-term sustainability. Their findings show 
that many countries with strong GDP growth experience substantial depletion of 
natural wealth, compromising intergenerational equity. Similarly, Wang and Chen 
(2022) apply Principal Component Analysis (PCA) to examine the relationships 
between GDP and twelve Beyond GDP indicators. They find that while GDP per 
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capita dominates economic indicators, it has weak or negative associations with 
sustainability-focused metrics such as ecological footprint and the Happy Planet 
Index. This suggests that GDP-based measurements fail to capture many vital 
elements of social progress. Okoye and Pandey (2024) extend this discussion by 
constructing a cardinal welfare metric incorporating leisure, life expectancy, and 
inequality, showing that welfare differences across Nigerian states are far greater than 
those reflected by GDP or the Human Development Index (HDI) alone.

Beyond composite indices, more holistic frameworks such as Doughnut Economics, 
originally developed by Raworth, alongside approaches such as community wealth 
building and inclusive growth (Crisp et al., 2024), propose alternative visions for 
development rooted in ecological balance and social provisioning. Building on 
Raworth’s framework, Wahlund and Hansen (2022) compare Doughnut Economics 
with the Foundational Economy, highlighting how Doughnut Economics integrates 
planetary boundaries with social foundations, while the Foundational Economy 
focuses on everyday services such as education and transport that uphold 
human capabilities. These approaches often complement each other, offering 
multidimensional lenses to evaluate well-being and sustainability. As Malay (2021) 
highlights, these conceptual tools are increasingly informing both national policy 
and business-level impact reporting, though their integration remains incomplete.

3.2.3	 Implementation and Institutional Adoption

Although Beyond GDP metrics have grown in number and sophistication, their 
adoption in policy and practice remains uneven. Cities have played a particularly 
important role in experimenting with these frameworks. Crisp et al. (2024) document 
how urban policy actors across Europe and North America are integrating alternatives 
like the Well-being Economy, Foundational Economy, and Doughnut frameworks 
into local strategies. These approaches aim to respond to pressing urban challenges, 
including inequality, environmental degradation, and economic uncertainty, through 
more inclusive and sustainable models of development.

A compelling case of policy reform comes from China, where Zeng and Bao 
(2024) investigate the shift from GDP-centric cadre performance targets to multi-
objective systems. Counties that adopted these reforms experienced a statistically 
significant reduction in PM2.5 levels (fine particulate matter with a diameter of 2.5 
micrometres or smaller that penetrates deep into the lungs and is widely used as an 
indicator of ambient air pollution and associated health risks), showing that moving 
beyond GDP-aligned governance can yield environmental benefits. This supports 
Crisp et al.’s (2024) argument that local institutions, when equipped with the right 
frameworks and incentives, can lead to transformative change.

Nevertheless, implementation challenges persist. Wahlund and Hansen (2022) 
emphasize the need to reconcile the social orientation of Foundational Economy policies 
with the ecological imperatives of Doughnut Economics, particularly when deployed 
at different governance scales. Similarly, Malay (2021) notes that although frameworks 
like the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and Gross National Happiness (GNH) 
offer guidance at the macro level, their articulation with business-level sustainability 
reporting remains limited.
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3.2.4	 Challenges of Alignment, Coherence, and Uptake

Despite a clear intellectual case for moving Beyond GDP, systemic barriers hamper 
the coherent adoption of alternative indicators. Malay (2021) identifies a persistent 
disconnect between macro-level well-being frameworks and micro-level business 
metrics. Most businesses continue to report environmental and social outcomes 
using proprietary or compliance-driven tools that do not align conceptually or 
methodologically with national Beyond GDP indicators. This gap limits opportunities 
for collective action and weakens accountability. Moreover, political and institutional 
inertia favour the continued dominance of GDP. As Jansen et al. (2024) observe, GDP’s 
perceived neutrality, historical legitimacy, and ease of use make it difficult to displace 
despite its inability to represent distributional, environmental, or subjective well-
being outcomes. The lack of consensus over which alternative indicators to adopt 
further complicates policymaking. As Wang and Chen (2022) argue, even widely used 
alternatives like the HDI (Human Development Index) often correlate closely with 
GDP, while others, such as the Ecological Footprint, reflect orthogonal concerns.

Managi et al. (2024) and Okoye and Pandey (2024) both underscore the risk of  
policy misdirection if Beyond GDP indicators are not standardized, validated,  
and communicated clearly. Without coherent measurement systems and 
institutional buy-in, the broader goals of sustainable and inclusive development 
risk remaining aspirational. Bridging these divides will require not only technical 
refinement of indicators but also cultural and political shifts in how success is 
defined and rewarded. 

