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2004 Accomplishments 
 
REPORTING & COMMUNICATION: 
• Recognizing the age of the Green Plan (1994), GPSC identified the need to review the 

implementation of the plan’s goals and objectives.  In conjunction with the Planning & 
Building Department and Guelph Environmental Leadership (GEL), GPSC secured funding 
for a Ten Year Review of the Green Plan to report to PETC and Council in 2005.  Further, 
this funding will allow for the creation of topic-specific action plans to guide and monitor the 
implementation of the Green Plan going forward (process will begin in 2005). 

 
COORDINATION & IMPLEMENTATION:   
• GPSC finalized its Report and Recommendation on Ecological Functions in the City of 

Guelph. This included recommendations on how the city should address the issue of 
ecological functions.  As well, an inventory was created of over 45 environmental reports and 
assessments that have been prepared for the city and over 60 other studies and surveys of the 
aquatic, terrestrial (flora and fauna), and geological resources of the city.  These were 
compiled into two documents that have already proven useful to city staff: 

o Compilation of Environmental and Ecological Data for the City of Guelph  (8 pp) 
o Compilation of Environmental Resources at Guelph City Hall (139 pp)  

 
• The committee developed recommendations for energy efficiency in Guelph buildings 

through the Leadership in Environment and Energy Efficient Design (LEED) program.   
 
PROMOTION & VISIBILITY: 
• Glynis Logue represented the committee at the Federation of Canadian Municipalities 

Sustainable Communities Conference in February. 
 
• The committee collaborated with City staff to hold the “5th Annual Clean Air Festival" on 

June 2nd to promote the need for community action and co-operation to reduce the emission 
of greenhouse gases. 

 
• Glynis Logue was recognized as Canada’s first “Local Hero” by Earth Day Canada. 
 
• The committee updated access to GPSC documents via the City website. 
 
ONGOING SUPPORT:  
• Committee members participated in public involvement processes, including the Guelph 

Trail Master Plan.  Glynis Logue sits on the Technical Committee for the Natural Heritage 
Strategy and Laura Murr was nominated as GPSC’s representative on the Water Supply 
Master Plan. 

 
• GPSC comments were instrumental in the City’s decision to purchase the property at 211 

Kortright Road as open space for the protection of ecological functions in the Hanlon Creek 
Watershed. 
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Problems, Concerns and Resolutions 
 
• Concern—It was identified that there is a need for improved communication and 

coordination of GPSC initiatives with City staff, the Planning, Environment & 
Transportation Committee, and Council. 

Resolution—GPSC members met with City staff on several topics in 2004, and issued 
invitations to GPSC meetings to new staff in the planning department.  GPSC also 
updated and expanded the Green Plan materials available on the city’s website. 

 
• Concern—There was a concern regarding the role of GPSC in assisting the Planning, 

Environment & Transportation Committee and Council on issues of environmental 
sustainability. 

Resolution—GPSC reviewed the need for possible modifications to the committee’s 
mandate.  The committee determined that it would be best to await the outcome of the 
Green Plan Ten Year Review before finalizing and proceeding with recommending 
changes to their mandate. 

 
 
Record of Meetings  
 
NUMBER OF MEETINGS: 

• GPSC called a total of 11 meetings during calendar year 2004. 
 
ATTENDANCE OF MEMBERS: 
• Glynis Logue attended 11 meetings (chair for 8 meetings) 
• Heather Kepran attended 9 meetings (chair for 3 meetings) 
• Stephen Rodd attended 9 meetings 
• Jay Cranstone attended 2 meetings (resigned in May) 
• Lyle McNair attended 1 meeting (concluded term in January)  
• Puni Piyasena attended 6 meetings 
• Sandy Middleton attended 9 meetings 
• Raminder Kanetkar attended 9 meetings (appointed in February) 
• Cathy Cobey attended 7 meetings (appointed in February) 
• Laura Murr attended 7 meetings (appointed in February) 
• Leslie Work attended 3 meetings (appointed in February / resigned in July) 
• James Etienne, Jennifer Turnbull and Martin Lavictoire from the Environment & 

Transportation Group shared the role of staff liaison to the committee. 
 
Please refer to the attached Attendance Roster for further information.  
 
ATTENDANCE OF GUEST SPEAKERS: 
• Jim Riddell attended the November meeting to introduce himself to the committee as the new director of the 

Planning & Building Department. 
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2005 Work Plan Highlights 
 
1)  REPORTING & COMMUNICATION:  Ten Year Review of the Green Plan 
 
Goal – Assess progress and update the Green Plan’s goals and objectives (Ten Year Review). 
Goal – Develop a topic-specific action plan template to guide and monitor the implementation of 
the Green Plan’s goals and objectives over the next five years. 

Actions (to be undertaken by GEL/GPSC): 
• Survey City departments and community groups to see what has been done in relation to 

Green Plan goals, objectives and suggested actions. 
• Publish and distribute results of Ten Year Review in 2005.  
• Prepare an action plan for one topic area in the Green Plan (e.g., energy, transportation). 

Action plans for remaining topics will be developed in subsequent years. 
 
2)  COORDINATION & IMPLEMENTATION:  Environmental Benchmarking 
 
Goal – Advise on the development and management of an environmental benchmarking process. 

Actions: 
• Begin work on the State of Sustainability/State of the Environment Report (3rd Edition). 

 
3)  COORDINATION & IMPLEMENTATION:  Natural Heritage Strategy 
 
Goal – Collect data and assess the natural heritage inventory of the city.  

Actions: 
• Glynis Logue representing GPSC on Steering Committee. 
• Committee to provide further input as requested. 

 
4)  COORDINATION & IMPLEMENTATION:  Water Supply Master Plan 
 
Goal – Identify strategies to supply water to Guelph for the next 50 years. 

Actions: 
• Laura Murr representing GPSC on Public Advisory Committee. 
• Prepare Position Paper on Principles for the City’s Water Supply Master Plan. 

 
5)  ONGOING SUPPORT:  City of Guelph Long-Range Plans 
 
Goal – Respond to other City of Guelph Long-Range Plans 

Actions: 
• Provide comments on long-range plans and studies related to the Green Plan as required 

and/or requested (e.g., Guelph’s Strategic Plan, Guelph-Wellington Transportation Study, 
City of Guelph Naturalization Plan, etc.). 
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City of Guelph 
State of Sustainability Report 

(2nd Edition, March 2003) 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
The Green Plan, prepared in 1992—1994, was the first step in a strategic planning 
process to move the City of Guelph toward its vision of environmental sustainability in 
harmony with our economic and social development.  In adopting the Green Plan, city 
council specified that a State of Sustainability Report (SOSR) be prepared every three 
years.   
 
The report was to provide a comprehensive examination of the state of the natural 
systems and environmental features within Guelph.   The scope of the SOSR covers not 
only the natural environment, the main focus of the Green Plan, but also the economic 
and social aspects of the community.  The first SOSR was produced in 1998.  This 
updated work builds on the original, covering the period 1998 to 2001. 
 
This report looks at ten sustainability focus areas:  

• Land Use and Development 
• Water Conservation 
• Energy Conservation 
• Integrated Transportation  
• Waste and Resource Management  
• Outdoor Air Quality 
• Employment Trends 
• Stable Healthy Families 
• Community Capacity Building 
• Community Cohesion  

In each area, success is measured using a series of indicators.  Indicators are key 
measurements that provide a quick snapshot of the wellbeing of each focus area.  More 
than one measurement may be used as part of each indicator. 
 
In the report, each indicator is discussed in detail, with specific long-term goals and 
short-term targets defined.  Three alternative judgements are used to describe the state of 
each indicator measure.  These judgements are: 

• The Guelph community is making progress in relation to the goal and target; 
• The Guelph community needs improvement in its performance; 
• It is hard to say whether we are moving in a favourable direction. 

 
In some cases new data were not available and thus a judgement could not be made.  To 
increase the reliability of the judgements, an attempt was made to have data providers 
review the prepared commentaries.  This was possible for all of the environmental 
indicators, however, for many of the social indicators no review was possible.  
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The following chart summarizes the findings of this report. 
 
 

Guelph 2001 State of Sustainability Report 
Summary of Findings 

 
INDICATORS OF  
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Land Use and Development 
Open Space and Natural Corridors 

—Hard to say 
Ecological Sensitivity and Habitat Protection 

—Hard to say 
Land Management 

—Making progress 
Balanced Development 

—Needs improvement 
 
Integrated Transportation  
Automobile Travel 

—Needs improvement 
Transit Ridership 

—Making progress 
 
Water Conservation 
Ground Water Quality 

—Making progress 
Water Consumption 

—Making progress 
Water Supply Reserve Capacity 

—Hard to say 
Impact on the Speed River 

—Making progress 
Surface Water Quality 

—Needs improvement 
 
Energy Conservation 
Energy Consumption 

—Needs Improvement 
 
Waste and Resource Management  
Waste Reduction and Hazardous Waste 

—Needs improvement 
 
Outdoor Air Quality 
Ozone and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

—Hard to say 
 

INDICATORS OF SOCIAL  
AND ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Employment Trends  
Labour Force with Employment 

—Hard to say 
Income Level 

—Needs improvement 
Post-secondary Qualifications 

—Making progress 
 
Stable Healthy Families 
Children in Care and Domestic Disputes 

—Needs improvement 
Public Safety and Security 

—Making progress 
Personal Health 

—No new data 
 
Community Capacity Building 
Recreation Facilities 

—No new data 
Environmental Education 

—No new data 
Arts and Heritage-Cultural Development 

—No new data 
 
Community Cohesion 
Local Government Participation 

—Hard to say 
Community Concern 

—Hard to say 
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It is difficult to arrive at a single, all-inclusive result from the SOSR as the indicators 
reflect such disparate aspects of Guelph’s environmental, economic and social wellbeing. 
However, the individual commentaries provided herein do show trends over time and 
future stresses in certain areas.  The data in this report may also provide significant 
baseline data for the City to develop a more detailed benchmarking program in the 
immediate future. 
 
In general, Guelph seems to be making positive strides in five of the ten broad focus 
areas.  Seven of the 25 indicators are improving over time. In other cases, it is very hard 
to say if Guelph is succeeding in its efforts.  Finally, in some cases, it is clear that Guelph 
is not moving forward toward sustainability.  
 
Looking ahead, the way in which the SOSR is produced needs to be re-examined to make 
it a more effective and efficient tool for community stakeholders.  The following are brief 
recommendations for future editions of the SOSR.  The GPSC realizes that some of this 
work may become part of a future Smart Guelph benchmarking process. 
 

• Update the Reporting System—create a common, transparent system to collect 
data on locally relevant indicators. 

• Review Indicator Meaningfulness—revisit current and suggested new indicators, 
ensuring the indicators selected are meaningful in the local context. 

• Develop a Coordinated Approach—work with data providers (city staff and other 
stakeholders) to collect data, analyse, and comment on the indicators selected. 

• Focus on Environmental Indicators—other organizations are conducting 
indicators work on social and economic sustainability; the GPSC should focus on 
the environmental indicators, and coordinate with these groups to prepare a 
citywide SOSR. 

• Promote and Distribute the SOSR (2nd ed.) —the results of the SOSR should be 
distributed to the community, and feedback from concerned citizens should be 
sought. 
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************************************************************************ 
 

 
There are several fundamental aspects of sustainability.  It is a moral 
choice and a value for policy making.  It must be considered with a 
very long time perspective and horizon.  There must be community 
involvement in making the decisions by which we affect each other 

and future generations. We must relate social and economic 
improvement to natural systems.  We must recognize the geographic, 

economic, social and political contexts within which we live. 
 

Based on S. Dovers in Development Journal of SID, 1989: 2/3, pp.33-36 
 
 
 

************************************************************************ 
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STATE OF SUSTAINABILITY IN GUELPH 
 

NATURAL ENVIRONMENT PLUS SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC ASPECTS 
 
 
PART A:  ABOUT SUSTAINABILITY 
 
1. INTRODUCTION: 
 

This is the first of a planned series of State of Sustainability Reports (SOSR), which Guelph 
City Council has stipulated should be prepared every three years.  The Green Plan proposed 
that a SOSR be prepared every three years, so that the community would have a number of 
baseline measurements in the years ahead to gauge significant aspects of the natural 
environment and the social and economic dimensions of the community.  The information 
provided by the SOSR is a starting point for informed decision making.  The triennial period 
was chosen because it is a short enough period to provide evidence of a trend in any given 
dimension, and it is not so frequent as to be an unduly heavy load to gather and update data. 

 
 
2. PURPOSE: 
 

The Green Plan  (page 79) describes the proposed SOSR as follows: 
 
There should be a comprehensive examination of the general state of the natural systems 
and environmental features within Guelph every three years.  It is recommended that 
Guelph broaden the technique [of a “State of the Environment” report] by integrating the 
examination of the state of the natural environment together with an analysis of its 
relationship to the economic and social sustainability of Guelph as a whole. 
 
Quantitative indicators should be used to provide objective measurements that can be 
compared to base-line data, to chart improvements or deterioration of natural systems.  
Qualitative indicators and personal perceptions should also be used to determine how 
conditions have been enhanced or degraded.  The (Green Plan Steering Committee) should 
ensure that the State of Sustainability reports are prepared with the involvement of the 
community. 

 
This report is only part of the process of setting and providing input to public policies.  The 
data presented for each of the indicators is intended as an early warning signal of the 
possible need for remedial or preventive action.  A change in an indicator is meaningful but 
it does need to be examined to understand why there has been a change and how to view 
that change.  This report does not provide analysis of all possible explanations or 
interpretations of each indicator. 
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3. A VISION OF SUSTAINABILITY: 
 

The concept of sustainability gets mixed up with the term “sustainable development”.  The 
concept of sustainable development encompasses an enormous range of matters, including, 
for example, globalization, management of economies, Third World economic growth and 
protection of rare animals and plants and is therefore beyond the scope of the Guelph Green 
Plan.  Protection of rare plants and animals is, of course, within the scope of the Green Plan.  
The goal of the Green Plan was to deal with issues of “environmental sustainability” within 
and near the city of Guelph. 
 
The Green Plan states that the Plan “is the first step in a strategic planning process that will 
move us toward our vision of environmental sustainability in harmony with our economic 
and social development. (page 3)”  On the broader scale of the World Commission on 
Environment and Development, the Brundtland Report says: “Humanity has the ability to 
make development  sustainable - to ensure that it meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs.”  (Our Common 
Future, p. 8)  This clearly puts the focus on the ethics of being fair to future generations. 
 
Sustainability of a system means that the system has the health and resilience to continue 
into the indefinite future without diminishing or developing a fatal illness.  A frequent view 
of environmental sustainability equates it with maintaining our natural capital (living off the 
interest rather than spending the capital).  If Guelph becomes more sustainable, Guelphites 
far in the future will have the resources, such as clean air and water and natural spaces, to 
fulfil their needs. 

 
It is clear that the word “development” is not identical to the word “growth”, and that 
sustainability does not mean that everything is getting bigger and bigger.  To develop a skill 
is to improve one’s skill.  Development does mean that it is getting better, if the 
development is positive rather than negative.  The distinction between development of a 
community and simply growing bigger is vital. 
 
A excessively narrow view of sustainability would interpret it as meaning that no resource 
could be used if nature did not replenish the resource itself: coal, for example.  Fortunately, 
a unit of a non-renewable resource, e.g., a tonne of coal, can be replaced by renewable 
resources with no loss of our well-being if our new technologies and changes in tastes 
provide the needed increase in substitutes or efficiency in coal use.  Human abilities and 
wants are not fixed forever at their current levels.  The greater effort we make to develop 
and adopt sustainable alternatives, the longer those resources will last and the easier the 
transition will be if we find that we have no choice. 
 
The idea of living sustainably, at the personal level, may mean some lifestyle choices in 
small or large ways.  It is a choice one can make, in one’s relation to community goals.  A 
ten minute walk may become more enjoyable than a two-minute drive, because it provides 
an opportunity to breathe fresh air, stretch limbs, recharge energy, and become part of the 
outside world or interact with other people.  Installing a more efficient shower head takes a 
small effort, saves money after a short time and doesn’t affect the water pressure.  Growing 
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an organic garden instead of a lawn can provide opportunities to be creative, produce 
healthy food, feel close to the earth and enjoy the company of others or oneself.  In addition 
to the immediate benefits to the individual, everyone benefits from a more sustainable 
community. 
 
All of the discussions of sustainability recognize that any single area is interdependent with 
other geographic areas.  Guelph exchanges many things with other parts of Canada and the 
globe.  Guelph companies and scholars exchange new technologies and knowledge with 
other regions and we obtain resource products and services from them through trade and 
natural systems flows such as the movement of air and water.   

 
The scope of the SOSR covers not only the natural environmental systems, which are the 
focus of the Green Plan, but also the economic and social aspects of the community, since 
they are important policy considerations for City Council and the community.  The natural 
environment may be affected by economic and social changes in the community, and the 
opposite is also true.  The concept that was adopted was to select those aspects of the 
community which reflect the health or state of development of the social and economic 
systems.  Social and economic sustainability are affected by the health and well-being of 
these aspects of the community. 

 
 
4. CONCEPT OF AN “INDICATOR” AND ITS INTERPRETATION: 
 

An indicator in this report is viewed as a signal that something may need closer scrutiny.  It 
is neither a final conclusion nor an accusation. 
 
A change in any indicator or measure cannot be considered to be conclusive, by itself.  If we 
see that an indicator has changed it is only an indication of probable change, not proof of its 
direction or size.  Additional information might be needed to show what has really 
happened.  The measures used in this report simply indicate that something has happened, 
and certainly does not provide any explanation of the cause of what has happened.  In 
complex systems it is important to look at trends, which is why the Green Plan calls for a 
SOSR every three years, and it is why we have obtained data from past years wherever 
possible.  A measure of the direction and rate of change cannot provide an explanation of 
why the change took place nor can it provide a solution if it is considered a problem.  The 
SOSR is designed to provide a warning to the policy and administration system that closer 
study may be needed.   
 
The measurements in this report indicate the health of the community.  They cannot provide 
a complete portrait of the community in every respect; to do so would require an 
encyclopedic kind of publication, which would not be useful to the community in general.  
An encyclopedic approach would have required vast expenditures of money and time, and 
may not be accessible to the community, only to experts.  Therefore a short two-page 
snapshot of the entire report will be provided for general distribution.  
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5. ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT: 
 

Several workshops were held in late 1996 and early 1997 to select appropriate indicators 
from among the hundreds which have been compiled.  The workshops included 
representatives from City staff, volunteers and other agencies.  The workshops developed a 
matrix of issue areas and aspects of each area, which provides the structure of this report, 
section by section.  The outcomes of the workshops have been used here as closely as 
possible, depending on the availability of information.  In a few cases we cannot obtain data 
for Ontario as a whole for comparison with Guelph, or we have not been able to obtain data 
for several dates in past years for comparison.  In these cases it may not be clear whether the 
indicators can be interpreted to show progress or that we need improvement.  
 
The report is organized in three main parts.  Part A is devoted to explanations of the 
important ideas used in the report.  The two main parts, B and C, deal in turn with (a) the 
natural environmental systems in and around Guelph, and (b) the social and economic 
aspects of the community of Guelph.  The indicators of the natural systems are grouped 
largely under the five issue areas which were used to design the Green Plan itself. 
 
For each indicator a judgment is reported as to how well the recent experience can be 
viewed.  There are three alternative judgments which could be levied: 
 
(a) Is Guelph as a community making progress with respect to the measure relative to 

the long-term goal and the short-term target? 
 
(b) Do the data show that we need to make improvements in our performance? 
 
(c) Is it hard to tell if we are moving in a favourable direction? 
 
These three options could be represented by a symbolic face which appears definitely 
happy, somewhat unhappy or neutral.  These reactions are based on whether the data show 
that we are moving in the direction of the long-term goal and the short-term target, or it is 
hard to tell whether the direction is positive or negative and seems to be more or less stable. 
 
There are twelve indicators for each of the two main parts.  In a few cases there are two or 
more measurements which comprise the indicator, which are discussed together.  The 
discussion of each indicator has eight sub-headings: 
 
(i) Description of the indicator 
(ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator 
(iii) Long-term goal for the system 
(iv) Short-term target 
(v) Pressures and impacts on the system 
(vi) Limitations of the indicator 
(vii) How to improve performance 
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How are we doing? 
 

 
6. DATA SOURCES: 
 

The indicators are measures which have been derived from authoritative sources, published if 
at all possible.  The sources are almost all official, and thus are likely to be comparable to the 
same figure provided for another community or another period of time.  A source is shown 
for each measure. 
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PART B:  INDICATORS OF NATURAL ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 
 
 
LAND USE AND DEVELOPMENT 
 
1. Protection of Natural Habitat and Ecological Sensitivity: 
 
(i) Description of the indicator 
 

The table below is composed of data of two kinds.   
 
(a) “Natural Open Space” has been inventoried from the Official Plan (Schedule #2).  It 

is comprised of provincially significant wetlands and other natural heritage features 
including significant woodlots, locally significant wetlands, natural corridors (from 
River Systems Study), linkages and their enhancements related to the Hanlon Creek 
Watershed Plan, and floodways. 

 
(b) “Park Open Space and Facilities” data are derived from the 1997 Recreation, Parks 

and Culture Strategic Plan inventory of park facilities, plus miscellaneous open 
spaces such as golf courses, cemeteries and Grand River Conservation Authority 
land. 

 
It is clear from the definitions that these two kinds of land comprise a very broad range of 
kinds of land.  Some are entirely designed for natural protection while others are entirely for 
active human use with no habitat values.  Some of the areas are entirely used for buildings.  
The data are therefore very difficult to interpret in terms of natural and ecological 
significance.  Human activities are important for health and mental well-being, in their own 
right.  The data cannot be interpreted as evidence of increased or decreased protection for 
nature.  However, it is clear from the processes used in the updating of the Recreation and 
Parks strategic plan and from analysis by planners in the recently annexed lands that the 
City has given a higher priority to identifying significant natural areas for increased 
protection than formerly was the case. 
 
These two kinds of lands have been presented in hectares by ward, and per ward in hectares 
per 1000 population and hectares as per cent of the ward area.  Wards 2 and 6 include 
relatively large areas of predominantly undeveloped land recently annexed to the City.  The 
annexed lands have been studied to identify significant natural lands which are intended to 
be protected from most future intensive development. 
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NATURAL OPEN SPACE BY WARD 1997 
WARD HECTARES HA/1000 POPULATION % OF LAND 

1 158 0.0113 10.5 
2 74 0.0049 7.1 

2 ANNEXED 137* *  
3 28 0.0018 3.4 
4 76 0.0047 6 
5 77 0.0051 7.5 
6 380 0.0239 10.6 

6 ANNEXED 303* *  
TOTALS 1,233 0.0138 13.3 

 
 

* Wards 2 and 6 include substantial areas of land annexed to the City which include areas of 
natural heritage which are intended to be protected from development. 

 
 

PARK OPEN SPACE AND FACILITIES BY WARD 
WARD HECTARES HA/1000 POPULATION % OF LAND 

1 90 0.0064 6 
2 168 0.0111 16 
3 73 0.0046 9 
4 35 0.0022 2.7 
5 170 0.0112 16.5 
6 437 0.0275 12.2 

TOTALS 973 0.0106 10.5 
 

The population total is 92,164 excluding members of the University student population who 
do not live here the entire year (8,000). 
 
Source: Dept. of Planning and Business Development, and Dept. of Recreation, Parks and 
Culture 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 
This indicator is an attempt to mark the City’s progress toward protecting all significant 
areas of natural habitat and ecological sensitivity.  Protection of such areas can be done in 
several ways, including outright purchase and management by the public authority, or 
protection by special regulations which control changes to the natural systems in one or 
more specific areas which are in private ownership and use.  The kinds of official action to 
protect such areas could include designation as a public park, purchase as a conservation 
area, and/or identification in one of the zoning by-law categories such as floodway, wetland, 
woodlot, or natural heritage feature.  
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(ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle here is that the community interest in protecting natural systems of all 
kinds should be protected while also recognizing the owner’s interest in the land.  In 
cases where there is a conflict between these different interests, there must be a 
balance through some governmental action on behalf of the community such as 
outright purchase, a fairly and visibly negotiated management programme or public 
regulations.  

 
(iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The long term goal is that all areas which can produce environmental benefits should 
be protected so as to maximize these benefits to the community, keeping in mind the 
foreseeable growth of the community and its needs.  

 
(iv) Short-term target: 

The target for the near-future is to meet all professional and legal standards for the 
provision of parklands of all kinds. 

 
(v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

The continued growth and development of the economic and social systems of 
Guelph will increasingly, through the real estate markets, place higher values on real 
estate.  The growth of population also puts a higher intangible value on the benefits 
provided to the community by lands which provide aesthetic beauty, peacefulness, 
wildlife habitat, education, spiritual comforts, recreation, natural restoration of air 
and water, and many other benefits which are not bought and sold in any 
marketplace. 

 
(vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The task here is difficult because our past history does not give us an estimate of 
how much land was ecologically sensitive before it was developed.  We cannot 
know what has been lost, but we now are making such analyses before land is used 
for construction.  There are limits to how much environmental analysis is done in 
advance of development, and limits to protecting every plant or animal because of 
the trade-offs which occur in the developmental processes.  The issue is complicated 
by the wide range of human and natural values which are encompassed within these 
categories of land, and by long-standing definitions which do not conform 
necessarily to current priorities.  In addition, our ecological inventories are 
incomplete.  

