
    

     

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO 
ADMINISTRATION AND FINANCE COMMITTEE 

MINUTES 
 

Tuesday, November 6, 2012 
11:10 a.m. 

 Regional Council Chamber  
150 Frederick Street, Kitchener, Ontario 

 
 
Present were: Chair T. Galloway, L. Armstrong, J. Brewer, T. Cowan*, D. Craig, R. 
Deutschmann, J. Haalboom, R. Kelterborn, G. Lorentz, C. Millar, J. Mitchell, K. Seiling and S. 
Strickland* and C. Zehr 
 
Members absent: B. Halloran and J. Wideman 
 
DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST UNDER THE MUNICIPAL CONFLICT OF 
INTEREST ACT 
 
None declared 
 
DELEGATIONS 
 
a) David White and Richard Cooper, the producers of the Waterloo Region Air Show appeared 
before the Committee and made a request regarding funding of expenses associated with the 
show; a copy of their presentation is appended to the original minutes. 
 
D. White summarized the benefits of the annual show to the Region of Waterloo.  He outlined 
the financial circumstances and the losses carried by the producers, citing poor weather 
conditions as a significant factor.  He provided an overview of the Tourism Ontario statistics for 
the past several years and commented that the annual show has been a significant attraction in 
the Region.  
 
* S. Strickland joined the meeting at 11:13 a.m. 
 
D. White advised that an application has been made to the provincial government for funding of 
the 2013 event and that the local Member of Provincial Parliament (MPP) has offered to assist; 
meetings with other MPPs are pending and the producers have secured the services of a 
professional fundraiser.  The producers requested that the Region withdraw the invoices for 
2012 services ($16,000) and also refund fees paid by the producers for the 2011 show 
($75,430). 
 
D. White responded to Committee questions regarding plans for the 2013 show and the 2012 
statement of expenses, stating that while the statement of expenses weren’t included with their 
submission, they would provide this information to the Committee members. He also responded 
to Committee questions regarding the calculation of municipal taxes paid in relation to the event. 
There was general agreement of the Committee that a complete set of financial statements 
would be required before any Regional decision could be finalized. 
 
D. White responded to a Committee question regarding the disposition of any potential future 
profits, advising that it’s not their intention to have a profit, given the scope of the event.  R. 
Cooper stated that the intention is to establish a contingency fund and then adjust other factors 
to maintain sustainability. 
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K. Seiling reminded the delegation and the Committee members that requests for community 
event funds are normally handled this through the Economic Development Promotion (EDP) 
Committee budget. In addition, the fiscal budget books for 2011 are closed.  He suggested that 
if Council wishes to allocate additional funds to the EDP budget for 2013, they can choose to do 
so. 
 
The Committee discussed the matter of refunding monies previously received from event 
organizers and the concern for setting precedents.  Chair T. Galloway suggested that staff be 
directed to review this request and, specifically, to review the issue of granting to a for-profit 
organization.  
 
Mike Murray, Chief Administrative Officer, stated that staff can look into this matter further to 
determine the feasibility of granting the request and will report back to the next Committee 
meeting. 
 
MOTION TO GO INTO CLOSED SESSION 
 
MOVED by L. Armstrong 
SECONDED by C. Millar 
 
THAT a closed meeting of the Community Services, Administration and Finance and Planning 
and Works Committees be held on Tuesday, November 6, 2012 at approximately 11:30 a.m. in 
the Waterloo County Room, in accordance with Section 239 of the Municipal Act, 2001, for the 
purposes of considering the following subject matters: 
 

a) receiving of legal advice and opinion that is subject to solicitor-client privilege related to 
an agreement 

b) litigation or potential litigation and receiving of legal advice and opinion that is subject to 
solicitor-client privilege related to a contract 

c) proposed or pending acquisition of land in the City of Kitchener 
d) proposed or pending acquisition of land in the City of Kitchener 

 
CARRIED 
 

MOTION TO RECONVENE INTO OPEN SESSION 
 
MOVED by L. Armstrong 
SECONDED by C. Millar 
 
THAT the Committee reconvene into Open Session at 12:15 p.m. 
 
 CARRIED 
 
REPORTS - Finance 
 
a) F-12-094 Request to Adjust and Defer Collection of Regional Development Charges – 

Cambridge Cultural Society 
 
Chair T. Galloway advised that the Cambridge Cultural Society members were informed of the 
meeting but have not sent any representation.  Regional Chair K. Seiling stated that the Region 
needs to be consistent in dealing with such matters and ensure that we treat this request in the 
same manner as we’ve treated others in the past. 
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MOVED by K. Seiling 
SECONDED by R. Kelterborn 
 
THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo take no action on the request of the Cambridge 
Cultural Society to adjust and defer the collection of Regional Development Charges payable for 
its proposed development of a community centre in Cambridge, all as described in Report F-12-
094. 
 
 CARRIED 
 
b) F-12-092 Procurement & Supply Services Program Review Update 
 
Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer, introduced Charles Whitlock, Director, Procurement & 
Supply Services, who outlined the outcomes of the six (6) previously recommended tasks and 
the status of the inventory system upgrade.  
 
Received for information 
 
c) F-12-093/CR-FM-12-019/E-12-113 Procurement & Supply Services Program Review 

Update Prequalification Process 
 
C. Whitlock reported on the criteria currently used by the Region. He outlined the research and 
consultation undertaken by staff to gain insight about the option of prequalifying subcontractors. 
He stated that the current Regional practice has been proven to be successful to date and that 
staff recommends that this process be continued. 
 
S. Strickland expressed his concerns with maintaining the status quo and suggested that it 
would be beneficial for the Region to conduct a pilot project on a complex project and request 
more rigorous prequalification testing to include subcontractors. He requested an amendment to 
the recommendation for a pilot project where subcontractors would also be prequalified; the 
Committee was in agreement with the proposed amendment. 
 
MOVED by K. Seiling 
SECONDED by D. Craig 
 
THAT the Regional Municipality of Waterloo adopt the guidelines for pre-qualification of general 
and sub-contractors as set out in Report F-12-093/CR-FM-12-019/E-12-113, dated November 6, 
2012; 
 
AND THAT staff report back to Committee on a recommended pilot project where the general, 
electric and mechanical contractors, at a minimum, are prequalified, and where the results are 
reviewed and compared with project of similar scope where the sub-contractors weren’t 
prequalified. 
 

CARRIED, as amended 
 
* T. Cowan joined the meeting at 12:32 p.m. 
 
In response to a Committee comment about how a pilot project might be selected, M. Murray 
indicated that based upon the request, staff will review the list of capital projects and will find 
one where subcontractors could prequalify. He stated that a report will come back to the 
Committee with a suggested pilot project. 
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d) F-12-095 OMBI 2011 Performance Benchmarking Report 
 
C. Dyer made introductory comments and copies of the 2011 Partnering for Service Excellence 
Performance Measurement Report were distributed to Committee members; a copy is 
appended to the original minutes. 
 
The Committee commented on the data regarding Emergency Medical Services response times 
and the inclusion of data from municipalities outside Ontario. In response to a request for data 
about new construction projects, M. Murray advised that staff can review the measures reported 
on for OMBI and determine which other reports our municipality could be participating in. 
 
In response to a Committee question about available information regarding the processes that 
other municipalities are engaged in to reduce hospital offload delays, John Prno, Chief, 
Emergency Medical Services, stated that success rates are determined by a broad range of 
variables in each municipality and that a report hasn’t been produced on this issue. 
 
Received for information 
 
REPORTS – Corporate Resources 
 
e) CR-FM-12-013/PH-12-035 Downtown Kitchener EMS Station Project 

 
MOVED by K. Seiling 
SECONDED by S. Strickland 
 
THAT report CR-FM-12-013/PH-12-035, Downtown Kitchener EMS Station Project, be deferred 
to a future Committee meeting. 

 
CARRIED 

 
f) P-12-119 Public Art for Grand River Transit Operations Centre Strasburg Road 
 
K. Seiling suggested that this issue go back to staff as Council may wish to consider an 
investment of public art at the heart of the developing Transit Hub rather than the recommended 
location. He also noted that regardless of the location, this public art project has no levy impact. 
 
The Committee discussed investments in public art and the current financial limitations and the 
urgent community needs for social service programs. Chair T. Galloway indicated that the 
discussion should focus on Council’s contribution to the Public Art Reserve Fund and not 
specifically to this particular project. 
 
Lucille Bish, Director, Community Services, gave an overview of how the monies are allocated 
to the Public Art Reserve Fund. 
 
K. Seiling suggested that the matter be set aside until after the 2013 budget is completed, at 
which time an appropriate location for the public art can also be discussed. 
 
MOVED by K. Seiling 
SECONDED by J. Mitchell 
 
THAT report P-12-119, Public Art for Grand River Transit Operations Centre Strasburg Road, 
be deferred until after the 2013 budget process has been completed. 
 
 CARRIED 
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OTHER BUSINESS 
 
a) Council Enquires and Requests for Information Tracking List 
 
Received for information 
 
b) The Committee acknowledged C. Whitlock for receiving a Grand River Trails Association 

award. 
 
NEXT MEETING – November 27, 2012 
 
ADJOURN 
 
MOVED by L. Armstrong 
SECONDED by T. Cowan 
 
THAT the meeting adjourn at 12:57 p.m. 
 
 CARRIED 
 
 
 
COMMITTEE CHAIR, T. Galloway 
 
 
COMMITTEE CLERK, S. Natolochny 
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R  f  A iR  f  A iRequest for AssistanceRequest for Assistance

 The Waterloo Air Show brings many benefits 
to the Airport, Region, and area residents:
◦ Positive exposure of the airport to area residents
◦ Offers public access to approx 40,000 residents to 

see aircraft and the airport like no other time of p
year
◦ Showcases the airport in a positive light rather than 

that of a noisy neighbor
◦ Opportunity for Region to highlight one of its 

greatest assets
◦ Ability to highlight to Regional residents, the 

availability of travel directly from CYKF Airport

Community BenefitCommunity Benefit

◦ Ability to demonstrate to businesses, one of the 
great benefits of locating in Waterloo Region: close 
proximity to a major airport

 Waterloo Airshow Inc. employs one full-time 
person year-round as Executive Manager

 More than 250 area residents, air cadets and 
service club members volunteer at varying 
levels throughout the yearlevels throughout the year

 The Air Show provides veterans with free 
admittance and a centre-stage area to set up 
a private hospitality tent for them and their 
families

 The air show arranges community visits by 
the Snowbirds and other performers to local 

Community ImpactCommunity Impact

the Snowbirds and other performers to local 
schools/libraries/museums, allowing area 
children, parents and educators to interact 
with them

 David White and Richard Cooper have 
produced the Waterloo Air show for the 
past 2 years. They are private business 
owners with a love of aviation and desire 
to give back to the communityto give back to the community

 The 2011 show had marginal weather and 
saw a deficit of $100,000.00

 The 2012 show had abysmal weather and 
saw a deficit of $250,000.00

 These losses borne entirely by the 2 

Financial HistoryFinancial History

y y
producers

 2012 show took place on the only bad 
weather weekend in June or July
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 Payments to the Region of Waterloo, by 
Waterloo Airshow Inc. for the 2011 
show(Police, Fire, Ambulance, GRT and 
Works) Totalled $75,439.79) $ ,

 Invoices to Waterloo Airshow Inc for the 
2012 show total $16,000 (unpaid pending 
this discussion)

Financial History Financial History Con’tCon’t

 Tourism Ontario provides the following financial 
impact figures (actual reports available for review at 
any time):

 2010 (based on WWFC data)
◦ Total Visitors Spending: $8.3M
◦ Jobs: 114
◦ Total Taxes: $3.6M

 2011 (Waterloo Airshow Inc. data)
◦ Total Visitors Spending: $2.2 M
◦ Jobs: 28
◦ Total Taxes: $800,000

 2012 (Waterloo Airshow Inc. data)
◦ Total Visitors Spending: $0.5M
◦ Jobs: 6

T t l T  $200 000

Economic Impact Economic Impact 

◦ Total Taxes: $200,000
 It is our belief that given average weather, the Air 

Show will bring in excess of $3.9M to Waterloo 
Region

 We have prepared a Celebrate Ontario 
application with the help of Provincial 
assets to secure Provincial funding

 We have met with MPP Michael Harris and 
t d i t  hi h h  i  ff irequested assistance which he is offering

 We are scheduled to meet with MP Harold 
Albrecht to make the same request Nov 
13

 We have secured the services of a 
professional fund raiser for the 2013 

Corrective actionCorrective action

p
event who will secure sponsorship funding 
from the community for 2013

 We are here to ask for a hand up from the 
Region

 We respectfully request the withdrawal of  
invoices from the Region for 2012 services invoices from the Region for 2012 services 
($16,000)

 Further we are asking for the fees paid in 
2011 be returned to Waterloo Airshow 
Inc. ($75,430.79)

 In exchange for this, the Producers will, of 

SummarySummary

g
course, guarantee the continuance of the 
event for 2013
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 We would like to emphasize that we are 
extremely appreciative of the support we 
have, and do receive from the Region of 
Waterloo, and would like to stress that ,
this presentation, in no way, should be 
interpreted as anything other than a 
request for help.