3.3	 Equity-Focused Approaches to Measuring and Distributing 
Economic Growth

3.3.1	 Reframing Inclusive Growth Beyond Productivity

Equity in economic growth goes beyond just improving productivity; it requires 
addressing structural inequalities across geographic, social, and institutional lines. Zhu 
(2022) challenges the traditional approach that equates inclusive growth with increased 
productivity and broader labour market participation. Instead, the article advocates 
for equity-focused frameworks that consider disparities in access, opportunities, and 
outcomes. Minzner (2020) echoes this sentiment, emphasizing that truly inclusive 
development must tackle systemic disadvantages through policies like living wage 
mandates, inclusive hiring practices, and better resource access for marginalized 
communities. This message is particularly clear in urban development contexts. Cash-
Gibson et al. (2025) argue that many sustainability policies in cities fail to address deep-
rooted inequities unless redistributive and participatory mechanisms are deliberately 
integrated. They call for city-level equity indicators that reflect spatial justice, including 
fair access to housing, green spaces, and governance. As Zhu (2022) and Minzner (2020) 
also point out, when growth is not accompanied by equitable institutions and data 
systems, it risks reproducing patterns of exclusion. In short, equity should not be a by-
product of growth, it must be a core design principle from the start.
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3.3.2	 Composite Indices and Equity-Focused Measurement Tools

One of the most promising developments in equity-focused economic planning 
has been the rise of composite indices that blend traditional economic metrics 
with measures of social distribution. Mitu and Mitu (2025) introduces the Income 
Distribution and Development Outcomes (IDDO) index, which moves beyond 
GDP by integrating income inequality into growth assessments across the EU-
27 (the 27 current Member States of the European Union, representing a shared 
economic and regulatory bloc). By penalizing imbalances, the IDDO highlights 
instances where economic expansion may look positive on the surface but fails to 
benefit all segments of society. Cash-Gibson et al. (2025) reinforce the value of such 
multidimensional approaches in urban settings. Their six-question framework is 
a practical tool that helps cities incorporate justice into sustainability planning, 
recognizing how demographic and spatial disparities shape people’s experiences. 
Nambie et al. (2023) also underscore the importance of disaggregated data, 
especially in evaluating the reach and impact of digital financial services across 
different population groups. Taken together, these studies make a compelling case 
for rethinking how progress is measured, ensuring equity is reflected not just in 
outcomes, but in the metrics we use to define success.

3.3.3	 Community-Centered and Place-Based Strategies

Equity-focused development must be grounded in local realities and shaped 
by communities’ unique histories and needs. Minzner (2020) points out that 
mainstream economic strategies tend to favour areas already equipped with 
institutional advantages, often sidelining regions that would benefit most from 
targeted support. To counter this, he highlights interventions like living wage 
policies and equitable zoning as ways to direct resources toward structurally 
disadvantaged communities. Cash-Gibson et al. (2025) similarly advocate for 
participatory urban planning approaches that invite input from historically 
marginalized groups, ensuring that urban sustainability efforts truly reflect 
community needs. Nambie et al. (2023) emphasize the power of tailored solutions 
such as region-specific financial services to advance both growth and inclusion. 
Zhu (2022) also calls for local institutions that are responsive, fair, and able 
to balance efficiency with justice. Together, these insights support a model of 
economic development that is not only equitable in principle but rooted in the lived 
experiences of people and places.     
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3.4	 Community-Informed Economic Planning and the Role  
of Data Dashboards

3.4.1	 Rethinking Dashboards as Community Tools,  
Not Just Data Displays

Across the growing use of digital tools 
in city planning, there is a shared 
recognition that dashboards must 
move beyond static data display and 
instead serve as tools for inclusive 
community planning. Lock et 
al. (2020) argue that most urban 
dashboards prioritize a one-way 
flow of information, limiting their 
usefulness for public participation or 
collaborative planning. This critique 
is echoed by Nidam et al. (2025), who 
show that co-creating dashboards 
with communities can make data more representative and actionable, especially 
when residents help define which data are collected and how they are visualized. 
Similarly, Pluto-Kossakowska et al. (2022) highlight that dashboards should not 
merely report quality-of-life metrics but enable citizens to shape and interrogate 
those metrics through accessible design and interactivity. 

Design choices play a critical role in shaping how dashboards function in practice. 
Steinmetz-Weiss et al. (2023) emphasize the use of design thinking to develop human-
centred dashboards, demonstrating how collaborative development processes led 
to award-winning smart asset dashboards in Sydney. Their findings reinforce that 
inclusive design is not incidental it is foundational to usability, credibility, and citizen 
trust. Furthermore, Gower et al. (2023) caution against the assumption that digital 
tools inherently improve participation; they argue that participatory digital models 
must be explicitly evaluated for communication, transparency, and equity to avoid 
reproducing top-down governance in a digital format.

3.4.2	 Data Inclusion and the Value of Co-Creation

Efforts to create community dashboards increasingly stress the importance of 
co-design and shared data ownership. Nidam et al. (2025) present the Healthy 
Neighborhoods Study as a model where institutional partners and residents 
collaboratively developed a data dashboard that was responsive to neighbourhood 
health concerns. They argue that co-creation, while resource-intensive, results 
in tools that are more relevant, culturally grounded, and capable of supporting 
long-term change. This approach parallels the Community-Engaged Data Science 
(CEDS) model by Olvera et al. (2024), which embeds “data ambassadors” within 

Co-creating 
dashboards with 
communities can 
make data more 
representative  
and actionable.
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communities to ensure that data collection, analysis, and interpretation are 
genuinely collaborative. These ambassadors bridge the gap between technical 
expertise and lived experience, enabling grassroots decision-making through 
iterative data action plans.

This shift from “data for citizens” to “data with citizens” is echoed in the work 
of Pluto-Kossakowska et al. (2022), who note that dashboards must go beyond 
consultation to facilitate genuine decision-making. 

