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The CIW Subjective Wellbeing Survey
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The CIW Subjective Wellbeing Survey

CIW Across the Country WHAT IT IS and WHO BENEFITS

Rigorous and academically grounded
CIW at the National level report released every October to educate P
and advocate on wellbeing concepts as a
companion to national focus on GDP
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The CIW national report is adapted to the
CIW in the Provinces provincial level to inform progressive and
relevant policy development on wellbeing
in our distinct constituencies

Community-level survey focused on the
CIW in Communities wellbeing of residents and based on CIW
framework leading to civic engagement,
and improved services and policies

) An archive of CIW data for ongoing
CIW Data Repository monitoring of trends, research, and sharing

at the University of Waterloo of best practices to enable all Canadians to

achieve highest wellbeing
1/ CANADIAN
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Designing the survey

i the CIW framework was used as a guide with two principal
criteria for selecting questions:
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1. have counterparts to the CIW indicators gathered from national
surveys, and

2. Include valid measures from previous research linking aspects
of each domain to wellbeing

I” several original guestions were developed to focus on
community-based issues related to wellbeing

i~ draft survey was shared with City of Guelph and community
partners for their input and feedback

I survey was pilot tested to assess ease of completion and
understanding of question intent
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Administering the survey in Guelph
I approximately 9,000 E e %
randomly selected 1/ndex :
households

I personal invitation from
Mayor to participate in survey Guelph Community Wellbeing Survey —
by visiting online site

A preliminary report for
. . The City of Guelph
1~ option to request paper
version of the survey A Profile ot thie Welbeing of Guslph Resideats
71,401 usable surveys
returned (1,290 online, 111
Canadian Index of Wellbeing
p ap e r) University of Waterloo
I response rate ~ 15%
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The Results...

I the survey respondents shared a very similar demographic
profile to that reported in the most recent Census
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I the exceptions (but controlled for by weighting results):

1. somewhat more affluent
2. somewhat older on average
3. more women than men
I when certain results were compared to national surveys by

Statistics Canada, there were very similar patterns for
Guelph

¥ Conclusion: the Guelph survey results are highly
representative of all residents
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A Brief Profile of the Guelph Survey Respondents

14.8% 65+ years o4

70.2% work for pay
16.9% upper income

20.4% 65+ years /

67.7% work for pay
12.7% upper income

16.7% 65+ years
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33.8% 65+ years

_—""  56.2% work for pay

12.1% upper income

19.3% 65+ years

= 71.5% work for pay

74.1% work for pay

28.2% upper income
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11.9% upper income

27.1% 65+ years
59.3% work for pay
18.2% upper income



Overall Wellbeing of Guelph Residents

Neighbourhood as a place to live
Access to recreational and parks opportunities
Environmental quality of neighbourhood
Mental wellbeing

Personal relationships

Access to arts and cultural opportunities
Access to educational opportunities
Leisure time

Work situation

Physical wellbeing

Financial situation

Sense of belonging to this community

Honesty/transparency of the local government

1.0

20 3.0 4.0 5.0 6.0

Level of Satisfaction (7= extremely satisfied)

7.0



Community Vitality

Time Use — Demaocratic

Living \ Canadian
Standards E@ dJ? Index of
Wellbeing
Leisure and
Culture

Healthy Populations
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Percentage

by lower and upper household income EW |

30.0

25.0 -

20.0 -

15.0 -

10.0

5.0 41

0.0

Sense of belonging to the community

aUnder $40,000
@m$100,000+

26.8

Very weak 2

6 Very strong




Volunteering in past year E 7
53.4% of Guelph residents indicated they had volunteered 'vé:

in the past year...

Lower and Upper Household Income
Under $40,000 $100,000+

0
O Do not volunteer 409 /0 O Do not volunteer
52 ; 3 0/0 @\Volunteer @\Volunteer

... but almost equal percentages (76.8%) provided unpaid help to others




Residents who do not feel safe walking in their

neighbourhood after dark

13.8%
do not feel safe
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-
Participation in democratic engagement activities -

Participated in local charitable event 309

Participated in community event 249

Wrote letter to City official on local issue 20.4

Attended Ward/neighbourhood meeting 9.9

g
(&)}

Attended city planning meeting/open house

\l

Joined Facebook page on local issue 8

Wrote letter to Editor about local issue Fis

Attended City Council meeting 6.3

Participated in demonstration/protest 46

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0

Percentage



Above and below average democratic activity engagement
by Ward
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“Would take education courses,
but they are too expensive”