 
(vii) How to improve the performance 

Create a comprehensive inventory of all natural features which are important 
ecologically or are valued by residents for their scenic, recreational, environmental 
or cultural significance.  Accomplish a process for protecting these land areas under 
some part of the Planning Act, or through Nature Trusts, or by negotiation with one 
or more private landowners with a management programme which balances the 
public and private interests in the benefits obtainable from the land. 
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How are we doing? 
 
The Recreation and Parks Strategic Plan has just recently been studied intensively to 
update its provisions to meet the current and foreseeable needs of Guelph.  The 
current situation in Guelph, of course, shows the effects of over one hundred years of 
growth and development, much of which occurred long before there was public or 
private sensitivity to the loss of living systems and their ecological interactions with 
people and our future.  It appears that the current planning system is anticipating the 
need to protect ecosystems in order to protect our quality of life for future 
generations in the areas which might be developed in the future.  The new Strategic 
Plan of Rec. and Parks Dept. shows that the current open space policies of the 
Official Plan (OP) are not satisfied and the situation must be remedied somehow.  
The City officials involved are planning to develop new standards which will be 
appropriate for Guelph’s own values and our geographic and social conditions.  This 
will refine the existing definitions and concepts of different kinds of open space and 
natural areas. 

 
 

2. BIRD SPECIES IN CHRISTMAS COUNTS: 
 

(i) Description of the indicator 
Each year, during a given three-day period at Christmas time, bird watchers count 
the number of bird species which they have seen within 15 kilometres of the centre 
of Guelph, and report those observations to the Guelph Field Naturalists.  These 
annual figures have been averaged in periods of five years.  The Christmas bird 
count started in 1966, and the first several periods represent counts from fewer bird 
watchers than became active in more recent periods. These numbers are the best 
available to us of the actual number of species measured by expert observers on a 
regular basis in or near Guelph. 

 
AVERAGE NUMBER OF SPECIES 

1966-1970 43 
1971-1975 48 
1976-1980 49 
1981-1985 53 
1986-1990 57 
1996-1997 58 

 
 Source: Guelph Field Naturalists, and Mike Cadman, Canadian Wildlife Service 
 
 
 HARD TO SAY 
 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 
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The principle which is represented here is that a larger number of bird species 
probably represents improvements in the habitat available for bird populations. It 
also represents an increase in the number of active field naturalists, who have 
become acquainted with bird species and their identification. Such increased levels 
of skill and knowledge shows increased appreciation of our natural environmental 
systems. 

 
(iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

To increase our knowledge of and improve the health of our natural systems in and 
near Guelph. 

 
(iv) Short-term target: 

Increased numbers of bird species. 
 
(v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

If the number of bird species were to show continued declines there would be strong 
evidence that there had been deterioration of bird habitats, and/or decreased levels of 
interest in natural phenomena.  The available data do not show any actual decline but 
they are not sufficiently reliable to interpret in a positive way. 

 
(vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The main limitation of this indicator is the time of year when the bird count is taken, 
in early winter when the lowest possible number of bird species is present.  To have 
a better indicator of the kinds of birds nesting and breeding in the City we would 
require a count of the important species nesting, breeding and raising young here.  It 
would be important to identify especially those species which are considered by the 
experts to be significant to the county, in terms of rarity or ecological importance.  
The bird count is subject to variations in the number of persons participating in the 
counts.  The detailed data for individual species reported, with the numbers of each 
kind of bird, may be more informative to bird experts.  

 
(vii) How to improve the performance: 

Increase naturalization of gardens in the city, plant more trees and shrubs, reduce 
habitat loss, reduce pesticides, as well as improve education in schools about natural 
areas and habitat need for wildlife species. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
The data show two distinct periods of activity in bird counting, rather than a strong 
30-year period of rising bird populations and diversity.  The situation, more 
realistically, is that the trend has been constant over the past 15 years since 1981.  
The data do not indicate an observable increase or decrease over the latest 12 years 
in this basic winter bird species count. 
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3. LAND MANAGEMENT: COMMUNITIES IN BLOOM COMPETITION 
 

Each year a community may compete against other communities of the same size range in 
terms of their performance on a standard set of criteria related to the quality of the 
protection and enhancement of the natural and heritage environment in the community.  In 
1996 Guelph competed against several other Ontario communities and was awarded first 
prize.   
 
In 1997 Guelph was allowed to compete at the national level, since it had won provincially 
in 1996.  Guelph was awarded four “blooms” out of the maximum of five, and thus placed 
second with two other communities, at that level.  In 1998 Guelph will again compete 
nationally. 
 
Source:  Dept. of Recreation, Parks and Culture 
 
(i) Description of the indicator: 

Each year communities who apply and prepare the necessary documents are visited 
by two independent judges who spend two days studying the community and 
interviewing residents and City staff. 

 
There are eight criteria, as follows: 
 

1997 RESULTS 
 
Tidiness Effort ............................................................................................................... 73% 
Environmental Effort ..................................................................................................... 83% 
Community Involvement ...............................................................................................   4% 
Heritage.......................................................................................................................... 82% 
Urban Forestry ............................................................................................................... 76% 
Landscaped Areas .......................................................................................................... 75% 
Floral Arrangements ...................................................................................................... 77% 
Turf Areas ...................................................................................................................... 73% 
 
TOTAL.......................................................................................................................... 77% 
 
MAKING PROGRESS 
 
Each criterion consists of several components, each of which is graded separately and also 
graded for efforts by some or all of the three levels of responsibility: (a) public, (b) 
commercial, (c) private. 
 
(ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The criteria for this competition are quite broad and diverse.  As well as 
beautification the programme criteria go far beyond beauty to include 
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”environmental effort, community involvement and heritage protection”, which 
make the programme relevant to total community sustainability.  The criteria can be 
considered to comprise a “quality of life” or community pride index from the 
viewpoint of physical appearance of our built-up areas and our landscape in general, 
from aesthetic and heritage viewpoints.  The principle is that all our residents should 
share a community which is attractive and pleasing in some total sense.  
 

(iii) Long term goal for the system: 
The goal is to continue to achieve high levels of attractiveness in our entire city 
system of land, buildings, heritage and public facilities so as to instill pride in our 
shared environments. 

 
(iv) Short-term target: 

To continue the excellent efforts and continue to improve our participation in this 
national and international programme of civic accomplishment in our natural and 
built environments. 

 
(v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

If the criteria for Communities in Bloom are well satisfied, local feelings of living in 
a good community will increase.  It requires efforts by many people in all 
neighbourhoods, and also by the City staff and leaders, to provide the efforts and 
expenditures within a sound framework of planning and development goals and 
policies to create strong grades on the entire set of criteria. 

 
(vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

This indicator is excellent for this purpose.  It is based on defined criteria.  It is 
measured by independent experts in the subject matter.  It is quite easily understood, 
although the eight criteria are broad and more than one might expect in a 
competition which is about being “in bloom”.  There is a relevant and comparable 
measurement for comparison with other communities. 

 
(vii) How to improve performance: 

It seems invidious and presumptuous to suggest in this report how an already 
excellent performance can be enhanced.  Continue the efforts and widen the 
participation and contributions from an even larger fraction of our population. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
Enough said already!!!   Wonderful performance for Guelph’s community! 

 
 
4. FINANCIAL RESOURCES OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT 
 

Proportions between property assessment for taxation in residential land compared to 
industrial, and commercial land. 
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  1992 1996 
Guelph Residential Assessment 63% 64% 
 Commercial & Industrial Assessment 37% 36% 

Source: Dept. of Planning and Business Development 
 
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

This indicator measures the relative size of the property assessment for taxation in 
the residential category and the assessment of industrial and commercial properties.  
The indicator reflects the customary parameters used to judge whether the local 
economic structure is appropriate to provide municipal services. 

 
(ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle involved here is one which has been recognized by financial experts 
for decades: that a municipal government in Ontario should have a balance between 
the values of properties in residential buildings compared to the assessment in the 
industrial and commercial sector.  The appropriate balance has been considered to be 
60:40, which has been found to generate revenues appropriate to meet the needs of 
all sectors of the local economy for infrastructure and services provided by the 
municipality.  In all assessment matters, fairness and equity are essential. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The long-term goal would be to achieve a better balance in our assessments. 
 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

A short-term tactic could be to balance residential developments by a number of 
means available to the City, such as modifying the increase in sewage treatment 
allocation to residential and phasing the approval of subdivision applications and 
building permits.  In addition, the City might accelerate the availability of serviced 
industrial land in large blocks which are currently in limited supply. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Guelph’s economy and land development have been under pressure for some years 
to accommodate increased residential construction without the industrial and 
commercial growth which would balance the assessment ratio with residential 
development.  There is great inertia in this ratio, because it is difficult to get enough 
change in development to change the ratio noticeably. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

This indicator and the standard it reflects is very fundamental, but it may need to be 
changed because of the recently altered relationships in responsibilities and funding 
with the Province.   

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 
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The City might retard residential developments by a number of means available to it, 
such as  delaying the increase in sewage treatment capacity, for example, or by 
slowing the approval of subdivision applications for other reasons.  Also the City 
could increase efforts to get more employment opportunities by growth of existing 
organizations or attracting new establishments; alternatively it might increase 
industrial lands. 

 
How are we doing? 
 

The current situation is reducing the ability of the City of Guelph to provide for some 
residential areas their needed facilities and services, and it also makes it more difficult to 
fund the infrastructure needed to service land for industry and hence to attract more 
employers.  The current situation appears to be very difficult, partly because of the greatly 
increased financial burdens on all municipal government by changes in service 
responsibilities and in altered financial responsibilities. 

 
 
TRANSPORTATION 
 
 
5. AUTOMOBILE TRAVEL 
 
 (a) proportion of trips made by auto, transit or other (walking, bicycle) 
 

Modal Split – Comparison of Guelph to Greater Toronto Area (GTA) 
Guelph – 1996 

Auto 85% 
Transit 5% 
Other 10% 

 
In a survey by the Joint Program in Transportation at University of Toronto, the mode splits 
were compared among four counties in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA) and four urban 
communities (Guelph, Orangeville, Barrie and Peterborough).  The data for the counties 
showed almost no trips by transit and higher proportions of trips by car.  Of the four cities, 
Guelph and Peterborough were approximately the same.  There is a clear difference between 
urban and rural areas. 
 
(b) Relationship between size of labour force residing in Guelph and the number of jobs 

inside Guelph  - e.g  proportion of residents of Guelph who work outside Wellington 
County. 

 
1991 Census labour force residing in Guelph and employed outside Wellington County  
(presumably commuting) equals 8,590, which is 18.65 per cent of the employed labour 
force. 
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Source:  Works Department, and Statistics Canada 
 
 
 
 
 Needs Improvement 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

There are two measures here for this indicator of reliance of automobiles for travel.  
Both measures are related to transportation and energy consumption arising from 
land use aspects.  The first measure is the proportion of trips made by Guelph 
residents by automobile and by other modes as a percentage of all journeys.  This 
indicator reflects the distance which separates most residents from their workplace 
or other destinations.  The other indicator is the reliance of Guelph residents on 
commuting to places of employment outside of Wellington County. 
 

 (ii)  Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 
The guiding principle reflected here, in terms of environmental sustainability and in 
quality of life, is that there should be less dependence on the automobile for the most 
frequent journeys.  The reliance on automobile travel is a measure of the dispersal of 
our homes, places of work and other frequent destinations.  Our reliance also, of 
course, reflects our average affluence and choices of lifestyle as well as the busy and 
complex lives we live.  Our continental climate and winters are also important 
factors.  Automobile travel is a major source of environmental burdens including 
damaging emission pollutants, greenhouse gases and some new road construction in 
natural areas. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The ultimate goal might be to reduce significantly the use of automobiles for 
frequent journeys, and increase the proportion of jobs held by our residents which 
are located within our own city. 

 
(iv) Short-term target: 

Continue to stimulate the development of  land  in ways which reduce the distance to 
shop, to work, and to school, so that children and adults can travel more by walking, 
bicycle and public transit.  This will require new forms of land use, more 
encouragement of innovative design in neighbourhoods, and improved education of 
residents on the advantages of more intensive forms of land development and 
community living.  Increase the attraction to potential employers in Guelph and 
discourage the construction of subdivisions which are oriented to commuter travel to 
larger urban centres. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

The more travel that is by automobile, the larger is the consumption of gasoline and  
creation of polluting emissions, and also the higher will be the amount of land and 
financial resources used to construct and maintain roadways, thus reducing natural 
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land areas and diverting funds from other kinds of activity by government and/or by 
individual families.  Recent popularity of vans and sport utility vehicles have added 
to gasoline consumption; the popularity of gasoline lawn mowers and other garden 
tools has added their share of pollution.  On the other hand, increased bicycle use has 
helped to decrease gasoline consumption. 

 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 
The data serve very well to provide these measurements.  The data on modal splits 
could be refined and provided in more detail so as to understand the phenomena 
more clearly. 
 
 

 (vii) How to improve the performance 
The situation is hopeful only in the sense that so much can be done and so little has 
been done.  The only way to move is upward in the use of alternative travel modes; 
this would be helped by the use of alternative development standards and new forms 
of community development.  Guelph is well along in the process of drafting 
Alternative Development Standards, with the pilot  Pine Ridge Project on 
Alternative Residential Land Use.  Governments could be lobbied to reduce the 
incentives to auto travel. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
The recent trend has been discouraging in this respect, with apparently continued increase in 
the attraction of Guelph to persons who are employed in other urban centres.  Guelph also 
has an unusually high proportion of residents who commute to their jobs, very often as far 
as Toronto and its suburbs.  Guelph for some years has represented urban sprawl.  Also, 
potential reduction in transit subsidization by the Province may put pressure on the City to 
increase transit fares, a move which would further decrease ridership. 

 
 
WATER 
 
6. GROUND WATER QUALITY 
 

Guelph draws its water from 23 wells through the City and nearby, and from the Arkell 
Spring Grounds.  We have selected, with staff advice, three of those sources, to represent 
the general quality of Guelph’s ground water resources.  These are the Park Well in the 
north-east part of the city, the University Well on Edinburgh Road, and Well 6 in the Arkell 
Spring Grounds on the east side of the City. 

 
 Date   Chloride mg/l          Nitrate mg/l E. Coli (colonies/100ml) 
 

Provincial Objectives 250  10   0 
#6 Well Arkell 
 Sept-91  39.5  2.34   0 
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 Aug-92  36.7  1.68   0 
 Aug-93  32.8  1.17   0 
 Sep-94   34.2  2.05   0 

  Apr-97   44.0  2.37   0 
 
 
Park Wells 
 Sept-91    136.0   1.34   0 
 Apr-92     132.0   0.77   0 
 Apr-93     154.0   1.72   0 
 Apr-94     143.0   0.92   0 
 Apr-97     167.0   2.92   0 
 
University Well 
 May-91      82.5   0.46   0 
 May-92      85.1   0.35   0 
 May-93      84.1   1.36   0 
 May-94    103.0   0.43   0 
 Apr-97     119.0   0.56   0 
 
Source: Water Division, Works Department 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

Three measures were selected to demonstrate important aspects of the quality of the 
ground water in the aquifers on which Guelph depends for its water supply.  These 
measures reflect several things.  First, they show the general quality of the water as it 
is drawn into the Guelph water system prior to treatment and distribution to 
residents.  Second, they illustrate over time the possible effects Guelph may have 
had over recent years on the water resources as well as the effects other communities 
may be having on our water supply.  The three measures which are used here are (a) 
degree of concentration of chloride compounds in the water, (b) concentration of 
nitrates in the water, and (c) presence of E. Coliform bacteria.   

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The appropriate principle is that Guelph residents should not be exposed to unsafe 
water supplies.  Also there is a related principle that Guelph activities should not 
have damaging  effects on the water resource which we share with other 
communities. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

Maintain our water resource in a condition of high quality, with no health dangers to 
our residents and to all water users. 
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 (iv) Short-term target: 
Continue careful watch over the water supplies, and ensure that all health regulations 
and guidelines are met. 

 
 
 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

It has been recognized for a long time that our modern highway maintenance 
activities add considerable amounts of salt (sodium chloride) to the surface waters, 
and that much of it may go into the aquifers.  Agriculture is considered the major 
source of nitrate compounds, particularly from animal wastes and from fertilizers.  
There are health effects for humans from both of these kinds of compounds.  E. Coli 
bacteria are of immediate concern because they can cause serious health effects on 
humans, very quickly. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

These data are limited since they are for selected dates which are not necessarily 
representative of all seasons of the year.  The complex system of water wells in 
Guelph makes it difficult to represent accurately the condition of the entire aquifer 
quality in a few small tables. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

The issue which appears in these data is the level of chloride in the ground water.  It 
is not immediately clear whether these levels shown are dangerous to health and 
equipment.  It is clear that high levels of salt ingestion increase the risk of coronary 
artery disease and for some individuals with high blood pressure this higher risk may 
be serious, perhaps unknowingly.  There needs to be a careful epidemiological study 
of the risks presented to individuals by the trend in chloride levels, the medical costs, 
potential substitutes for salt on winter streets, and alternative ways to reduce this salt 
exposure. 

 
 

How are we doing?  
 
It appears that regulations and guidelines have been met in recent years.  The comparison of 
these three wells illustrates close interactions between land uses on the surface and the 
quality of the aquifers.  The level of chlorides is much higher in the water coming from the 
Park Wells which is almost in the centre of the older geographic parts of the City.  We can 
only assume that these figures reflect the cumulative effects of high levels of street traffic 
and winter road maintenance.  All three sources have a rising trend in the chloride levels. 

 
 
7. WATER CONSUMPTION 
 

Average daily total consumption in all uses and pumpage from all sources per person 
(litres/person/day) 
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 CONSUMPTION PUMPAGE 
1991 464.2 502.5 
1992 418.1 454.0 
1993 400.1 448.6 
1994 412.6 482.6 
1995 432.5 474.7 
1996 420.2 485.4 

 
Source:  Works Dept. 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The data on water use from our water resources are presented in two forms.  The 
pumpage of treated water is the total amount put into water mains, while the 
consumption figures measure the amount of water which is put through meters into 
homes, business and institutions.  The difference is accounted for by leaks from 
water mains and by non-metered water use, such as certain operations of the City’s 
municipal operations or perhaps some customers without meters.  Neighbourhood 
outdoor winter skating rinks are not metered, for example. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The entire population and economy of Guelph depends on the ground water under 
our community.  There is a limit to how much water can be pumped out of the 
ground.  If we exceed that capacity we must bring water from other sources, such as 
underground aquifers further away from Guelph or pipelines from one of the Great 
Lakes.  Drawing such water to serve us incurs considerable financial and 
environmental costs, and increases competition for the limited Southern Ontario 
water resources.  Southern Ontario is already considered by hydrologists to be 
deficient in water resources in relation to the increasing demands for water.  The 
principle is that a natural resource should be used with economy and minimum 
environmental damage. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system 

The goal should be for Guelph to stay within the sustainable ability of our aquifers to 
supply high quality water. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 
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In the short term we should reduce wastage of water, and to reduce the per capita  
rates of consumption, by a variety of means of conservation and water management.  

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

There is continuing pressure from increasing population and economic growth in and 
around Guelph.  There is increasing draw upon the limited groundwater resource by 
ourselves and other communities in southern Ontario.  Increased use of the aquifers 
will increase the danger of shortages and of increased levels of contamination of the 
aquifers from surface sources. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The data would need more detailed study to determine if there is progress.  There are 
water users which draw water from the aquifers with their own equipment, such as 
the University for part of its water supply, and the total picture needs to be included. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Water conservation  by all users, including differential prices of water according to 
value of the water to the user so as to reduce “frivolous” use.  This would raise the 
price of water above the money costs of supplying the water, and would provide 
incentives to conserve water. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
Recent data show no apparent trend in per capita use of water.  The data are hard to 
interpret for any noted trend because of the variations from year to year depending 
on levels of economic activity and on weather variations for gardening and other 
seasonal uses.  At this time the conclusion should be that it is hard to say whether we 
are improving our water management or making progress.   
 

 
8. WATER SUPPLY RESERVE CAPACITY 
 

The City of Guelph currently operates wells in and near the city, plus the Arkell Spring 
Grounds, at an aggregate perennial yield of 61,800 cubic metres per day and a rated capacity 
of 99,500 cubic metres per day.  The Ministry of the Environment requires that the City 
calculate the uncommitted reserve capacity using a specific formula.  The purpose of this 
requirement is to ensure that this community plan ahead to provide sufficient water supply 
to meet our needs.  The City has calculated that the uncommitted reserve capacity is 13,720 
cubic metres per day, which meets the Ministry’s guidelines for anticipated growth for the 
next few years. 

 
 Source:  Works Department 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
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 (i) Description of the indicator: 
The Ministry of Environment requires that the City estimate the uncommitted 
reserve capacity to draw water from our existing water resources.  The existing 
estimate of capacity must be set against the foreseeable or planned increases of 
population and economic activity.  The known reserve capacity is able to handle an 
intermediate term planning horizon.  The City is currently doing an analysis of the 
entire water supply model. 

 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 
The guiding principle should be that the Guelph community should stay within the 
capacity of the aquifers available to us.  To exceed our aquifer’s capacity to provide 
sustainable flows of water of high quality would mean that we would: 
 

 (a) begin to pump up lower quality water, or  
(b) that we would have to spend  major investments in construction to  
            supply water from one of  the Great Lakes by pipelines, with 
            accompanying environmental damages, or  
(c) we would compete with other communities for a share of the limited amount 
of renewable water resources in southern Ontario, which are already known to be at 
or beyond their capacities. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The long term goal should be to keep our water use within the limits of the capacity 
of the aquifers and their ability to produce high quality and safe water. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Reduce leakages from the system.  Charge every user the value of the water used, 
including municipal operations, rather than pricing water at only the cost of 
obtaining and distributing the water.  

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

The main pressure on the system is the continued growth of populations and of 
economic activity in Guelph and in the rest of Southern Ontario.  As part of that 
pressure there is the factor of the price applied to each unit of water.  At very most 
the Ontario communities charge their water customers only the money costs of 
building and maintaining the equipment and pipe needed to collect, treat and 
distribute water.  Price has not been used to induce users to conserve their use of 
water.  Studies have shown that water users would be willing to pay higher prices for 
water because they perceive a high value to them from water.  Differential pricing 
schemes would be economically efficient and would help protect our water resources 
from being wasted and endangered. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The estimation of uncommitted reserve capacity rests on certain assumptions, which 
may or may not be accurate.  The time period is relatively short, and may not take 
into account the long-term patterns of economic growth which are likely to affect 
Guelph. 
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 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

There are many ways in which water users could be induced to conserve water, 
using incentive pricing, education, requiring water-saving  equipment, and re-use of 
water where it is feasible technically and safely. 

 
 

How are we doing? 
 
Guelph has a demonstrated history and commitment to make safe water of high quality 
available to its population and economy.  Conservation efforts to reduce leakages and to 
induce conserving behaviour are now part of the policy.  It is difficult to see a clear trend in 
the data, because many factors create variations from year to year and the data cover only a 
few years.  The policy is beginning to change toward conservation as we may have been 
getting close to our water supply limits. 

 
 
9. IMPACT ON THE SPEED RIVER 
 

The City of Guelph shares the Speed River with natural aquatic systems and with human 
communities in towns and rural areas below us in the Grand River, and thence in the lower 
Great Lakes, St. Lawrence River and the Atlantic Ocean.  We have an obligation to try to 
make no harmful impacts on all of those systems which we can affect. 
 
Two indicators are reported here, which are closely related.  The first is the quality of the 
effluent released from the Waste Water Treatment Plant, and the data reported here include 
several measures.  The second is the level of dissolved oxygen in the Speed River 
downstream from Guelph, as measured by the equipment of the Grand River Conservation 
Authority at County Road 32.  These are reported and discussed separately. 
 
(a) Waste Water Treatment Plant Effluent Quality 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The City of Guelph’s impacts on local river systems occurs in a variety of ways 
although the most direct, and single largest, impact is through the discharge of 
effluent at the Waste Water Treatment Plant located on the Speed River.  Two 
parameters, from a variety of measurements, have been selected because of their 
long-lived effects on the aquatic system, specifically through their effects on the 
oxygen level of the water and the phosphorus stimulation of algae.  The TBOD5 is 
the total five-day carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand, a measure of the 
amount of oxygen required to stabilize a waste biologically.  The TP is the total 
phosphorus in the effluent.  These are measured in the effluent as it is discharged 
into the river.  The waste water is analysed by the City of Guelph laboratory on-site, 
with periodic checks by the Ministry of the Environment. 
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Hourly samples are taken on a twenty-four hour basis and averaged both for the day 
and the month.  The City has set its own objectives for waste water treatment, which 
are in some respects more stringent than the limits set by the Ministry for non-
compliance with the Certificate of Approval of the plant operation.  There are 
different requirements for the warm summer months and for the winter months. 