3.4.3	 Equity, Representation, and Local Context

One of the core challenges in dashboard design is ensuring that tools reflect the 
needs of diverse communities rather than reinforcing dominant narratives. Gower 
et al. (2023) stress that digital participation models often fail to account for digital 
divides, potentially excluding already marginalized groups. They advocate for 
communicative planning theory as a lens to interrogate the politics of dashboard 
design, encouraging planners to question whose voices are amplified and whose are 
silenced. This concern is echoed by Jansen et al. (2024), who argue that well-being 
metrics must be interdisciplinary and standardized across scales but also context-
sensitive and inclusive of locally relevant values.

Steinmetz-Weiss et al. (2024) found that successful dashboards are those that 
integrate community needs into indicator design, interface layout, and user 
testing. Their Sydney-based case demonstrated how cross-sector partnerships can 
produce tools that are both functional and inclusive. Meanwhile, Olvera et al. (2024) 
emphasize the importance of community-specific data landscapes to ensure that 
localized disparities, such as opioid-related mortality in their Ohio case study, are 
not lost in aggregated datasets. Both studies show that dashboards gain legitimacy 
and impact when they reflect specific social, geographic, and cultural realities.

3.4.4	 Dashboards as Governance Infrastructure

For dashboards to support community-informed planning, they must be embedded 
in institutional decision-making processes. Pluto-Kossakowska et al. (2022) argue that 
city dashboards should be linked to participatory budgeting, planning consultations, 
and service delivery. They find that dashboards are most impactful when designed 
to accommodate multiple levels of user expertise, from lay citizens to technical 
planners. Similarly, Lock et al. (2020) recommend that dashboards become platforms 
for “communicative urban governance,” enabling real-time engagement and feedback 
between residents and local governments. Jansen et al. (2024) advocate for dashboards 
that integrate headline indicators aligned with global frameworks like the UN’s SDGs, 
while also offering disaggregated data for use at the community level. Nidam et al. 
(2025) expand on this by arguing that dashboards should not only inform policy 
but also serve advocacy purposes, especially when they visualize inequities in ways 
that mobilize action. Gower et al. (2023) emphasize that digital tools should foster 
deliberation, not just data consumption, making them part of a broader ecosystem of 
democratic engagement.
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3.4.5	 From Metrics to Meaningful Action

In the end, dashboards are most valuable when they help drive fairer and more 
informed decisions about how cities grow and change. Steinmetz-Weiss et al. (2024) 
found that city dashboards can prompt better asset management and investment 
planning when embedded in governance routines. Lock et al. (2020) point out that 
emerging technologies such as augmented reality and 3D modelling offer new 
opportunities for interactive dashboard experiences, but these innovations must 
be evaluated through an inclusion lens. Pluto-Kossakowska et al. (2022) add that 
dashboards need to be constantly updated, community-tested, and reflexive to 
retain relevance and trust. 

The literature reviewed provides a strong and thoughtful foundation for rethinking 
how we measure, share, and govern economic progress. A key strength lies in 
its ability to synthesize insights from diverse disciplines including development 
economics, urban planning, sustainability, and data science, to challenge the 
continued reliance on GDP as the central indicator of societal well-being. Across 
the sources, there is a shared emphasis on adopting multidimensional frameworks 
that reflect not only economic output but also social equity, environmental 
sustainability, and community well-being. Concepts such as Doughnut Economics, 
the Inclusive Wealth Index, and participatory dashboards illustrate the shift toward 
more holistic approaches, while also highlighting the importance of inclusive 
processes in shaping these tools.

At the same time, the literature points to persistent challenges that limit the adoption 
and impact of these alternatives. Despite the availability of new frameworks, 
institutional inertia, political resistance, and technical barriers continue to hinder 
their full integration into policy systems. Moreover, although equity is often a stated 
objective, few studies demonstrate how measurement tools have meaningfully shifted 
power dynamics or improved the distribution of economic benefits in practice. Gaps 
remain in understanding how participatory data tools are governed, who they serve, 
and whether they lead to structural change.

These critiques are directly relevant to the research question guiding this paper: how 
can local economic planning processes be supported by indicators and dashboards 
that are both equity-focused and community-informed? The literature makes it clear 
that advancing this goal requires more than technical fixes; it calls for intentional 
design choices, institutional commitments, and inclusive governance structures. 
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4  Current Context & Indicator Assessment
This section outlines the strategic context, analytical approach, and key findings that inform the 
development of a local well-being dashboard for Nanaimo. Anchored in the Government of Canada’s 
QoLF, the analysis responds to the overarching design challenge: How the NPC ensure the equitable 
distribution of future economic growth using evidence and community-informed strategies that 
support meaningful action to holistically improve the well-being of all Nanaimo residents?

Building from this design challenge, the section explores two supporting lines of inquiry. The 
first one examines which indicators and data sources, including alternative and non-traditional 
datasets, most effectively reflect community prosperity in Nanaimo. The second considers how 
these indicators can be organized within a dashboard to visualize and support inclusive, data-
informed local development.

Drawing on publicly available reports and datasets, the analysis reviews existing indicators, evaluates 
current data coverage, identifies gaps, and highlights opportunities for strengthening measurement. 
The purpose is to establish a clear understanding of Nanaimo’s current data landscape and lay the 
groundwork for subsequent phases of indicator refinement and dashboard design.