Summary Summary Con’tCon’t

Member Questions?

Thank you

QuestionsQuestions
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OMBI PARTNERS 

  Letter 
 

September 2012 
 
 

We are pleased to present the 2011 Performance Measurement Report prepared by the Ontario Municipal Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI). This year, the report 
contains results and comments, where appropriate, for 22 municipal service areas. In addition, results for 10 other services area can be found at www.ombi.ca.    

 

OMBI is a partnership of 16 municipalities – 14 from the Province of Ontario, one from Alberta and another from Manitoba.  Working together, the partnership 
collects data, measures services and shares ideas. The data, which is considered OMBI’s “bread and butter”, provides a credible source for municipalities to 
measure and compare how efficiently and effectively services are delivered. The data not only acts as a jump off point to identify opportunities to improve 
services, but can help Councils and staff make informed decisions and/or set policy based on service quality, levels and cost. 

 

But OMBI strives to go beyond data.  The true value of OMBI, for municipalities, lies in the opportunity for staff to network, learn and share knowledge and 
promote a culture of continuous improvement.  This movement towards a think-tank, in partnership with two Ontario-based universities, is just one way 
municipalities are responding to the challenges faced today. 

 

The commitment and hard work of our municipal staff serving on the OMBI Management Committee, in the OMBI Program Office and as Expert Panel 
members must be commended.  It is a reflection of the overall commitment of our respective municipalities to provide value for money to our communities.  
The magnitude of collaboration keeps OMBI relevant and true to its Vision “to be a leader in advancing municipal service delivery”. 
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SECTION I 

Overview 
    
  

What is OMBI? 
The Ontario Municipal Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI) is a partnership of 
16 municipalities collecting data on approximately 900 measures across 
37 municipal service areas with the goal of identifying better practices 
leading to improved service delivery to residents within their respective 
communities. 

The initiative is led by Chief Administrative Officers and City Managers 
who form the OMBI Board. There are currently 13 partners represented 
on the OMBI Board, in addition to 3 Associate non-Board partners. 

Considered to be a leader in municipal performance measurement, 
OMBI partners collaborate on the development of performance 
measures used to benchmark municipal services. This work is 
fundamental to determining what to measure and how to measure it; 
and in turn, OMBI has developed a rich dataset providing the basis for 
discussion and a better understanding of municipal services and delivery 
models.   

As the partners have discovered, the data: 

• acts as the catalyst for initiating further review; 

• helps to identify better or best practices; 

• provides a baseline for service improvements and efficiencies; 

• assists Council, Senior Management, Staff and Citizens to 

understand how their municipality is performing over time and in 

relation to others; and 

• supports fact-based informed decision-making and/or policy 

setting based on service quality, quantity and cost.  

 

However, the OMBI partnership extends beyond the results. OMBI is, 
developing into a think-tank for its partner municipalities. As a resource, 
OMBI provides a venue for experts in the field to discuss topical issues  

 

affecting their work and to share documents or processes without 
recreating the wheel.  Experts are given the opportunity to test 
processes, look for better practices, conduct research, work on case 
studies, and answer business questions relevant to municipal issues. As 
the saying goes, “Two heads are better than one”, OMBI has proven 
there are advantages to having 16 partners looking at ways to improve 
municipal services. 

How do we work together?   

Each Chief Administrative Officer or City Manager identifies a Municipal 
Lead to sit on the OMBI Management Committee. Their role is to 
represent the interest of their respective municipality and determine 
practices and processes that drive the initiative. The Municipal Lead also 
serves as a conduit within their municipality to coordinate the annual 
OMBI Data Call, support internal experts and is responsible for 
facilitating various Expert Panels. 

Currently, there are 35 Expert Panels collecting data in 37 municipal 
services, and each panel consists of staff with expertise in the particular 
service area. They meet throughout the year to develop their respective 
measure decks, refine technical definitions, and also to learn, network 
and exchange information. 

The Financial Advisory Panel (FAP), comprised of representatives from 
each municipality, ensures cost data is collected in a consistent manner. 
The group provides guidance to the OMBI program on cost measures 
and Financial Information Return (FIR) issues. 

The role of the Expert Panels and FAP is critical to the success of OMBI. 
The OMBI Management Committee relies heavily on their expertise to 
ensure the right municipal data is being collected resulting in quality 
comparative data.  

 More information about specific roles and responsibilities can be found 
at www.ombi.ca . 
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Who are the OMBI 
Partners? 
OMBI partners consist of single-tier and upper-
tier municipalities. A single-tier municipality is 
responsible for providing most, if not all, 
services to its residents; and an upper-tier 
municipality is a District or Regional 
government that shares service responsibilities 
with lower-tier municipalities within its 
boundaries. Lower-tier municipalities could 
include towns, cities, townships and villages.  

 

OMBI currently has ten (10) single-tier and six 
(6) upper-tier partners. 

 

OMBI also collaborates with several agencies, 
associations and organizations to further its 
vision of becoming a leader in advancing 
municipal service delivery.  

A full list of external partnerships can be found 
at www.ombi.ca . 

 

 

 

 

OMBI Partners 

 

Population 

 

Number of 
Households 

 

Geographic 
Area  

(Sq. Km) 

 

Population 
Density  

(per Sq. Km)         

SINGLE - TIER 

Barrie* 141,000 52,200 101 1,400 

Calgary* 1,090,936 422,290 848 1,286 

Greater Sudbury 160,300 73,312 3,627 44 

Hamilton 531,057 212,262 1,128 471 

London 366,150 167,570 423 865 

Ottawa 927,118 382,873 2,791 332 

Thunder Bay 108,359 49,547 328 330 

Toronto 2,790,200 1,097,600 634 4,401 

Windsor 210,891 86,144 147 1,436 

Winnipeg* 691,800 281,702 478 1,446 

UPPER - TIER 

Durham 636,915 222,300 2,537 251 

Halton 493,045 178,232 969 509 

Muskoka 61,700 47,500 3,826 16 

Niagara 445,363 190,150 1,896 235 

Waterloo 553,000 196,420 1,382 400 

York 1,085,588 325,831 1,776 611 

 

* Denotes Associate Partner 
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partners who collect data in a particular service area will be listed on the graphs (this is different 
than previous reports). The absence of results is further explained on the “Who Reports What” 
chart. 

“Who Reports  What” identifies if a municipality: 
 

o collects data for a particular service and  the results are presented in the report; 
 

o does not provide the service and/or collects data for a particular service area; or  
 

o collects data but the results do not appear in the 2011 Performance Measurement 
Report. 

 
Three years of data is shown wherever possible for both financial and non-financial measures. 

In 2009, newly legislated standards for financial reporting were implemented. This changed the 
way in which operating costs were calculated and it is for this reason results prior to 2009 may not 
be comparable.  

In addition, tangible capital asset reporting resulted in the introduction of OMBI Total Cost 
measures, which include operating costs plus amortization. This is most prevalent in capital 
intensive service areas. 

In 2009, the City of Toronto and the City of Windsor experienced municipal labour disruptions. This 
impacted their results for a number of measures under multiple service areas and as such, the results 
for 2009 may not be comparable to prior and/or current data, or against other municipalities. 

The 2011 OMBI Performance Measurement Report is a comparative report and does not attempt to 
provide an evaluation of, or explanation for each municipality’s results. Questions about specific 
results should be directed to the respective municipality through the Municipal Lead or the Program 
Office. 

Results reported in the 2011 Performance Measurement Report were downloaded from the OMBI 
Data Warehouse on August 14, 2012. 

Tools, Practices and 
Processes 
In order to support the overall benchmarking 
model and the implementation of the 
performance measurement framework, OMBI has 
developed a number of practices and processes 
that contribute directly to its continued success, 
including: 

• Data Dictionaries and Influencing Factors 
• Data Warehouse  
• Data Collection Protocols 
• Indirect Costing Methodology 
• Data Sharing and Public Reporting 

Protocol 
• Peer Review Process 

 

OMBI follows a 7-step benchmarking 
methodology which forms the annual cycle of 
design, measurement, analysis/peer review and 
action to improve services. 

 The cycle supports the goals of OMBI and can be 
found at www.ombi.ca . 

 

Understanding the 
Content 
OMBI has developed NEW reporting software 
that links our website and data warehouse. This is 
the foundation for future performance 
measurement reporting; however due to 
technical limitations at time of printing, all  
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How to Read the Graphs
The graphs are designed to show how 
participating municipalities compare with each 
other on selected service measures. Results for 
2011 are shown along with comparative results 
from 2010 and 2009, where available. 

Question: Identifies what the graph is 
showing, i.e. number of, cost of, total of… 

Figure Number and Name of 
Measure: Refers to figure number in order of 
appearance by service area and refers to the 
official measure name as per the OMBI Data 
Warehouse, i.e. Fig.11.1 – Number of Paid 
Parking Spaces Managed per 100,000 
Population 

Unit of Measure (y axis): Refers to the 
unit of measure, e.g. dollars, percent, number 

Year: Identifies the reporting year  

 

 

 

  1 

  2 

  3 

  4 

Result: Identifies the result as provided 
by each partner reporting data for any one 
measure. If the result of a municipality does 
NOT appear in a graph, N/A will be displayed 
and it can mean one of the following: 

• municipality does not provide the 
service 

• municipality did not have data 
available at time of download 

• municipality did not collect data for 
that year 

• municipality collects data however 
results do not appear in report (this 
applies to partners who participated in 
data collection in a service area for the 
first time in 2011) 
 

Median Line: The median is the number 
in the middle of a set of data, i.e. if you had the 
numbers 1, 3, 5, 7 and 9, the median is 5. 

 Source and Measure Type: Identifies 
the measure number and type of measure 
based on OMBI framework, e.g. PRKG205 
(Service Level) 

 

5

6

7

 Municipal Abbreviations: 
BAR City of Barrie 

CAL City of Calgary 

DUR Region of Durham 

HAL Halton Region 

HAM City of Hamilton 

LON City of London 

MUSK District of Muskoka 

NIAG Niagara Region

OTT City of Ottawa 

SUD City of Greater Sudbury 

TBAY City of Thunder Bay 

TOR City of Toronto 

WAT Region of Waterloo 

WIND City of Windsor 

WINN City of Winnipeg 

YORK York Region 

MED Median Value

 
Influencing Factors 
Recognizing the uniqueness of each municipality, 
e.g. population, geographic size, organizational 
form, government type, etc., their results are 
influenced to varying degrees by a number of 
factors. These factors as they relate to the 2011 
results are included in each service area and 
should be considered when reviewing the results. 

 
Additional Information 
Within each service area, additional information 
may be included to help the reader better 
understand the service, any changes to the 
service, e.g. legislative changes;  how results are 
calculated; and/or specific information about a 
municipality. 

78
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How many parking spaces do municipalities provide?

Fig 11.1 Number of Paid Parking Spaces Managed per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  1,909    1,326  809  762  1,229  1,055  1,462  2,068  954  1,229 

2010  1,901  1,301  1,374  430  764  1,256  1,055  1,540  2,076  805  1,279 

2011  1,602  1,331  1,342  819  728  1,250  2,895  1,537  2,108  789  1,337 

 
Source: PRKG205 (Service Level)  

Comment: Thunder Bay provides most of the parking in five distinct business areas because there is no zoning requirements for businesses to provide their own 
customer and staff parking zones. 

 
  

1 

2 

3 

4 

6 

8 
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For More Information 
For more information about OMBI, or if you have specific questions regarding the results presented in the report, please contact your Municipal Lead or the 
OMBI Program Office or visit our website at  www.ombi.ca . 
 