 
 
 

City of Guelph Waste Water Treatment Plan Effluent Quality 
 

Year 1990-1991 1993-1994 1995-1996 
Parameter TBOD5 TP TBOD5 TP TBOD5 TP 
Sept. 6.7 (0.7) n.a. (0.77)  0.47 
Oct. 6.8 0.4 5.1 (0.53)  0.40 
Nov. 11.2 0.7 5.0 0.52  0.57 
Dec. 8.0 0.6 5.7 0.72  0.74 
Jan. 5.4 0.7 5.4 0.76  0.64 
Feb. 6.6 0.8 13.4 0.57  0.32 
Mar. 11.1 0.8 10.9 0.55  0.36 
Apr. 9.6 0.5 4.9 0.49  0.18 
May 7.6 0.4 4.9 0.49  0.26 
June 3.4 0.3 3.7 (0.53)  0.42 
July 6.2 (0.8) 4.0 0.46  0.33 
Aug. 4.5 (0.7) 4.7 (0.67)  0.26 
Summer 
Average 

6.4 0.5 4.5 0.56  0.33 

Winter 
Average 

8.5 0.7 8.1 0.62  0.53 

 
 

 Note:  figures in brackets are out-of-compliance levels 
 
 
  City of Guelph Objectives and Non-Compliance Limits 
 
Winter (Nov.1 - Mar.31) Effluent Objective Certificate of Approval 
       Non-Compliance Limit 
 
BOD5     8     12 
Total Phosphorus   1       1 
 
Summer (Apr.1- Oct. 31) 
 
TOD     22     30 
Total Phosphorus   0.5     0.5 
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(Note: TOD is a different test method than for BOD5)  
 
 
MAKING PROGRESS 
 
 ii) Guiding principle represented by the indicator: 

Guelph should have minimal impacts on the natural and human systems downstream 
from Guelph in the aquatic system, which we share with so many other organisms 
and people. 

 (iii) Long-term goal: 
The Guelph community should work toward having zero negative effects on those 
downstream from us. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Guelph should meet legislated requirements and guidelines at all times and make 
further improvements whenever possible, where they have been shown to be 
desirable. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Increasing population and economic growth of Guelph create larger quantities of 
waste water, which the treatment plant  is still large enough to handle.  The City is 
currently studying the need to expand the treatment plant.  Increasing complexities 
of the chemicals of all kinds entering the drains may create a more significant 
problem, because the system may not be designed to remove or convert all of the 
new chemicals to non-noxious forms.  The aquatic system is subject to changing 
loads placed on it from the great variety of activities within the watershed. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicators: 

The two measures that have been selected here are only two out of many which 
could have been used, but these are familiar.  The data appear to be of high quality.  
They are measured in the City laboratory and checked by the Ministry laboratory.  
There is peer review by Gore and Storrie Ltd.  The data can be expected to be fully 
professional and accurate.  There are limits to what effects on the river can be judged 
from these two measures.   

 
 (vii) How to improve performance: 

Investigate the reasons for occasional exceedance of the limits on phosphorous, and 
prevent future exceedances.  Determine the best way to reduce the oxygen demand 
of the effluent in periods of very extreme cold weather, which may exceed the City’s 
objective even though within the Ministry limits.  Review other kinds of effects that 
may be happening from new forms of chemicals which existing treatment 
technologies may not be able to remove. 

 
How are we doing? 
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The results obtained show that good quality effluent was achieved, and that the plant 
systems are, generally, producing the required treatment results.  All of the TBOD5 
has been reported (by MOE) as less than the seasonal limits indicating that the 
carbonaceous BOD5 component of the effluent meets the requirements of the 
Certificate of Approval.”  This quotation from the 1995-1996 annual review by Gore 
and Storrie is authoritative.  Over the past four or five years, we could find only a 
few warm weather months in which the Total Phosphorus levels were higher than 
the City’s effluent objective, but were still within the Ministry limit. 

 
 
 (b) Dissolved Oxygen: 
 
  (i) Description of the indicator: 

The Grand River Conservation Authority measures on a continuous basis the 
level of available dissolved oxygen in the water of the Speed River at a 
monitoring station located at County Road 32.  There is a standard of 4 mg 
per litre which should be maintained for the health of the plants and animals 
in the river.  The level of dissolved oxygen varies greatly with season of the 
year, the heat of the day, water temperature, time of day and events occurring 
upstream.  There are complex interactions between the plants and animals in 
the river and the oxygen levels, and between the level of oxygen and human 
activities along the banks of the river upstream. 
 
The tables below present the measurements for eleven years from 1998 to 
1998,  for the summer months (May to September inclusive) except for the 
month of September 1998 for which data are not available at this date.  The 
level of dissolved oxygen is measured automatically hourly.  The first table 
shows that of the 54 months shown the minimum level of available dissolved 
oxygen at some time during the month fell below the standard of 4 mg/L in 
28 of those months, including three months for which missing data prevented 
an accurate statement of the minimum level(s).  The second table shows the 
number of measurements during each month that fell below the standard, as a 
percentage of the observations.   

 
The years 1988 and 1998 appear to have been different from other years with 
the percentages being higher in those two years than in the intervening years.  
The percentage of below-standard measurements is generally under five per 
cent from 1989 to 1997.  It presumably is a matter of weather patterns that 
affect the measurements, with 1998, for example being unusually hot and dry 
with very low precipitation. 

 
MINIMUM DISSOLVED OXYGEN CONTENT (MG PER LITRE) (DURING THE 
MONTH 
 

Month 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
May 5.5 6.4 6.6 5.2 2.8 7.0 6.7 7.4 7.1 7.9 3.8 
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June 1.0 7.1 4.5 3.9 n.a. 5.6 3.8 4.2 6.2 n.a. 1.9 
July 1.3 2.6 2.8 2.6 4.3 5.6 5.4 3.1 4.2 2.4 2.3 
Aug. 2.3 3.3 3.1 3.3 4.9 2.7 3.4 3.1 3.6 3.2 2.7 
Sept. 5.1 n.a. 5.3 3.8 5.5 8.1 3.3 5.5 4.8 4.2 ---- 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 PERCENTAGE VIOLATION OF  STANDARD  (<4 MG/L)   
 

Month 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 
May * * * * 7.8 * * * * * 1.4 
June 24.6 * * 0.1 n.a. * 0.2 * * n.a. 9.9 
July 35.5 2.3 6.0 5.4 * * * 5.5 * 8.3 10.1 
Aug. 14.3 1.8 1.3 2.2 * 4.5 0.4 1.2 0.4 4.0 11.2 
Sept. * n.a. * 1.1 * * 6.1 * * * ---- 

 
In the table above there are percentage violations calculated only for those months in which 
the lowest level was below the standard.   

 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 
 ii) Guiding principle represented by the indicator: 

The quality of the water in the Speed River should  maintain a habitat suitable for 
healthy growth and production by plants and animals normal in such a stream, which 
for the Speed River is identified as dissolved oxygen above 4 mg/L, as a key 
indicator. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal: 

To maintain the level of available dissolved oxygen above the existing standard and 
to enhance water quality in other respects so as to increase the number of species 
indigenous to our region which can breed successfully in the Speed River. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

To control human activities in the City of Guelph to reduce the frequency and degree 
of impacts which affect the levels of available dissolved oxygen. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Increasing population and economic growth of Guelph affect the number and 
quantity of wastes treated in the Waste Water Treatment Plan, with potential impacts 
on oxygen levels, especially in period of hot weather and low precipitation.  The 
capacity of the river to absorb and neutralize the effects of Guelph’s wastes is 
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inadequate from time to time. Guelph may affect the ecosystems in the river in ways 
not measured by this indictor. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The measure of available dissolved oxygen does not include all of the possible 
interactions which Guelph’s community may have with the ecosystems in the river.  
Oxygen is vital but there are other biological and chemical conditions which we 
affect the organisms.  

 
 (vii) How to improve performance: 

Investigate the reasons why the level of oxygen falls below the standard from time to 
time, and take remedial actions to provide sufficient capacity for the river to be 
protected.  The scope of the needed leeway may be relatively large, as shown by the 
response in 1998 to the very hot and dry weather in this year.  One approach would 
be to increase the performance of the Waste Water Treatment Plant with respect to 
the level of oxygen in the effluent.  Another would be to release more natural water in 
the river at times of low flow of the river, which might require larger storage capacity 
in Guelph Lake.  A third option would be to find some way to store waste water from 
all activities in Guelph from times of peak waste flow to periods of lower waste flow, 
which might involve massive quantities of storage. 

 
 

How are we doing? 
 
The results achieved are not clear and not undeniably positive.  The unusual and 
extreme weather of 1998 shows that the relatively low levels in 1989 to 1997 of 
violation of the standard for dissolved oxygen cannot be maintained under all 
weather conditions.  This means that the system does not have sufficient safety 
margin built into the relationships between size of the local community and the 
constraints of the local eco-system in the Speed River. 
 

 
ENERGY 
 
 
10. ENERGY CONSUMPTION 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The energy indicators and the goals in the Green Plan are: 
 
  a) Residential energy use per capita - 10% reduction by 2001; 
 

  b) Commercial and institutional energy use per square foot - 10% reduction by 
2001; 
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  c) Industrial energy use per unit produced - 8% reduction by 2001. 
 

Data on consumption of energy in the city of Guelph is very difficult to obtain with 
documented sources for every kind of energy.  The best that can be done at this time is to 
estimate the current levels of consumption of some kinds of energy by some kinds of energy 
user.  This means that it is impossible at this time to determine if Guelph is making any 
progress toward the Goals set in the Green Plan, and certainly it is not possible to give any 
accurate estimate of progress toward the short-term targets set in the Green Plan, i.e. 
reduction in consumption by each major energy user group from 1994 to 2001. 

 
 
 
 

Year     1991  1995  1996 
Population    87,980    95,821 
Number of Households  28,089     *  30,833 
Residential Electricity kwh       302,901,951    *        278,843,831 
Natural Gas m3               *                56,693,548                 * 
Heating Oil litres 
Number of Autos 
 
Year     1991      1995  1996 
Number of Businesses  3,016        *   3,564 
Business Electricity kwh              615,250,412       *   745,362,782 
Natural Gas m3       *  144,134,408        * 
Heating Oil 
Number of Autos 
 
Year     1991      1995 1996 
Street Lighting Electricity kwh        8,581,852        *  7,328,160 
 
(*  Data not available at time of printing) 
 
Sources:  Guelph Hydro, Union Gas, City of Guelph 

 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
The Green Plan provides explicit Goals with respect to reduction of energy consumption by 
each sector of Guelph’s social and economic community.  The indicators which have been 
possible to measure do not fully take into account all uses of all kinds of energy: electricity, 
oil, natural gas, gasoline, and others.  The data provided here are the best that can be 
obtained at this time. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 
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The principle which is at stake here is that there is increasing scientific evidence that 
energy consumption has effects on global atmospheric conditions which in the long 
run are expected to create changes in world climatic conditions.  Energy use can 
produce local pollution such as carbon monoxide, particulate, and other gases based 
on carbon and nitrogen.  All energy carries a financial cost, and also environmental 
costs such as pollution at various scales ranging from the neighbourhood to the 
global.  The principle is that undesirable effects of energy consumption should be 
reduced. 

 
In addition to concerns about the effects of the emissions from energy consumption, 
a longer term measure of sustainability for energy consumption considers the fact 
that each major source of energy is a limited resource.  Coal, oil, natural gas, and 
even uranium have finite amounts, known or unknown, available to convert into 
energy. Long term sustainability must involve alternatives to burning the fuels of the 
Earth for our energy needs. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal: 
  Move toward being a sustainable energy-consuming city. 
 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Complete the data gathering needed to properly measure our energy consumption in 
relation to the Green Plan goals. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

The indicators consider consumption per capita, i.e., energy used divided by number 
of people, or by some other denominator.  The dominant pressures on the indicators 
are therefore changes in how much energy is used ( influenced by technology, 
efficiency, number of energy consuming situations per consumer, behaviour, 
conservation ), per the denominator.  
 
The denominators are all influenced by growth. Our society's population growth and 
economic growth increase the total demand for energy, often showing increases in 
consumption while the per capita consumption is moderating. 
 
There are pressures on the natural systems' ability to process emissions including 
deforestation, high stress farming techniques which can lead to desertification, acid 
rain entering the water systems, etc.  The natural systems can process only a finite 
amount of human wastes.  Overloading these systems while we are reducing their 
size is a key issue. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicators: 

Residential energy use is composed of heating energy, electricity for light and 
appliances, and transportation energy.  All attempts to interpolate consumption have 
been inaccurate, using data from different years and assumptions as to Guelph's 
proportionate share of National or Provincial fuel figures.  Without a significant 
survey of Guelph households, it is unlikely that the indicator can be derived with any 
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accuracy.  The denominator, population, can be reasonably determined from Census 
and tax rolls. 

 
Commercial and institutional use is similarly difficult to derive.  The square footage 
in use can be estimated, though it will be subject to vacancy adjustments. 
 
Industrial energy use can probably be derived without too much difficulty if 
separable from commercial and institutional figures.  The denominator, per unit 
produced, is problematic and not comparable amongst various companies.  The 
dollar value of local trade may be more available and is the ultimate equivalent 
factor. 
 
Given these difficulties, it may be easier to track changes in usage based on available 
sources and their relative denominators.  For example, to track fuel used for 
transportation, the number of vehicles registered in the city, personal and 
commercial, can be used to qualify aggregate gasoline, diesel, propane and natural 
gas consumption.  By considering the number of personal vehicles per capita 
(household?) and the fuel consumed on average per vehicle, we can discuss the 
change in consumption per person for car transport.  

 
 (vii) How to improve performance: 

• The following contacts will be made to determine which indicators are 
achievable: 

• Guelph Hydro - sectoral consumption 
• Union Gas - sectoral consumption 
• Ministry of Transport - vehicle registrations ( engine type, year, personal vs. 

commercial) 
• Fuel Oil companies - sectoral consumption 
• City of Guelph - residential and industrial, commercial and institutional 

statistics. 
 
• The basic principles of change processes apply: 
• Create awareness of the need to change ( indicators, consequences of not 

changing) 
• Consider alternatives 
• Educate those who need to change 
• Develop action plans 
• Monitor, evaluate and reward what works. 
 
The many parties involved in effecting change do not typically share a common 
vision of what needs to be done.  The development of such a vision, and action plan, 
could be an activity of the Guelph Round Table on the Environment and the 
Economy. 
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In the meantime, the suggestions in the Energy section of the Green Plan are still 
valid, and should be acted upon by the Green Plan Steering Committee. 
 

 
How are we doing? 
 
Residential electricity usage per capita, and total residential electricity used, have 
decreased between 1991 and 1996.  This is good considering that the city was 
growing in that time frame, perhaps indicating the effect of new building code 
requirements, and retrofits in the older neighbourhoods.  The retrofits were no doubt 
affected by Guelph 2000's programs of education and home visits, whereby over 
3000 residences were inspected in a 3 year window.  

 
Similarly, while the number of street lights has increased in the 5 year time frame, 
the energy used has decreased, a very positive indicator. 
 
Business electricity use is difficult to gauge. On a straight per business division of 
total usage, there appears to be no significant change.  This data begs further 
breakdown and analysis. 
 

 
WASTE MANAGEMENT AND RESOURCE USE 
 
11. WASTE REDUCTION AND HAZARDOUS WASTE 
 
 (a) Per cent of city’s waste stream diverted, as per cent of 1987 waste disposal in 

landfill, on a per capita basis. 
  1988     9.9 
  1989   19.2 
  1990   30.9 
  1991   30.1 
  1992   35.1 
  1993   45.6 
  1994   52.0 
  1995   62.0 
  1996   60.6 
  1997   56.0 
 
 Source: Works Dept., Waste Management Division 
 
 
MAKING PROGRESS 
 
 (b) Hazardous Wastes Disposed at Depot  (selected wastes): 
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         1995               1996 
Paints   (litres)     29,400 59,950 
Flammables (litres)     39,280 19,490 
Pesticides  (litres)       2,000       2,500 
Car batteries (number)         678      823 
Motor oil  (litres)              110,278 39,440 
 
Source: Works Dept., Waste Management Division 
 
 
 
 
 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

There are two indicators chosen to portray progress in waste reduction and 
conserving the resources used in the production of manufactured products.  The first 
indicator measures the extent to which the City and our residents have fulfilled the 
Province’s policy goal that the waste disposed in landfills should be reduced below 
the amounts disposed in 1987.  The second indicator also addresses the same issue, 
by measuring the amount of hazardous household wastes which formerly would have 
been primarily disposed in landfills.  Long lists of many kinds of hazardous wastes 
can be listed but for this indicator we have included only the most familiar kinds of 
waste which have potential to cause serious contamination of ground water or 
serious dangers to the air in the vicinity of landfills.  

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principles involved in waste reduction and resource conservation are to reduce 
the environmental damages caused in the discovery and extraction of materials from 
our natural resources and to prolong the period of time over which we still will have 
resources available for economic extraction.  There are many environmental issues 
in natural resource use and in disposal of wastes; therefore, these general principles 
are important. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The long-term goal is ultimately to reduce the amounts of material thrown away in 
landfills to zero, and to completely eliminate the possibility of hazardous wastes 
from contaminating air, land and water. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

The short-term target is to continue the successful trend which has been 
demonstrated by the excellent performance of the wet-dry facility, and to increase 
the participation in the wet-dry programme by the industrial, commercial and 
institutional sectors of the local community. 
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 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

As the economy and population of Guelph, Ontario and Canada continue to expand, 
there are continuing pressures on the natural resources we enjoy, some of which are 
fixed by nature.  Every tonne of materials extracted from nature, whether renewable 
resource or non-renewable, can contribute to damage to natural systems.  One way 
of reducing this potential damage is to conserve the resources by recycling.  
Reduction of waste deposited in landfills can help by reducing environmental 
damages often caused by landfills.  

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The indicator measures only the actions in the local community.  It does not relate to 
the improved conservation which occurs elsewhere in the world as a result of our 
local actions.  

 (vii) How to improve the performance: 
The use of the wet-dry facility by the industrial, commercial and institutional sectors 
of the local economy is still relatively small especially among small companies and 
organizations.  Each company faces considerations in the market place such as 
existing contracts with waste haulers, and relative tipping fees which each waste 
generator must take into account and which may inhibit some waste reduction and 
recycling. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
Guelph has been demonstrated to be a leader in its waste management programmes.  
Through a combination of strategic planning, public education and information 
programmes, excellent community involvement, and willingness to invest for proven 
social and environmental benefits, the municipal government has built one of the 
best systems in Canada.  The performance appears to be excellent. 

 
 
AIR QUALITY 
 
 
 12. AIR QUALITY (OUTDOOR) 
 

Indicator  - Number of hours of ozone exceedances in Monitoring location in Guelph and 
Kitchener  (over the one-hour objective of 50 parts per billion) 
 
    Guelph Kitchener 
1992    460  300 
1993    520  420 
1994    530  630 
1995    420  700 
1996    390*  500 
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*Guelph station terminated in September 1996.  
 
Source:  Wellington-Dufferin-Guelph Health Unit, data from Ministry of Environment 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 

 (i) Description of the indicator: 
The indicator which is available is the number of hours in a year when the standard 
for ozone content of the ambient air is exceeded by the government monitoring 
station in a given community.  The concentration which is considered to be a safe 
and acceptable level in terms of human and animal health is 50 parts of ozone per 
billion parts of other components in the air. 

 
 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle is that the larger environmental systems which affect all people should 
be maintained at or below a level of contamination which is considered to be a safe 
level of exposure for the population.  Each community should know its outdoor air 
quality by having a local air monitoring station. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

Control sources of ozone so that there are no occurrences which exceed health 
standards. 
 

 (iv) Short-term target: 
Increase public and political pressure on governments to set and enforce emission 
standards in our own region, so as to put pressure on other governments to control 
their emissions which generate damaging levels for southern Ontario. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

It has been known for a long time that the major sources of ozone in the air affecting 
southern Ontario are located in American states to the south and west of our region, 
particularly Ohio and Michigan where the major generators of the air emissions 
which create ozone by interaction with the sun are located.  Coal-fired electricity 
generators are major sources.  Economic growth and increased level of gas 
emissions from internal combustion engines are major culprits.  

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

There no longer is a monitoring station in Guelph.  Local authorities are powerless to 
affect the ozone creation in other jurisdictions.  

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Maintain political and social pressure on our senior governments to negotiate with 
other governments to reduce the damaging effects of air pollution from other regions  
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How are we doing? 
 
The use of this indicator is difficult for the future, because there is no longer a 
monitoring station located in Guelph.  Regardless, the major sources of these gases 
are located in other jurisdictions which are beyond our immediate control.  The data 
for Guelph and Kitchener appear to show a rising trend in the periods of time when 
the acceptable standard is exceeded.  There should be an air monitoring station in 
Guelph. 
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Part C:  INDICATORS OF SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY 
 

 
13. EMPLOYMENT AND UNEMPLOYMENT - PERCENT OF LABOUR FORCE 

OVER  AGE 15 WITH EMPLOYMENT 
 

     1990   1997          % Change 
Guelph people working    54,800   59,370  8.3 
 per 10,000 population               6,196    6,196     0 
 
Guelph unemployed    2,500     4,930  97.2 
 per 10,000 population      283        515  82.0 
 
Source:  United Way Community Services of Guelph and Wellington based on Stat. Canada, 
Labour Force Survey 

 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

This indicator is the measure of the percentage of Guelph residents over the age of 
15 years who have full-time or part-time employment, including self-employment 
and unpaid family employment.  It is not possible to identify those with part-time 
employment who would like to work full-time but who involuntarily cannot obtain 
work on a full-time basis.  Nor is it possible to identify those who take two or more 
part-time jobs as their only recourse.   

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle represented in this choice of indicator is that for those who wish to 
work full-time this is the most desirable state of their lives and the most meaningful 
kind of employment.  It is thus believed that there should be maximum opportunity 
for those who wish to have full-time employment. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The goal is to have full-time employment for all who seek it, within their level of 
competence and aspirations. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

To increase the percentage of the labour force who have full-time employment. 
 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

People who cannot find employment on a full-time basis, when they wish to do so, 
must make less desirable compromises in their career paths.  They may, for example, 
take only part-time work, usually at a lower income, or they may work in a kind of 
job which is below the level their skills and aspirations.  There is an increasing 
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incidence of self-employment and alternative occupations which may be missed in 
the data source.  

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The official records of labour force data have some limitations.  These data are 
limited in one sense, because they combine all kinds of employment, and the most 
significant kind of employment would be full-time, but that measurement is 
available for only metropolitan areas.  In addition, it is not possible to identify many 
people who have “dropped out” of the labour force and no longer seek employment 
because they have given up hope of finding the kind of work for which they are 
skilled, or they have given up because they feel inadequate.  

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Increase the efforts at attracting and increasing local employment opportunities 
whose labour requirements match those local residents who are unemployed. 

 
 

How are we doing? 
 
The data for Guelph are somewhat ambiguous, but it is clear that the percentage of the 
labour force who are officially unemployed has increased markedly from 1990 to 1997.  It 
appears that Guelph needs to have more employment opportunities to achieve the target and 
move toward the goal. 

 
 
14. INCOME LEVEL  - PERCENT OF FAMILIES WITH LOW INCOME 
 

Guelph       Number Per Cent 
 
1986  Economic Families        20,940 
 Low income families          1,935  9.2% 
 Persons in low-income families        9,820 12.9% 
 
1991 Guelph Economic Families    22,465 
 Families with low income      1,875   8.3% 
 Persons in low income families     9,425   11.6% 
 
1991 Province low income economic families as % of total  10.9% 
 Province persons in low income families as % of total  13.1% 
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Families Receiving Social Assistance 
 
  Number Rate Per 10,00 Population 
 
1990  6,773   424 
1997  11,253   657 
 
Source:  United Way Community Services of Guelph and Wellington 
 
 
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
Changes in Per Capita Income 
 
   1989  1992  % Change 1995 % Change 
          1992-95 
 
Guelph community $18,466 19,839  + 7.4%  20,816  +4.9% 
Province  $18,614 19,519  + 4.9%  20,163  +3.3% 
 
Source:  Stat. Canada - Based on tax-filer returns - definition of income changed between 
1989 and 1992) 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

There are two indicators selected to examine the average level of incomes in 
Guelph and the incidence of low-income families (sometimes referred to as 
“poverty”).  The per capita income is based on income tax returns filed by 
taxpayers with the Government of Canada.  It therefore does not include 
those persons who have not earned enough to need to file a tax return.  There 
is an official definition of “low income” which is based on whether a family 
spends more than a certain percentage (56%) of their income on necessities 
(food, clothing and shelter).  People who spend over the floor on necessities 
are considered to be in “poverty”.  The “low-income cut-off” in dollars for a 
community of our size for a family of four in 1996 was $27,338 according to 
the Ministry of Supply and Services. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle involved in looking at incidence of low income and of trends in 
income is that there is a social desirability in having average incomes increase and in 
reducing the incidence of low incomes. 
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 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 
Maximize incomes with a socially desirable degree of equality while maximizing the 
opportunity for each person in the community to create income to the level of their 
abilities. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 
  To reduce low-income incidence. 
 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

A society which does not have excess wealth or poverty will put less pressure on the 
environment.  Low incomes give incentives to take all available value from one’s 
surroundings, with little or no concern for the future.  Low incomes or extreme 
inequality of incomes reduces the quality of life and of enjoyment of many people. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The indicator uses data which are relatively blunt in definitions and timeliness.  It 
appears that we can have a rising level of average income while also having 
increasing numbers of people at the bottom end of the income scale.  Usually this is 
indicative of a widening gap between rich and poor.  It is impossible to know 
whether the first effect causes the latter change. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Improve opportunities to earn a good living wage for all persons, by all possible 
means of improvement, which would include education and training, and also 
programmes which create increased feelings of optimism, self-esteem, and hope that 
a person counts in the society. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
The picture is mixed.  In 1989 the per capita income in Guelph was lower than the level of 
all Ontario, but from that date to 1995 the Guelph average income was higher than the 
Provincial average.  On the other hand the number of people who were classified as 
receiving social assistance rose in absolute numbers and as a rate per 1000 population.  The 
period from 1986 to 1991 is of limited current relevance, but it does indicate that in that 
period, Guelph reduced the number of “economic families” which were considered to have 
low income, and in 1991 had a lower incidence of such families than the Province as a 
whole.  The recent period from 1990 to 1997 shows that Guelph has a considerable increase 
in the number of persons receiving social assistance, which is an indication of increasing 
low income. 