4.1	 Strategy and Methodology
This discussion paper adopts a qualitative research approach, consistent with an 
interpretivist epistemology and exploratory research design (Saunders et al., 2007). 
Interpretivism assumes that reality is socially constructed and best understood through the 
meanings people assign to it. In line with this view, the study aims to interpret how local 
governments and related institutions construct, present, and apply economic indicators in 
planning contexts, particularly in relation to equity and well-being (Saunders et al., 2007). 
Rather than testing hypotheses or measuring objective relationships, this research explores 
subjective patterns such as indicator selection, narrative framing, and thematic emphasis 
across publicly available reports and dashboards. The approach is documentary in nature, 
using secondary data sources such as municipal plans, provincial datasets, and regional 
reports. While some of these contain quantitative information, the analysis is qualitative, 
relying on content interpretation and thematic coding. This methodology aligns well with 
the paper’s central research question, which seeks to identify community-informed, equity-
focused strategies for measuring and distributing economic growth in Nanaimo (Saunders 
et al., 2007).

The rationale for selecting the QoLF as the evaluative lens is grounded in its historical 
and institutional relevance. Developed in response to long-standing critiques of GDP’s 
limitations, the framework reflects decades of scholarly and policy-driven efforts 
to broaden the definition of societal progress. These efforts accelerated in Canada 
following the 2008 financial crisis and intensified during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
which underscored the inadequacy of traditional economic indicators in capturing the 
lived realities of Canadians. The establishment of the QoL marks a national shift toward 
multidimensional, equity-focused measurement and policy alignment (Department of 
Finance, 2021). 
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4.2	 Data Collection
The data collection relied on purposive sampling, a non-probability technique in which 
sources are deliberately chosen because they are information-rich and directly relevant to 
the research objectives (Saunders et al., 2007). Five core documents were selected because 
they are credible, locally grounded, recently published, and aligned with the domains of 
the QoLF. Purposive sampling was appropriate given the exploratory nature of the study 
and the need to examine documents most likely to illuminate equity-focused measures of 
prosperity (Saunders et al., 2007).

The five core documents and platforms that together represent the most significant local 
sources of socio-economic, environmental, and health-related data in the region are:

1.	 State of the Nanaimo Economy (City of Nanaimo, 2025)

2.	 Nanaimo’s Vital Signs (Community Foundations of Canada, 2023)

3.	 Greater Nanaimo Local Health Area Profile (Island Health, 2025)

4.	 Vancouver Island Economic Alliance (VIEA) Dashboard 
(Vancouver Island Economic Alliance, 2024)

5.	 Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy (City of Nanaimo, 2024)

The selection criteria prioritized credibility, local relevance, recency, and domain coverage 
across the QoLF domains: prosperity, health, society, environment, and governance. Each of 
the 91 indicators from the QoLF Hub was reviewed against these five documents (Statistics 
Canada, 2023). Only indicators that were explicitly marked with “Yes” or began with “Yes, ... 
(the indicator is addressed, but a note is included to clarify how it aligns, as it does not directly 
match the indicator).” were considered adequately covered. This narrow filter aligns with best 
practices in conservative gap analysis, ensuring that only confirmed data availability is counted 
(Saunders et al., 2007). Indicators with partial, inferred, or indirect coverage were flagged for 
consideration during Phase 2 of the indicator assessment.

In addition to the core documents, several broader data sources were reviewed and treated 
as reference points that may guide future proxy identification, indicator refinement, and 
dashboard development. These include:

1.	 BCStats Local Area Economic Profiles (BCStats, 2025)

2.	 Statistics Canada Quality of Life Hub (Government of Canada, 2022)

3.	 Municipal Quality of Life Dashboard (Government of Canada, 2023)

4.	 Toward a Quality of Life Strategy for Canada (Department of Finance, 2021)

5.	 PacifiCAN Departmental Plan (Pacific Economic Development Canada, 2024)

NPC’s choice of the QoL Framework as the primary reference point for this research is 
deliberate: the framework has gained significant traction federally and is already being 
applied in municipal contexts, making it an adaptable and forward-compatible choice for 
local governance (Department of Finance, 2021). Moreover, the QoLF’s emphasis on well-
being and equity aligns with NPC’s vision for holistic and inclusive growth.
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4.3	 Analytical Approach
The analytical approach used follows a structured, three-phase process designed  
to understand how well existing local data sources align with Canada’s QoLF.  
This process supports the development of a well-grounded indicator set for the  
NPC’s emerging dashboard.

Phase 1 involved reviewing five key local documents and dashboards to identify direct 
matches to QoLF indicators. A conservative standard was applied: only indicators that 
clearly aligned with the QoLF definition were counted.

Phase 2, which will be undertaken in the next stage, will explore the use of proxy 
indicators for areas where no direct local equivalent exists. This will involve reviewing 
provincial and federal datasets and determining conceptual fit, relevance, and usability.

Phase 3 will then assess the quality, or fidelity, of both direct and proxy indicators. This 
step will help determine how well each indicator represents its intended QoLF concept and 
where further refinement or data development may be needed.

While the analytical framework is articulated across three phases, this discussion paper 
intentionally concludes at Phase 1. The Phase 1 coverage assessment is designed to establish 
a clear, evidence-based understanding of which QoLF indicators are currently addressed 
within existing local data sources, and where substantive gaps remain. This step is sufficient 
to demonstrate the extent of fragmentation and to ground subsequent strategic discussion.