City of BARRIE  Ed Archer earcher@barrie.ca 
City of CALGARY  Cindy Lucas cindy.lucas@calgary.ca 
Region of DURHAM  Heather Benson heather.benson@durham.ca 
  Mary Simpson mary.simpson@durham.ca 
City of GREATER SUDBURY Sue McCullough sue.mccullough@greatersudbury.ca 
HALTON Region  Rick Cockfield richard.cockfield@halton.ca 
City of HAMILTON  Lisa Zinkewich lisa.zinkewich@hamilton.ca 
City of LONDON  Rosanna Wilcox rwilcox@london.ca 
District of MUSKOKA  Sharon Donald sdonald@muskoka.ca 
NIAGARA Region  Kristen Maddalena kristen.maddalena@niagararegion.ca 
City of OTTAWA  Dan Deparolis dan.deparolis@ottawa.ca 
City of THUNDER BAY  Don Crupi dcrupi@thunderbay.ca 
City of TORONTO  Lorne Turner lturner@toronto.ca 
Region of WATERLOO  Allan Wong awong@regionofwaterloo.ca 
City of WINDSOR  Natasha Couvillon ombi@city.windsor.on.ca 
City of WINNIPEG  Ken Nawolsky knawolsky@winnipeg.ca 
YORK Region  Andrea Reid andrea.reid@york.ca 

 

PROGRAM OFFICE 
Program Manager Connie Wheeler connie.wheeler@hamilton.ca  905-540-5779 
Administrative Coordinator Sue Buchanan sue.buchanan@hamilton.ca  905-546-2424 
Technical Advisor Steve Dickie     steve.dickie@ottawa.ca 

 
MAILING ADDRESS 
Ontario Municipal Benchmarking Initiative, c/o The City of Hamilton, 71 Main Street West, Hamilton, ON   L8P 4Y5 
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Who Reports What – Direct Services 
The chart below identifies each partner’s participation in 2011 in a particular service area. Service provision differs between municipalities; therefore not all 
partners participate and/or collect data in all service areas. Please refer to legend for further explanation. 
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Building Permits & Inspection                 
By-law                 
Child Care                 
Culture                 
Emergency Hostels                 
Emergency Medical Services                 
Fire                 
General Government                 
Libraries                 
Long Term Care                 
Parking                 
Parks                 
Planning                 
Police                 
Roads                 
Social Assistance                 
Social Housing                 
Sports  and  Recreation                 
Transit                 
Waste Management                 
Wastewater                 
Water                 
 

LEGEND Municipality collects data and 
results appears in report 

Municipality does not provide 
service and/or collect data 

Municipality collects data but 
results do not appear in report 
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Building Permits and Inspections Services 

How many building permits were issued? 

Fig 1.1 Number of Building Permits Issued 

 

2011  1,253  20,659  4,529  3,272  7,235  2,091  1,282  14,905  2,750  N/A  3,272 

 

Source: BLDG206 (Service Level) 
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How many new residential dwelling units were created? 

Fig 1.2 New Residential Units Created per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  197  583  225  392  641  685  167  431  63  N/A  392 

2010  385  675  435  525  748  281  238  601  110  N/A  435 

2011  293  926  345  341  758  408  355  493  127  N/A  355 

 

Source: BLDG221 (Service Level) 

Note: Includes residential units of all types, e.g. houses, apartments, etc.  

Comment: This is an economic indicator that highlights development trends in a municipality. Typically, there is a correlation between the number of new 
residential dwelling units, population growth and the overall economic growth of a municipality. 
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What is the dollar value of construction activity? 

Fig 1.3 Construction Value of Total Building Permits Issued per Capita 

 

2009  $2,580  $3,485  $1,292  $1,515  $1,978  $2,522  $653  $1,883  $1,088  N/A  $1,883 

2010  $1,740  $2,786  $2,056  $1,939  $2,091  $1,798  $1,386  $2,417  $1,234  N/A  $1,939 

2011  $2,878  $4,151  $1,394  $2,754  $1,962  $2,026  $1,178  $2,629  $870  N/A  $2,026 

 

Source: BLDG235 (Service Level) 
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How much does it cost to conduct reviews of construction plans, issue building permits, conduct inspections 
and enforce the Building Code Act and regulations? 

Fig 1.4 Operating Cost of Building Permits and Inspection Services per $1,000 in Construction Value 

 

2010  $7.52  $6.71  $6.53  $5.76  $10.23  $9.09  $15.84  $7.17  $14.09  N/A  $7.52 

2011  $8.20  $5.27  $9.60  $4.27  $9.89  $9.67  $10.50  $6.30  $21.46  N/A  $9.60 

 

Source: BLDG325M (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation does not include amortization. 
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By-Law and Enforcement Services 

How many specified by-law complaints are received? 

Fig 2.1 Number of Specified By-Law Complaints per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  1,374  N/A  1,988  928  2,735  741  938  1,147  1,593  N/A  1,261 

2010  1,543  N/A  2,001  1,341  2,700  580  786  1,621  2,935  N/A  1,582 

2011  1,463  N/A  2,396  N/A  2,703  838  693  1,884  2,756  N/A  1,884 

 

Source: BYLW205 (Service Level) 

Note: “Specified by-laws” include noise, property standards, yard maintenance and zoning by-laws only.  

Comment: The variation in results reflect local enforcement practices and specific conditions, e.g. introduction of new by-laws, new 3-1-1 service, work 
stoppages, etc. Also, in some municipalities, noise complaints are handled by Police Services and not municipal staff. 

   



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    BY-LAW AND ENFORCEMENT SERVICES  23  

How many inspections are performed on complaints? 

Fig 2.2 Total Number of Inspections per Specified By-Law Complaint 

 

2009  2.24  N/A  1.66  2.46  N/A  1.11  2.81  1.99  2.54  N/A  2.24 

2010  2.14  N/A  1.62  2.37  N/A  1.50  3.55  2.10  2.77  N/A  2.14 

2011  2.62  N/A  1.60  N/A  N/A  1.62  3.57  2.00  2.31  N/A  2.16 

 

Source: BYLW226 (Service Level) 

Note: “Specified by-laws” include noise, property standards, yard maintenance and zoning by-laws only. 

Note: Ottawa does not track due to technology restrictions.  

Comment: Inspections are used to verify the validity of a complaint. Lower results may be a result of alternative methods, e.g. sending a letter, calling a 
citizen and/or following up in person. 
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What percent of residents complied with by-laws? 

Fig 2.3 Percent of Compliance to Specified By-Laws 

 

2009  97%  N/A  60%  38%  N/A  N/A  92%  96%  86%  N/A  89% 

2010  100%  N/A  76%  45%  N/A  N/A  87%  96%  86%  N/A  87% 

2011  98%  N/A  93%  N/A  N/A  98%  100%  97%  87%  N/A  98% 

 

Source: BYLW120 (Community Impact) 

Note: Specified by-laws include noise, property standards, yard maintenance and zoning by-laws only. 

Note: London does not report as they track data for 2 of the 4 by-laws only. 

Note: Ottawa does not report due to technology restrictions. 

Note: Greater Sudbury is reviewing 2010 and 2009 data therefore it does not appear in this report. 
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What percent of all by-law complaints pertained to specified by-laws? 

Fig 2.4 Percent of All By-Law Complaints represented by the Specified By-Laws 

 

2009  26%  N/A  67%  N/A  71%  37%  72%  88%  49%  N/A  67% 

2010  99%  N/A  69%  63%  70%  38%  77%  83%  60%  N/A  70% 

2011  100%  N/A  65%  N/A  70%  43%  67%  86%  53%  N/A  67% 

 

Source: BYLW207 (Service Level) 

Note: “Specified by-laws” refers to noise, property standards, yard maintenance and zoning by-laws.Comment: The results illustrates the wide variation in 
the number of by-laws enacted at the municipalities. 
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How much does it cost to enforce specified by-laws and animal control by-laws? 

Fig 2.5 Enforcement Operating Cost for Specified By-laws plus Animal Control per Capita 

 

2009  $1,586,907  N/A  $1,053,551  $873,237  $632,183  $600,797  $818,409  $1,056,562  $828,793  N/A  $851,015 

2010  $1,106,196  N/A  $1,338,386  $906,846  $655,884  $511,656  $738,148  $1,109,066  $1,204,560  N/A  $1,006,521 

2011  $1,035,159  N/A  $1,516,802  N/A  $705,604  $535,105  $453,626  $1,186,947  $1,215,239  N/A  $1,035,159 

 

Source: BYLW270 (Service Level) 

Note: This measure includes noise control, property standards, yard maintenance, zoning and animal control by-laws. 
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Child Care Services 

How many regulated child care spaces are available? 

Fig 3.1 Regulated Child Care Spaces in Municipality per 1,000 Children (12 and under) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  114  179  128  170  133  140  166  239  N/A  158  107  138  N/A  190  149 

2010  N/A  N/A  124  184  146  172  146  154  171  248  N/A  158  111  129  N/A  206  156 

2011  N/A  N/A  138  198  156  173  145  177  180  252  N/A  164  114  158  N/A  214  169 

 

Source: CHDC105 (Community Impact) 
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What percent of available spaces is subsidized? 

Fig 3.2 Percent of Spaces that are Subsidized. 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  16%  10%  29%  25%  14%  22%  28%  19%  N/A  43%  25%  18%  N/A  12%  21% 

2010  N/A  N/A  15%  11%  27%  26%  13%  22%  27%  20%  N/A  42%  27%  20%  N/A  9%  21% 

2011  N/A  N/A  12%  10%  26%  24%  14%  22%  24%  21%  N/A  42%  25%  18%  N/A  10%  22% 

 

Source: CHDC112 (Community Impact) 

Comment: The results illustrate that high demand can be indicative of the number of lower-income families requiring child care, e.g. Toronto. Refer to 
Figure 3.3 for more information. 

   



 

 

 

  

30 

What percent of children come from low-income families? 

Fig 3.3 Percent of Children in the Municipality (12 and under) that are LICO Children 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  11%  10%  26%  20%  7%  16%  15%  18%  N/A  33%  13%  12%  N/A  17%  16% 

2010  N/A  N/A  12%  10%  25%  20%  7%  16%  15%  18%  N/A  33%  13%  16%  N/A  17%  16% 

2011  N/A  N/A  12%  10%  26%  20%  8%  17%  15%  18%  N/A  34%  13%  18%  N/A  16%  17% 

 

Source: CHDC115 (Community Impact) 

Comment: Lower-income families tend to drive the demand for subsidized spaces for children 12 and under. 
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What is the total net  investment per child in the municipality? 

Fig 3.4 OMBI Total Net Cost per Child (12 and Under) in the Municipality (includes amortization) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $67  $98  $115  $132  $77  $105  $231  $130  N/A  $238  $96  $104  N/A  $87  $105 

2010  N/A  N/A  $84  $61  $109  $151  $111  $108  $214  $133  N/A  $267  $114  $94  N/A  $61  $110 

2011  N/A  N/A  $81  $131  $119  $134  $109  $122  $193  $128  N/A  $306  $107  $92  N/A  $87  $121 

 

Source: CHDC225T (Service Level) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: The majority of funding is from the province; however should a municipality chose to increase their spending, those additional dollars are 100% 
municipally funded. 
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How much does a subsidized child care space cost? 

Fig 3.5 Annual Child Care Cost per Normalized Subsidized Child Care Space 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $5,781  $6,130  $4,758 $5,059 $3,945 $5,547 $5,042 $4,848  N/A  $5,816 $4,824 $5,568 N/A  $5,231 $5,145 

2010  N/A  N/A  $5,953  $6,006  $4,975 $5,049 $4,327 $5,201 $5,168 $4,896  N/A  $5,770 $4,741 $5,362 N/A  $5,424 $5,185 

2011  N/A  N/A  $6,195  $6,557  $4,816 $5,252 $4,058 $5,209 $5,080 $4,920  N/A  $5,867 $4,803 $4,968 N/A  $5,484 $5,145 

 

Source: CHDC305 (Efficiency)  

Comment: The annual gross fee subsidy cost has been normalized to reflect the mix of age groups and required staff ratios. A high cost result could reflect 
a higher percent of spaces being directly operated by the municipality with higher wages or the higher cost of care in large urban cities. 
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Culture Services 

What amount of Arts grants are provided per resident? 

Fig 4.1 Arts Grants per Capita 

 

2009  $2.12  $4.49  $2.71  $3.26  $4.83  $3.26  $11.01  $6.25  $3.54  N/A  $3.54 

2010  $2.42  $4.64  $2.79  $3.24  $4.95  $3.41  $11.45  $6.41  $3.56  N/A  $3.56 

2011  $3.42  $4.62  $3.20  $3.37  $4.81  $3.36  $11.63  $6.47  $3.65  N/A  $3.65 

 

Source: CLTR110 (Community Impact)  

Comment: The direct municipal investment in arts funding is relative to a city's service delivery model, size of its arts community and its funding envelope. 
Thunder Bay's cost can be attributed to the fact they fund their ‘anchor’ organizations. e.g. Art Gallery, Community Auditorium, Theatre and Symphony via 
grants vs. municipally owned/operated facilities. 
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What is the operating cost to provide culture services? 

Fig 4.2 Culture Operating Cost including Grants per Capita 

 

2009  $13.16  $18.28  $39.17  $12.38  $26.19  $7.70  $16.98  $25.59  $6.97  N/A  $16.98 

2010  $11.05  $16.99  $36.43  $11.18  $25.25  $7.56  $18.52  $29.82  $8.39  N/A  $16.99 

2011  $17.61  $18.45  $43.19  $12.05  $26.60  $70.88  $17.03  $22.32  $8.11  N/A  $18.45 

 

Source: CLTR205 (Service Level) 

Note: Culture venues include art galleries, historical sites, cultural centers and museums. 