 
 
15. INCOME LEVEL - MEDIAN FAMILY INCOME 
 

1991 Guelph  Census families median income $49,624 
 Province Census families median income $50,044 
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HARD TO SAY 
 
 

 (i) Description of the indicator: 
The level of median income in Guelph can be compared to the level of median 
income in Ontario as a whole.  This means that half of the families have incomes 
below this measurement and half of the families have incomes above this figure.   

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The goal is to compare the incomes of Guelph residents with those of Ontario 
residents in total.  This indicates whether Guelph over time is falling behind or is 
keeping up with the Ontario economy in general, in terms of income available to our 
residents for spending and paying for public services and infrastructure through our 
taxation systems.  If our local average were to get out of step with the Provincial 
economy, we would need to investigate the causes and determine if our local 
economy were in real difficulty because a gap would likely cause problems unless 
the gap had a good explanation. If our average income became much higher than the 
Ontario average there would be equally urgent need to find the reasons. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The long-term goal is to maintain our position relative to other parts of Ontario. 
 
 (iv) Short-term target: 
  It would appear reasonable to maintain our current standing in Ontario. 
 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

One of the pressures on the system is that a declining level of income relative to the 
Province would mean that we are less able to provide our residents with goods and 
services, both public and private, which they would like. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 
  A median is a rough measure of the income distribution. 
 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Continue the efforts of investors, employers, and civic officials to keep Guelph an 
attractive community in which to live and to operate businesses and institutions.  

 
How are we doing? 
 
Guelph appears to be maintaining its relative position and not showing any substantial 
problem.  There seems to be no cause for alarm. 
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16. LABOUR FORCE WITH POST-SECONDARY QUALIFICATIONS 
 

1986  Guelph  labour force with post-secondary qualifications 22,590 
  Population over age 15      60,895 
  Per cent      37.1% 
 
1991  Guelph  labour force with post-secondary qualifications 28,135 
  Population over age 15      68,825 
  Per cent      40.9% 
 
1991  Ontario      36.6% 
 
Source:  Statistics Canada, Labour Force Survey 
 
 
MAKING PROGRESS 

 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The indicator measures the degree to which Guelph people in the labour force are 
educated to a relatively high level, i.e., the kinds of education beyond a high-school 
certificate.  Post-secondary education provides an individual with the knowledge to 
take advantage of a wide array of employment opportunities.  It provides flexibility 
in job seeking, and provides the adaptability to be able to respond to changes in the 
work place, which is a constant need in the modern age.  Post-secondary education 
does not necessarily mean university, it could mean college education or on-the-job 
apprenticeship, or other kinds of formalized training and education .  Education does 
not need to be job-related; it could lead to spiritual growth, aesthetic development in 
any of the arts or simply heightened ability to judge situations and alternatives.  

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle involved here is that every member of the work force should have as 
much education as needed to allow that person to adapt and grow with the changes 
in their living situation.  This maximizes the ability to produce and create so as to 
enrich the person’s happiness and contribution to family and community.  It also 
increases a person’s feeling of accomplishment and self-worth; beyond that there 
would be a sense of being able to take on increased opportunities and challenges. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

Provide opportunities to all members of the labour force to acquire at reasonable cost 
those kinds of skills and knowledge which are recognized as adding to their 
productivity and happiness in life. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Continue increasing the rich opportunities which are available and remedy short-
comings as they become known. 
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 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 
The local economy and community has a general goal of responding to its best 
ability to all alternatives and opportunities.  Post-secondary education is a way to 
reflect improvements in the abilities of the population. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

There are other forms of learning which are not necessarily captured in the official 
data of the Census of Canada.  Post-secondary education is no guarantee of 
employment at the level of one’s education or in his/her chosen field. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Identify any conditions which act as barriers to persons who would like to proceed 
further on their education and provide assistance to persons to achieve their highest 
level of potential. 

 
 

How are we doing? 
 
In 1991, Guelph labour force had a higher level of post-secondary education than was true 
in Ontario as a whole.  This is commendable and reflects the value of having both a 
university and a community college available within our city and within short distances of 
our community. Guelph is making progress. 

 
 
17 STABLE HEALTHY FAMILIES 
 
 (a) Number of Children in Care of Family and Children’s Services: 
 
  Guelph and Wellington County  Number  Rate Per 1000 
  (data at year end, including other wards)    Population 
 

1990        114    1.360 
1995        109    1.200 
1996        109    1.188 
1997        117    1.220 
 
Source: Family and Children’s Services of Guelph and Wellington County 

 
 (b) Family Preservation: 

Family and Children’s Services of Guelph and Wellington County carry out a 
preventative programme aimed at avoiding taking children away from a family to 
put them into care; the programme is called Family Preservation.  It is described as 
an “intensive short-term, in-home support for children and their parents in families 
where the child(ren) would otherwise require out-of-home placement to ensure their 
on-going protection”. 
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This is clearly a preventative programme which attempts to keep children from 
having to be taken out of the family home by providing instruction for the parents in 
skills which appear to be weak or lacking in the home.  It involves a number of hours 
of counselling each week for a period of ten weeks.  These are problem situations 
where the agency can try to prevent the child(ren) going into care. 
 

Guelph and Wellington County Family Preservation Programme 
 

     1995  1996  1997 
 
Number of families   73  108  98 
Rate per thousand population  803  1.177  ------ 

 
(c) Spousal Assault Occurrences 
 

   1993  1994  1995  1996 1997 
Guelph   ........  102  96  85 105 
Guelph per 1000 pop. .......  1.1  1.1  0.9 1.1 
Province  19,671  21,517  18,511  ____ 
 
Sources:  Guelph Police Dept. and Ministry of the Solicitor General 

 
HARD TO SAY 
 

 (i) Description of the indicators: 
There are three indicators involved here.  The first one measures cases in which 
children are in such difficult conditions that they need to be taken into the care of the 
Family and Children’s Services agency, removed from their families temporarily or 
permanently.  The second indicator measures the number of families which are in 
some difficulty and might require taking the child(ren) into care but staff assistance 
might help avoid that more extreme remedy.  Those two measures are reported by 
the Family and Children’s Services agency of Guelph and Wellington County. 
 
The third measure reports the events in some families which are classified by the 
police as occurrences of assault by one spouse on the other spouse.  The spouses 
may be legally married or in common-law marriages.  These assaults are not 
necessarily proceeded with by the police to the extent of the laying of legal charges.  
The data were assembled by local police using definitions and standards established 
by the Provincial Solicitor General. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle here is that the families of Guelph should minimize situations in which 
children need to be removed for care or in which one spouse assaults the other 
spouse.  Resources should be provided to look after those cases which do arise.  In 
all such cases the families must be considered not to be stable and healthy.  The 



  

SOSR                                                        48                                               November 1998                   

causes may be short-term or more permanent.  In either case there needs to be help 
provided and remedial actions taken to help avoid further unhealthy conditions. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The goal in the long-term is to work toward zero cases of children in care because 
the need for removal of children from families would have ended, and zero cases of 
spousal assault because couple’s lives would have improved to the point of removing 
economic insecurity, chemical abuse and other causes of spousal assaults. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Continue the recent apparent improvements in these kinds of evidence of social and 
individual malaise, and reduce the ills which create these situations. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Cases of unhealthy and unstable families may arise from a myriad of causes.  Social 
workers state that the dominant causes arise from unstable financial situations such 
as unemployment, or fear of loss of income.  Drugs and abuse of alcohol and other 
narcotics are also commonly involved, but those abuses tend to be associated with 
economic anxieties or other issues which cause a sense of failure or unworthiness. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The data are somewhat variable, and a clear trend is not fully established.  The data 
are dependent on the reporting of assault and may under-measure actual incidents.  
There may be a lack of supporting services to encourage reporting by a vulnerable 
spouse. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Increase the levels of public awareness of the causes of family breakdown , and 
provide family supports and programmes which will help families to take control of 
their lives, so as to prevent further incidents of these kinds. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
The data show progress, despite increases in unemployment and in social assistance needs 
in Guelph.  There are no guaranteed remedies for these problems and continued care and 
study are required.  The short-term evidence points to some improvement, but there remains 
much to be accomplished. 

 
 
18. RECREATION 
 

NUMBER OF FACILITIES AVAILABLE FOR THE PUBLIC 
 
There are over 180 clubs and committees which are involved in providing or organizing 
recreational activities in municipal and other facilities.  The City owns or leases 415 ha 
(1,025 acres) of land for parks and natural areas ,which is .005 ha per person.  The City 
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owns and operates 4 arenas, 6 recreation trails with total length of 18.7 km, 24 tennis courts, 
and two multi-facility recreation centres.  There are also a number of commercial facilities 
such as health clubs and four golf clubs, as well as the many facilities of the University of 
Guelph and some primary and secondary schools.  Not all commercial facilities are 
available to members of the public.  
 
Source:  Dept. of Recreation, Parks and Culture 
 
 
HARD TO SAY 

 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The indicator which has been selected is the number of recreation facilities which 
the City of Guelph provides for public use by the community as a whole.   

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

It is believed by a variety of experts that recreation for persons of all ages is an 
important part of physical and mental health, and provides an important binder 
within the community to promote cohesion and shared objectives.   

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

To provide ample facilities and staff to meet the constantly changing needs of the 
population of all ages in all neighbourhoods, from infants to the aged. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Continue studies and programme planning needed to keep up to date with the needs 
and interests of the community and its growing neighbourhoods. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Recreation facilities require considerable expenditure of capital funds and operating 
funds to maintain the facilities and the programmes in good condition.  Pressures of 
government budget cutbacks have reduced the ability of municipal governments to 
maintain the levels of spending that formerly occurred.  Guelph has apparently not 
reduced the programmes that it had a decade ago, but there has been increased use of 
user-fees, which endanger the ability of low-income families to take advantage of 
the programmes.  The changing age structure of the population means that continued 
challenges emerge to update and change programmes to suit the changing needs of 
the system. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

This indicator is limited to municipally owned and operated facilities.  There are 
many private facilities as well, which have not been measured because of the 
difficulties of measuring them.  Some of the private facilities offer access to the 
public but not on an unlimited basis.  The data do not tell us the degree of use of the 
facilities and the hours available to users. 
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 (vii) How to improve the performance: 
Continue and expand funding for studies and for construction and staffing of 
programmes. 

 
 

How are we doing? 
 
Continuous pressure on existing facilities, especially in the new residential areas where 
there had been no activity in the past.  Changing age structure and tastes create ever-
changing needs and demands.  Guelph already shows signs of stress in recreation facilities, 
as shown by the great demand for facilities and programmes in the west side of the city, 
where there has been recent  growth of population.  Further, the emerging residential growth 
in the south end makes it certain that demands will be felt there, pressing the City to meet its 
official policies. 
 

 
19. ENVIRONMENTAL EDUCATION 
 

Amount of class time on environment and ecology per pupil in grades 1 to 13, indoors 
and outdoors 

 
The two Boards of Education have different levels of environmental education, and 
currently the Roman Catholic School Board appears to have more active programmes. 
 
In the Public Board of Education all environmental courses are optional, except for one unit 
on ecology which is required in Grade 10.  The policy of the previous government was 
cancelled by the current government.  There are guidelines from the Province on 
environmental subjects in Environmental Science and Geography.  The County Board has 
an environmental policy but it is not being followed because of shortage of staff and budget.  
There is an environmental leadership programme available during one semester of Grade 11 
when a group of students gets four credits for six weeks at Crieff.  Also, during that period a 
group of Grade 5 students can go for one week at Crieff.  The Maintenance Department of 
the County Board has one qualified environmental graduate on staff who is Manager of 
Environmental Issue Projects, which include promotion of litter-less lunches, wet-dry waste 
sorting, energy saving, monitoring of equipment, retrofits, lighting, etc.  
 
Source - Board of Education and teachers in representative schools, via Stan Kozak 
 
The Wellington County Roman Catholic Board of Education has its own activities in the 
area of environmental education.  The reductions in this area in this Board have been 
smaller than the reduction in the Public School Board.  The Catholic Board still maintains 
its arrangement with the Grand Valley Conservation Authority and its nature centre at 
Guelph Lake.  The Catholic Board in the high schools has six elective science courses 
which include environmental aspects at the general and advanced levels. 
 
Source:  Mrs. Holman, St. James High School 
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NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The indicators in the area of environmental education are mostly qualitative.  To 
some degree each school has freedom to provide some teaching time to cover 
environmental processes in individual courses, depending on the interests and 
knowledge of each teacher.  The data available shows the flexibility which occurs.  
At the primary levels of education there is apparently no formal environmental 
component in the curricula.  It is possible at the primary level for individual teachers 
to enrich the knowledge and awareness of children, but there is no systematic 
measurement possible at this time. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

It is evident that the awareness and knowledge of children at primary and secondary 
levels should be increased so that children will grow up with some sensitivity to the 
richness of natural systems and the vulnerability of nature to intrusions and damage 
by human activities of all kinds. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

Provide to all school children ample opportunities to learn about natural phenomena 
in the context of their other learning experiences so that all children will grow to 
adults with environmental understanding and sensitivity in their everyday lives and 
work experience. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Restore and increase the formal and informal kinds of environmental education 
which are well known to experts in this area, helping every teacher to bring nature 
into their classroom discussions and examples. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Budget reductions in the educational systems have been severe, inducing teachers 
and administrators to sacrifice  environmental education in favour of other  kinds of 
teaching with higher profiles politically and in the media.  The pressures have come 
from both the Provincial level of the Ministry and also at the local levels. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The lack of formal arrangements limits the indicator currently to informal 
measurement.  

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

There need to be changes in government policy and increases in public awareness of 
the importance of environmental awareness and education. 
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How are we doing? 
 
It may be too strong to declare a disaster in environmental education, but it is represents a 
danger to future public understanding of the need for careful and forward-looking 
management of our environment.  We have not been doing well, except for the efforts of a 
few dedicated teachers who understand the importance to our society of environmentally-
conscious adults. 

 
 
20. LOCAL GOVERNMENT PARTICIPATION 
 

Percentage of eligible municipal voters casting  ballots: 
 
     Votes Counted  Per Cent 
1994 eligible voters - 67,017,  25,382,    37.87 %. 
1997 eligible voters - 67,984  24,902    36.63 % 
 
Source:  City Clerk 
 
 

 NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The  percentage of eligible voters who choose to actively exercise their franchise is a 
long-recognized measure of the level of political involvement by the public.  There 
is an accurate and immediate count of votes cast as a percentage of persons eligible 
to vote in any municipal, provincial or national election. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle is that adult members of the community have an opportunity and a 
responsibility to become knowledgeable of the electoral process and to take part in 
the public processes by which decisions affecting the community are taken.  An 
informed public is the best guarantee that decisions will be sound and attuned to the 
needs and wants of the community. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

 To have one hundred percent of eligible voters actually voting in every election. 
 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

To increase the participation rate in elections, through programmes to increase 
awareness and to decrease cynicism and apathy. 
 

 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 
There are many criticisms among some of the citizens about the public processes by 
which political decisions are made, and concerns about lethargy and cynicism among 
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many members of the community.  The criticisms are often levelled at the several 
kinds of public media and at official information programmes.  

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

One criticism of the indicator is that the list of eligible voters may overstate the 
numbers who are eligible because the list may contain the names of individuals who 
have moved, died or are ill. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Public education:  Demonstrate that public authorities are concerned about the lack 
of interest.  Demonstrate to people that their opinions are listened to and count in the 
way that decisions are made by the elected representatives. 

 
How are we doing? 
The voting rate in Guelph is about the same as other communities in Ontario, which 
suggests that the causes of low participation are common to all of Canadian public life.  We 
are not doing very well.  We have little or no activity aimed at increasing the voting rate. 

 
 
21. COMMUNITY COHESION 
 
 (a) Number of volunteers participating in community organizations in the United 

Way: 
 

In 1996 the 26 agencies which participate in the  United Way Community Services 
of Guelph and Wellington activities had 3,135 volunteers.  Many other organizations 
have volunteers. 
 

 (b) Dollars contribution per capita to United Way: 
 

In 1996 a total of $1,478,720 was contributed, with population of 91,774 (subject to 
revision) this equals $16.11 per capita.  Individuals contributed 65% of the total 
contributed. 
 
Source - United Way Community Services of Guelph and Wellington 

 
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

There are two indicators which provide evidence of how healthy is our community 
in terms of its collective feeling about care for the community as a whole.  These 
indicators can show whether most people care about how we look after individuals 
who have special needs which can be met only through joint activities by the 
community at large.  The first indicator is the official record of how many volunteers 
contribute their time and personal skills to the activities of 26 agencies who 
participate in the traditional United Way programmes.  The second indicator uses the 
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measure of money contributed to the United Way by individuals and companies 
located within Guelph.  This can be converted to an average number of dollars 
contributed per resident of Guelph. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

There is a principle that in a really healthy community all its residents care whether 
there are other residents who have needs which they are unable to meet themselves 
and whose needs can be partly met with help from others.  Some of those needs may 
be purely individual such as hot meals for disabled or elderly persons, and there may 
be collective needs such as a sense of security that in times of trouble they will be 
able to call on others. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

To have as many volunteers and cash resources as needed by leaders in community 
programmes, so that no person in need will go without assistance when required. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

To increase the revenue from contributions to the social agencies, and to increase the 
number of persons willing to volunteer to the agencies. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Recent increases in unemployment and job insecurity have increased the pressures 
on many individuals, increasing mental illnesses and stress.  The changing age 
structure of the population means that more people need aid for ailments and 
difficulties of the elderly, such as loneliness.  Money for programmes and volunteer 
time can help. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

There is no total measure available of all volunteers who help in all possible 
organizations, but the existing report from United Way is reliable, even if partial in 
its coverage of all volunteer activities.  Similarly, the local contributions of money to 
United Way do not include the total of donations to activities which help local 
people.  There is no completely comprehensive measure of all volunteer activities or 
donations to organizations outside of the United Way Community Services group of 
charities 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Increase the sense of community among the residents of Guelph by increasing 
awareness of individuals who have needs they cannot meet with their own personal  
resources of energy and health. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
It is difficult to know what are the right levels of both donations and volunteer efforts.  
There appear to be no absolute standards which apply.  In volunteer organizations there is a 
frequent impression that the persons who actively volunteer their time are “burned out” with 
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so many demands for volunteer efforts.  The per capita donation level in Guelph to United 
Way appears to be remarkably low compared to our per capita income, but numerous other 
organizations raise money as well.  The donation level may be held down in Guelph by the 
fact that so many of our employers are branch plants of larger corporations with little or no 
flexibility given to local offices to contribute to local charities.  There are no data available 
to show trends, but the current findings indicate stress on levels of volunteerism and charity 
donations as evidence of community cohesion. 

 
 
22. PERSONAL HEALTH 
 

The indicators which have been selected contain data on the years of life which a person 
potentially might have which were lost as a result of a premature death from an illness, and 
also the causes of death from disease. 

 
Potential Years of Life Lost  (by major disease groups): 
 
(Per cent of total PYLL, Guelph 1994) 
 
Cancer     44 
Circulatory System    25 
Injuries    18 
Congenital Abnormalities    9 
Other       3 
Total              100 
 
Leading Causes of Death  (per cent of total): 
 
Cancer      29 
Circulatory System Diseases   41 
Respiratory Diseases       7 
Injuries       5 
Other      19 
Total               100 
 
Source:  Ontario Mortality Database, Ontario Ministry of Health, 1997 
 
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
 (i) Description of the indicator: 

The two indicators used here are selected from voluminous data on health, disease, 
and deaths in Guelph and Wellington County.  These summary measures give us a 
picture of which diseases cost our community the largest losses in terms of 
“Potential Years of Life Lost” (PYLL).  This measure combines the age of death 
from a given kind of disease with the expected years of life that the average person 
would otherwise have lived if they had not died from that disease.  For example, a 
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female infant who dies from an abnormality in the first year would have a PYLL of 
81, the average life expectancy of a female at birth.  The other indicator simply 
measures each year the cause of death as percentage of all deaths that year. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle is probably that every individual should have a healthy life and die 
from natural deterioration (“old age”) and not from a disease which is preventable.  
The alternative is what we see, with many people dying from degeneration of their 
system through a disease such as cancer, which may be preventable or postponable 
by reduction of conditions which stress immune systems or other body functions.  
Some causes of death are caused by unhealthy ways of life or dangerous habits such 
as chemical or narcotic abuse.  There is an inescapable public policy element in the 
efforts to satisfy this guiding principle. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

To reduce the incidence of all preventable diseases and to increase care to ill people 
in order to reduce the damages suffered from illness, and to increase knowledge of 
every person about how to achieve the highest possible level of “wellness”. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Reduce the Potential Years of Life Lost in all kinds of disease, by delaying the onset 
of diseases and reducing the damages suffered from any disease.  Increase the  levels 
of understanding of all people, including health care professionals of how to prevent 
the onset of diseases, and how  to  identify disease at the earliest stage in its 
incidence in a person. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

The prevalence of disease can be increased by lack of understanding of the body and 
its functioning. The damages from disease can be reduced by the level and skills of 
medical care available to people.  Some point to possible dangers from the “chemical 
soup” in our air, water and food, where additives provide benefits but may affect 
some individuals harmfully. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

These two indicators are only a tiny view into the vast array of knowledge about 
medicine and health. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Provide to the community from the earliest possible age increased understanding of 
the ultimate effects of the common habits of eating and lack of exercise which 
contribute to the causes of disease later in life.  The process of education must start 
in the home but it can be helped through information provided in schools.  Give to 
people a wish to live as long and healthily as possible.  
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How are we doing? 
 
Canada has a health system which is among the best in the world in terms of its 
availability to every member of the community.  Recent financial pressures have 
increased the workloads on health professionals, and increased the vulnerability of 
people to delayed treatment.  The level of medical understanding of all people could 
be increased by public education, and by innovation in prevention clinics.   

 
 
23. FINE ARTS - CULTURAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
 Two indicators are used here: 
 (a) staff and classroom time devoted to instruction and appreciation of the arts and 

drama in primary schools,  and 
 
 (b) participation rate in art and music clubs in secondary schools. 
 

There is no staff member in the public Board of Education solely responsible for the Arts.  
The sole guideline is that every pupil in grades 2, 4, 6, and 8 shall see one live performance 
during that school year, which might be a band or puppet performance, for example.  The 
Public Board of Education has cut all Music Resource Teachers in the Board, and cut all 
instrumental music staff in grades 7 and 8. 
 
In addition each secondary school was contacted to learn how many arts clubs are active and 
what proportion of students take part. 
 
Sources:  Miss Liz Schroder, the former Music Resource Teacher,Public Board of 
Education, and teachers in each secondary school and high school. 

 
NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
Centennial CVI  - 11 clubs, about 400 participants, 26% of students. 
 
Guelph CVI - 20 clubs, 355 participants, 25% of students. 
 
John F. Ross CVI - 13 clubs, 385 participants, 21% of  students. 
 
Our Lady of Lourdes High School -   9 clubs, 174 participants,  18% of students. 
 
St. James High School - 14 clubs, 380 participants, 32% of students 
 
College Heights Secondary School is a special case with most creative work taking place 
within regular classes.  They have a very successful literacy activity with other students 
being peer mentors doing tutoring of those who need help. 
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 (i) Description of the indicator: 
The indicator selected is to ask each secondary school how many clubs have been 
organized by students, with teacher assistance to carry on extra-curricular activities 
in the arts: music, drama, dance, photography, writing and so on. 