Phases 2 and 3 are therefore positioned as future, collaborative stages rather than analytical 
omissions. Building on the gaps identified in Phase 1, these phases are intended to be 
undertaken in partnership with local, regional, and institutional stakeholders, supporting 
shared decision-making around proxy selection, indicator refinement, and data quality 
assessment. Framing these stages as collaborative work reflects both the scope of this paper 
and the governance realities of implementing a community-level dashboard.

Also, to maintain clarity and a streamlined flow in the main body of this report, 
all technical details related to data cleaning, indicator matching procedures, proxy 
identification criteria, and the fidelity scoring framework are provided in Appendix B.



20	 Measuring Nanaimo’s Community Well-Being: A Quality of Life Approach

4.4	 Ethical Implications and Sustainability
This paper involves no primary data collection and therefore presents minimal ethical risk 
related to privacy, consent, or data protection. All sources consulted were publicly available 
and institutionally published, including federal and provincial datasets, municipal reports, 
and existing community dashboards. This approach promotes transparency and aligns 
with ethical guidelines for documentary research (Saunders et al., 2007).

Nonetheless, ethical considerations emerge in how indicators are selected, interpreted, and 
applied, particularly during Phase 2, where identifying proxy indicators involves evaluative 
decisions that affect representation and require careful judgement to ensure the data reflects 
the intent of each dimension within the QoLF. It is guided by the ethical priorities embedded 
in the Government of Canada’s QoLF, which includes a commitment to equity, inclusion, 
and sustainability (Government of Canada, 2022). These values shape the selection criteria 
for indicator alignment, helping to ensure that the dashboard development process supports 
a broad and inclusive understanding of community well-being. Where relevant, attention 
is also given to Indigenous representation and cultural context, recognizing the growing 
importance of data sovereignty, particularly in a regional setting.

Sustainability considerations are integrated at both the conceptual and practical levels. 
The framework itself prioritizes long-term, multi-dimensional well-being rather than 
short-term economic outcomes. In parallel, the use of secondary, publicly accessible data 
ensures methodological sustainability. This allows for future updating and replication with 
minimal resource requirements, making the model adaptable over time.

4.5	 Findings 
This section summarizes the findings from the Phase 1 indicator coverage assessment 
across five core local reports and dashboards. The analysis examines (1) variation in 
indicator coverage by source, (2) collective coverage across all sources, and (3) areas of 
overlap that may serve as early anchors for dashboard development. Detailed calculations 
and tables supporting these findings are provided in Appendix C (Tables C1–C3).

Source-Level Indicator Coverage
Indicator coverage varies notably across the five reviewed documents. Overall alignment 
with the QoLF remains limited, with no single source covering more than a small share of 
the full indicator set.

The Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy demonstrates the highest degree of alignment, capturing 
approximately 17% of QoLF indicators. This comparatively higher coverage reflects its emphasis 
on environmental conditions, housing, community well-being, and climate-related measures. 
The Vital Signs report follows, covering approximately 13% of indicators, largely within social 
and health-related domains. The State of the Nanaimo Economy and the Greater Nanaimo 
Local Health Area Profile each cover approximately 9% of indicators, while the Vancouver 
Island Economic Alliance dashboard shows the lowest explicit alignment at approximately 5%.

These differences highlight the distinct mandates and analytical priorities of each source, as 
well as the absence of a single, integrated framework guiding local well-being measurement.
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Collective Coverage Across All Sources
When considered collectively, the 
five reports cover approximately 
33% of the QoLF indicators. While 
this represents an improvement 
over earlier assessments, it also 
reveals substantial gaps in data 
availability and accessibility. Notably 
underrepresented areas include 
housing affordability, ecological 
resilience, Indigenous well-being, civic 
engagement, social connection, and 
subjective life satisfaction.

At a domain level, prosperity-
related indicators such as income, 
employment, wages, and GDP remain 
the most consistently reported across 
sources. Health indicators receive partial coverage, primarily through the Local Health 
Area Profile and Vital Signs. Environmental and governance indicators show improved 
representation with the inclusion of the Monitoring Strategy. However, domains related 
to social cohesion, leisure, community belonging, and democratic participation remain 
critically underdeveloped within the current data landscape.

The absence of comprehensive coverage across all five QoLF domains underscores the 
fragmented nature of Nanaimo’s existing reporting ecosystem.

Indicator Overlap and Strategic Anchors
A closer review reveals that 13 QoLF indicators appear in two or more of the five reviewed 
sources. As documented in Appendix C, these overlaps are concentrated primarily  
within the Prosperity and Health domains, with limited representation in environment 
and good governance.

Indicators reported across multiple sources offer potential strategic entry points for early 
dashboard development, as they are more likely to be stable, comparable, and verifiable 
over time. At the same time, the relatively low degree of overlap highlights the challenges 
of triangulation and long-term monitoring in the absence of coordinated data strategies. 
Most indicators continue to be reported by only a single source, increasing reliance on 
isolated datasets and limiting analytical robustness.

Implications for Subsequent Phases
To address these gaps, Phase 2 will focus on identifying suitable proxy indicators for 
measures that are missing or only partially represented. This phase will also explore the 
development of Nanaimo-specific indicators that reflect local priorities while remaining 
aligned with the five QoLF domains: prosperity, health, society, environment, and good 
governance. Together, these steps are intended to move beyond fragmented reporting 
toward a more coherent and actionable well-being measurement framework.