Note: Calculation does not include tourists. 

Comment: Although cultural services often attract participants beyond their municipal borders, the calculation does not include tourists in this population-
based measure.  Hamilton includes municipally owned facilities that are operated by others, specifically Hamilton Entertainment and Convention Facilities 
(HECFI) which includes COPPS Coliseum, Hamilton Place, The Studio and the Hamilton Convention Centre. 
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What is the total cost to provide culture services? 

Fig 4.3 OMBI Total Cost for Culture Services including Grants per Capita (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $17.68  N/A  N/A  N/A  $16.72 $18.46 N/A  N/A  $29.62 $7.86  $51.92 $26.65 N/A  $19.87 N/A  N/A  $19.17 

2010  $18.73  N/A  N/A  N/A  $16.90 $24.40 N/A  N/A  N/A  $7.58  $61.90 $31.09 N/A  $8.41  N/A  N/A  $18.73 

2011  $23.50  N/A  N/A  N/A  $20.88 $38.50 N/A  N/A  $29.87 $70.92  $63.05 $23.31 N/A  $9.44  N/A  N/A  $26.69 

 

Source: CLTR205T (Service Level) 

Note: Culture venues include art galleries, historical sites, cultural centres and museums. 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Although cultural services often attract participants beyond their municipal borders, the calculation does not include tourists in this population-
based measure.  Hamilton includes municipally owned facilities that are operated by others, specifically Hamilton Entertainment and Convention Facilities 
(HECFI) which includes COPPS Coliseum, Hamilton Place, The Studio and the Hamilton Convention Centre.  In 2011, Greater Sudbury provided a one-time 
heritage grant. 
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Emergency Hostel Services 

What is the supply of available beds? 

Fig 5.1 Average Nightly Number Emergency Shelter Beds Available per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  15  12  70  99  N/A  35  108  45  N/A  154  31  16  N/A  11  35 

2010  N/A  N/A  15  12  68  99  N/A  38  107  45  N/A  146  33  9  N/A  11  38 

2011  N/A  N/A  15  12  62  98  N/A  37  107  43  N/A  147  32  10  N/A  11  37 

 

Source: HSTL205 (Service Level) 

Comment: The supply of shelter beds in a municipality is reflective of the demand or need for shelter accommodation (see Figure 5.2). 
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What is the demand for available beds? 

Fig 5.2 Average Nightly Bed Occupancy Rate of Emergency Shelters 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  97%  84%  77%  89%  N/A  80%  120%  73%  N/A  94%  82%  72%  N/A  61%  82% 

2010  N/A  N/A  91%  67%  87%  87%  N/A  73%  124%  62%  N/A  91%  81%  80%  N/A  70%  81% 

2011  N/A  N/A  88%  78%  97%  87%  N/A  72%  135%  67%  N/A  91%  100%  70%  N/A  72%  87% 

 

Source: HSTL410 (Customer Service) 

Comment: Rooms can be occupied but at less than 100% capacity depending on the family size.  Ottawa's results reflect their use of overflow spaces, e.g. 
Shelter mats and motel rooms above the contract supply levels. 

 



 

 

 

  

40 

 

What is the average length of stay per admission? 

Fig 5.3 Average Length of Stay per admission at Emergency Shelters 

 

Municipality 

Average Length of Stay 
per Admission 

 

Average Length of Stay  
per Admission 

 (Singles) 

Average Length of Stay  
per Admission 

 (Families) 

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 
Durham 13.6 13.6 11.8 10.1 10.4 9.7 30.1 30.3 23.0 

Halton 19.2 26.0 23.5 18.0 18.6 16.2 49.3 60.8 64.3 
Hamilton 9.9 7.0 10.0 5.2 5.3 8.0 34.7 59.2 25.2 

London 12.9 11.4 11.2 12.8 12.0 11.5 14.3 8.4 9.4 
Niagara 10.2 10.5 10.5 10.1 10.4 10.4 11.2 11.5 12.1 
Ottawa 9.9 10.7 11.2 6.7 7.1 6.9 31.2 45.7 51.5 

Greater Sudbury 10.2 8.5 9.2 8.2 6.1 6.0 13.8 11.5 12.7 
Toronto 15.3 14.8 16.2 14.1 13.9 13.2 50.1 53.4 61.7 

Waterloo 12.8 12.1 12.8 11.0 10.2 10.5 29.9 29.7 33.0 
Windsor 6.2 7.1 6.1 6.8 8.0 7.1 7.0 6.6 5.7 

York 11.5 11.0 9.8 11.8 10.0 9.9 15.7 19.1 13.2 
Median 11.5 11.0 11.2 10.1 10.2 9.9 29.9 29.7 23.0 

Source: HSTL105 and HSTL110 and HSTL115 (Community Impact) 
 

Note: An admission equates to one adult or one child. 

Comment: The length of stay is usually longer for families than for individuals.    
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How much does it cost the municipality to provide a shelter bed? 

Fig 5.4 OMBI Net (Municipal) Operating Expenditure per Emergency Shelter Bed Night (includes amortization) 

 

2010  N/A  N/A  $12  $27  $16  $13  N/A  $11  $12  $58  N/A  $52  $13  $17  N/A  $51  $16 

2011  N/A  N/A  $13  $14  $10  $11  N/A  $11  $9  $53  N/A  $54  $12  $15  N/A  $64  $13 

 

Source: HSTL306T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Some municipalities have chosen to provide funding beyond the approximate 80:20 Provincial: Municipal cost-sharing. 
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Emergency Medical Services 

How many calls were responded to by EMS providers? 

Fig 6.1 Total EMS Responses per 1,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  83  65  123  96  89  98  120  149  175  107  67  117  N/A  62  98 

2010  N/A  N/A  87  63  127  98  72  102  108  138  183  115  65  121  N/A  62  102 

2011  N/A  N/A  87  69  138  97  90  107  115  140  199  123  70  130  N/A  66  107 

 

Source: EMDS229 (Service Level) 
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How long does it take from the time a call is received and dispatched to EMS unit? 

Fig 6.2 Average Response Time from Time of Call Received and Dispatched to EMS Unit 

Fig 6.2 
EMS TO-2 Code 4 

90th Percentile Response Time 
(min:sec) 

Municipality 2009 2010 2011 
Durham 02:15 03:56 04:11 

Halton 02:43 02:50 02:52 
Hamilton 03:09 03:01 03:09 

London 02:20 02:39 02:50 
Muskoka     01:44 

Niagara 01:50 01:51 01:51 
Ottawa 02:25 02:46 02:41 

Sudbury (Greater) 02:20 03:28 02:51 
Thunder Bay 02:05 02:20 02:22 

Toronto 03:24 03:15 03:05 
Waterloo 03:33 03:33 03:40 
Windsor 03:35 03:37 03:32 

York 02:37 02:43 02:42 
Median 02:56 02:55 02:51 

 
Source: EMDS419B, EMDS419C, EMDS419D (Customer Service) 

 

 

Note: Dispatch is the time from a phone call being received to the EMS unit being notified. 

Note: Code 4 refers to the highest priority calls. 

Note: 90th percentile means that 90% of all calls of the service have a dispatch time within the period reflected in the graph.  
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How long does it take from the time a call is received by EMS unit to when they arrive on scene? 

Fig 6.3 Average Response Time from Time of Call Received by EMS Unit and Arrival on Scene 

Fig 6.3 
EMS T2-4 Code 4 

90th Percentile Response Time 
(min:sec) 

Municipality 
1996 

Standard 2010 2011 
Durham 10:04 10:42 10:36 

Halton 10:32 10:16 10:04 
Hamilton 10:03 10:15 10:48 

London 09:30 09:10 09:23 
Muskoka 24:00 09:00 09:12 

Niagara 10:48 09:45 09:43 
Ottawa 12:33 10:59 10:41 

Sudbury (Greater) 12:12 10:26 10:44 
Thunder Bay 11:10 11:33 11:33 

Toronto 09:59 10:38 10:43 
Waterloo 10:30 11:58 12:24 
Windsor 10:23 09:44 09:57 

York 11:33 12:53 12:41 
Median   10:59 10:41 

Source: EMDS415A, EMDS408A, EMDS408B (Customer Service) 
 

Note: As set out by the Province, the 1996 information is considered to be the base year standard that service is expected to match. 

Note: Responsive time is the time from a phone call being received by EMS unit to when they arrive on scene.  

Note: Code 4 refers to the highest priority calls.  

Note: 90th percentile means that 90% of all calls of the service have a dispatch time within the period reflected in the graph.  
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What percent of time do ambulances spend at the hospital? 

Fig 6.4 Percent of Ambulance Time Lost to Hospital Turnaround 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  15.5%  14.1%  20.7%  13.4%  5.7%  12.2%  27.2%  8.6%  19.3%  21.1%  18.3%  14.4%  N/A  19.8%  15.5% 

2010  N/A  N/A  16.3%  13.1%  21.8%  13.6%  N/A  13.1%  26.4%  10.8%  21.6%  20.8%  19.2%  15.8%  N/A  19.6%  17.8% 

2011  N/A  N/A  16.7%  13.4%  27.3%  17.0%  1.4%  12.6%  25.0%  12.2%  24.5%  21.4%  22.3%  18.7%  N/A  19.3%  18.7% 

 

Source: EMDS150 (Community Impact) 

Comment: Time spent in hospital includes the time it takes to transfer a patient, delays in transfer care due to lack of hospital resources (off-load delay), 
paperwork and other activities. The more time paramedics spend in the hospital process equates to less time they are available on the road. 
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How many hours of ambulance service are provided in the community for every 1,000 people? 

Fig 6.5 EMS Actual Weighted Vehicle In-Service Hours per 1,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  297  251  349  343  638  399  307  644  462  244  196  412  N/A  264  343 

2010  N/A  N/A  303  249  354  349  628  438  326  652  450  249  193  417  N/A  263  349 

2011  N/A  N/A  316  264  350  354  645  450  325  627  461  246  192  428  N/A  269  350 

 

Source: EMDS225A (Service Level) 
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What is the operating cost to provide one hour of ambulance service? 

Fig 6.6 EMS Operating Cost per Actual Weighted Vehicle In-Service Hour 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $160  $164  $168  $146  $147  $149  $196  $154  $147  $205  $159  $175  N/A  $163  $160 

2010  N/A  N/A  $174  $169  $166  $148  $145  $152  $195  $161  $157  $230  $173  $171  N/A  $164  $166 

2011  N/A  N/A  $175  $171  $177  $156  $142  $147  $221  $169  $169  $238  $175  $173  N/A  $168  $171 

 

Source: EMDS305A (Efficiency) 

Note: Hours refers to only the hours that vehicles are available for service. 

Note: Costs include administrative, medical supply, building operating, supervision and overhead. 
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What is the total cost to provide one hour of ambulance service? 

Fig 6.7 OMBI EMS Total Cost per Actual Weighted Vehicle In-Service Hour (includes amortization) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $169  $172  $168  $146  $152  $155  $209  $163  $151  $213  $166  $182  N/A  $170  $168 

2010  N/A  N/A  $183  $180  $170  $153  $152  $159  $208  $171  $162  $239  $181  $178  N/A  $172  $172 

2011  N/A  N/A  $183  $181  $182  $161  $152  $153  $234  $179  $174  $245  $183  $181  N/A  $177  $181 

 

Source: EMDS305AT (Efficiency) 

Note:  Hours refers to only the hours that vehicles are available for service. 

Note: Costs include administrative, medical supply, building operating, supervision and overhead. 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 
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Fire Services 

How many hours are staffed fire vehicles available to respond to emergencies in urban areas? 

Fig 7.1 Number of Staffed Fire In-Service Vehicle Hours per Capita (Urban Area) 

 

2009  0.44  N/A  0.45  0.53  0.63  0.52  1.28  0.46  0.64  N/A  0.53 

2010  0.44  0.57  0.45  0.53  0.68  0.52  1.28  0.46  0.64  N/A  0.53 

2011  0.45  0.63  0.52  0.53  0.66  0.55  1.29  0.45  0.66  N/A  0.55 

 

Source: FIRE230 (Service Level) 
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How many hours are fire vehicles available to respond to emergencies in rural areas? 

Fig 7.2 Number of  Fire In-service Vehicle Hours per Capita (Rural Area) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  6.04  N/A  5.87  8.34  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  6.04 

2010  N/A  N/A  6.01  N/A  5.40  8.50  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  6.01 

2011  N/A  N/A  6.60  N/A  5.32  7.39  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  6.60 

 

Source: FIRE232 (Service Level) 

Comment: Rural areas tend to have higher vehicle hours because a proportionately greater number of vehicles are necessary to adequately cover broader 
geographic service areas with an acceptable response time.   Rural areas typically do not have fire hydrants, necessitating the use of water tanker vehicles 
that are not required in urban areas. 
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How many injuries and fatalities resulted from residential fires? 