 
 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicator: 

The principle is that stimulation of interest and skills in the field of the arts will help 
to promote interests and activities in the adult population as these students move into 
their adult lives.  It is believed that awareness and interest in the creative fine arts 
helps to broaden the perspective of individuals beyond their own concerns into 
community problems that arise in a civil society.  It is one branch of education which 
tends to be found in the extra-curricular sphere.  Artistic involvement tends to open 
up creative parts of a person’s mind, which then can increase innovation and 
entrepreneurship in their economic lives as well as in their personal pleasures and 
satisfactions. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

Make available as part of curriculum and as volunteer activities the resources to 
stimulate an awareness of and skills in the many kinds of arts activities which open 
up the creative instincts of every person. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Restore funding to specialist teachers and provide resources to encourage music and 
other arts activities in courses and in extra-curricular activities. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

Budget reductions imposed upon schools and teachers have put reduced availability 
of arts activities.  Economic anxieties have tended to pull some students and teachers 
away from these activities which have so few economic incentives to the individuals 
involved.  Social and peer pressures may tend to discourage involvement in arts 
activities which appear not to have any payout in the employment market.  However, 
it is clear that such opportunities do widen the minds of many students to career 
openings not represented in the basic curriculum. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

The data are based on estimates or enrolments in actual clubs in a particular range of 
activities; however, there are other extra-curricular activities which have value 
which are not included in this set of data.  The actual number is difficult to measure 
because a student may be in two or more clubs, or may participate for part of the 
school year and not at other times.  A number of organizations in Guelph provide 
cultural development as well as the schools.  There is a great diversity of sources of 
fine arts stimulation available such as many artists’ studios, music festivals, and 
commercial music venues.  This diversity can create a market for interests developed 
in the schools. 
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 (vii) How to improve the performance: 
Provide more leadership and teaching resources capable of providing the assistance 
needed by student groups.  Reduce economic pressures on high school students to 
take on jobs which reduce their opportunities to devote time and energies to extra-
curricular activities. 

 
How are we doing? 
 
The levels of activity appear to have been somewhat reduced, but many teachers continue to 
help to guide activities.  The rates of participation appear to be relatively low, but it is 
difficult to draw conclusions. 

 
 
24. PUBLIC SAFETY 
 

Rates of Burglary, Assault and Fires    1994  1995 
Robbery  with violence or threat     31   32 
Burglary i.e. break and enter, to private dwellings  381  412 
Burglary i.e. break and enter, to businesses   343  294 
TOTAL OF THESE CATEGORIES     755  738 
 
Source:  Dept. of Police  -- Sgt. Fred Fenwick. 

 
     1993  1994  1995  1996 
 
Fires in homes    42  51  24  27 
Fires in apartments   21  10  20  11 
Total fires in homes and apartments 63  61  44  38 
 
Number of calls out responding to emergency situations 1994 1700 
        1996 3700 
 
The calls out include situations that do not actually become a fire, e.g., fat boiling over on a 
stove that creates smoke but does not ignite, or smoke alarms that sound with no fire. 
 
Leaflets distributed to school children 
8,000 with plan for 1997 of 20,000 leaflets. 
These efforts are addressed to education on prevention and safety. 

 
Source:  Chief Cutten, Fire Department. 

 
MAKING PROGRESS 
 
 (i) Description of the indicators: 

The indicators which have been chosen are the number of incidents of robbery and 
burglary, and of fires in residential units. 
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 (ii) Guiding principle which is represented by the indicators: 
The indicators reflect the most common threats to safety to persons in their homes 
and in their lives around the City.  The indicators thus reflect a vital concern of all 
citizens, that they should be safe from robbery and fire.  Dangers from theft and fire 
can happen to anyone.  The principle is that we should minimize those dangers. 

 
 (iii) Long-term goal for the system: 

The ultimate goal would be to have zero levels of these unfortunate events in our 
community. 

 
 (iv) Short-term target: 

Continue the decrease in the past few years of fires in homes and in robbery and 
burglary.  Continue the educational efforts of the police and fire departments. 

 
 (v) Pressures and impacts on the system: 

We do not know the detailed causes of the trends.  For example, the robbery data 
may be helped by the declining size of the age group 18-24 years.  Low income and 
insecurity can sometimes lead to theft. 

 
 (vi) Limitations of the indicator: 

These two measurements do not cover the entire range of possible dangers to public 
safety, and the time period reported is relatively short. 

 
 (vii) How to improve the performance: 

Increase the resources available to promote the preventive work in these areas. 
 

How are we doing? 
 
The leadership and resources in these two agencies appear to be adequate to achieve 
progress.  There has been evidence of progress in both of these indicators. 
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APPENDIX 1:  ADDITIONAL DATA 
 
POPULATION PROJECTIONS AND AGE DISTRIBUTION 
 
Estimates of population are based on the Census which is taken in June every five years, with 
annual adjustments based on the property Assessment data.  There is a problem determining the 
actual population because many of the students who attend our University have a hometown outside 
Guelph and live here only from September to May and thus are not here in June for the Census.  It 
is estimated that about 8,000 must be added to the Census-based data series in order to include the 
seasonal university student residents.  The data below include the population of the areas annexed 
to the City from the adjacent townships in 1993. 
 
1986   78,235 
1990   83,849 
1991   87,673 
1992   89,948 
1993    90,859 
1994   89,557 
1995   90,894 
1996   91,774 
1997   95,821 
 
Source:  Ministry of Revenue assessment file, based on Census data 
 
Projected 2001 (medium level, including UG students) 113,000 
Projected 2011 (medium level, including students)  129,600 
Projected 2016 (medium level, including students)    17,500 
 
Source:  Projections by Department of Planning and Business Development, Guelph  
 
 
1996  Population by Age Group  (per cent of total) 
    Females  Males 
80+    1.7   0.9 
65-79    5.3   4.0 
46-64    9.6   9.2 
25-44             17.6            18.0 
15-24    7.0   6.9 
0-14    9.5            10.3 
 
Source:  Health Unit 
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APPENDIX 2:  REPORT OF DISCUSSION GROUP, 9 JULY 1998 
 
A group of invited people took part in a discussion of the Draft SOSR on 9 July 1998.  The 
participants were seated around the circle of Councillors’ chairs in the Council Chambers.  A group 
of others were present as observers, seated outside the circle. 
 
The participants included the following: 
 
Robert Barron 
John Edwards 
Sharon Connors 
Lorrie Minshall 
Laura Murr 
Nancy Shoemaker 
James Taylor 
(Shirley Hunt had to leave early) 
 
The observers included the following: 
 
James Etienne 
Ray Funnell 
Karen Farbridge 
Ross Irvine 
Tom Slomke 
George Smith 
Stephen Rodd. 
 
Several of the invited persons were unable to attend because of other commitments, and they were 
asked to send written comments if they wished.  These included the following, among others: 
 
Sean Armstrong 
Shirley Hunt 
Stan Kozak 
Norman Ragetlie 
Steven Shadd 
Gus Stahlmann. 
 
Summary of the Discussion: 
The facilitator, Don Drone, after the introductions and statement of purposes of the meeting, asked 
the participants to comment on each of the 24 sections of indicators. 
 
It may be an over-simplification to say that the comments were of two main kinds.  There were a 
number of suggestions for added kinds of information and data.  These suggestions have been 
tabulated below. 
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There were also several suggested changes to wording, which have been taken into account in the 
final editing. 
 
Some comments questioned the relevance of one or more indicators to ecological sustainability 
because they were related to quality of life.  These latter comments appear to have overlooked the 
introduction section which stated that Green Plan required the State of Sustainability Report to 
report on social and economic sustainability as well as natural environment sustainability. 
 
Some comments indicated that the person wished the report to provide data to allow comparison of 
Guelph’s performance against the performance of the nation as a whole, the province or other urban 
areas.  This would greatly expand the scope of the report and would create a different kind of 
report, serving a different purpose, i.e., relative performance among places at the same time, rather 
than relative trend in Guelph’s sustainability performance over time from one period to another, 
which is the central function of state of the environment reporting. 
 
There was a request for this kind of report to provide information on specific targets for each kind 
of measurement, if such a target exists in legislation or policy, to see how well or how badly 
Guelph’s situation compared to the target.  One difficulty in such a task is to express legislation or 
regulations in a single number when it may be subject to complex considerations of legal or 
technical kinds which permit variation from the single figure. 
 
The first topic of discussion opened up by the facilitator was what were people’s opinions of the 
best method to make the report available to the community as a whole.  The participants were given 
as a sample a summary report entitled “Hamilton-Wentworth Sustainability Indicators”, which 
provided on two sides of a legal-sized page the names of each of their thirty indicators with for each 
a graphic indication of three possible judgments : 
 
(a) Making progress (towards the target in Vision 2020),  
(b) Hard to say (mixed results with no clear trend), or  
(c) Needs improvement (worse than the 1993 benchmark). 
 
There was general support for the general format of the Hamilton-Wentworth example, and 
comments were made that the summary would satisfy the interest by many people to know that 
such a report had been prepared.  In addition, it was suggested that the report be available on the 
internet, and that copies be available to anyone who requested it. 
 
From the lengthy discussion there have been extracted the suggestions of possible alternative or 
additional indicators.  In two cases where data is now immediately available which was not 
available at the time the draft was written, there has been an effort to add the data to the draft.  The 
suggested alternative or additional indicators are listed below. 
 
The discussion was very valuable, and the comments and suggestion of the participants are very 
much appreciated. 
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Alternative or Additional Indicators (listed by section): 
 
1. Protection of Natural Habitat and  Ecological Sensitivity 
 - targets (if any) regarding natural areas and open space; 
 - improvements in development standards to protect nature. 
 
4. Financial Resources of Local Government 
 - programmes to create opportunities for industrial development and employment. 
 
5. Automobile Travel 
 - expenditures to improve auto travel versus expenditures to improve bicycle  
  and transit travel; 
  - efficiency of auto use (passengers per car); 
  - distance to place of work from home. 
 
7.  Water Consumption 
  - show separate data  for water use by  residential  users and for all other uses  
   (industrial, etc.) 
 
8. Water Supply Reserve Capacity 
  - ability of aquifers to recharge (speed and quality). 
 
9. Impact on Speed River 
 - oxygen content of river below Guelph and number of times oxygen content is too  
  low; 
 - tonnes collected by Speed River Cleanup volunteers; 
 - diversity of microorganisms in the water. 
 
10. Energy Consumption 
 - need better data of the kinds described in SOSR text. 
 
11. Waste Reduction and Hazardous Waste 
 - how much of Guelph and Wellington waste is shipped for disposal elsewhere; 
 - how much landfilled waste is unsorted. 
 
12. Air Quality (outdoor) 
 - industries which have polluted the air; 
 - contaminated soils (quality and quantity); 
 
13. Employment and Unemployment 
 - compare local unemployment rate to national rate or to comparable areas; 
 - youth unemployment. 
 
14. Families with Low Income 
 - use of food banks; 
 - children living below the poverty line. 
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17. Children in Care of Family and Children’s Services 
 - number of families receiving counselling; 
 - number of babies with low birth weight. 
 
18. Recreation 
 - participation rate of population in active recreation; 
 - kilometres of new or renovated trails. 
 
19. Environmental Education 
 - adult educational activity regarding environment. 
 
20. Local Government Participation 
 - attendance in meetings, workshops and demonstrations. 
 
21. Community Cohesion 
 - do survey of a sample of organizations outside the United Way to estimate activity 

by other volunteers, which would require an estimate of the total number of 
organizations which have volunteer input. 

 
22. Personal Health 
 - availability of beds, waiting time for elective surgery; 
 - numbers going elsewhere (for treatment, consultations,  and/or special facilities); 
 - congenital birth defects. 
 
23. Fine Arts - Cultural Development 
 - number of artists in the community; 
 - sample survey of persons participating in artistic activity. 
 
24. Public Safety 
 - response time of Fire Department; 
 - deaths and injuries in auto accidents and occupational hazards. 
 
Comments: 
 
Some of these kinds of information are not measured currently by public authorities in a way which 
would provide authoritative data.  Some would be difficult to do every three years with consistently 
comparable results.  Some would be expensive and time-consuming to create and implement.  It 
would be desirable to have indicators for which data are available for other communities in a 
comparable way. 
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The Green Plan, prepared in 1992�1994, was 
the first step in a strategic planning process to 
move the City of Guelph toward its vision of 
environmental sustainability in harmony with 
our economic and social development.  
In adopting the Green Plan, city council 
specified that a State of Sustainability Report 
(SOSR) be prepared every three years.   
 
The report was to provide a comprehensive 
examination of the state of the natural systems 
and environmental features within Guelph.   
The scope of the SOSR covers not only the 
natural environment, the main focus of the 
Green Plan, but also the economic and social 
aspects of the community.  The first SOSR was 
produced in 1998.  This updated work builds on 
the original, covering the period 1998 to 2001. 
 
This report looks at ten sustainability focus 
areas.  In each area, success is measured using a 
series of indicators.  Indicators are key 
measurements that provide a quick snapshot of 
the wellbeing of each focus area.  More than one 
measurement may be used as part of each 
indicator. 

In the report, each indicator is discussed in 
detail, with specific long-term goals and short-
term targets defined.  Three alternative 
judgements are used to describe the state of 
each indicator measure.  These judgements are: 
• The Guelph community is making progress 

in relation to the goal and target; 
• The Guelph community needs improvement 

in its performance; 
• It is hard to say whether we are moving in a 

favourable direction. 
 
In some cases new data were not available and 
thus a judgement could not be made.  To 
increase the reliability of the judgements, an 
attempt was made to have data providers 
review the prepared commentaries.  This was 
possible for all of the environmental indicators, 
however, for many of the social indicators no 
review was possible.  
 
The chart on the following page summarizes the 
findings of this report. 
 
It is difficult to arrive at a single, all-inclusive 
result from the SOSR as the indicators reflect 
such disparate aspects of Guelph�s 
environmental, economic and social wellbeing. 
However, the individual commentaries 
provided herein do show trends over time and 
future stresses in certain areas.  The data in this 
report may also provide significant baseline 
data for the City to develop a more detailed 
benchmarking program in the immediate 
future. 
 
In general, Guelph seems to be making positive 
strides in five of the ten broad focus areas.  
Seven of the 25 indicators are improving over

• Land Use and Development 
• Water Conservation 
• Energy Conservation 
• Integrated Transportation  
• Waste and Resource Management  
• Outdoor Air Quality 
• Employment Trends 
• Stable Healthy Families 
• Community Capacity Building 
• Community Cohesion 

SOSR FOCUS AREAS 
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GUELPH 2001 STATE OF SUSTAINABILITY REPORT 
SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

INDICATORS OF  
ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY 

 
Land Use and Development 
• Open Space and Natural Corridors 

�Hard to say 
• Ecological Sensitivity and Habitat Protection 

�Hard to say 
• Land Management 

�Making progress 
• Balanced Development 

�Needs improvement 
 
Integrated Transportation  
• Automobile Travel 

�Needs improvement 
• Transit Ridership 

�Making progress 
 
Water Conservation 
• Ground Water Quality 

�Making progress 
• Water Consumption 

�Making progress 
• Water Supply Reserve Capacity 

�Hard to say 
• Impact on the Speed River 

�Making progress 
• Surface Water Quality 

�Needs improvement 
 
Energy Conservation 
• Energy Consumption 

�Needs Improvement 
 
Waste and Resource Management  
• Waste Reduction and Hazardous Waste 

�Needs improvement 
 
Outdoor Air Quality 
• Ozone and Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

�Hard to say 

INDICATORS OF  
SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC SUSTAINABILITY 
 
Employment Trends  
• Labour Force with Employment 

�Hard to say 
• Income Level 

�Needs improvement 
• Post-secondary Qualifications 

�Making progress 
 
Stable Healthy Families 
• Children in Care and Domestic Disputes 

�Needs improvement 
• Public Safety and Security 

�Making progress 
• Personal Health 

�No new data 
 
Community Capacity Building 
• Recreation Facilities 

�No new data 
• Environmental Education 

�No new data 
• Arts and Heritage-Cultural Development 

�No new data 
 
Community Cohesion 
• Local Government Participation 

�Hard to say 
• Community Concern 

�Hard to say 
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time. In other cases, it is very hard to say if 
Guelph is succeeding in its efforts.  Finally, in 
some cases, it is clear that Guelph is not moving 
forward toward sustainability.  
 
Looking ahead, the way in which the SOSR is 
produced needs to be re-examined to make it a 
more effective and efficient tool for community 
stakeholders.  The following are brief 
recommendations for future editions of the 
SOSR.  The GPSC realizes that some of this 
work may become part of a future Smart 
Guelph benchmarking process. 
 
• Update the Reporting System�create a 

common, transparent system to collect data 
on locally relevant indicators. 
 

• Review Indicator Meaningfulness�revisit 
current and suggested new indicators, 
ensuring the indicators selected are 
meaningful in the local context. 
 

• Develop a Coordinated Approach�work 
with data providers (city staff and other 
stakeholders) to collect data, analyse, and 
comment on the indicators selected. 
 

• Focus on Environmental Indicators�other 
organizations are conducting indicators 
work on social and economic sustainability; 
the GPSC should focus on the environmental 
indicators, and coordinate with these groups 
to prepare a citywide SOSR. 
 

• Promote and Distribute the SOSR (2nd ed.) 
�the results of the SOSR should be 
distributed to the community, and feedback 
from concerned citizens should be sought. 
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�Section 1.0� 
Introduction 

1.1 Background 
The Green Plan, prepared in 1992�1994, was 
the first step in a strategic planning process to 
move the City of Guelph toward its vision of 
environmental sustainability, in harmony with 
economic and social development.  It is a set of 
environmental challenges, goals and objectives 
identified by the Guelph community, together 
with suggestions from the public on how to 
achieve them, and an implementation process 
for evaluation and action on those suggestions.  
The Green Plan helps the Guelph community 
plan for a better environment, and will help 
secure the city�s future sustainability. 
 
In adopting the Green Plan, city council 
specified that a State of Sustainability Report 
(SOSR) be prepared every three years.  The 
Green Plan had recommended an SOSR; the 
report was to provide a comprehensive 
examination of the state of the natural systems 
and environmental features within Guelph.    
 
The first SOSR was produced in 1998.  This 
updated work builds on the original, covering 
the period 1998 to 2001.  The scope of the SOSR 
covers not only the natural environment, the 
main focus of the Green Plan, but also the 
economic and social sustainability aspects of 
the community.  The natural environment is 

shaped by economic and social changes and the 
opposite is also true.   
 
Focus areas of the SOSR are: 
• Land Use and Development 
• Water Conservation 
• Energy Conservation 
• Integrated Transportation  
• Waste and Resource Management  
• Air Pollution (Outdoor) 
• Employment Trends 
• Stable Healthy Families 
• Community Capacity Building 
• Community Cohesion 
 
For each focus area, success is measured using a 
series of indicators.  Indicators are key 
measurements that can provide a quick 
snapshot of the wellbeing of each focus area.  
More than one measurement may be used as 
part of each indicator. 
 
Several workshops were held in late 1996 and 
early 1997 to select appropriate indicators.  City 
of Guelph staff, volunteers and representatives 
from other agencies were involved in this 
process.   
 
In 2001, additional indicators were considered 
and in some cases included, while the original 
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indicators were reviewed and in some cases 
removed. These changes are listed in Appendix 
A�Indicator Review Process and Indicators for 
Future Consideration.   This process was aided 
by a survey of  all data providers.  The survey 
called on the data providers to comment on the 
indicator, the availability of relevant data and 
suggest changes for future editions of the SOSR.  
The survey is presented in Appendix B. 
 
While indicators provide a way of measuring 
progress, they are only as reliable as the data 
used to generate them. In many cases data are 
incomplete, vague or not applicable. This has 
been noted in each section where appropriate. 
In addition, the indicators used in the process 
may change over time, as noted above. While 
this may not be ideal, we do not know what 
sustainability looks like or should be, simply 
that we need to make progress. Thus the 
indicators chosen at a given time reflect our

knowledge and understanding at a given time. 
Results of each indicator are a signal for closer 
review and not a conclusion. 
 
The information provided by the SOSR provides 
a starting point for more informed decision 
making on sustainable development. As the city 
implements its  Official Plan over time, the 
SOSR should be consulted to aid the process. 
Additionally, residents, businesses and 
community groups should consult the SOSR to 
determine how they can contribute to the 
progress of making Guelph a more sustainable 
city.   
 
1.2 Organization of this Report 
The discussion for each focus area begins with a 
brief overview that explains the importance of 
the area, the guiding principles for 
sustainability (from the first SOSR), and the 
specific Official Plan and Green Plan goals for 
the area (if applicable).   
 
Each indicator is then discussed in detail, with 
specific long-term goals and short-term targets 
defined where possible.  Charts and graphs 
present the data used to make a judgement on 
the state of each indicator.  Three alternative 
judgements are used to describe the state of 
each indicator measure, following a successful 
model developed for the Region of Hamilton-
Wentworth (now the City of Hamilton).  These 
judgements are: 
• The Guelph community is making progress 

in relation to the goal and target; 
• The Guelph community needs improvement 

in its performance; 
• It is hard to say whether we are moving in a 

favourable direction. 
Limitations of the indicator and suggested 
actions for citizens, business, and government to 
take to improve our performance are provided. 
 

What is Sustainability? 
 

 ". . . development that meets the needs of the present without 
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their 
own needs." 
 
This is the most widely known and accepted definition of 
sustainable development. It was developed by the World 
Commission on Environment and Development (also called the 
Brundtland Commission) and published in its 1987 landmark 
report, Our Common Future. The Government of Canada 
recently elaborated on this definition on its website on 
sustainable development,  
 
 �Sustainable development looks at now and the future. It 
involves the things taken for granted - such as clean air and a 
healthy water supply - balanced with a growing society. It is also 
about leaving enough natural resources, a well-managed 
economy and a healthy environment for future generations. 
Sustainable development often means bringing many different 
people and groups together to find common ground and work 
out creative solutions. For instance, industries can make money 
but also avoid pollution. Governments need to promote 
sustainable development and protect the future of Canada's 
environment, its natural resources, and the health of Canadians.�  

 
Source: http://environmentandresources.gc.ca 



3 

Where new data were not available, a short 
summary of the goals, targets, and limitations 
are provided.  In these instances, judgements on 
the state of each indicator are not made.  
 
1.3 Data Sources and Commentary 
As mentioned above, for the 2001 SOSR a 
review of the previously used indicators was 
undertaken.  The review process began with a 
call to many sources of information for data and 
a request to fill out a survey about the data�s 
meaningfulness (see Appendix B).  
 
Where possible, a critical review by the data 
providers took place to evaluate the draft 
document before publication. This was possible 
for all of the environmental indicators, 
however, for many of the social indicators no 
review was possible.  The commentaries and 
judgements for the social indicators should be 
read with this in mind. 
 
It is unfortunate that the timing of this report 
did not better relate to the release of data from 
the June 2001 Census.  Data from individual 
cities such as Guelph are not planned to be 
published until the middle of this year. The fact 
that some of the indicators presented in this 
report are based on these census data has been 
a limiting factor.   
 
A summary of trends in 1998 and 2001 is found 
in Appendix C. The raw datasets are located in 
a separate booklet that is housed by the City of 
Guelph, Environment and Transportation.  
 
1.4 Where to Go for Further Information 
Data sources are located at the end of each 
indicator description. A list of helpful websites 
and other resources is provided in Appendix D. 
 

Definitions 
 

Goals: ��goals are the specific aims that the community 
wishes to strive towards to achieve its vision for the 
future...They are used to guide organizations, experts, or 
professional staff to develop specific programs��* 
 
Targets: �A measurable commitment to be achieved in a 
specific time frame.�  �These targets permit managers to 
evaluate both the adequacy of actions being taken and the 
progress made in implementing an Action Plan.�* 

 
Source (*): International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives  

and the International Development Research Centre. 1996. 
The Local Agenda 21 Planning Guide:  An Introduction to Sustainable 

Development Planning. Toronto, Canada. 
 
 

Indicator: a measure or metric of performance, either 
qualitative or quantitative. These can be grouped into 
indicator categories of economic, environmental or social issues 
of concern to stakeholders (e.g., ground water quality, income 
level). Indicators provide feedback on the success of policies 
and programs and create accountability among stakeholders.+ 

 
Source (+):  International Council for Local Environmental Initiatives  

1998.  Local Agenda 21 Model Communities Programme:  An Action 
Research Partnership (Volume One�Final Report).  Toronto, Canada.  

AND 
Global Reporting Initiative. 2002. 

Sustainability Reporting Guidelines (www.globalreporting.org). 
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�Section 2.0� 
Land Use and Development 

Overview 
With urban development expanding, it is vital 
that municipalities improve land use 
management practices and reduce urban 
sprawl. The community of Guelph should 
maintain an ongoing commitment to 
environmentally sound development through 
an integrated approach to economic and 
cultural needs, and environmental and social 
responsibilities.  
 
The Green Plan goals for land use and 
development are:  
• Make the environmental planning process 

more user-friendly and coordinated 
effectively amongst all stakeholders 

• Promote sustainable growth and responsible 
management when developing land use 
plans 

• Integrate land uses to sustain a community 
structure that maximizes environmentally 
conscientious use and resource efficiency 

 
Guiding Principles 
• Natural systems should be protected. At the 

same time, public education programs 
should be developed for wildlife 
conservation and environmental 
stewardship. 

• The presence of native wildlife species 
usually represents improvements in the 
habitat features and diversity available in the 
landscape. The occurrence of exotic species 
may indicate degradation from a natural 
condition. 

• All residents should share in developing a 
community that is attractive, pleasing and 
environmentally sound in some total sense; a 
community�s pride should be based on a 
commitment to environmental and heritage 
protection. 

• Municipalities should strive to have a 
balanced tax base among industrial, 
commercial and residential properties.  