The absence of 
comprehensive 
coverage across all 
five QoLF domains 
underscores the 
fragmented nature 
of Nanaimo’s existing 
reporting ecosystem.
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5  Recommendations
The following recommendations build directly on the findings of the situational analysis and 
are designed to help the NPC translate insights into actionable strategies. They are organized 
into three interrelated priorities: fostering multi-jurisdictional collaboration across Vancouver 
Island, piloting neighbourhood-level engagement to co-design locally relevant indicators, and 
establishing a city-wide data strategy to embed standards and ensure sustainability. Together, 
these steps provide a roadmap for moving from fragmented data sources toward a unified, equity-
focused dashboard system. 

5.1	 Lead a Multi-Jurisdictional Collaboration  
for Island-Wide QoLF Implementation
To strengthen regional coordination and enhance data infrastructure, the NPC should 
take a leadership role in facilitating a Vancouver Island-wide coalition of governments, 
First Nations, and public-sector partners to collectively adopt and localize the QoLF. 
Fragmentation in data reporting and indicator coverage, as identified in the findings, 
points to the urgent need for harmonized efforts across jurisdictions. Many relevant 
economic, health, and environmental indicators are already produced by Island-wide 
agencies, but there is currently no unified governance structure or framework that 
connects these efforts toward shared regional priorities.

Forming a formal governance coalition such as a multi-jurisdictional steering committee or 
memorandum of understanding (MOU)-based alliance, would offer a practical mechanism 
for joint decision-making and resource sharing. By collectively agreeing to use the QoLF 
as a baseline framework, this coalition could reduce duplication, enhance comparability, 
and align local measurement with federal priorities (Cash-Gibson et al., 2025; Mitu & Mitu, 
2025). As Jansen et al. (2024) note, coordinated governance is especially critical in multi-
community regions where indicators must capture both localized and system-level trends.

Standardizing indicators across jurisdictions would also support more robust regional 
planning and enable Island communities to advocate for funding and policy support 
using a shared evidence base. NPC’s convening role would be to initiate early dialogues, 
facilitate goal alignment, and support technical processes such as cross-jurisdictional 
indicator mapping. Ultimately, regional implementation of the QoLF would provide a 
consistent structure for Island-wide reporting while retaining local relevance, thereby 
reinforcing both statistical rigour and place-based impact.
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5.2	 Pilot Neighbourhood-Level Engagement  
to Co-Design Locally Relevant Indicators
To ensure the dashboard reflects the lived realities of diverse residents, NPC should pilot 
a participatory indicator development process at the neighbourhood level. A phased 
approach, beginning with one or two pilot communities, would allow NPC to test inclusive 
data engagement methods while managing scope and capacity. The findings emphasize 
that certain QoLF domains such as social cohesion, governance, and sense of belonging 
are critically underrepresented in existing data. These gaps cannot be addressed solely 
through secondary sources; they require qualitative and context-sensitive insights that only 
community engagement can provide.

The academic literature strongly supports participatory measurement approaches. Co-
designing indicators with residents improves not only the relevance and interpretability of data 
but also enhances public trust and future uptake (Nidam et al., 2025; Olvera et al., 2024). In 
particular, Lock et al. (2020) and Pluto-Kossakowska et al. (2022) emphasize that participatory 
dashboards generate more equitable outcomes by embedding community voice in both the 
metrics and the decisions they inform.

Implementation would involve launching a dedicated engagement initiative potentially 
in collaboration with local neighbourhood associations or social service organizations, to 
identify what aspects of well-being matter most to residents and how those experiences 
should be measured. Workshops, storytelling methods, or deliberative forums could 
be used to surface indicators aligned with local identity and values. These insights 
could then be evaluated alongside existing QoLF metrics to identify complementary or 
alternative indicators for dashboard inclusion. Over time, this engagement model could 
be expanded to other neighbourhoods, building a cumulative understanding of place-
based well-being while promoting data literacy and civic empowerment.
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5.3	 Establish a City-Wide Data Strategy Anchored  
in QoLF Metrics
In parallel with regional and community-level initiatives, NPC should lead the development 
of a formal city-wide data strategy rooted in the QoLF. A structured data strategy is essential 
to improve internal interoperability, guide long-term dashboard sustainability, and foster 
alignment among institutions generating and using economic and social data. As noted in 
the findings, Nanaimo currently lacks an integrated approach to data governance, resulting 
in fragmented reporting, inconsistent updates, and limited reuse of valuable datasets. 
Addressing these structural issues is foundational to ensuring that the dashboard becomes 
a durable decision-support tool, rather than a one-off product.

The literature emphasizes that successful data infrastructure must start internally, through 
aligned standards and shared governance, and then evolve toward broader transparency 
and public access (Gower et al., 2023; Jansen et al., 2024). NPC is uniquely positioned to 
act as a coordinating hub, bringing together key actors including the City of Nanaimo, 
Vancouver Island University, and community organizations to collectively identify data 
assets, standardize definitions, and determine roles for maintenance and update cycles.