Fig 7.3 Number of Injuries and Fatalities as a Result of Residential Fires – Urban and Rural Areas 

Municipality 

Residential Fire Related 
Injuries  

per 100,000 Population 
(Urban and Rural) 

Residential Fire Related 
Fatalities  

per 100,000 Population 
(Urban and Rural) 

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011
Barrie 5.00 4.26 4.26 0.00 0.71 0.71

Hamilton 10.08 7.76 6.97 0.38 0.76 0.19
Calgary N / A 2.61 1.74 N / A 0.19 0.18
London 6.07 6.57 10.10 0.00 0.82 0.00
Ottawa 4.62 2.83 2.80 0.66 0.11 0.43

Greater Sudbury 4.36 5.66 4.37 1.24 0.63 0.62
Thunder Bay 11.92 9.17 11.99 0.92 0.00 1.85

Toronto 2.43 1.98 2.90 0.73 0.58 0.61
Windsor 11.09 9.70 16.12 0.00 0.46 1.90
Median 5.54 5.66 4.37 0.52 0.58 0.61

 
Source: FIRE105 and FIRE110 (Community Impact) 
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How many fires resulted in property loss in urban areas? 

Fig 7.4 Number of Residential Structural Fires with Losses per 1,000 Households (Urban Area) 

 

2009  1.0  N/A  1.1  1.0  1.1  1.2  1.6  1.0  1.6  N/A  1.1 

2010  0.8  0.6  1.0  1.1  0.9  1.4  1.5  1.0  1.6  N/A  1.0 

2011  0.8  0.6  0.7  1.0  0.8  1.3  1.8  0.9  1.4  N/A  0.9 

 

Source: FIRE116 (Community Impact) 
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How many fires resulted in property loss in rural areas? 

Fig 7.5 Number of Residential Structural Fires with Losses per 1,000 Households (Rural Area) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  2.2  N/A  1.2  1.6  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1.6 

2010  N/A  N/A  1.5  N/A  1.8  0.9  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1.5 

2011  N/A  N/A  0.7  N/A  1.3  1.3  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  1.3 

 

Source: FIRE117 (Community Impact) 
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How long does it take to respond to an emergency call from the time the fire station is notified to arrival at 
the emergency scene? 

Fig 7.6 Station Notification Response Time (Urban Area) 

Fig 7.7 Station Notification Response Time (Rural Area) 

 

Fig 7.6 
Station Notification Response Time 

90th Percentile 
 (min:sec) 

Urban Area 

Fig 7.7 
Station Notification Response Time 

90th Percentile  
(min:sec) 

Rural Area 
Municipality 2009 2010 2011 Municipality 2009 2010 2011 

Barrie 08:53 08:54 08:54 Hamilton   12:36 12:57 
Calgary 07:36 07:15 Ottawa   13:18 14:39 

Hamilton 07:12 06:25 06:56 Sudbury (Greater) 15:45 17:55 17:23 
London 06:05 06:13 06:13 Median 15:45  13:18 14:39 
Ottawa 06:45 06:52 07:00 Source: FIRE406 (Customer Service) 

Sudbury (Greater) 09:22 09:29 09:11 
Thunder Bay 07:02 06:24 06:32 

Toronto 06:40 06:42 06:47 
Windsor 05:58 06:36 06:29 
Median 06:54 06:42 06:56 

Source: FIRE405 (Customer Service) 
 

Note:  Station Notification Response Time is from the point that fire station staff  have been notified of an emergency call to the point when they arrive at the 
emergency scene. It does not include dispatch time. 

Note:  90th percentile means that 90% of all emergency calls have a station notification response time within the time period reflected in the graph. 

Comment: Rural area response times are impacted by larger geographic distances and the fact that volunteer firefighters must first travel to fire station.
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How much does it cost per hour to have a front-line fire vehicle available in the rural areas? 

Fig 7.8 Fire Operating Cost per Staffed In-service Vehicle Hour (Rural Area) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $22  N/A  $10  $10  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $10 

2010  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $14  $10  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $12 

2011  N/A  N/A  $23  N/A  $13  $10  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $13 

 

Source: FIRE304 (Efficiency) 

Note: Front-line fire vehicles are pumpers, aerials, water tankers and rescue units.  

Comment: In order to respond to emergencies, each municipality has a different mix of vehicle types and staffing modes, reflecting its fire and community 
risks.  The cost per vehicle hour for rural areas served by volunteer firefighters tend to be much lower than urban areas served by full-time firefighters 
because volunteer firefighters are paid only for the hours in which they are actively responding to emergencies. 
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How much does it cost per hour to have a front-line fire vehicle available in the urban areas? 

Fig 7.9 Fire Operating Cost per Staffed In-service Vehicle Hour (Urban Area) 

 

2009  $283  N/A  N/A  N/A  $299  $262  N/A  N/A  $256  $242  $156  $329  N/A  $264  N/A  N/A  $263 

2010  $313  $310  N/A  N/A  $320  $272  N/A  N/A  $237  $280  $171  $297  N/A  $271  N/A  N/A  $280 

2011  $321  $297  N/A  N/A  $292  $292  N/A  N/A  $280  $286  $191  $360  N/A  $311  N/A  N/A  $292 

 

Source: FIRE305 (Efficiency) 

Comment: In order to respond to emergencies, each municipality has a different mix of vehicle types and staffing modes, reflecting its fire and community 
risks.  The cost per vehicle hour for rural areas served by volunteer firefighters tend to be much lower than urban areas served by full-time firefighters 
because volunteer firefighters are paid only for the hours in which they are actively responding to emergencies. 
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What is the total cost per hour to have a front-line fire vehicle available in the rural areas? 

Fig 7.10 OMBI Total Fire Cost per In-Service Vehicle Hour (Rural Area) (includes amortization) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $31  N/A  $11  $12  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $12 

2010  N/A  N/A  $25  N/A  $12  $12  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $12 

2011  N/A  N/A  $24  N/A  $14  $12  N/A  N/A  N/A  N/A  $14 

 

Source: FIRE304T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: In order to respond to emergencies, each municipality has a different mix of vehicle types and staffing modes, reflecting its fire and community 
risks.  The cost per vehicle hour for rural areas served by volunteer firefighters tend to be much lower than urban areas served by full-time firefighters 
because volunteer firefighters are paid only for the hours in which they are actively responding to emergencies. 

   



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    FIRE SERVICES  61  

What is the total cost per hour to have a front-line fire vehicle available in the urban areas? 

Fig 7.11 OMBI Total Fire Cost per In-Service Vehicle Hour (Urban Area) (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $297  N/A  $309  $273  $264  $254  $160  $333  $274  N/A  $274 

2010  $331  $326  $330  $285  $248  $293  $175  $302  $278  N/A  $293 

2011  $339  $313  $304  $305  $289  $299  $195  $366  $318  N/A  $305 

 

Source: FIRE305T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: In order to respond to emergencies, each municipality has a different mix of vehicle types and staffing modes, reflecting its fire and community 
risks.  The cost per vehicle hour for rural areas served by volunteer firefighters tend to be much lower than urban areas served by full-time firefighters 
because volunteer firefighters are paid only for the hours in which they are actively responding to emergencies. 
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General Government 

What percent of total municipal operating cost is related to governance and corporate management? 

Fig 8.1 Operating costs for Governance & Corporate Management as a Percent of Total Municipal Operating Costs 

   

2009  4.7%  3.3%  2.5%  3.9%  3.7%  4.2%  5.9%  2.5%  6.1%  N/A  3.9%    1.7%  2.5%  2.3%  1.6%  2.8%  1.7%  2.0% 

2010  4.9%  2.9%  2.0%  4.0%  3.6%  3.9%  4.8%  3.0%  5.4%  N/A  3.9%    1.8%  1.8%  1.9%  1.7%  2.1%  1.0%  1.8% 

2011  5.8%  3.2%  1.7%  4.3%  3.4%  4.2%  5.5%  2.9%  4.1%  N/A  4.1%    1.9%  2.1%  2.6%  1.4%  1.8%  1.6%  1.9% 

 

Source: GENG901 (Efficiency) 
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Library Services 

How many hours are libraries open? 

Fig 9.1 Annual Number of Library Service Hours per Capita 

 

2009  0.02  N/A  0.09  0.10  0.09  0.19  0.09  0.09  0.11  0.07  0.09 

2010  0.02  N/A  0.09  0.11  0.09  0.19  0.09  0.10  0.11  0.07  0.09 

2011  0.02  N/A  0.09  0.11  0.09  0.19  0.09  0.09  0.11  0.07  0.09 

 

Source: PLIB201 (Service Level) 

Note: Results exclude on-line services and outreach services such as bookmobiles. 
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How many holdings do libraries have? 

Fig 9.2 Number of Library Holdings per Capita 

 

2009  2.2  N/A  2.0  2.5  2.5  3.3  2.9  4.0  2.9  2.4  2.5 

2010  2.4  N/A  2.2  2.5  2.7  3.1  3.0  4.0  3.2  2.4  2.7 

2011  2.9  N/A  2.3  2.4  2.5  3.2  3.1  4.0  3.6  2.1  2.9 

 

Source: PLIB205 (Service Level) 

Comment: There are two types of holdings: print and electronic media: 

Print includes reference collections, circulating/borrowing collections and periodicals. 

Electronic media includes CDs/DVDs, MP3 materials and audio books. 
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How many times were the libraries used per person? 

Fig 9.3 Library Use per Person 

Municipality 
Annual Library Uses  

per Capita 
Electronic Library Uses  

per Capita 
Non-Electronic Library Uses

per Capita 

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 
Barrie 23.3 21.1 19.8 10.8 11.0 5.5 12.5 10.1 14.3 

Hamilton 28.1 28.2 32.2 6.5 6.9 9.0 21.6 21.4 23.2 
London 36.6 39.6 40.6 14.6 17.0 17.5 22.0 22.6 23.1 
Ottawa 30.4 36.7 39.6 9.5 16.3 19.2 20.8 20.4 20.3 

Greater Sudbury 21.8 25.3 26.1 6.0 7.3 7.8 15.8 18.0 18.3 
Thunder Bay 26.1 27.1 30.0 16.2 15.6 12.3 9.9 11.5 17.7 

Toronto 33.9 35.6 35.3 12.2 13.5 12.8 21.7 22.1 22.5 
Waterloo 16.6 17.4 17.4 3.5 4.9 5.6 13.1 12.5 11.8 
Windsor 19.2 21.1 21.7 7.4 9.4 8.7 11.7 11.7 13.0 

Winnipeg 17.3 17.8 18.1 4.1 4.1 4.3 13.2 13.8 13.8 
Median 24.7 26.2 28.1 8.5 10.2 8.9 14.5 15.9 18.0 

Source:  PLIB105, PLIB106, PLIB107 (Community Impact) 
 

 

Comment: Electronic library uses include: use of computers in libraries, on-line collections and 24 hour access to library web services. 

Non-Electronic library uses include: visit to a library branch, borrowing materials, reference questions, use of materials within the branch and attendance at 
programs.   
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How many times is each item borrowed from a library? 

Fig 9.4 Average Number of Times in Year Circulating Items are Borrowed (Turnover) 

 

2009  5.6  N/A  5.6  5.3  5.1  2.3  3.3  4.6  2.3  3.5  4.6 

2010  4.6  N/A  6.0  4.8  4.4  2.3  3.3  4.9  1.9  3.4  4.4 

2011  3.7  N/A  5.9  5.0  5.4  2.2  2.6  5.1  1.9  3.6  3.7 

 

Source: PLIB405 (Customer Service) 
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How much does it cost for each library use? 

Fig 9.5 Library Operating Cost per Use 

 

2009  $1.20  N/A  $1.72  $1.31  $1.64  $1.99  $1.81  $1.74  $1.66  N/A  $1.69 

2010  $1.51  N/A  $1.73  $1.19  $1.34  $1.66  $2.77  $1.71  $1.68  $2.15  $1.68 

2011  $1.67  N/A  $1.44  $1.27  $1.39  $1.69  $1.75  $1.81  $1.79  $2.06  $1.69 

 

Source: PLIB305M (Efficiency) 

Note: Includes all types of electronic and non-electronic library uses as described in Figure 9.3 
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What is the total cost for each library use? 

Fig 9.6 OMBI Total Cost per Library Use (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $1.45  N/A  $2.00  $1.59  $1.67  $2.38  $1.99  $2.02  $2.04  $2.31  $2.00 

2010  $1.79  N/A  $2.03  $1.44  $1.36  $2.00  $2.95  $1.98  $2.01  $2.21  $2.00 

2011  $1.96  N/A  $1.72  $1.51  $1.41  $2.02  $1.94  $2.10  $2.13  $2.14  $1.96 

 

Source: PLIB305T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 
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Long Term Care Services 

How many citizens aged 75 and over have access to long-term care? 