 
The City�s Official Plan plays a major role in 
guiding land use and development. Notable 
themes in the Official Plan include: 
• Linked open space and greenlands system 
• Subwatershed planning and assessment 
• Requirements for Environmental Impact 

Studies (EIS) 
• Maintenance of endangered and threatened 

species habitat 
• Revitalization of contaminated and vacant 

properties 

 



13%

11%

76%

Natural Open Space Park Open Space Other Uses

 2.1  Open Space and  
   Natural Corridors 

Description of Indicator 
The open space and natural corridor indicator is 
an attempt to mark the City�s progress toward 
promoting park open space and protecting all 
areas of natural open space. Two measures are 
used to define the indicator: natural open space 
and park open space and facilities. Each 
measure describes a broad range of land types 
with some entirely designed for natural habitat 
protection while others are for active human 
use or building occupancy. Wards 2 and 6 
include areas of undeveloped land which were 
annexed in the 1990s. These areas have been 
studied to identify natural lands for protection 
and monitoring. 
  
a.  Natural Open Space  
�Natural Open Space� consists of provincially 
significant wetlands and other natural heritage 
features including significant forests, rivers and 
stream corridors, habitat linkages and 
floodways. The last inventory was completed 
by the City of Guelph in 1997. 
 
 b.  Park Open Space and Facilities 
�Park Open Space and Facilities� data are 
derived from an inventory of park facilities, 
plus miscellaneous open spaces such as golf 
courses, cemeteries and Grand River 
Conservation Authority land. This database is 
routinely updated by the City of Guelph. 
 
Long-term Goal 
All open space areas, and those areas being 
considered for development, that can produce 
natural connections should be protected. All 
areas should be enhanced to optimize their 
environmental benefits and, where appropriate, 
allow access for the community. 
 

5 

Natural Open Space and Park Open Space and Facilities 
by Ward  
NOTE: No data were available to show natural open space in 
2001. �A� denotes annexed land. 

Percent of Land in Open Space, 1997 
NOTE:  Statistics Canada total land area for Guelph:   
1996 - 87.12 sq km and 2001 - 86.66 sq km. 
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Short-term Target 
The City�s Recreation, Parks and Cultural 
Strategic Plan states that neighbourhoods 
having less than 2.0 hectares per 1,000 
population of park open space are considered 
deficient and 2 to 4 hectares per 1,000 
population are adequate.  There is no specific 
target for establishing a citywide linked open 
space concept. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
The park open space measure excludes private 
open space throughout the city. 
 
There is no historical record of natural habitat 
before development of the City of Guelph (e.g., 
ecosystems, community structure and extent). It 
 

is not known if an earlier assessment is available 
to guide future planning of open space. A 
specific target is needed for the active creation 
of a linked system. Stormwater management 
ponds, bike/walking trails and community 
naturalization project areas should be 
considered in the measurement of open space 
and natural corridors. 
 
The long-term goal should reflect the City�s 
intent to develop an interconnected system of 
open space and natural corridors. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Map all natural areas including the 

community group naturalization projects. 
Business 
• Require developers to link to existing open 

space and trails, where possible, and make 
connections between built up areas that have 
open space. 

Government 
• Complete an ecological inventory on all land 

types defined as open space or greenlands 
(develop a strategy for routine data 
collection). 

• Acquire land, integrate vacant lands and 
consult with the community to complete a 
linked system that will reduce the isolation 
of habitat islands. 

 
 
  

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Community Services  
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How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
Park open space per capita decreased slightly between 1997 
and 2001. An estimate cannot be made for natural open 
space since it has not been inventoried in recent years. It is not 
known how defined targets in the Official Plan for 
neighbourhood, city and regional (parkland) open space are 
used to measure progress of this indicator. The minimum 
citywide target rates for neighbourhood and city open space 
are 1.5 and 1.8 hectares/1000 population, respectively. The 
minimum regional open space target is 5.5 hectares/1000 
population. The City�s Recreation, Parks and Cultural Strategic 
Plan from 1997 suggests that neighbourhoods having between 
2 to 4 hectares/1000 population are adequate. 



 2.2  Ecological Sensitivity  
   and Habitat Protection 

Description of Indicator 
Knowledge on the distribution, ecology and 
number of wild birds underpins the 
conservation of their habitat. Each year, during 
a given seven day period at Christmas time, 
bird watchers count the number of bird species 
observed within a 12 kilometre (7.5 mile) radius 
around the south end of Guelph, and report 
those observations to the Guelph Field 
Naturalists. Guelph�s Christmas Bird Count 
officially started in 1966 and the first several 
years show counts from fewer bird watchers 
than more recent periods. These are the best 
numbers available of the species measured by 
experts on a regular basis in or near Guelph. 
Annual figures have been averaged every five 
years for the period 1966 to 1986. 

 
Long-term Goal 
Increase the knowledge of and improve the 
quality of natural systems in and near Guelph. 
 
Short-term Target 
Maintain the distribution and number of bird 
species. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
This indicator should be replaced in the next 
edition. There are many variables that influence 

the data such as weather during the count, skill 
and number of observers. Birds are also greatly 
influenced by regional and global factors 
independent of what�s occurring in Guelph. 
An emphasis should be put on measuring 
habitat change rather than wildlife occurrence. 
Present subwatershed monitoring, in areas such 
as Torrance Creek, should be considered to 
identify a range of potential indicators. Possible 
measures are: wildlife species richness and 
diversity, indicator species counts and habitat 
conditions of core and non-core greenlands. 
  
How to Improve Performance 
 Citizens 
• Develop a protocol for community-based 

monitoring. 
• Plant native species and allow larger private 

properties to naturalize. 
 Business 
• Promote planting projects with neighbouring 

businesses to link open space. 
• Initiate projects that incorporate plant 

diversity rather than just tree planting. 
 Government 
• Complete subwatershed plans and 

monitoring for all areas within the city. 
• Create a database of subwatershed 

information that the public can access. 
 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY  
 
The data should be interpreted with caution because a change 
does not identify individual species that are considered to be 
significant, in terms of rarity, ecological sensitivity or a need 
for habitat protection. Indicator species such as Ruffed Grouse 
or Pileated Woodpecker are sensitive to development. Their 
counts could provide a more meaningful assessment on the 
ecological status of an area. 

Data Source:  Federation of Ontario Naturalists, Guelph Office 
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 2.3  Land Management 

Description of Indicator 
Each year many Canadian cities compete in the 
Community in Blooms Competition. 
Communities of the same size are assessed in 
terms of the quality of protection and 
enhancement of the natural and heritage 
environment. Communities that are registered 
are visited by two independent judges who 
spend two days studying the community and 
interviewing residents and City staff. There are 
eight criteria including tidiness effort, 
environmental effort, community involvement, 
heritage, urban forestry, landscaped area, floral 
arrangements and turf areas. Guelph has been 
competing in the competition since 1996. 
 

Long-term Goal 
Guelph should continue to maintain high levels 
of attractiveness in the entire city system of 
land, buildings, heritage and public facilities 
and to instill pride in its citizenry and 
responsibility for this shared environment. 
 
Short-term Target 
To maintain the level of success already 
attained in the results from 1999 (90% overall 
effort in management planning, maintenance, 

improvement and innovation) and increase the 
City�s participation in other civic programmes 
to conserve and improve the natural and built 
environments. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
It will be challenging for the city to maintain an 
almost �perfect� performance. At present a 
small number of independent experts judge the 
competition. Nevertheless, the indicator is based 
on defined criteria, collected by the City on a 
regular basis and shared with other 
participating communities. Two other measures 
related to land management are recommended 
for inclusion in the next edition, pesticide 
reduction and brownfields redevelopment. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Communities in Bloom criteria could become a 
basis for promoting and evaluating citizen and 
business �best practices.� 
Citizens 
• Increase participation in the competition. 
• Join the Guelph Boulevard Club. 
 Business 
• Encourage ecologically based lawn 

maintenance (e.g., chemical free). 
 Government 
• Promote and increase reliance on pollution 

prevention strategies for property 
maintenance. 

 
  
 

How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
Guelph is increasing its effort. All categories (see graph) rose 
and community involvement increased from 1997 to 1999. 
However, it is not known what factors contributed to this result 
and, as a result, how to ensure that it is repeated in the future. 

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Recreation and Parks  
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 2.4  Balanced Development 

Description of Indicator 
The indicator for balanced development 
measures the relative size of the property 
assessment for taxation in the residential 
category and the assessment of industrial and 
commercial properties. The indicator reflects 
provincial parameters used to judge whether 
the local economic structure is appropriate to 
provide municipal services. In 2001 taxation 
year, residential properties represented 76% of 
the values. Residential values have increased 
while commercial and industrial values have 
declined from a previous assessment based in 
1996. 

 
Long-term Goal 
The long-term goal is to maintain a balance in 
the assessments. 
 
Short-term Target 
A provincial balance of 60:40 was found to 
generate sufficient revenues and meet the 

needs of all sectors for municipally supported 
infrastructure and services. In 2001, the 
provincial ratio changed to approximately 75:25. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator  
This indicator and the provincial ratio standard 
are fundamental guidelines but they may need 
revision in Guelph because of reduced grants 
from the province and off-loading of 
responsibilities to the municipalities. 
 
How to Improve Performance  
Citizens 
• Get involved in the planning process. 
Business 
• Promote and actively participate in infill and 

redevelopment. Use vacant buildings to 
improve housing and commercial ventures 
in existing urban areas. 

Government 
• Develop strategies to implement financial 

incentives for high-density units in the 
downtown area.  

• Discourage urban sprawl and preserve 
outlying agricultural land. 

• Locally, the City should attempt to stay at or 
improve on the provincial ratio set at any 
given time. 

  

How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT  
 
The results show a significant movement away from the 
previous balance. The results deviate from the current 
provincial ratio. There has been an increase in residential 
taxes since 1996 due partly to changing responsibilities in the 
municipal government. Recent increases in residential 
construction may be reducing the City�s ability to provide 
residential facilities and services and fund the infrastructure 
needed to service land for industry.  

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Taxation and Revenue 
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�Section 3.0� 
Integrated Transportation 

Overview 
The Green Plan identifies transportation as a 
one of its five main areas of concern.  The 
transportation challenge, it states, is for �the 
Guelph community [to] redirect itself towards a 
transportation policy that has a balance 
between the car, bicycle, pedestrian and public 
transit (bus and rail).�  The Green Plan goals 
are: 
• Reduce environmental impacts from 

transportation (air emissions, noise, deaths, 
etc.) 

• Increase accessibility of alternative 
transportation  

• Integrate public input into planning 
• Improve the integration of planning efforts 

between city, provincial and federal 
departments 

 
An increase in bicycling, walking and public 
transit will depend on a number of factors, 
including urban form, land use and

development, gasoline and car prices. Transit 
ridership is also dependent on price and 
convenience.  Community education on the 
problems associated with excessive car use, 
such as polluting emissions and urban sprawl, 
will be needed to help move Guelph away from 
its dependence on automobiles. 
 
Guiding Principles 
• There should be less dependence on the 

automobile for most frequent journeys 
(work, shopping, etc.) to strengthen 
environmental sustainability and quality  
of life. 

 
The Official Plan for Guelph sets a target of 
having a modal split at least 10% of average 
daily trips in the city. (Modal split looks at the 
proportion of auto and bus trips.  Modal share 
looks at all forms transportation.) 



 
 3.1  Automobile Travel 

Description of Indicator 
The number of trips by automobile is an 
important transportation indicator as the more 
travel that is by automobile, the larger the 
consumption of gasoline and the emission of 
pollutants.  Scarce land and financial resources 
are used to construct and maintain roads, 
reducing natural lands and diverting funds 
from other activities. The measure for reliance 
on automobiles for travel is the proportion of 
trips made by residents by automobile and by 
other modes as a percentage of all journeys�
the �Modal Share.� 

Long-term Goal 
Significantly reduce the use of automobiles for 
frequent journeys, including daily commuting 
to and from work. 
 

Short-term Target 
Continue to develop Guelph in a way that 
allows the city to reach the Official Plan 
transportation objective of a transit modal split 
of 10%.  Encourage walking and cycling as 
alternatives to driving short distances. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• When possible, walk or cycle to amenities, 

leaving the car at home for short trips. 
• Consider taking public transit or carpool to 

work rather than driving. 
Business 
• Encourage employees to walk, cycle, or take 

public transit to work.  Make bicycle racks 
and change facilities available for employees 
that do walk or cycle to work. 

• Participate in the Commuter Challenge each 
year. 

Government 
• Continue to encourage neighbourhood 

development that reduces the distances to 
schools, work and amenities so that residents 
can walk, cycle, or take the bus. 

 

How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
The number of daily trips by automobile�either as a driver or 
a passenger�remained at a constant 85% in both the 1996 
and 2001 studies. Transit usage also remained constant at 5% 
of the modal share, half of the Official Plan objective. 
  
It is positive that there was not an increase in automobile use in 
the studies, since population increased over the period.  Much 
of this population is moving into suburban communities; 
communities that by their design often lead to increasing 
reliance on cars for reaching amenities.  A significant portion 
of Guelph�s growing population commutes to work outside the 
city, which often leads to frequent and lengthy trips by car. 

Data Source:  2001: City of Guelph Environment and Transportation (based on the 2001 Transportation Tomorrow Survey); 
1996: 1998 SOSR 
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 3.2  Transit Ridership 

Description of Indicator 
Transit ridership per capita is a provincial 
benchmark used to measure transit use in the 
community.  This measure can provide insight 
to the existence of an integrated sustainable 
transportation system. Increased use of public 
transit can reduce automobile traffic and the 
associated emissions that cause smog, acid rain, 
and climate change. Reduce automobile use 
through increasing the use of public transit also 
makes more efficient use of road systems, 
which are expensive to maintain and expand. 
 

Long-term Goal 
The Guelph community must redirect itself 
towards a transportation policy that has a 
balance between the car, bicycle, pedestrian and 
public transit (bus and rail).  
 

Short-term Target 
The Official Plan for Guelph sets a target for 
transit to attain a modal share of at least 10% of 
average daily trips in the city by the year 2011.  
To achieve this goal there must be a 100%
increase in transit ridership in the community. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
Transit ridership per capita is a provincial 
benchmark and considered to be an accurate 
measure of transit use. However, the large 
number of university students using Guelph 
Transit skews the data, and as such the indicator 
may not reflect the true ridership of the average 
Guelph citizen.  Another indicator, in addition 
to transit ridership per capita, should be 
considered. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Take the bus when possible. 
Business 
• Large employers can provide incentives for 

employees to take transit (through cost 
sharing or removing hidden subsidies for 
parking, etc.). 

Government 
• Continue to improve service (for example, 

through increased frequency and improved 
route planning). 

• Continue to encourage citizens to take the 
bus. 

 
 

How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
Ridership on Guelph Transit per capita has continued to 
increase since the late 1990s.  Sunday service and extended 
hours of operation have played a significant role in this 
increase, as well as the continued bus pass agreement with the 
University of Guelph. 

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Transit  
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�Section 4.0� 
Water Conservation 

Overview 
Guelph�s municipal water supply is based on 
groundwater.  Water is drawn from several 
local aquifers (geological formations below the 
surface that can provide substantial quantities 
of water when tapped by a well).  The city is 
fortunate to have both the Speed and Eramosa 
Rivers flow through it, providing animal 
habitat, recreation and aesthetic benefits to 
residents. 
 
Water is critical to our economic, social and 
environmental wellbeing, and as such is a key 
area of concern in the Green Plan.  The Green 
Plan sets out goals to:  
• Protect, preserve and conserve water to 

ensure a sustainable resource  
• Protect and enhance water quality 
 
Groundwater protection and residential and 
industrial water consumption are key 
considerations if we are to meet these goals.  
Limiting and controlling what we put into our 
surface waters�the Speed River system�is 
also key to meeting these goals.  Increasing 
population and economic growth in and 
around Guelph must be balanced with these 
elements to maintain the city�s water quality 
and quantity.  

Guiding Principles  
• There is a limit to how much water can be 

pumped out of the ground (aquifer) at any 
given time. 

• Drawing water from outside sources 
(aquifers outside of Guelph or pipelines to 
the Great Lakes) will mean considerable 
financial and environmental costs. 

• Guelph residents should not be exposed to 
unsafe water supplies. 

• Guelph activities should not have damaging 
effects on the water resources shared with 
other communities. 

 
Guelph�s Official Plan sets out several objectives 
related to water use and protection.  The plan 
states we are �to ensure groundwater resources, 
on which Guelph�s water supply is based and 
which sustain the area�s natural environment, 
are respected, protected and conserved.�  This 
objective, in part, is to be accomplished in 
consultation with the province, adjacent 
municipalities, the Grand River Conservation 
Authority, and the Guelph community. 
 
As well, the plan sets out a number of objectives 
related to the protection of the features and 
ecological functions of Guelph�s natural 
environment. 



 
 4.1  Ground Water Quality 

Description of Indicator 
Guelph draws its water from 23 wells through-
out the city and nearby, from the Arkell Springs 
Grounds. Three wells were selected to represent 
the general quality of Guelph�s groundwater 
resources: the Park Well in the north-east; the 
University Well in the south-west; and Well 6 in 
Arkell Spring Grounds in the south-east. 

Three measures were selected to demonstrate 
important aspects of the ground water quality.  
They show the general quality of the water as it 
is drawn into the Guelph water system prior to 
treatment and distribution to residents and 
illustrate the effects everyone in Guelph has had 
over many years on the quality of our tap water. 
 
Long-term Goal 
Maintain our water resource in a condition of 
high quality, with no health dangers to our 
residents and to all water users. 
 
Short-term Target 
Continue careful watch over the water supplies, 
and ensure that all health regulations and 
guidelines are met.  The city�s targets are no E. 
coli and safe nitrate and chloride levels in our 
tap water. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
These data are limited since they are for select 
wells and dates. The complex system of wells 
makes it difficult to show the quality of the 
entire aquifer in a few tables.*  
 
How to Improve Performance 
We can all play a part in improving the quality 
of Guelph drinking water: 
• Prudently use fertilizers. 
• Limit use of salt to deice roads and 

walkways. 

How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
The city produces high quality drinking water that consistently 
meets or exceeds all health related drinking water standards. 
The comparison of these three wells illustrates the close 
interaction between land use activities and the quality of city 
well water.  

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Water  
* For more information on Guelph tap water, visit the city web site at www.city.guelph.on.ca 
to review the quarterly reports prepared by Guelph waterworks for the MOE and Guelph residents. 
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Chloride levels in groundwater. 
 The provincial objective is 250 mg/L. 

Nitrate levels in groundwater. 
 The provincial objective is 10 mg/L. 

There were NO E.coli colonies reported in these three wells  
in Guelph�s groundwater during the period May-91 to Aug-
01. E. Coli is measured in number of colonies/100 mL, with 
a provincial objective of 0 colonies per sample. 



 
 4.2  Water Consumption 

Description of Indicator 
This indicator measures water consumption for 
residential, commercial and heavy industrial 
metered accounts. 

Long-term Goal 
Guelph should stay within the sustainable 
ability of our aquifers to supply high quality 
water. 
 
Short-term Target 
Reduce the per capita rates of consumption by 
reducing water wastage and encouraging a 
variety of conservation measures. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
Figures are given for metered water 
consumption only, not total consumption. 
Metered account volumes were chosen because 
they measure actual consumption and leave out 
leaks, fire suppression and other miscellaneous 
unmetered uses.  The data do not account for 
water users which draw water directly from the 
aquifers with their own equipment, such as the 
University does for part of its water supply. The 
data are not refined enough to show variations 
in water consumption throughout each year, 
and thus citizen concerns like summer watering 
restrictions are not shown. 
 

How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Use water conservation kits to reduce 

kitchen and bathroom water consumption 
through low flow showerheads, aerators to 
increase water pressure, and toilet leak 
detectors. 

• Replace 20L/flush toilets with new low-flow 
(6L/flush or less) toilets. 

• Recycle rain water by using a rain barrel 
• Reduce lawn and yard watering in the 

summer months. 
Business 
• Improve water efficiency in operations 

where possible. 
Government 
• Educate the public on wise use of water, 

especially in terms of lawn watering. 
• Continue with actions to reduce unmetered 

unaccounted for water losses to improve 
efficiency of water supply as an example to 
all water users. 

• Continue to work with large industrial water 
consumers to reduce their water use. 

 
 
  

How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
There appears to be some decline in water use per capita 
over the last few years.  However, the data are hard to 
interpret for any noted trend because year-to-year variations 
are expected depending on levels of economic activity and 
the overall weather. 

 Data Source:  City of Guelph, Works  
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 4.3  Water Supply Reserve Capacity 

Description of Indicator 
The Ministry of Environment requires that the 
City estimate the uncommitted reserve capacity 
to draw water from existing water resources.  
The existing estimate of capacity must be set 
against the foreseeable or planned increases in 
population and economic activity. 

 
Long-term Goal 
Keep water use within the limits of the capacity 
of the aquifers. 
 
Short-term Target 
Maintain adequate reserves to ensure that 
future economic and population growth can be 
accommodated. 
 

Limitations of the Indicator 
Estimates of reserved capacity are just that, 
estimates, based on a series of assumptions.  
These assumptions may or may not be 
adequate, and may not properly address the 
long-term population and economic growth of 
the city. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Wisely use water through such activities as: 

• installing low-flow fixtures (toilets, 
shower heads, etc.) 

• using rain barrels for watering  
outside gardens 

• reducing lawn watering. 
Business 
• Conduct a water use audit to identify water 

conservation opportunities. 
• Install low-flow fixtures where appropriate. 
Government 
• Continue to create and support water use 

reduction programs, including peak/summer 
water use limits and rain barrel sales. 

 
 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
Our uncommitted reserve capacity has decreased since 1996, 
however perennial yield has increased as has the city�s overall 
water conservation measures. 
 

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Water  
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NOTE:  The perennial yield given for 2000 is an 
average (the reported data for perennial yield was 
75,260 to 82,760 cubic metres per day).  



 
 4.4  Impact on Speed River System 

Description of Indicator 
Although the city impacts on the local river 
system in a variety of ways, certainly the 
potentially largest and most direct impact is 
through the discharge of treated wastewater 
effluent into the Speed River.  There are two 
measures of the city�s impact on the Speed 
River system.  The first relates to the quality of 
effluent discharge from the wastewater 
treatment plant, which is described by two 
parameters.  cBOD5 is the total five-day 
carbonaceous biochemical oxygen demand 
which is a measure of the amount of oxygen 
required to stabilize a waste biologically.  TP is 
the total phosphorus concentration in the 
treated effluent discharge which is a measure of 
nutrient or fertilizer value.   
 
The second measure, minimum dissolved 
oxygen, is an important measure of the oxygen 
available in the water for plant and animal life.  
The Provincial Water Quality Objective for the 
protection of warm water aquatic species is 4 
mg/L at temperatures above 20ºC.  The 
dissolved oxygen concentration in the Speed 
River is measured continuously at a location 

approximately 7 km downstream from the 
Guelph wastewater treatment plant. 
 
The table that follows indicates the wastewater 
treatment plant effluent quality non-compliance 
limits associated with the facilities Certificate of 
Approval issued by the MOE .  These limits 
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How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
With a few exceptions, good quality effluent continues to be 
achieved which meets MOE (Certificate of Approval) 
compliance limits. 

came into effect August 2002 following the 
completion of the Stage 1 Expansion of the 
wastewater treatment plant. 

  
Long-term Goal 
To minimize the impact on those downstream 
from Guelph and maintain a level of water 
quality above existing standards. 
 
Short-term Target 
Meet all legislated requirements and guidelines 
for wastewater effluent discharge and 
undertake watershed quality improvements 
where they have been shown to be desirable.   
 
Limitations of the Indicators 
The measures of wastewater treatment effluent 
(cBOD5 and TP) are two of several that could 
have been selected.  The data are high quality, 

measured by the city and also by a CAEAL 
accredited independent laboratory.  Other 
measures such as total suspended solids and 
ammonia concentrations might be examined in 
the future to get a fuller picture of our 
interactions with the Speed River ecosystem.  
 
Dissolved oxygen is measured on a continual 
basis by the Grand River Conservation 
Authority at a water quality monitoring station 
located on the Speed River at County Road 32.  
There are many natural and human interactions 
which can dramatically affect the dissolved 
concentration and other water quality 
parameters in the river.  The level of dissolved 
oxygen varies greatly with the season of the 
year, temperature of the air and water, time of 
day, and other events upstream.   
  
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Choose cleaning products that do not 

contain phosphorus. 
Business 
• Carefully choose products (cleaning and 

other) that will ultimately end up in the 
water system. 

Government (Local) 
• Investigate the causes and prevent further 

exceedences of phosphorus limits. 
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Data Source:  City of Guelph Wastewater Services, Grand River Conservation Authority 

MOE Certificate of Approval Non-Compliance Limit 

Winter (Nov.1 to Mar. 31) 

Maximum Monthly 
Average Concentration 

Maximum Monthly 
Average Daily Loading 

cBOD5 7.4 mg/l 473.6 kg/day 
Total 

Phosphorus 
0.7 mg/l 44.8 kg/day 

Summer (Apr.1 to Oct. 31) 

TOD* 22 mg/l 1,408 kg/day 

Total 
Phosphorus 

0.38 mg/l 24.5 kg/day 

*TOD Total Oxygen Demand is a calculated value to 
determine the total demand of both cBOD5 carbonaceous 
oxygen demand and NOD nitrogenous oxygen demand 



 
 4.5  Surface Water Quality 

Description of Indicator 
Contaminants in the Speed River come from a 
number of sources, including the municipal 
sewage treatment plant, industry, agriculture 
and residential sources, as well as upstream 
sources that flow into the city. Phosphorus is 
one of a number of pollutants discharged by 
these sources.  Phosphorus causes excess 
growth of algae and thus a lack of water clarity, 
making it difficult for plants and fish to survive. 
Salinity, an indicator of the amount of road salt 
transported by runoff to area wetlands and 
rivers, has recently been listed as a toxic 
substance by Environment Canada. Chloride 
concentration was selected as the indicator of 
road salt. 
 