In practice, this strategy could begin with a data audit across partners to catalogue existing 
sources relevant to QoLF domains, followed by a co-developed roadmap for addressing 
gaps and improving data flow between institutions. Over time, the strategy could include 
guidelines for open data publishing, mechanisms for incorporating community-generated 
data, and protocols for indicator review and retirement. As Lock et al. (2020) argue, 
embedding data governance into organizational practice is essential for ensuring equity and 
accountability in how data is collected, interpreted, and applied to public decision-making.

By designing a city-wide data strategy alongside dashboard development, NPC ensures that 
this tool is not just informative but institutionally embedded, strategically useful, and socially 
accountable. 
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Appendix A

Design and Research Approach
This appendix outlines the key ideas, design logic, and research approach that inform this 
discussion paper. The material is included to provide transparency and credibility for readers 
who wish to understand how the work was developed, while allowing the main report to remain 
focused on strategic context, findings, and actionable recommendations for the NPC and its 
partners.

A.1	 Key Ideas and Methods
This paper uses a qualitative, evidence-informed approach grounded in documentary 
analysis. It reviews existing secondary data sources, including municipal and regional 
reports, public datasets, and academic literature, to identify indicators that align with 
Canada’s QoLF and reflect local priorities in Nanaimo.

Three complementary analytical activities guide the work. First, relevant frameworks 
and best practices are reviewed to clarify how equity, well-being, and inclusive growth 
are commonly defined and measured. Second, available local indicators are compared 
across key reports and dashboards to assess alignment, overlap, and gaps. Third, a 
phased indicator assessment process is applied, beginning with a conservative coverage 
check, followed by the planned identification of proxy indicators, and culminating in an 
assessment of indicator fidelity.

Ethical considerations are addressed throughout the discussion paper, particularly 
with respect to representation, equity, and the responsible use of data. It also prioritizes 
methodological sustainability by relying on publicly available and replicable data sources, 
ensuring that the proposed dashboard can be updated and maintained over time without 
excessive technical or financial burden.
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A.2	 Research Approach
The research approach is exploratory and descriptive in nature, reflecting the discussion 
paper’s aim to understand and synthesize how economic and well-being indicators are 
currently selected, reported, and used in local planning contexts. Rather than testing 
hypotheses or establishing causal relationships, the analysis focuses on identifying 
patterns, strengths, and limitations within existing data and reporting practices.

It draws exclusively on secondary sources, including municipal strategies, regional profiles, 
institutional dashboards, and federal frameworks. While many of these sources contain 
quantitative information, the analysis itself is qualitative, emphasizing interpretation, 
comparison, and contextual understanding rather than statistical modelling.

Canada’s QoLF was selected as the primary organizing lens because of its growing 
prominence in federal policy and its relevance to local governance. The framework offers 
a coherent, multidimensional structure for understanding prosperity beyond economic 
output alone, with explicit attention to equity and long-term well-being. Its increasing 
use across government makes it a practical and forward-compatible foundation for local 
dashboard development, while still allowing room for community-specific adaptation 
(Department of Finance, 2021).

Quality of Life Framework (Statistics Canada, 2026)
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Appendix B

Methodological Details for Indicator Analysis
This appendix contains the full methodological details supporting the analytical process described 
in Section 4.3. These details are included here to preserve transparency and replicability while 
maintaining clarity in the main report.

B1	 Data Cleaning and Preparation Procedures
Indicators from the five core documents, the State of the Nanaimo Economy (2025), Vital 
Signs (2023), the Vancouver Island Economic Alliance Dashboard (2024), the Greater Nanaimo 
Local Health Area Profile (2025), and the Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy (2024) were compiled 
into a master spreadsheet for analysis. Preparation involved:

1.	 Standardizing indicator names to align with Canada’s QoLF.

2.	 Normalizing units, such as converting values into consistent rate or percentage formats.

3.	 Flagging geographic discrepancies, particularly where indicators were reported  
at regional or LHA scales rather than municipal levels.

4.	 Removing duplicates and harmonizing indicators with similar definitions.

5.	 Applying the QoLF operational definitions when local terminology  
or measurement differed.

These steps ensured a consistent dataset suitable for systematic indicator comparison.

B2	 Indicator Matching Protocol (Phase 1)

Phase 1 assessed the extent to which local reports and dashboards already include  
indicators aligned with QoLF.

Matching rules included:

1.	 A “Yes” was recorded only when a local indicator directly matched the conceptual  
and operational definition of the QoLF indicator.

2.	 Indicators beginning with “Yes” or “Yes, …” in the source documents were treated  
as direct matches.

3.	 Indicators that differed in underlying construct (e.g., labour force participation vs. 
employment) were excluded to avoid overstating local alignment.

4.	 Ambiguous or borderline indicators were not counted under Phase 1 unless  
the alignment was explicit.

This ensured that Phase 1 findings reflect only clear, high-confidence matches.
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B3	 Proxy Identification Framework (Phase 2 — Planned)

Phase 2 will examine whether suitable proxy indicators exist where direct matches 
are unavailable locally.

Criteria for acceptable proxies include:

1.	 Strong conceptual alignment with the QoLF indicator

2.	 Timeliness (regularly updated, current data)

3.	 Local relevance, ideally at the municipal or LHA scale

4.	 Accessibility and sustainability over time

The planned process will involve:

1.	 Reviewing all indicators flagged as partial matches during Phase 1.

2.	 Identifying potential proxy indicators from provincial or federal datasets.

3.	 Assessing alignment to ensure conceptual comparability.

4.	 Documenting proxy decisions to maintain methodological transparency.

Although Phase 2 is not underway, establishing this framework ensures consistency  
in later stages.