Fig 10.1 Percent of LTC Community Need Satisfied 

   

2009  N/A  N/A  10.5%  9.2%  9.0%  11.9%  11.2%  8.7%  7.9%  N/A  9.2%    10.0% 9.3%  9.0%  9.3%  9.0%  6.5%  9.2% 

2010  N/A  N/A  10.1%  7.6%  8.8%  11.3%  11.2%  8.7%  7.9%  N/A  8.8%    9.1%  8.6%  8.9%  8.9%  8.9%  6.8%  8.9% 

2011  N/A  N/A  10.1%  8.7%  8.8%  12.2%  11.6%  8.7%  8.7%  N/A  8.8%    8.0%  8.2%  9.8%  8.8%  8.7%  7.0%  8.5% 

 

Source: LTCR105 (Community Impact) 

Comment: The need for LTC beds is influenced by the availability of other services, e.g. hospital beds - complex continuing care, other community care 
services, supportive housing, adult day spaces, etc. These services are designed to work together to provide a continuum of health care for citizens.   
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How many municipal bed days are available? 

Fig 10.2 LTC Facility Bed Days per 100,000 Population 

   

2009  N/A  N/A  29,838  24,501  28,822  95,671  150,688  34,646  40,880  N/A  34,646    50,106  40,551  94,194  78,850  17,943  8,198  45,329 

2010  N/A  N/A  29,669  24,300  28,508  93,201  150,688  34,434  40,880  N/A  34,434    49,783  41,174  92,698  78,672  17,646  7,974  45,479 

2011  N/A  N/A  29,557  24,234  28,231  97,259  152,083  33,570  38,749  N/A  33,570    48,533  41,090  94,194  78,496  17,359  7,797  44,812 

 

Source: LTCR217 (Service Level) 

Comment: Year- over- year trends show very little fluctuation in the number of municipal bed days available.  Northern communities tend to hold a 
significant proportion of the LTC beds provided in the area. Without municipal participation, some areas of the province would have limited access to LTC 
beds. 
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How much does it cost to provide one long-term care bed for a day? 

Fig 10.3 LTC Facility Operating Cost (CMI Adjusted) per LTC Facility Bed Day (Source: MOHLTC Annual Return) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $205  $215  $195  $183  $196  $206  $273  N/A  $205    $229  $212  $161  $165  $195  $224  $204 

2010  N/A  N/A  $208  $205  $201  $184  $190  $202  $282  N/A  $202    $240  $210  $169  $175  $212  $237  $211 

2011  N/A  N/A  $221  $211  $212  $190  $210  $214  $285  N/A  $212    $257  $224  $181  $182  $217  $261  $221 

 

Source: LTCR305 (Efficiency) 

Note: Based on calculations using the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care Annual Report data. 

Comment: Many municipalities contribute additional resources to their LTC operations to maintain standards of care that exceed provincial standards. The 
transitioning to a new MDS RAI Resident Classification System may result in some distortion of these results. (Refer to Additional Information) 
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How satisfied are residents with municipal long-term care services? 

Fig 10.4 LTC Resident Satisfaction 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  98%  93%  95%  89%  98%  96%  91%  95%  95%  98%  95%  95%  N/A  94%  95% 

2010  N/A  N/A  97%  95%  94%  91%  100%  97%  95%  95%  98%  96%  95%  97%  N/A  95%  95% 

2011  N/A  N/A  97%  95%  95%  93%  100%  97%  92%  93%  93%  N/A  93%  99%  N/A  94%  95% 

 

Source: LTCR405 (Customer Service) 

Comment: Residents and/or their family members are typically surveyed annually to ensure their needs are understood and services are provided to meet 
those needs.   Notably, there is very little change year-over-year and all municipalities remain above 90% suggesting residents and family members are 
highly satisfied. 
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Parking Services 

How many parking spaces do municipalities provide? 

Fig 11.1 Number of Paid Parking Spaces Managed per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  1,909  N/A  1,326  809  762  1,229  1,055  1,462  2,068  954  1,229 

2010  1,901  1,301  1,374  430  764  1,256  1,055  1,540  2,076  805  1,279 

2011  1,602  1,331  1,342  819  728  1,250  2,895  1,537  2,108  789  1,337 

 

Source: PRKG205 (Service Level) 

Comment: Thunder Bay`s 2011 results includes most of the parking in five distinct business areas because there are no zoning requirements for businesses 
to provide their own customer and staff parking zones.  
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How many parking spaces does the municipality provide? 

Fig 11.2 Number of Parking Spaces Provided (By Type) 

Municipality 
On-Street 

 Parking Spaces 

Off-Street 
Parking Spaces 

Surface 

Off-Street 
Parking Spaces 

Structure 

2011 2011 2011 
Barrie 666 721 215 

Calgary 585 261 486 
Hamilton 504 549 290 

London 429 391 0 
Ottawa 425 106 198 

Sudbury (Greater) 304 945   
Thunder Bay 1,062 597 1,236 

Toronto 669 488 380 
Windsor 693 715 699 

Winnipeg 540 126 123 
Median 563 519 290 

Source:  PRKG210, PRKG216, PRKG217 (Service Level) 
 

Note: In 2011, off-street parking was split into structure and surface parking spaces, therefore only 2011 data is shown.   



 

 

 

  

82 

How much revenue does one parking space generate? 

Fig 11.3 Gross Parking Revenue Collected per Paid Parking Space 

 

2009  $420  N/A  $1,059  $989  $2,394  $785  $621  $2,829  $785  $1,487  $989 

2010  $350  $3,552  $1,068  $1,517  $2,289  $861  $646  $2,731  $714  $1,611  $1,293 

2011  $588  $3,347  $1,523  $1,096  $2,733  $949  $417  $2,783  $767  $1,537  $1,310 

 

Source: PRKG305 (Efficiency) 
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How much revenue does one parking space generate? 

Fig 11.4 Gross Parking Revenue Collected by Parking Space (By Type) 

Municipality 

Gross Parking Revenue 
Collected per 

On-Street Space 

Gross Parking Revenue 
Collected per 

Off-Street Surface Space 

Gross Parking Revenue 
Collected per 

Off-Street Structure Space

2011 2011 2011 
Barrie $625 $584 $488 

Calgary $2,066 $2,138 $5,540 

Hamilton $2,185 $969 $1,422 

London $1,437 $722 N/A 

Ottawa $2,987 $814 $3,213 

Sudbury (Greater) $1,652 $723 N/A 

Thunder Bay $605 $213 $355 

Toronto $2,476 $2,262 $3,993 

Windsor $968 $583 $757 

Winnipeg $1,376 $1,532 $2,250 

Median $1,545 $769 $1,836 
 

 
Source:PRKG310, PRKG316 and PRKG317 (Efficiency) 
 
Note: In 2011, off-street parking was split into structure and surface parking spaces, therefore only 2011 data is shown. 
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How much does it cost a municipality to maintain one parking space? 

Fig 11.5 Parking Services Operating Cost per Paid Parking Space Managed 

 

2009  $246  N/A  $775  $465  $994  $611  $241  $1,220  $643  $725  $643 

2010  $290  $1,489  $739  $501  $1,048  $521  $224  $1,249  $703  $1,073  $721 

2011  $798  $1,455  $1,062  $461  $1,265  $532  $360  $1,275  $702  $909  $854 

 

Source: PRKG320 (Efficiency) 

Comment: In 2009, Winnipeg added 200 pay-stations to their inventory; however full costing including these additional spaces is included in 2010 and 
2011 only. 
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What is the total cost for a municipality to maintain one parking space? 

Fig 11.6 OMBI Total Cost per Paid Parking Space Managed (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $799  N/A  $939  $478  $1,099  $727  $1,188  $1,417  $874  $908  $908 

2010  $895  $1,949  $901  $985  $1,152  $637  $1,170  N/A  $929  $1,291  $985 

2011  $974  $1,943  $1,238  $478  $1,369  $642  $499  $1,448  $865  $713  $920 

 

Source: PRKG320T 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 
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What is the cost ratio for parking services? 

Fig 11.7 Parking Services Revenue to Cost Ratio - Total 

 

2010  121%  239%  145%  303%  218%  165%  288%  219%  101%  150%  192% 

2011  74%  230%  143%  238%  216%  179%  116%  218%  109%  169%  1.74% 

 

Source: PRKG340 (Efficiency) 

 

 

(in hundreds) 
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Parks Services 

What percent of the municipality is parkland? 

Fig 12.1 All Parkland in Municipality as a Percent of Total Area of Municipality 

 

2009  16.7%  N/A  1.9%  5.6%  1.7%  1.1%  4.6%  12.7%  6.5%  6.4%  5.6% 

2010  13.0%  N/A  2.3%  5.7%  1.3%  1.1%  4.6%  12.7%  6.5%  6.4%  5.7% 

2011  13.0%  N/A  2.3%  5.8%  1.3%  1.1%  6.2%  12.7%  6.5%  6.4%  6.2% 

 

Source: PRKS125 (Community Impact) 

Comment: Municipalities with a predominant urban form may find it more difficult to establish new, or expand existing parks within the developed core 
area. 
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How much parkland is available per resident? 

Fig 12.2 Amount of Parkland Available Per Resident 

Municipality 
Natural Parkland Maintained Parkland Total Parkland 

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 

Barrie 254 252 254 710 705 705 964 957 959 
Hamilton 227 321 322 177 177 167 404 499 489 

London 267 271 275 385 390 396 652 661 671 
Ottawa 396 240 238 128 155 153 524 395 391 

Sudbury (Greater) 857 867 859 1,558 1,576 1,562 2,415 2,442 2,421 
Thunder Bay 307 307 278 1,082 1,082 1,602 1,390 1,390 1,880 

Toronto 158 158 157 134 133 132 292 291 289 
Windsor 244 244 251 198 198 203 442 442 454 

Winnipeg 298 291 288 156 155 154 454 446 442 
Median 267 271 275 198 198 203 524 499 489 

 
Source: PRKS205, PRKS210, AND PRKS215 (Service Level) 
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What is the operating cost to operate parks per hectare? 

Fig 12.3 Operating Cost per Hectare - Maintained and Natural Parkland 

 

2009  $4,471  N/A  $9,406  $3,348  $8,038  $1,714  $5,270  $14,712  $16,184  $5,912  $5,912 

2010  $4,477  N/A  $7,284  $3,835  $9,738  $2,269  $6,858  $17,686  $15,472  $7,908  $7,284 

2011  $4,668  N/A  $8,275  $3,844  $11,861  $2,014  $5,213  $18,233  $20,308  $7,665  $7,665 

 

Source: PRKS315 (Efficiency) 

Note: Windsor`s cost increased in 2011 due to organizational changes. 

Comment: The cost per hectare is reflective of the proportion of maintained parkland vs. natural parkland, as maintained parkland includes higher 
maintenance costs. In addition, differences in service standards established for maintained parks and variations in the level of management applied to 
natural areas affects the results.   
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What is the total cost to operate parks per hectare? 

Fig 12.4 OMBI Total Cost per Hectare - Maintained and Natural Parkland (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $5,649  N/A  $12,227  $4,611  $8,878  $1,901  $6,285  $15,957  $17,864  $5,986  $6,285 

2010  $5,673  N/A  $9,483  $5,213  $10,918  $2,516  $7,952  $21,212  $17,253  $8,500  $8,500 

2011  $5,881  N/A  $10,621  $5,323  $13,046  $2,324  $5,213  $19,432  $22,161  $8,355  $8,355 

 

Source: PRKS315T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Note: Windsor`s cost increased in 2011 due to organizational changes. 

Comment: The cost per hectare is reflective of the proportion of maintained parkland vs. natural parkland, as maintained parkland is more expensive to 
maintain. In addition, differences in service standards established for maintained parks and variations in the level of management applied to natural areas 
affects the results.  
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What percent of parkland is classified as high profile parks? 

Fig 12.5 Percent of Maintained Parkland that are High Profile Parks 

 

2009  19.4%  N/A  9.5%  16.0%  N/A  7.6%  31.9%  21.1%  54.8%  21.3%  20.3% 

2010  19.4%  N/A  6.9%  15.6%  23.5%  7.6%  31.9%  22.7%  55.0%  21.5%  21.5% 

2011  19.3%  N/A  6.8%  N/A  23.5%  7.6%  35.5%  23.3%  54.8%  22.1%  22.7% 

 

Source: PRKS275 (Service Level) 

Note: High Profile Park refers to one with a higher level of turf maintenance, horticulture, litter collection and stand-alone sports field. 
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Planning 

How many applications are received? 