The mass balances for water in the Speed River 
provide a picture of the amount of water the 
city draws (or adds) to the river system via 
stormwater runoff, wastewater treatment plant 
discharge, etc. 
 

Long-term Goal 
Identify and reduce chemicals that negatively 
affect community and ecosystem health and 
stay within the sustainable ability to supply 
high quality water to the Speed River. 
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How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
The indicators would suggest some improvements and some 
areas that need improvement.  The city is definitely having an 
affect on the Speed River: phosphorus and chloride levels are 
higher leaving the city than entering it.  The water balance is 
typically negative in January and February, which may be a 
result of water extraction by the City of Guelph. 

Short-term Target 
Reduce phosphorus and salt loading.   
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
The phosphorus and chloride concentrations 
are only measured 8 times per year, 
approximately monthly during the ice-free 
period.  Completed data were not available for 
phosphorus in the winter months, and so only 
the summer months could be compared. The 
loadings of phosphorus and chloride should be 
considered rough estimates due to the limited 
amount of data used. 
 
Salinity can be examined using several different 
indicators: total dissolved solids, sodium 
concentration, chloride concentration and/or 
conductivity.  Chloride was used in this edition, 
but other measures may prove better.  
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Practice responsible fertilizer use�do not 

overuse commercial fertilizer, since it can 
contain high levels of nitrogen and 
phosphorus that make its way into runoff 
into streams and the sewer system. 

 

Business (and Agriculture) 
• Use Best Management Practices (BMP) for 

the application of fertilizers (e.g., apply only 
as much as required, leave buffer strips 
between field and water course, ensure 
proper storage for manure, etc.). 

Government 
• Continue to look for alternatives to road salt, 

reduce loading of phosphorus from 
wastewater treatment plant. 
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Data Source:  Grand River Conservation Authority 
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�Section 5.0� 
Energy Conservation 

Overview 
The cost of natural gas has fluctuated 
dramatically over the last few years for all 
sectors. This has caused many organizations to 
reconsider their main energy sources, leading to 
two diametrically opposed solutions:  
• ONE�(re)investing in cheaper, less 

environmentally friendly sources of energy 
�OR� 

• TWO�investing in systems independent of 
commercial providers, such as co-
generation. (Co-generation is essentially 
generating two forms of useable energy 
from a single process, such as reusing excess 
steam generated by electric power as heat. 
Natural gas cogeneration units are 
considered an efficient and environmentally 
preferable technology in comparison to 
more common power sources such as coal.) 
Additionally, many consumers have 
switched from older oil or electricity based 
heating and cooling systems to natural gas 
based systems. 

 
 

The energy indicators and the goals in the 
Green Plan are: 
• Residential energy use per capita�10% 

reduction by 2001 
• Commercial and institutional energy use per 

square foot�10% reduction by 2001 
• Industrial energy use per unit produced�

8% reduction by 2001 
 
Guiding Principles 
• Guelph residents should not be exposed to 

unsafe air quality. 
• Guelph activities should minimize 

contribution to global environmental issues 
such as climate change and non-renewable/
recyclable resource depletion. 

 
The Official Plan provides important objectives 
related to energy consumption. Notable themes 
include: 
• Development of an energy efficient pattern 

and mix of land use  
• Use of energy efficient building techniques  
• Upgrading/retrofitting of existing buildings 

and facilities 
 



 
 5.1  Energy Consumption 

Description of Indicator 
Three measures were selected to demonstrate 
important characteristics of the energy 
consumption in Guelph: residential, 
commercial and industrial consumption in 
kilowatt-hour (kWh) per capita (residential) 
and kWh per square metre (m2) of floor space 
(commercial and industrial). 
 
NOTE:  Only two years of data were available 
for three of the metrics at the time of analysis. 
The City is now gathering this data on a regular 
basis. 
 

Long-term Goal  
To move toward being a sustainable energy-
consuming city. 
 
Short-term Target 
Achieve the energy consumption reduction 
goals laid out in the Green Plan (see overview 
text). 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
In the past, the focus when measuring energy 
consumption has been on kWh of electricity 
consumed per capita or kWh per m2 floor space. 
Here, that analysis has been broadened to 
include other sources of energy, such as heating 
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How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
While residential electricity consumption has decreased, the 
total energy consumed per capita has increased. Among other 
things, the former may be a result of a shift to forced air 
heating in homes from electrical heating. Energy consumption 
per m2 for both commercial and industrial sectors has also 
increased, although minimally. However, the energy sources 
consumed have become cleaner. 

Data Sources:  Guelph Hydro, Union Gas, City of Guelph Environment and Transportation  
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oil, natural gas, propane, diesel and gasoline; 
data the City  is now collecting as a result of its 
commitment to reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions.  
 
The analysis was broadened for several reasons. 
One is that several residents and businesses 
have switched from heating oil or electrical 
heating systems to natural gas. This 
consumption would not be captured when 
simply measuring electricity. Thus this measure 
provides a more comprehensive picture of 
energy use. Additionally, the analysis was 
broadened to utilize a CO2/GJ indicator. This 
provides an indication of the environmental 
impact per GJ of energy consumed.  
 

For example, if the GJ of energy per capita 
remained the same, yet the energy sources 
consumed became cleaner energy sources, such 
as hydro, wind or natural gas, this improvement 
would not be apparent using a traditional 
metric. However, when energy consumption is 
analyzed utilizing CO2 equivalent (a measure of 
greenhouse gas intensity which includes air 
emissions that contribute to climate change such 
as carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, methane 
and sulphur dioxide, developed by the 
Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change) it 
is easier to understand the environmental 
impact of energy consumption. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Purchase more energy efficient appliances, 

make homes more efficient, reduce heating 
in winter and air conditioning in summer. 

• Participate in the Energuide program. 
Business 
• Invest in eco-efficiency initiatives and 

cleaner sources of energy, such as natural gas 
co-generation or wind power. 

Government 
• Make greener sources of energy available to 

consumers and businesses. 
• Educate home owners on how to use less 

energy. 
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�Section 6.0� 
Waste and Resource Management 

Overview 
Reducing the amount of waste a city generates 
is paramount to ensuring overall progress in 
both environmental and economic 
sustainability. While the city must reduce the 
amount of waste sent to landfill, we must also 
ensure that we consume less overall as a 
society. Not only will this lead to lower waste 
management costs, but it will reduce the 
amount of disposable income residents of 
Guelph spend on precious resources that are 
ultimately disposed. Essentially, Guelph must 
decrease its dependence on landfill space over 
time and must continue to divert materials from 
landfill to be recycled, composted or reused 
where feasible. 

Guiding Principles 
• Guelph needs to decrease its dependence on 

scarce landfill space over time. 
• Materials with economic value should be 

diverted from landfill to be composted, 
recycled or reused where feasible. 

 
Key objectives in the City of Guelph Official 
Plan include providing adequate solid waste 
management facilities and showing 
environmental leadership to minimize waste 
generation through the 3R�s � reduce, reuse, 
recycle.  
 



 6.1  Waste Management and 
   Hazardous Waste 

Description of Indicator 
There are four indicators chosen to characterize 
waste management and resource use in Guelph. 
These are:  
• Residential waste generated per person 
• Total solid waste generated by sector 

(residential versus industrial, commercial, 
and institutional (ICI)) 

• Percent of the City's waste stream diverted 
• Household Hazardous Waste deposited at 

depot 

 
Long-term Goal 
Reduce the amount of valuable recyclable 
commodities/organics and hazardous materials 
sent to landfill to zero. 
  
Short-term Target 
Continue the success of the wet-dry facility, and 
increase participation in the program by the ICI 
community.   
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Limitations of the Indicator 
The selected measures provide a reasonable 
estimate of the amount of waste generated per 
person and the overall waste generated in the 
ICI sector. However, a challenging pressure 
being faced is the impending closure of the 
Eastview landfill site. As of 2002, the city is 
hauling waste out of the city. 
 
  

How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Purchase products in bulk, durable and 

without extra packaging. 
• Dispose of waste properly at the Household 

Hazardous Waste Depot. 
Business 
• Manufacturers and packagers can improve 

packaging design and use reusable parts, 
components and delivery systems (plastic 
skids). 

Government 
• Promote recycling, composting programs 

and use of the Household Hazardous Waste 
Depot. 

• Continue implementation of the 
Environmentally Preferable Products 
initiative and communicate new knowledge 
to public and local businesses. 

 
  
 

Data Source:  City of Guelph Works Department, Waste Management  
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How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
In general there has been a decrease in the deposit of 
hazardous wastes at the depot. This may partially be due to 
garages and oil change service centres being required to 
collect used oil for treatment. Since 1996, the percentage of 
waste diverted from landfill appears to be steadily 
decreasing. This is a result of decreasing capacity at the wet-
dry facility for separation of the recyclables and decreasing 
capacity at the Eastview Landfill. 
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�Section 7.0� 
Outdoor Air Quality 

Overview 
Awareness has been raised worldwide 
regarding the interconnectedness of human 
health and environmental quality. Air quality is 
an important factor in everyday health and 
wellbeing. From ground-level ozone or �smog� 
created by automobiles to greenhouse gases 
that affect our climate over time and acid rain 
causing emissions, air quality is directly and 
indirectly linked to the health of Guelph�s 
residents over time.  
 
Air quality in Guelph is not only affected by 
local actions but also by regional and global 
sources. Coal-fired electricity generators,  

highway use and industrial activities in 
proximity to urban areas are major contributors. 
Locally, economic growth and emissions from 
internal combustion engines are major culprits. 
 
 Guiding Principles  
• The residents of Guelph should be protected 

from the negative health effects of air 
pollution. 

 
This principle is outlined in Guelph�s Official 
Plan, which encourages �...a reduction in 
greenhouse gas emissions in order to minimize 
Guelph�s contribution to climate change 
impacts.�  There is no specific reference in the 
Green Plan to outdoor air quality. 



Description of Indicator 
Overall air quality is measured using several 
metrics. These include: number of criteria ozone 
exceedances, greenhouse gas emissions (a 
measure of all known air emissions which 
contribute to climate change, including CO2 and 
sulphur dioxide, measured in terms of their 
CO2 equivalent), particulate matter 
concentrations and hospital admittances due to 
air quality related illnesses. Unfortunately some 
of these data are not available (but should be 
sought for the next edition of this report). 

 
Long-term Goal 
Reduce pollutant sources to the point of no 
occurrences that exceed provincial air quality 
standards. 

 7.1  Ozone and Greenhouse  
   Gas Emissions 
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Short-term Target 
Continue use of the air quality monitoring 
station at Exhibition Park to monitor air quality. 
Decrease the number of smog days to below the 
annual provincial average. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
Air pollution is affected by wind patterns. The 
movement of pollutants in Southern Ontario 
can influence air quality in Guelph. It is not 
known whether the monitoring station data can 
be compared with other nearby cities or 
provincial air quality readings.  
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Turn down your thermostat in the winter 

and turn it up in the summer  (see 
EnerGuide website). 

• Bike, walk, use public transit or carpool. 
• Don't let your car idle. 
Business 
• Eliminate air pollution by restricting 

unnecessary idling of motor vehicles. 
• Promote "urban greening." .Plant and protect 

trees and shrubs. 
• Participate in the Commuter Challenge. 
Government  
• Continue the Climate Change Protection 

Program and help implement initiatives in 
the community. 

• Provide incentives for industry to improve 
efficiency, reduce pollutants and seek cleaner 
energy sources. 

• Improve local mass transportation systems 
and bicycle routes. 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
  
Although the monitoring station was reinstated in 2001, there 
are 3 years of missing data. Data for 2001 are not yet 
available. The monitoring station must be maintained to ensure 
a local data source.  

Data Sources:  Wellington-Dufferin-Guelph Health Unit, Ministry of Environment, City of Guelph 
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�Section 8.0� 
Employment Trends 

Overview 
A society that does not have excess wealth or 
poverty will put less pressure on the social and 
economic environment. However, low incomes 
or extreme inequality of incomes reduces the 
quality of life and enjoyment of many people. 
Anyone who cannot find employment on a full-
time basis, when they wish to do so, must make 
compromises. They may, for example, take only 
part-time work, usually at a lower income, or 
they may work in a job which is below the level 
their skills and aspirations. 
 
The indicators in this section are used to see 
trends in the City of Guelph through changes in 
per capita income, number of low-income 
families, median family income and post-
secondary labour force.  
 

Guiding Principles  
• There should be maximum opportunity for 

those who wish full-time work, and this 
employment should meet, as a minimum, 
the necessities of life. 

• There is social desire to have average 
incomes increase and the incidence of low 
incomes decrease, in keeping with the 
Ontario average. 

• Every member of the work force should have 
as much education as needed to allow that 
person to adapt and grow with the changes 
in their living situation. 

• Guelph should be promoted as having an 
environment that makes it a desirable place 
to live and work. 



 
 8.1  Labour Force in Employment 

Description of Indicator 
This measure examines the percent of Guelph 
residents over the age of 15 years who have 
full- or part-time employment, including self-
employment and unpaid family employment. 
Note that the percent of labour force employed 
does not identify whether individuals are 
employed part-time only because they cannot 
find full-time work or take two or more part-
time jobs as their only recourse. 

 
Long-term Goal 
The goal is to have full-time employment for all 
who seek it, within their level of competence 
and aspirations.  
 
Short-term Target 
To increase the percentage of the labour force 
who have full-time employment. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
These measures exclude the labour force that no 
longer seeks employment because they have 
given up hope of finding the kind of work for 
which they are skilled. Self employed and 
employed in the family business are difficult to 
account for. The unemployment rate does not 

include people who are under-employed, or 
who earn low wages, and does not distinguish 
among temporary, part-time and full-time 
employees.  
 
How to Improve Performance 
In general, increase the efforts at attracting local 
employment opportunities whose labour 
requirements match those local residents. 
Citizen 
• Consider joining a volunteer network to gain 

new job experience. 
• Support local services and businesses to help 

generate jobs. 
Business 
• Hire a student or seek employees through 

government programs or job centres. 
• Get involved in a cooperative education 

program. 
Government 
• Continue to hire local employees through 

employment insurance or social assistance 
programs. 

• Support programs that develop skills needed 
in the local labour market. 

 
  
 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
The data for Guelph are somewhat ambiguous, especially as 
they do not distinguish between part-time and full-time 
employment. The data show a slight decrease in the 
unemployment rate from 1991 to 2000, with a corresponding 
slight increase in the employment rate. During this period, 
Guelph has to continue to maintain a competitive edge and 
promote full-time employment with better pay for its citizens.      
 
It is not known whether part-time work is on the rise or 
decreasing. Also self-employed residents are not properly 
included in the data. 

Data Source: City of Guelph, Planning, and United Way Community Services of Guelph and Wellington 
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 8.2 Income Level 

Description of Indicator 
Several measures are presented to examine the 
average income in Guelph, and the incidence of 
low-income families.   
 
Per capita income is estimated through income 
tax returns filed by taxpayers with the 
Government of Canada. Low income is based 
on whether a family spends more than a certain 
percentage (56%) of their income on necessities 
(food, clothing and shelter). The �low-income 
cut-off� in dollars for a family of four in 1996 
was $27,338 (for a community of Guelph�s size) 
according to the Ministry of Supply and 
Services. 
 
The level of median income in Guelph can be 
compared to the level of median income in 
Ontario as a whole. This means that half of the 
families have incomes below this measurement 
and half of the families have incomes above this 
figure. 

 
 

 
Long-term Goal 
Maximize incomes with a socially desirable 
degree of equality while maximizing the 
opportunity for each person in the community 
to create income to the level of their abilities.  
 
Short-term Target 
Reduce the incidence of low-income families.  
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Limitations of the Indicator 
The separations between data points limit the 
meaningfulness of this indicator. Census data is 
only available every five years. The 2000 census 
data was not available to be included in this 
edition of Guelph�s SOSR.  Additional 
indicators should be considered in the next 
edition. There may be other social and 
economic measures that indicate positive trends 
in income. For instance, are services being met 
in conjunction with changes in percentage of 
low-income families? A median is a rough 
measure of the income distribution. 
 

How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Be prepared to upgrade their skills, obtain 

higher diplomas and degrees, and to do 
voluntary work to gain experience that may 
lead to better paying employment. 

Business 
• Provide co-op placement opportunities to 

Guelph citizens. 
• Developing training programs according to 

the needs of industry.  
Government  
• Improve opportunities to earn a living wage 

for all persons, which might include 
education and training, and programs which 
create increased feelings of optimism, self-
esteem and hope. 

 
  
 

How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT 
 
The picture is mixed. In general, average income (individual 
and family) in Guelph has been increasing while the number of 
low-income families has also increased.  In 1989, the per 
capita income in Guelph was lower than the overall level of 
Ontario. By 1995, the opposite was true, but the number of 
people on social assistance rose substantially. This could 
indicate a widening gap between rich and poor.   

Data Source:  United Way Community Services of Guelph and Wellington 
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 8.3 Post-Secondary Qualifications 

Description of Indicator 
Post-secondary education includes university 
degrees, college or on-the-job apprenticeship, or 
other kinds of formalized training and 
education. Education does not need to be job-
related; it could lead to spiritual growth, 
aesthetic development in any of the arts or 
simply heightened ability to judge situations 
and alternatives. Post-secondary education 
provides an individual with the knowledge to 
look for a wide array of employment 
opportunities, flexibility in job seeking, and 
provides the opportunity to respond to changes 
in the work place.  

Long-term Goal 
Provide all people with opportunities for post-
secondary education at reasonable cost. Any 
member of the labour force should be able to 

develop skills and knowledge that add to their 
productivity and happiness. 
 
Short-term Target 
Increase opportunities for post-secondary 
education and remedy shortcomings as they 
become known. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
There are other forms of learning not captured 
in these data. Post-secondary education is no 
guarantee of employment at the level of one�s 
education or in one�s chosen field. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Be prepared to go back to school to obtain 

high school diplomas.  
Business 
• Get involved in providing co-op placement 

opportunities for Guelph citizens who are at 
high school.  

Government 
• Identify any conditions, which act as barriers 

to persons who would like to proceed 
further on their education and provide 
assistance to persons to achieve their highest 
level of potential. 

 
 

How are We Doing? 
 

MAKING PROGRESS 
 
In 1991, Guelph labour force had a higher level of post-
secondary education (40.9%) than was true in Ontario as a 
whole (36.6%).  The number of individuals graduating from 
with post-secondary qualifications is rising at a rate consistent 
with the population over 15 years of age. It appears that 
opportunities are keeping pace with the number of individuals 
that hope to obtain post-secondary qualifications in Guelph.  

Data Source:  City of Guelph, Planning  
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�Section 9.0� 
Stable Healthy Families 

Overview 
A truly sustainable community will have the 
strength of the family unit at its core. Several 
aspects of stable healthy families are considered 
here.  
 
• Child Safety and Domestic Disputes�A 

powerful indicator of a community at risk is 
a growing number of situations where 
spouses are subjected to abuses and the 
safety of children within the family is in 
question.  

 
• Public Safety and Security�Risks to the 

public from theft and fire affect the safety 
and security of the entire community. 

 
• Personal Health�Canada�s health care 

system is among the best in the world in 
terms of its availability to every member of 
the community. However, as technology 
advances to provide improved treatments 
and diagnostic procedures, the cost of 
accessing this care is escalating rapidly.  

Cases of unhealthy and unstable families may 
arise from a myriad of causes, but they are 
frequently associated with social and economic 
stresses.  Addressing some of these root causes, 
explored more in other focus areas, could 
strengthen Guelph�s families. 
 
Guiding Principles 
• Families should minimize situations in 

which children need to be removed for care 
or in which one spouse assaults the other 
spouse. 

• Help needs to be provided and remedial 
actions taken to avoid further unhealthy 
conditions. 

• People should be able to live healthy lives 
and die of natural deterioration (old age) due 
to causes other than preventable diseases.  

• Minimize all dangers and threats to safety in 
the home and in citizens� lives. 



 9.1 Children in Care  
   and Domestic Disputes 

Description of Indicator 
a.  Children in Care 
The number of children in care looks at cases in 
which children have had to be removed from 
their families temporarily or permanently and 
taken into the care of the Family and Children�s 
Services and the number of investigations 
initiated over the course of the relevant year. 
 
b. Domestic Disputes  
The second metric looks at the number of cases 
of violence in the home where the police have 
become involved. Although the previous SOSR 
detailed �assaults,� these actions are now 
recorded under �domestic disputes� and may 
or may not include actual spousal and/or child 
assaults. In either case, these occurrences may 

or may not result in charges being laid, but they 
do indicate an unstable family environment. 
 
Long-term Goal 
Zero cases of children in care and zero domestic 
violence situations. 
 
Short-term Target  
Continue to address these negative community 
situations and build general awareness of their 
existence. Ensure that all cases that need to be 
reported are being reported. Determine the 
underlying causes and set priorities to address 
in a programmed way. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator  
The measure of children in care does not 
consider why children enter care, how long they 
stay or whether care has been required before. 
The data are ambiguous in that they could 
reflect a worsening situation or a greater degree 
of reporting and/or community involvement. 
 
 The long-term goal should reflect positive 
factors of family health and wellbeing rather 
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than the absence of family problems. Future 
issues to consider may include homelessness, 
literacy, substance abuse, mental health and 
participation in community leisure activities. It 
is important to understand both aspects and to 
educate families to reinforce their strengths. 

How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Support the United Way, shelters for those 

fleeing violence and abuse prevention 
programs. 

Business 
• Support the United Way and abuse 

prevention programs. 
• Build awareness of the need for families to 

receive assistance when in problem 
situations. 

Government 
• Find measures to assess family strengths and 

develop user-friendly tools for parents to 
emphasize the positive aspects of their lives. 

• Provide confidential counselling to those 
who have been identified or who have 
identified themselves as having a high risk 
for violent behaviour. 

• Continue to promote parenting support and 
education. 

 

Data Source: Family & Children�s Services of Guelph and Wellington County and Annual Statistical Report of the Guelph 
Police Service 
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How are We Doing? 
 

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT  
 
The data are difficult to interpret but may suggest no change 
in the rate that children are entering care. In recent years the 
number of children in care at year-end has risen at a similar 
pace to the number of problem situations reported and 
investigated. The implementation of the new Risk Assessment 
Model in Ontario together with changes in legislation have 
resulted in more investigations of abuse and neglect than in 
previous years, and consequently in a greater number of 
children being admitted into care. 
 
The way domestic abuse situations are being reported and 
handled has changed, making it hard to compare the two 
periods. Increased policing and a society less tolerant of such 
behaviour may contribute to better reporting. 
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 9.2  Public Safety and Security 

Description of Indicator 
The measures selected to represent public 
safety and security are the number of incidents 
of robbery and burglary, and the number of 
fires in residential units.  They were selected as 
they reflect some of the most common threats to 
the safety of persons in their homes and in their 
lives around the City.  They are the type of 
dangers that can happen to anyone. 

Long-term Goal 
To have zero levels of these unfortunate events 
in our community. 
 
Short-term Target 
Decrease the numbers of robberies, burglaries 
and fires in Guelph. Continue educational 
efforts toward these ends. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
These two measurements do not cover the entire 
range of possible dangers to public safety. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Use smoke detectors and other fire safety 

items in the home. Have a plan for safely 
evacuating in case of fire. 

• Be a watchful neighbour. 
• Ensure homes are secure. 
Business 
• Use smoke detectors and have fire 

extinguishers available. Ensure staff is 
aware of their location and proper 
maintenance and use. 

Government 
• Continue to design and plan with an 

emphasis on safety features, including 
lighting, access to services and 
neighbourhood ownership. 

• Continue to educate the public on fire safety, 
and ways to minimize burglary. 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
Although there has been a slight increase in the number of 
robberies in the City in resent years, the number of burglaries 
at homes and businesses have remained relatively constant.  
Similarly, the number of fires has fluctuated from year to year, 
but these changes have not been significant, especially when 
considered against Guelph�s increasing population. The fire 
department continues to respond to 911 emergency calls 
(4,915 in 2001).  Both of these departments also play key 
roles in educating the public on safety issues. 

Data Source: Guelph Police Service, Guelph Fire Department 
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 9.3 Personal Health 

Description of the Indicator 
The measures reviewed to represent personal 
health deal with physical conditions and 
outcomes of health over time. They include the 
incidence of low birth weight infants, falls 
among those over 65 years of age, deaths from 
all forms of cancer and deaths from heart 
disease.  
 
Two measures describe the diseases that cost 
our community the greatest losses. The first is 
the Potential Years of Life Lost (PYLL). It 
describes the years of life, which a person 
potentially might have, which are lost as a 
result of a premature death from an illness or 
disease. The second indicator measures the 
Leading Causes of Death (LCOD) as a 
percentage of all deaths that year. 
 
Some of these data are already documented in 
the Wellington-Dufferin-Guelph Community 
Well Being Report but are not available for 
inclusion here. Other data were simply not 
available. The following is based on the data 
presented in the first edition of the SOSR. 