Lower and Upper Household Income

Under $40,000 $100,000+

mDisagree
OUndecided
mAgree

@ Disagree
OUndecided
BAgree

32.8%




Recycle materials

Conserve energy

Separate waste

Conserve water

Reduce household waste

Reuse materials

Purchase local foods

Walks/bikes/public transit

Participation in activities of
environmental concern
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@ All of the time
@ Regularly or more often

1

96.2
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Percentage agreeing quality of natural environment
in neighbourhood is very high/ﬁy Ward

I 1 e 75.4%
73.8%
70.4%
75.3%
79.5%
82.6%




Percentage

Self-reported physical and mental health
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Self-reported physical and mental health
by lower and upper household income
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Self-reported physical and mental health
as very good or excellent by Ward

A 730
1 - OPhysical Health 1.2
= OMental Health
| I — 65.7
690 Fomon - O e 042
61.3
08.4 57.8
@ 95.3 55.1
& 550 - f------ B —— Sl
c
S 50.9 50.7
o 47.7
Q
45.0 4-
35.0 +-
25.0
1 2 3 4 5 6

Ward



Ratings of quality and accessibility of health care
services as very good or excellent by Ward
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by Ward
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Percentage using recreation and cutural facilities at
least sometimes in previous year by income group

Local park

Public library

Performing arts facility
Multi-purpose recreation centre
Historic site in Guelph

Sports fields

Arena

Swimming pool

Outdoor skating rink

Splash pads or wading pools @ $100,000+

@ Under $40,000

Visual arts facility

0.0 10.0 20.0 30.0 40.0 50.0 60.0 70.0 80.0 90.0 100.0



Percentage agreeing on aspects of accessibility* of ¢
recreation and cutural facilities by income group §

94.8

Local park nearby to home 86.0 i
| - T a3 e
Recreation/cultural facilities easy to get to 633 : : :
. 67.5 | E i
Places nearby to take classes of interest 589 B i i |
Recreation/cultural facilities are welcoming ;
Recreation programmes at convenient times
Childcare is nearby if needed
o i | i i " m$100,000+

Cost prevents participation 34 4 . @Under $40,000

0.0 100 200 300 400 500 600 700 80.0 900 1000

* Percentage of respondents who agreed, strongly agreed, or very strongly agreed



Typical hours worked per week by income group /:
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Inability to pay for things at least once in
past year by income group

Not enough money for wanted things

64.9i
Not enough money for needed things
Could not pay bills on time
Ate less because not enough money I é-$100,ocio+
5 ;IUnder $;4o,ooo
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Time Use — where time is being allocated

Average amount of time being spent per week ...

Caring for children in the family — 41.8 hours
Caring for children not in family — 1.7 hours
Caring for older/dependent family member — 11.8 hours
Caring for older/dependent neighbour/friend — 1.1 hours

Hours per week working at main job — 38.0 hours
Hours per week working at other jobs — 2.7 hours
Hours spent sleeping per day — 7.1 hours

Minutes per day spent commuting to work — 21.8 minutes



Overall wellbeing of Guelph residents by income group

Neighbourhood as a place to live
Access to recreational and parks opportunities
Environmental quality of neighbourhood
Mental wellbeing

Personal relationships

Access to arts and cultural opportunities
Access to educational opportunities
Leisure time

Work situation

Physical wellbeing

Financial situation

Sense of belonging to this community

Honesty/transparency of the local government
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Summary...

I the overall wellbeing of Guelph residents is quite good, comparable
to other parts of Canada
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I Guelph residents are most similar in their impressions of aspects
related to the Environment, Democratic Engagement, Education, and
Time Use

I Guelph residents are most dissimilar in their impressions of aspects
related to the Living Standards, Healthy Populations, Leisure and
Culture, and Community Vitality

I These dissimilarities are in part linked to equality of access, as
relfected in:

* gaps between lower and upper income households
* differences in real and perceived access based on location (Ward)
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Canadian Index of Wellbeing

Bryan Smale, Ph.D.

Director
smale@uwaterloo.ca

For more information: www.ciw.ca
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