Fig 13.1 Number of Development Applications Received per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  91  N/A  177  160  159  261  130  105  159  N/A  159    116  182  421  174  122  47  148 

2010  107  545  177  141  161  274  121  133  124  N/A  141    128  182  468  131  121  31  130 

2011  123  529  188  170  165  308  143  145  123  N/A  165    118  203  515  135  121  42  128 

 

Source: PLNG205 (Service Level) 

Comment: Types of applications include official plan amendments, zoning by-law amendments, plans of sub-divisions, condominiums conversions, minor 
variances, consents and part lot control, and site plan approvals, site plan control and removal of holding provision. 
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How many development applications are processed within the legislated timeframe by single-tier 
municipalities? 

Fig 13.2 Percent of Development Applications Meeting Planning Act Timeframes (Single-Tier) 

 

2009  97%  N/A  95%  96%  95%  99%  82%  N/A  99%  N/A  96% 

2010  90%  N/A  96%  94%  93%  95%  70%  N/A  99%  N/A  94% 

2011  71%  85%  95%  90%  95%  98%  76%  N/A  97%  N/A  93% 

 

Source: PLNG450 (Customer Service) 

Note: Timeframe calculations may vary by municipality. 

Note: Toronto does not track this data. 

Comment: Factors such as the volume and complexity of applications will affect results, as well as revisions, additional information and/or study 
requirements during consideration of applications received. 
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How much does it cost to process development applications? 

Fig 13.3 Development Planning Applications Operating Cost per Development Application Received 

 

2009  $7,162  N/A  $3,405  $12,023  $16,497  $4,721  $3,315  $8,312  $18,189 N/A  $7,737    $2,055  $1,454  $1,094  $1,026  $1,935  $2,114  $1,695 

2010  $6,548  N/A  $3,590  $14,143  $18,227  $4,618  $3,520  $7,307  $6,634  N/A  $6,591    $1,675  $1,443  $969  $1,310  $2,035  $2,362  $1,559 

2011  $8,211  N/A  $3,371  N/A  $14,462  $4,942  $3,442  $6,286  $7,145  N/A  $6,286    $1,836  $1,397  $900  $1,406  $2,389  $268  $1,402 

 

Source: PLNG305 (Efficiency) 

Note: Results may vary year-to-year based on volume and complexity of application. 
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What is the total cost for planning services per resident? 

Fig 13.4 OMBI Total Cost for Planning per Capita (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $16.24  N/A  $8.28  $22.92  $32.24  $23.50 $24.86 $19.71 $29.88 N/A  $23.21    $8.40  $15.60 $11.20 $6.28  $9.36  $10.53 $9.95 

2010  $17.59  N/A  $8.80  $20.43  $41.49  $24.23 $22.96 $20.06 $17.92 N/A  $20.25    $7.95  $12.70 $11.04 $4.62  $9.76  $7.82  $8.86 

2011  $25.19  N/A  $8.76  N/A  $34.54  $27.93 $29.08 $18.49 $18.81 N/A  $25.19    $8.10  $12.67 $11.44 $4.64  $8.21  $8.25  $8.23 

 

Source: PLNG250T (Service Level) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: The amount spent on planning-related activities and application processing can vary significantly among municipalities. This reflects the 
different organization structures and priorities established by local Councils. 
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Police Services 

How many police officers and civilian staff serve the municipality? 

Fig 14.1 Number of Total Police Staff (Officers and Civilians) per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  195  177  202  220  85  230  209  233  272  284  184  291  N/A  185  209 

2010  231  N/A  193  176  203  219  84  230  212  236  270  284  184  290  N/A  184  216 

2011  238  N/A  189  185  202  221  N/A  230  212  237  269  283  184  297  N/A  183  221 

 

Source: PLCE215 (Service Level) 
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What is the total crime rate? 

Fig 14.2 Reported Number of Total (Non-Traffic) Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  3,966  2,954  5,854  7,980  2,860  5,271  4,344  5,521  9,202  4,552  5,287  6,662  N/A  2,647  5,271 

2010  5,909  N/A  3,616  3,072  5,680  7,284  2,420  5,442  4,095  5,913  8,868  4,243  4,748  6,467  N/A  2,488  5,095 

2011  5,362  N/A  3,371  2,788  5,304  6,906  2,064  4,905  3,950  5,515  8,408  4,090  4,434  6,119  N/A  2,328  4,670 

 

Source: PLCE120 (Community Impact) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: Measure includes violent crime, property crime and other Criminal Code offences. It does NOT include Criminal Code driving offences such as 
impaired driving or dangerous driving causing death.  Crimes rates are used to determine if there have been changes in criminal activity over time. 
Changes to the law, standards or law enforcement practices can all have an impact on changes in crime rates in any given year. 
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What is the total crime severity index? 

Fig 14.3 Total Crime Severity Index 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  60  37  86  98  64  76  68  81  113  79  74  92  N/A  44  76 

2010  67  N/A  52  38  82  93  N/A  70  61  84  113  74  68  85  N/A  43  70 

2011  61  N/A  48  34  76  91  N/A  70  58  79  109  71  63  80  N/A  39  70 

 

Source: PLCE180 (Community Impact) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: The crime severity index takes into account not only the change in volume of a particular crime, but the relative seriousness of that crime in 
comparison to other crimes. 
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What is the violent crime rate? 

Fig 14.4 Reported Number of Violent - Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  824  517  1,301  1,130  478  937  644  1,172  1,823  1,271  931  1,321  N/A  596  937 

2010  1,004  N/A  773  534  1,353  1,192  472  980  600  1,159  1,729  1,215  964  1,311  N/A  581  992 

2011  901  N/A  743  534  1,269  1,128  317  883  566  1,099  1,674  1,184  915  1,204  N/A  540  908 

 

Source: PLCE105 (Community Impact) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: This category includes criminal harassment, sexual offences against children, forcible confinement or kidnapping, extortion, uttering threats 
and threatening or harassing phone calls.  
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What is the violent crime severity index? 

Fig 14.5 Violent Crime Severity Index 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  73  28  104  81  33  64  80  98  139  137  65  101  N/A  44  80 

2010  58  N/A  63  31  99  85  N/A  57  69  85  142  129  70  89  N/A  46  70 

2011  54  N/A  54  28  93  84  N/A  57  64  79  132  125  69  81  N/A  42  69 

 

Source: PLCE170 (Community Impact) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 
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What percent of violent crime is solved in a calendar year? 

Fig 14.6 Clearance Rate - Violent Crime 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  76%  80%  63%  75%  89%  65%  66%  77%  75%  59%  71%  76%  N/A  76%  75% 

2010  78%  N/A  79%  71%  55%  74%  N/A  67%  65%  77%  79%  60%  72%  77%  N/A  79%  74% 

2011  76%  N/A  79%  70%  60%  71%  N/A  78%  62%  80%  76%  57%  68%  79%  N/A  80%  76% 

 

Source: PLCE405 (Customer Service) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: A violent criminal incident is considered cleared when a charge is laid, recommended or cleared by other methods. 
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How many non-traffic criminal code incidents does each police officer handle? 

Fig 14.7 Number of Criminal Code Incidents (Non-Traffic) per Police Officer 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  28  24  39  50  36  36  29  34  48  23  40  31  N/A  20  34 

2010  37  N/A  26  25  38  46  31  35  27  36  49  21  36  31  N/A  18  33 

2011  32  N/A  25  22  35  43  N/A  31  27  34  44  20  34  29  N/A  17  31 

 

Source: PLCE305 (Efficiency) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: Although this measure is an indication of an officer's workload, it is important to note that it does not capture all of the active aspects of policing 
such as traffic or drug enforcement, nor does it incorporate proactive policing activities such as crime prevention initiatives or the provision of assistance to 
victims of crime. 

A number of factors can affect these results, including the existence of specialized units or the use of different models to organize officers in a community. 
For example, some jurisdictions have a collective agreement requirement that results in a minimum of two officers per patrol car during certain time 
periods. In these cases, there could be two officers responding to a criminal incident whereas in another jurisdiction only one officer might respond. 



 
 
 
 

 
2011 PER

 

Wha

A mun
quality 
afforda
drivers
environ
 
Transpo
sidewa
constru
the tran
conven
 
Single-
roads, 
express
for mai

Influe
 
Capita
expend
an ope
conside
 
Econo
concret
mainte

 
 

RFORMANCE MEA

at is the S

icipality’s transp
of life of resid

able, well-mana
, public transit 

nment and the q

ortation infrastr
alks, traffic contr
ucting and repa
nsportation netw
nient to use. 

tier municipalit
including arter

sways and lane
ntenance of loca

 
encing Fact

alization Polic
ditures differ.  In
erating expend
ered as capital. 

mic Condition
te, fuel and 
nance done wit

ASUREMENT REP

 

Service?

portation system
dents. The goa
ged and safe t
and commerci

quality of commu

ructure generall
rol systems, sign
iring infrastruct

work of snow an

ties are respon
rial, collector an
ways. Upper-tie
al roads. 

tors: 

cy:   Dollar thres
n one municipal

diture while in 

ns:  Inflationary
contract serv

h a given level o

PORT  

 

m affects the ec
al of roads ser
raffic flow for p
ial traffic while 
unity life. 

y includes road
nage and boule
ure, roads serv

nd debris to ens

nsible for main
nd local roads a
er governments

sholds for the ca
lity, an activity c
another munic

y increases in t
ices can reduc

of funding. 

conomic vitality
rvices is to pro
pedestrians, cyc

contributing to

ds, bridges, culv
evards. In additi
ices include cle

sure that it is safe

taining all type
and, in some c

s are not respon

apitalization of r
could be consid
cipality, it coul

the cost of asp
ce the amoun

y and 
ovide 
clists, 
o the 

verts, 
on to 

earing 
e and 

es of 
cases, 
nsible 

roads 
dered 
d be 

phalt, 
nt of 

Lev
col
go
inc
 
Ma
mu
bac
 
Tra
at 
ma
and
 
Ut
can
 
We
can
thr
roa
 

Ad
The
The
Mu

15 R

vel of Gove
llector and loc
vernments, on t

cluded in their re

aintenance St
unicipal council
cklog of roads ra

affic Volumes
which roads de

aintenance. Traf
d after-hour mai

ility Cut Repa
n vary significan

eather Condit
n impact winter
reshold for resp
ad conditions aft

dditional In
e City of Winnipeg
erefore their result
unicipal Lead for fu

Roads 

rnment:  Sing
cal roads and 
the other hand,

esults. 

tandards:  Diff
ls, can have an
ated in poor con

s & Urban Form
eteriorate and i
ffic congestion,
intenance can a

airs:  Cost of ut
tly from one yea

tions:  The freq
r maintenance c
ponding to a win
fter a storm even

nformation
g collected data in
ts for 2009 may n
urther information

SECTION II

SECTIO

Servic

gle-tier municip
in some cases

, will not have d

ferent standard
n impact on co
ndition. 

m:  Traffic volum
increase the fre
, narrow streets
lso lead to highe

ility cuts associa
ar to another. 

quency and seve
costs as well as e
nter storm even

nt. 

n: 
n this service area
ot be comparable

n. 

I    ROADS  SERVIC

ON II 

ces 

palities will hav
s, expressways
data relating to 

ds, set by their 
osts and affect

mes can accelera
equency and co
s, additional tra
er costs. 

ated with fibre o

erity of winter st
each municipali
nt and service st

 for the first time in
e. Contact the Win

CES   107  

ve arterial, 
s.  Regional 

local roads 

respective 
t municipal 

rate the rate 
osts of road 
affic signals 

optic cables 

torm events 
ity’s service 
tandard for 

n 2009. 
nnipeg 



 

 

 

  

108 

Roads Services 

What is the volume of traffic on our main roads? 

Fig 15.1 Vehicle Km Traveled per Lane Km (Major Roads) 

 

2009  1,262,504  1,216,163  1,427,266  1,916,999  1,557,786 2,406,029 571,104  1,402,702 1,345,665 1,380,456  1,562,370 1,946,384 1,417,367 2,237,533 2,052,770 1,810,940 1,492,526 

2010  1,155,295  1,276,262  1,444,985  1,929,288  1,579,986 2,362,910 592,823  1,322,471 1,406,446 1,389,149  1,391,852 2,087,290 1,443,048 1,993,237 2,052,770 1,840,729 1,444,017 

2011  1,170,895  1,170,390  1,468,854  1,871,424  1,668,549 2,364,605 574,882  1,346,335 1,418,661 1,399,626  1,334,409 2,203,301 1,482,950 2,034,842 1,842,572 1,840,537 1,475,902 

 

Source: ROAD112 (Community Impact) 

Comment: The measure indicates the number of times that a vehicle travels over each lane kilometer of road and demonstrates road congestion. 
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What percent of paved roads are rated good to very good? 

Fig 15.2 Percent of Paved Lane Km where the Condition is Rated as Good to Very Good 

 

2009  68%  75%  53%  50%  86%  51%  15%  90%  46%  43%  52%    49%  73%  33%  64%  54%  82%  59% 

2010  64%  78%  53%  53%  82%  51%  46%  92%  49%  43%  53%    45%  76%  45%  58%  51%  82%  55% 

2011  68%  82%  61%  53%  76%  51%  55%  85%  50%  59%  60%    41%  69%  41%  64%  52%  83%  58% 

 

Source: ROAD405M (Customer Service) 
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What percent of bridges and culverts are rated good to very good? 