B4	 Fidelity Scoring Rubric (Phase 3 — Planned)

Phase 3 will assess how closely local indicators align with the intended QoLF concepts. 
The purpose of this step is to understand the strength of alignment, not to evaluate 
performance or outcomes.

Indicators will be grouped into three broad categories:

High Fidelity
Indicators that closely match the QoLF concept and are measured in a comparable way.

Moderate Fidelity
Indicators that reflect the same underlying concept but differ in measurement approach, 
scale, or frequency.

Low Fidelity
Indicators that loosely relate to the QoLF concept but differ substantially in definition  
or scope.

This simplified classification will help guide future refinement of indicators and inform 
decisions about where improvements or alternative data sources may be needed. 
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Appendix C

Detailed Indicator Coverage and Overlap Analysis  
(Supporting Section 4.5)

This appendix provides the full technical details underlying the findings presented in Section 4.5. 
It documents the procedures used to calculate indicator coverage, collective coverage, and cross-
source overlap, and reproduces the associated tables in full. The appendix is included to ensure 
transparency, replicability, and methodological clarity, while allowing the main body of the report 
to remain focused on interpretation and strategic implications.

C.1	 Indicator Universe and Source Scope
The analysis was anchored to the full set of QoLF indicators  
reviewed at the time of analysis. This indicator universe was fixed prior to coding and 
treated as the reference baseline against which all local documents were assessed.

Five core local documents and dashboards were included:

1.	 State of the Nanaimo Economy (City of Nanaimo, 2025)

2.	 Nanaimo’s Vital Signs (Community Foundations of Canada, 2023)

3.	 Greater Nanaimo Local Health Area Profile (Island Health, 2025)

4.	 Vancouver Island Economic Alliance (VIEA) Dashboard (2024)

5.	 Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy (City of Nanaimo, 2024)

C.2	 Indicator Coding and Coverage Rules
Indicator coverage was assessed using a conservative binary coding approach:

Yes: The document explicitly reports an indicator that directly aligns with the definition  
of a QoLF indicator.

No: The indicator is absent, only qualitatively referenced, or reported in a way that does  
not meet the QoLF definition.

To avoid overstating alignment, the following rules were applied:

1.	 Only indicators explicitly marked as present (“Yes” or “Yes, …”) or clearly measurable  
were coded as covered.

2.	 Partial, inferred, or narrative-only references were excluded.

3.	 Indicators reported at broader geographic scales were included only when clearly  
applicable to Nanaimo or the Greater Nanaimo area.
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C.3	 Data Cleaning and Normalization Procedures
Before analysis, all identified indicators were standardized to ensure comparability across 
sources. This involved:

1.	 Harmonizing indicator names to match QoLF terminology.

2.	 Excluding indicators that did not meet QoLF operational definitions.

3.	 Removing duplicate indicators within individual sources.

4.	 Ensuring each indicator was counted only once per source, regardless of repetition.

The resulting dataset consisted of a normalized indicator list with one binary coverage 
value per indicator per source.

C.4	 Source-Level Indicator Coverage
Table C1 reproduces the indicator coverage results by source, corresponding to Table 1 in 
Section 4.5.

Table C1

Indicator Coverage by Report

Note. Coverage score (%) is calculated as (indicators covered ÷ total QoLF indicators 
reviewed) × 100. Values are rounded to one decimal place. Abbreviations: VIEA = Vancouver 
Island Economic Alliance; LHA = Local Health Area.

Source Report
Indicators Covered  

(Yes only)
Coverage Score  

(%)

State of the Economy 9 9.0%

2023 Vital Signs Report 13 13.0%

Vancouver Island Economic Dashboard 5 5.0%

Greater Nanaimo LHA Profile 9 9.0%

Nanaimo Monitoring Strategy 17 17.0%
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C.5	 Collective Coverage Across All Sources
Collective coverage reflects the total number of unique QoLF indicators covered by at least 
one of the five sources. Indicators reported by multiple sources were counted once only.

Table C2 

Collective Coverage Across All Reports (QoLF Indicators)

Total Indicators
Indicators Covered  

by Any Report (Yes only)
Collective  

Coverage Score (%)

100 33 33.0%

This measure provides an overview of Nanaimo’s current data landscape relative to the 
QoLF, rather than evaluating the completeness of any single document.

 C.6		  Indicators Reported by Multiple Sources
To identify overlaps, the normalized dataset was filtered to include only indicators with confirmed 
coverage in two or more documents. These overlaps highlight indicators that may serve as early 
anchors for dashboard development due to their relative consistency across institutions.

Indicator Sources Reporting the Indicator

Child skills State of the Economy, LHA Profile

Employment State of the Economy, Vital Signs, VIEA Dashboard, LHA 
Profile, Monitoring Strategy

Firm dynamism State of the Economy, VIEA Dashboard

Household income State of the Economy, Vital Signs, VIEA Dashboard, LHA 
Profile

Perceived health Vital Signs, LHA Profile

Perceived mental health Vital Signs, LHA Profile

Postsecondary attainment State of the Economy, Vital Signs, LHA Profile

Poverty State of the Economy, Vital Signs, LHA Profile

Wages State of the Economy, Vital Signs, VIEA Dashboard
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