Long-Term Goal  
Reduce the incidence of all preventable 
diseases, increase the level of care to ill people 

and increase the knowledge of every person 
about how to achieve the highest possible level 
of �wellness.� 
 
Short-Term Target 
Reduce the years of potential life lost from all 
forms of preventable disease. Increase the level 
of understanding of the general public and 
health care professionals about preventing the 
onset of diseases and the identification of 
disease at its earliest stage in an individual. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
The measures do not directly reference the 
Guelph community and the data are not readily 
available.  The measures should be revised in 
the next edition of this report.  
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Practice healthy living. 
Business 
• Provide exercise and healthy living 

incentives for employees. 
Government 
• Support wellness programs. 

How are We Doing? 
 

NO NEW DATA 

Data Source:  1998 SOSR  
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�Section 10.0� 
Community Capacity Building 

Building the capacity of community members 
can take many forms, from internet chat groups 
to continuing education classes to sports 
training camps, and can cover a wide range of 
topics, from cooking to second languages to 
yoga or basketball.  In any of these activities, 
people�s capacity�their knowledge and skill 
set�are broadened, to the benefit of themselves 
and those around them. 
 
In this section, the SOSR looks at three 
indicators of community capacity building�
recreation facilities, environmental education, 
and cultural development.  These disparate 
activities and topics only begin to touch on the 
many opportunities for skill building and 
continuing education available in Guelph. 
 
Guiding Principles 
• Recreation is an important part of physical 

and mental health of all ages.  It provides an 
important binder within the community to 
promote cohesion and shared objectives. 

• Environmental awareness and knowledge 
should be increased so people of all ages will 
have a greater understanding of how natural 
systems function and the negative impact of 
human activities. 

• Extra curricular activities in the fine arts and 
music should be increased so people of all 
ages will have a greater understanding of 
creativity, innovation and personal 
satisfaction.  

 
The Official Plan does reference the provision of 
recreational facilities, particularly in conjunction 
with new growth.  The key objective under the 
heading community facilities is �to promote the 
maintenance and development of sustainable 
neighbourhoods by providing community 
facilities that supports a high quality of life 
standard for all residents.� 



 
 10.1  Recreation Facilities 

Description of the Indicator 
The number of recreational facilities that are 
available to the public and their scope and 
design capability to serve the public should be 
an indicator of the strength of a community.  
 

Long-term Goal 
To provide sufficient and adequate facilities 
and staff to meet the constantly changing needs 
of the population, from infants to the aged, in 
all neighbourhoods.  
 
Short-term Target 
Continue the studies and planning needed to 
keep up-to-date with the recreational needs and 
interests of the community and its growing 
neighbourhoods. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator  
This indicator is limited to municipally owned 
and operated facilities. Local sports 
organizations (soccer clubs, for instance), and 
similar groups are not included, nor are the 

many private facilities available. Some of the 
private facilities offer access to the public but 
not on an unlimited basis. The indicator data are 
general, and cannot tell us other details such as 
the degree of use of the facilities or hours 
available to users. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Join a recreational centre. Get children into 

community services recreational courses. 
Business 
• Provide developments that offer more 

finished recreational space earlier in their 
projects so new residents can more easily 
participate. 

Government 
• Adhere to guidelines for recreational space 

and facilities in new neighbourhoods. 
• Ensure appropriate staffing for studies and 

programs is provided on a consistent basis. 
• Maintain recreational opportunities as an 

integral component of the school curriculum. 
 
  

How are We Doing? 
 

NO NEW DATA 
 
There is continuous pressure on existing facilities to be properly 
maintained and upgraded. Changing age structure and 
personal preferences, (along with population growth), create 
ever-changing needs and demands. The City has recently 
invested in a new West End Recreation Centre and plans are 
in place for a comparable facility in the South. 
 

Data Source:  1998 SOSR 
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Recreation Facilities Available for the Public--1997 
• Over 180 clubs and committees involved in 

providing or organizing recreation activities in 
municipal or other facilities 

• 415 ha of land for parks and natural areas owned 
or leased by the City 

• City owns and operates:  
• 4 arenas 
• 6 recreation trails (total length of 18.7 km) 
• 24 tennis courts 
• 2 multi-facility recreation centres 

• Numerous institutional and commercial facilities 
(golf courses, health clubs, etc.) available to some 
or all of the public  



 
 10.2  Environmental Education 

Description of the Indicator 
The indicators in the area of environmental 
education are mostly qualitative. Each school 
has a degree of freedom to provide time to 
cover environmental processes in individual 
courses, depending on the interests and 
knowledge of each teacher. It is possible for 
individual teachers to enrich the knowledge 
and awareness of students, but there is no 
systematic measurement possible at this time. 
 
Long-term Goal 
Provide all children with ample opportunities 
to learn about natural phenomena so they will 
incorporate environmental knowledge in their 
everyday lives. 
 
Short-term Target 
Restore and increase the training for teachers to 
better equip them to bring nature and 
environmental education into their classroom 
discussions.  Emphasize the need for outdoor 
education as part of the curriculum. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator  
Most environmental courses have been 
removed through provincial changes to the 
secondary school system. The lack of a 
formalized requirement for environmental 
education limits efforts to achieve the short-
term targets.  
 

How to Improve Performance  
Citizens 
• Take on additional responsibility to teach 

children about the environment.  
Business 
• Become a champion of good environmental 

practices and leader of community projects.  
• Provide annual support for school activities 

in environmental stewardship. 
Government 
• Changes education policy so that 

opportunities exist within the school 
curriculum to increase public awareness and 
participation in environmental stewardship. 

• Provide materials and seminars to help 
teachers incorporate environmentally 
oriented elements into their educational 
programmes. 

 

How are We Doing? 
 

NO NEW DATA 
 
The current loss of environmental science courses could 
jeopardize the public�s understanding about the need for 
careful and forward-looking management of our environment. 
Environmental education has not been progressing forward, 
except for the efforts of a few dedicated teachers. 
Unfortunately, they may focus to champion a cause rather than 
emphasizing a comprehensive approach to stewardship. 
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 10.3  Arts and Heritage� 
   Cultural Development 

Description of the Indicator 
In 1998, the indicator selected for cultural 
development focused on classroom time 
devoted to instruction and participation rate in 
the arts. However, the actual measure used was 
slightly different in that it asked each secondary 
school how many clubs have been organized by 
students, with teacher assistance to carry on 
extra-curricular activities in the arts: music, 
drama, dance, photography, writing and so on. 
The arts is facing challenges similar to those for 
environmental education, therefore no new 
data are available at this time. The following is 
based on the first SOSR. 
 

Long-Term Goal  
Make all resources available to stimulate 
awareness and skills in the many kinds of arts 
activities to open up the creative instincts of 
every person. 
 
Short-Term Target 
Restore vital funding to teaching and other 
organizations that provide resources to 
encourage music and other arts activities in 
course and in extra-curricular activities. 
 

Limitations of the Indicator 
The indicator uses data based on enrolment 
numbers in a variety clubs and thus some extra-
curricular activities may not be included in this 
estimate. Academic pressures to enter 
University may inhibit some students� ability to 
participate in extra-curricular activities. A 
student may participate in two or more clubs or 
only participate for part of the year. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
There is a great diversity of sources for cultural 
development through local non-profit 
organizations, artists� studios and commercial 
and festival music venues. 
Citizens 
• Visit local galleries and participate in arts 

and music events. 
Business 
• Financially support the arts. 
• Promote events and volunteer space for 

activities. 
Government 
• Provide more leadership and teaching 

resources to student groups. 
• Reduce economic pressures on high school 

students to take on jobs that reduce time and 
energy devoted to extra-curricular activities. 

 
  

How are We Doing? 
 

NO NEW DATA 

Data Source:  1998 SOSR  
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�Section 11.0� 
Community Cohesion 

Active involvement from all parts of the 
community is an important component of 
building strong social bonds that will enable the 
community to function harmoniously.  Two 
indicators of this involvement, and thus 
community cohesion, are examined.  A sense of 
the desire to get involved in the community can 
be ascertained by the participation rates in local 
government elections.  Community support of 
the United Way reflects the concerns of citizens 
for each other. 
 
Guiding Principles 
• The community has an opportunity and a 

responsibility to become knowledgeable of 
the electoral process and to take part in the 
public processes. An informed public is the 
best guarantee that decisions will be sound 
and attuned to community desires. 

• In a healthy community, the residents care 
whether there are other residents with needs 
which they are unable to meet themselves or 
whose needs can be partly met with help 
from others. Some of those needs may be 
purely individual, such as hot meals for 
disabled or elderly persons, while others 
may be more collective, such as building 
confidence throughout the community so 
that in times of trouble there are others on 
whom they can rely. 



 
 11.1  Local Government Participation 

Description of Indicator 
The participation of eligible voters is a long-
recognized measure of the level of political 
involvement by the public. There is an accurate 
and immediate count of votes cast as a 
percentage of persons eligible to vote in all 
governmental elections.  For this report, 
municipal election voting rates were 
considered. 
 
Long-term Goal 
To have 100% of people qualified to vote cast 
their vote in each election. 
 
Short-term Target 
To increase participation rate in elections. 
 

Limitations of the Indicator 
One criticism of the indicator is that the list of 
eligible voters is not necessarily accurate. It may 
contain the names of individuals who have 
moved, died or are ill and it may exclude people 
who have recently moved to Guelph or who are 
conscientious objectors for personal reasons. 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Exercise your rights and vote. 
Government 
• Establish a specific day in each year to 

publicly discuss topics that have a high 
degree of citizen interest. People may begin 
to see that their involvement has an impact 
and increase their participation level. 

• Create tools and activities that further 
encourage people to vote, such as web-based 
information. 

 
 
  
 

How are We Doing? 
 

HARD TO SAY 
 
The voting rate for Guelph municipal elections has remained 
relatively constant over the years. The voting rate in Guelph is 
about the same as other communities in Ontario, which suggests 
that the causes of low participation are common to this 
province and perhaps Canadian public life.  
 

Data Source: City of Guelph � City Clerk�s Office  
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 11.2  Community Concern 

Description of Indicator 
In the first edition of the SOSR, two indicators 
provided evidence of how healthy our 
community is in terms of the amount of care 
given through donations and volunteer time to 
programmes at the United Way. While the data 
on volunteers is no longer updated, this 
discussion maintains its importance as a 
measure for future consideration.  
 

Long-term Goal 
Have as many financial and volunteer resources 
as needed for community programmes, so no 
person in need will go without assistance when 
required. 
 
Short-term Target 
Increase revenue from contributions and the 
number of persons willing to volunteer to social 
agencies and other non-profits organizations.  
Exceed the national volunteer rate of 27% (in 
2000) as determined by the Canadian Centre for 
Philanthropy�s National Survey of Giving, 
Volunteering and Participating. 
 
Limitations of the Indicator 
It may be too difficult to gather data on every 
volunteer or donation made to help local 

people. The measure of dollars contributed may 
reflect an overall strength of the economy and/
or the effort of campaign organizers. 
 
Donation per capita measure does not indicate 
the actual number of donors in the community. 
Generally, fewer people are donating each year, 
yet they are donating more. 
 
New measures should be considered to 
adequately measure care through volunteerism 
or financial giving (for instance, number of 
applicants referred by the volunteer centre). 
 
How to Improve Performance 
Citizens 
• Continue to donate your time and resources 

as often as possible. 
• Contact the Volunteer Centre of Guelph/

Wellington. 
Business 
• Participate in national volunteer week 

activities. 
Government 
• Facilitate the establishment of a voluntary 

sector roundtable. 
• Offer and advertise volunteer opportunities 

in the community. 
 

How are We Doing? 
 

Funding�HARD TO SAY 
 
Contributions increased to United Way from 1996 to 2000. 
However, this measure does not reflect the number of 
individuals giving but rather a state of philanthropy in a given 
year. Other organizations may increase our knowledge on 
community giving such as Guelph Community Foundation and 
The Children�s Foundation. The Volunteer Centre of Guelph/
Wellington maintains a registry of volunteers and is actively 
recruiting participation.  
 

Volunteerism�NO NEW DATA 

Data Source: United Way of Guelph and Wellington County 
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�Section 12.0� 
Conclusions and Recommendations 

12.1  Overview 
It is difficult to arrive at a single all-inclusive 
result from the State of Sustainability Report.  
The indicators reflect such disparate aspects of 
Guelph�s environmental, economic and social 
wellbeing that an overall statement would 
reflect little about how the community is 
becoming more or less sustainable in its 
activities and behaviours. However, the 
individual commentaries provided herein do 
show trends over time and future stresses in 
certain areas.  The data in this report may also 
provide significant baseline data for the city to 
develop a more detailed benchmarking 
program in the immediate future. 
 
In general, Guelph seems to be making positive 
strides in five of the ten broad focus areas.  
Seven of the 25 indicators are improving over 
time. Notably, upcoming municipal program 
changes such as the creation of the water use 
limits to address summer droughts, and the 
move to three-stream waste collection should 
continue to ensure progress is made in Guelph.  
 
In other cases, it is very hard to say if the city is 
succeeding in its efforts.  Several aspects of 
indicator collection and analysis play a role 
here.  In some cases, there are too many 
conflicting variables affecting the data, making 

decision making inconclusive.  In others the lack 
of data, either because it was not collected 
regularly, not collected in an �indicator 
friendly� format, or not made readily available, 
makes any analysis difficult.  The lack of 
quantified targets also limits data interpretation. 
 
Finally, in some cases, it is clear that Guelph is 
not moving forward toward sustainability. 
Automobile travel, energy consumption and 
environmental education all need improvement.  
City (corporate), business and citizen-led 
initiatives are trying to address these issues, but 
the net results are not yet outstanding. 
  
12.2  Limitations of the Indicators 
Specific limitations have been given in the 
discussion for each indicator.  In addition, there 
are a number of general limitations that should 
be considered in future initiatives of this nature.  
These are outlined below. 
  
Selection of Indicators 
The indicators selected to represent each focus 
area may bring inherent limitations to a proper 
analysis.  These indicators are asked to do a 
lot�reflect in a few measures the state of a 
usually complex system with pressures from 
numerous sources.  In this version of the SOSR, 
data providers were surveyed and asked to 
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comment on the validity of the metrics.  A 
number of changes were suggested to aid 
measurement.  These have been outlined in 
Appendix A.  If the next SOSR is to be 
meaningful, it needs to identify trends in the 
measures presently being tracked. On the other 
hand, if the indicators do not truly mean 
anything to the public at large or are hard to get 
data for, then the whole reporting process will 
have questionable value.  These conflicting 
issues need to be resolved.  The number and 
type of indicators selected should be 
determined by community stakeholders. 
 
Availability of Data  
Timely access to valid data is critical for the 
production of this type of report. Limited data 
or its lack of availability delayed the production 
of the SOSR.  Statistics Canada data from the 
2001 census�which informs many of the 
indicators�were not available (and in some 
cases are still not available).  In other cases, 
some City staff and other interested 
stakeholders were unable to provide data and 
feedback in a timely manner.  This may be due 
to the data being asked for in a different format 
than it was collected.  Additionally, the lack of 
awareness of City staff about the initiative 
meant that providing data was not a priority for 
all staff members contacted.   
 
Analysis of Data  
Although GPSC volunteer members have 
expertise in a wide variety of areas, the analysis 
of much of the data needs specialized 
interpretation.  In the survey sent to data 
providers (see Appendix B), GPSC attempted to 
solicit this input but it was met with varying 
success.  In other jurisdictions those providing 
data for state of sustainability reports also 
provide the commentary on the data.  Groups 
like GPSC review these commentaries to ensure 
impartiality. GPSC should have this type of 
coordination role going forward. 
 
Analysis was also hampered by the lack of clear 
targets for many of the metrics.  Without targets 

to measure against, statements of �making 
progress� and �needs improvement� can tend 
to be subjective or ambiguous.  Targets should 
be based on strong science and grounded in the 
Official Plan and other such documents where 
possible. 
 
12.3  Recommendations Going Forward  
The way in which the SOSR is produced needs 
to be re-examined to make it a more effective 
and efficient tool for City councillors, staff and 
citizens to gauge how Guelph is progressing 
toward sustainability.  The following are brief 
recommendations for future editions of the 
SOSR.  The GPSC realizes that some of this 
work may become part of a future Smart 
Guelph benchmarking process. 
 
Update the Reporting System  
• City staff in the relevant departments, other 

data providers (e.g., Grand River 
Conservation Authority, etc.), GPSC and 
community stakeholders need to come 
together to develop a common reporting 
system for indicator data and ensure that the 
data collected will answer the questions 
being asked. This system should increase the 
transparency and local relevance of 
information, report data annually or in a 
real-time format, be representative of 
community interests and improve public 
awareness.  The new system might 
incorporate web-based technology for data 
management allowing for real-time data 
availability. 

• The City must take greater ownership of the 
SOSR by educating staff and community on 
the report�s content and establishing an 
annual budget for its production and 
promotion. 

 
Review Indicator Meaningfulness 
• The current indicators should also be 

revisited during a Green Plan ten-year 
review and/or Smart Guelph development 
phase.  Appendix A, which outlines the 
comments of data providers on the original 
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and proposed indicators, should be a 
starting point for these discussions.  GPSC 
should take the lead to examine the existing 
measures in the context of data availability, 
reliability and end uses. 

• Going forward, the indicators should be 
improved in their resolution to provide 
better detail (e.g., temporal and spatial 
resolution). Ideally, the community should 
be able to ask and obtain answers to general 
questions as well as understand an 
indicator�s complete history, trends over 
time and future stresses.  Quantifiable 
indicators should be sought wherever 
possible. 

 
Develop a Coordinated Approach  
• There is a need for a team approach to 

developing and analysing sustainability 
indicators.  Data providers and other 
interested stakeholders need to work 
together, with the majority of the 
commentary completed by the relevant data 
providers themselves.  This would also help 
in ensuring timely access to data.  GPSC 
should have a key role to maintain 
impartiality and community relevance. 

• Long-term participation could be enhanced 
by a formal partnership between the 
environmental, social and economic sectors 
working collectively. This process might 
begin with the creation, on an annual basis, 
of working groups by sector, use of web-
based tool kits and creation of a community 
awards program. 

Focus on Environmental Indicators 
• In preparing this version of the SOSR, GPSC 

found redundancies with social indicators in 
the Wellington-Dufferin-Guelph Community 
Well Being Report.  Given the Green Plan�s 
focus on environmental sustainability, it is 
recommended that GPSC consider only the 
environmental components of a community 
sustainability report.  However, recognizing 
that the environment is only part of the 
sustainability puzzle, GPSC suggests 
preparing a state of sustainability report in 
coordination with other agencies to ensure 
all aspects of a citywide sustainability 
indicator system�environmental, economic 
and social�are covered. 

 
Promote and Distribute the SOSR (2nd ed.)  
• At a minimum, the second edition of the 

SOSR should be placed on the City�s website 
with a comment form for community 
feedback. 

• It is recommended that a plan be developed 
to promote the report throughout the 
community.  For example, a short summary 
document or �report card� on the indicators 
might be prepared for distribution at various 
civic events. 
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Summary of Green Plan Goals and Objectives 
 
(July 1994 - summary - does not contain exact issues, objectives and suggestions) 
  
Goals Objectives Suggestion Checklist 

Land Use and Development 
1.  Make planning process user-

friendly and coordinated 
among stakeholders 

2.  Ensure responsible 
management in the 
development of land use 
plans 

3.  Integrate land uses to 
balance community 
structure and resource 
efficiency 

• Improve information/education 
• Encourage pro-active public 

input 
• Balance suburban development 

with infill 
• Encourage community based 

initiatives 
• Maintain and protect open 

space 
• Encourage sensitive 

development practices 
• Promote compatible 

development practices 
• Improve accessibility to 

community services 
• Improve municipal planning 

process 

 Coordinate planning approach ٱ
 Increase coordination between ٱ

departments 
 Encourage city-wide secondary ٱ

planning 
 Inventory existing environmental ٱ

resources and identify 
significant areas 

 Develop comprehensive library ٱ

Water 
1.  Protect, preserve and 

conserve water supply 
2.  Protect and enhance water 

quality 

• Ensure adequate water supply 
• Encourage wise water 

management 
• Improve information and 

education efforts 
• Develop short and long-term 

strategies 
• Protect inherent value of 

natural environment 
• Meet or exceed water quality 

criteria 
 

 Meter all water uses ٱ
 Develop programs to reduce once ٱ

through use 
 Investigate potential use of grey ٱ

water 
 Encourage use of water efficient ٱ

equipment 
 Assess need to upgrade Plumbing ٱ

Code 
 Promote alternative landscaping ٱ

techniques 
 Promote methods to reduce lawn ٱ

watering  
 Consider use of cisterns ٱ
 Develop incentive programs to ٱ

conserve water 
 Encourage water audits for ٱ

industry 
 Encourage industry and City ٱ

cooperation 
 Promote alternatives to water ٱ

softeners 



 
Goals Objectives Suggestion Checklist 

Energy 
1.  Reduce residential use by 

10%, on a per capita basis  
2.  Reduce commercial and 

institutional use by 10%, 
on a per square foot basis 

3.  Reduce industrial use by 8% 
on a per unit produced 
basis 

• Increase energy efficiency of 
housing stock 

• Increase renewable resource 
technology /application 

• Encourage increased energy 
efficiency in all  sectors 

• Improve accessibility of 
information and programs 

• Consider implications of land 
use and site planning        

• Support changes to regulations 
at provincial level 

• Promote alternate methods of 
transportation 

• Support technologies that 
improve fuel efficiency 

 Create an energy rating system for ٱ
construction 

 Make R2000 certification a ٱ
minimum requirement for 
residential construction 

 Consider options for upgrading ٱ
heating systems 

 Provide advice to owners on ٱ
reduction strategies 

 Assess energy implications to ٱ
development 

 Provide advice to owners on ٱ
landscape strategies 

 Develop civic-multi-sectoral ٱ
awards 

 Consider options for solar heating ٱ
of pools 

 Incorporate energy knowledge into ٱ
curriculums 

 Improve programs to the IC&I ٱ
sector 

Transportation 
1.  Reduce environmental 

impacts including 
emissions, noise, deaths 
and injuries, land use and 
damage to natural systems 

2.  Increase accessibility and 
attractiveness of alternative 
transportation 

3.  Integrate public into 
planning process at all 
stages 

4.  Improve integration of 
efforts between City, 
provincial and federal 
departments 

• Solicit and use public input at 
all stages of planning 

• Improve access for all modes 
of transportation 

• Reduce impact of vehicular 
inter-city through traffic 

• Improve safety of alternative 
transportation modes 

• Consider environmental 
impacts and accountability 

• Improve integration of 
alternative transportation 
methods within City 
departments 

 Implement Transportation ٱ
Advisory Committee 

 Develop a carbon dioxide planning ٱ
target 

 Assess and compare all ٱ
environmental impacts 

 Improve bicycle, pedestrian and ٱ
mass transit access to University 

 Modify intersection designs to be ٱ
more pedestrian friendly 

 Encourage increased pedestrian ٱ
travel in core 

  Increase quality of bicycle safety ٱ
 Improve public transport system ٱ
 Reduce impacts associated with ٱ

trucks 
 Maximize use of Guelph Junction ٱ

Railway 
 Redirect traffic to improve intercity ٱ

links 



 
Goals Objectives Suggestion Checklist 

Waste Management 
1.  Minimize and eliminate need 

for landfills through 3R 
program  

2.  Shift community attitudes 
toward waste 
generation/disposal 

3.  Minimize environmental 
impacts of landfill use 

4.  Ensure proper disposal and 
awareness of household 
hazardous waste 

5.  Create financially self-
sufficient waste 
management system 

6.  Increase public involvement 

• Improve public input and 
education programs 

• Improve viability of waste 
management alternatives 

• Increase accessibility of 3R 
programs to all sectors 

• Continue work with each sector 
to reduce waste 

• Achieve best management and 
disposal of household 
hazardous waste 

• Minimize environmental 
degradation of landfills 

• Determine and assign true costs 
of waste management to 
users 

 

-Re-examine benefits of multi ٱ
stream waste collection 

 Provide more facilities for ٱ
recycling 

 Assess expanding items acceptable ٱ
for recycling 

 Place recycle bins next to public ٱ
trash cans 

-Establish another recycling drop ٱ
off depot 

 Help stores to make consumers ٱ
reduce waste 

 Establish salvage facility for used ٱ
goods 

 Expand current goods exchange ٱ
day 

 Assist industry on waste and ٱ
packaging audits 

 Expand publicity programs in IC&I ٱ
sectors 

 Consider banning certain materials ٱ
from landfill 

 Endorse programs in the interest of ٱ
recycling 

 Provide all households with ٱ
composting ability 

 Expand landfill bans to include ٱ
yard waste 

 Create waste reduction incentives ٱ
for commercial and industrial 
sectors 

 Evaluate university’s potential for ٱ
composting 

 Develop safety and feasibility for ٱ
incineration 

 Expand paint exchange program ٱ
 Increase convenience of HHW ٱ

disposal 
 Increase information services to ٱ

HHW 
 Continue to monitor old landfills ٱ
 Continue with Landfill Search ٱ

Committee 
 Implement a user pay system for ٱ

waste 
 Establish role in recycling market ٱ
 Formalize public consultation ٱ

process 
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