Fig 15.3 Percent of Bridges and Culverts where the Condition is Rated as Good to Very Good 

 

2009  83%  60%  70%  74%  44%  77%  92%  70%  40%  49%  70%    83%  60%  33%  58%  65%  91%  63% 

2010  83%  60%  67%  81%  70%  77%  78%  70%  45%  49%  70%    84%  99%  68%  52%  67%  91%  76% 

2011  68%  61%  61%  79%  69%  77%  75%  40%  50%  55%  65%    83%  99%  75%  56%  67%  87%  79% 

 

Source: ROAD415M (Customer Service) 
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What is the operating cost to maintain our roads per lane Km? 

Fig 15.4 Roads Operating Cost (All Functions) per Lane Km 

 

2009  $11,049  $7,584  $11,448  $10,387  $13,652  $9,174 $7,991 $29,717 $9,508  $13,057 $10,718    $18,259 $20,957 $6,011  $17,709 $11,643 $13,550 $15,630 

2010  $13,266  $8,013  $11,047  $11,014  $14,094  $7,442 $7,135 $31,521 $9,538  $17,063 $11,031    $18,265 $42,829 $4,547  $12,190 $9,842  $14,291 $13,241 

2011  $13,867  $8,345  $9,591  $11,587  $14,167  $8,808 $7,090 $31,186 $10,972 $15,702 $11,280    $16,875 $21,290 $5,293  $11,281 $10,722 $14,878 $13,080 

 

Source: ROAD308 (Efficiency) 

Note: Roads annexation and other extraordinary expenses significantly impacted Halton's results in 2010. 
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What is the total cost to maintain our roads per lane Km? 

Fig 15.5 OMBI Total Roads (All Functions) Cost per Lane Km (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $17,821  $11,195  $23,493  $17,068  $18,609  $17,938 $17,838 $35,933 $20,953 $13,057 $17,888    $32,930 $36,582 $11,238 $28,189 $26,921 $25,075 $27,555 

2010  $20,031  $11,610  $23,572  $18,112  $19,383  $16,612 $17,174 $37,937 $20,543 $25,417 $19,707    $36,786 $57,131 $10,136 $12,190 $25,964 $26,837 $26,401 

2011  $20,711  $12,052  $21,798  $19,263  $19,754  $17,944 $17,265 $37,883 $22,031 $24,484 $20,233    $32,440 $37,382 $11,206 $11,281 $28,604 $27,334 $27,969 

 

Source: ROAD308T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Note: Roads annexation and other extraordinary expenses significantly impacted Halton's results in 2010. 

   



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    ROADS  SERVICES   113  

How much does it cost to maintain our roads in winter? 

Fig 15.6 Operating Costs for Winter Maintenance of Roadways per Lane Km Maintained in Winter 

 

2009  $3,425  $2,339  $3,144  $3,643  $5,070  $3,599 $2,921 $5,024 $1,569 $5,337 $3,512    $3,998 $3,580 $2,536 $4,360 $3,426 $3,634 $3,607 

2010  $3,352  $2,508  $2,510  $3,411  $5,260  $2,783 $2,227 $4,720 $1,660 $3,520 $3,068    $3,250 $3,878 $1,893 $3,186 $2,803 $4,115 $3,218 

2011  $4,082  $2,819  $3,569  $3,221  $4,724  $2,931 $2,592 $5,777 $2,240 $5,399 $3,395    $4,334 $4,404 $2,277 $4,578 $3,997 $4,665 $4,369 

 

Source: ROAD903 (Efficiency) 

Note: Winter maintenance includes plowing, sanding, salting and pre-treating roads for hazardous conditions. 
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How much does it cost to maintain one Km of paved road? 

Fig 15.7 Operating Costs for Paved (Hard Top) Roads per Lane Km 

 

2009  $2,529  $1,912  $3,623  $2,815  $1,732  $3,435 $2,731 $7,745 $1,743 $2,375 $2,630    $5,183 $9,303  $1,756 $1,210 $1,174 $4,987 $3,372 

2010  $4,305  $1,877  $3,739  $4,144  $1,217  $2,515 $1,913 $6,990 $1,433 $2,300 $2,408    $6,133 $27,962 $1,414 $1,839 $1,495 $4,156 $2,998 

2011  $4,848  $2,121  $2,053  $5,067  $1,612  $3,355 $1,894 $7,737 $1,625 $3,161 $2,641    $1,953 $12,797 $1,492 $1,068 $2,025 $4,465 $1,989 

 

Source: ROAD901 (Efficiency) 

Note: Roads annexation and other extraordinary expenses significantly impacted Halton's results in 2010. 
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Social Assistance Services 

How long does it take to determine client eligibility? 

Fig 16.1 Social Assistance Response Time to Client Eligibility (Days) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  5.8  6.7  8.2  7.7  8.4  5.4  4.5  6.9  N/A  7.4  6.6  9.4  N/A  7.2  7.1 

2010  N/A  N/A  5.7  7.5  6.8  5.8  5.6  5.0  5.0  7.5  N/A  5.2  6.6  12.0  N/A  7.0  6.2 

2011  N/A  N/A  6.0  8.2  8.2  5.5  6.0  5.0  4.9  6.5  N/A  5.5  7.0  10.6  N/A  7.2  6.3 

 

Source: SSIM405 (Customer  Service) 
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How many households are receiving social assistance? 

Fig 16.2 Monthly Social Assistance Case Load per 100,000 Households 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  3,843  1,157  6,042  6,458  3,433  5,090  4,198  4,247  N/A  7,563  4,304  6,312  N/A  1,814  4,276 

2010  N/A  N/A  4,295  1,223  6,532  6,767  3,675  5,581  4,344  4,781  N/A  8,106  4,602  6,462  N/A  1,902  4,692 

2011  N/A  N/A  4,218  1,251  6,676  6,739  3,996  5,737  4,433  4,690  N/A  8,515  4,671  6,595  N/A  1,913  4,681 

 

Source: SSIM206 (Service Level) 

Comment: The measure provides an indication of the economic and social well-being of a community. The highest concentration of caseloads remains in 
large urban areas; and caseloads directly influence the overall cost of service delivery. 
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What percent of clients receive assistance for less than 12 months? 

Fig 16.3 Percent of Social Assistance Cases on Assistance less than 12 Months 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  60%  75%  60%  59%  74%  74%  60%  65%  N/A  50%  64%  57%  N/A  65%  62% 

2010  N/A  N/A  50%  71%  55%  55%  70%  62%  60%  67%  N/A  42%  59%  51%  N/A  63%  60% 

2011  N/A  N/A  44%  66%  53%  54%  69%  58%  58%  61%  N/A  45%  58%  49%  N/A  60%  58% 

 

Source: SSIM110 (Community Impact) 
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What is the average length of time that clients receive social assistance? 

Fig 16.4 Average Time on Social Assistance (Months) 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  13.3  8.6  13.6  14.1  9.4  12.3  18.0  14.5  N/A  19.4  12.7  15.6  N/A  12.1  13.5 

2010  N/A  N/A  13.5  9.4  14.1  14.6  9.6  12.6  16.8  13.3  N/A  19.3  12.8  16.0  N/A  12.2  13.4 

2011  N/A  N/A  14.2  10.6  14.8  15.4  9.7  13.0  16.1  13.4  N/A  19.9  13.1  16.6  N/A  12.9  13.8 

 

Source: SSIM105 (Community Impact) 
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What is the cost per case? 

Fig 16.5 SSIM315 - Monthly Social Assistance Operating Cost (Administration and Benefit) per Case 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $964.37  $954.51  $932.45 $864.51 $888.34 $816.03 $956.54 $844.00  N/A  $1,019.22 $939.51 $876.48 N/A  $955.57 $935.98 

2010  N/A  N/A  $911.27  $974.33  $931.17 $887.90 $914.06 $853.36 $969.40 $840.29  N/A  $1,038.97 $933.93 $924.07 N/A  $943.33 $927.62 

2011  N/A  N/A  $941.61  $938.30  $906.82 $893.29 $935.96 $818.02 $965.85 $856.72  N/A  $1,025.87 $913.47 $933.28 N/A  $940.46 $934.62 

 

Source: SSIM315 (Efficiency) 

Comment: Administration Cost represents the average cost to deliver and administer the programs and services. The administration cost per case can be 
influenced by the caseload size and demographics, services provided and local labour costs. 

Benefits Cost represents the average cost of benefits paid to social assistance client. This cost can vary based on the caseload mix (single and family) and 
the types of benefits required. The Province mandates eligibility criteria and benefit amounts, resulting in generally an 80:20 Provincial: Municipal cost-
share. Benefits provided by the municipality beyond this mandate are funded 100% by the Municipality. 
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What is the cost per case? 

Fig 16.6 Monthly Social Assistance Cost Per Case 

Municipality 

Monthly Social Assistance 
Administration Operating  

Cost per Case 

Monthly Social Assistance 
Benefit  

Cost per Case 

2009 2010 2011 2009 2010 2011 

Durham $262.56 $227.46 $242.28 $701.81 $683.81 $699.33 

Halton $239.37 $250.56 $220.21 $715.15 $723.77 $718.09 

Hamilton $176.27 $171.30 $167.52 $756.18 $759.86 $739.30 

London $171.00 $181.02 $189.88 $693.52 $706.88 $703.41 

Muskoka $264.62 $261.77 $273.18 $623.72 $652.29 $662.78 

Niagara $150.84 $151.64 $142.85 $665.19 $701.72 $675.17 

Ottawa $246.95 $251.26 $253.69 $709.59 $718.14 $712.16 

Sudbury (Greater) $244.20 $219.63 $226.25 $599.80 $620.66 $630.46 

Toronto $222.66 $244.89 $234.48 $796.56 $794.08 $791.39 

Waterloo $205.22 $202.59 $184.89 $734.29 $731.34 $728.57 

Windsor $135.45 $160.23 $165.94 $741.03 $763.84 $767.34 

York $227.75 $212.74 $207.77 $727.83 $730.59 $732.69 

Median $225.21 $216.19 $213.99 $712.37 $720.96 $715.13 
 

 
Source: SSIM305 and  SIM310 (Efficiency)  
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Social Housing Services 

How many housing units are available? 

Fig 17.1 Number of Social Housing Units per 1,000 Households 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  32  26  69  50  24  40  59  62  N/A  83  44  57  N/A  21  47 

2010  N/A  N/A  32  25  68  43  23  39  58  62  N/A  82  43  57  N/A  20  43 

2011  N/A  N/A  31  25  67  42  23  39  57  61  N/A  82  43  58  N/A  20  43 

 

Source: SCHG210 (Service Level) 

Note: Units include rent-geared-to-income (RGI) units, market rent units and rent supplement units. 
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What percent of the waiting list is housed annually? 

Fig 17.2 Percent of Social Housing Waiting List Placed Annually 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  10%  23%  24%  27%  14%  16%  18%  40%  N/A  7%  29%  46%  N/A  6%  21% 

2010  N/A  N/A  9%  14%  20%  25%  11%  12%  17%  37%  N/A  6%  27%  47%  N/A  4%  16% 

2011  N/A  N/A  9%  11%  15%  28%  9%  11%  19%  38%  N/A  6%  22%  44%  N/A  4%  13% 

 

Source: SCHG110 (Community Impact) 

   



 

 

 

  

126 

How much does it cost to provide a social housing unit? 

Fig 17.3 Social Housing Operating Cost (Administration and Subsidy) per Housing Unit 

 

2009  N/A  N/A  $6,269  $5,766  $4,553 $4,606 $4,783 $4,911 $5,152 $4,993  N/A  $5,986 $6,267 $4,238 N/A  $6,166 $5,073 

2010  N/A  N/A  $7,482  $7,029  $6,129 $4,965 $7,029 $6,068 $6,797 $6,514  N/A  $6,355 $7,320 $5,075 N/A  $7,745 $6,656 

2011  N/A  N/A  $6,460  $6,224  $5,782 $5,262 $5,467 $5,825 $5,765 $5,920  N/A  $6,087 $5,578 $4,624 N/A  $7,370 $5,804 

 

Source: SCHG315 (Efficiency) 

Note: Includes annually adjusted subsidy provided by the municipality, administration costs and any one-time grants, e.g. emergency capital repairs. 
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Sports and Recreation Services 

What percent of the municipal population participates in registered programs? 

Fig 18.1 Annual Number of Unique Users for Directly Provided Registered Programs as a Percent of Population 

 

2009  11.9%  N/A  4.9%  6.3%  14.6%  6.4%  8.2%  5.0%  7.0%  N/A  6.7% 

2010  11.5%  N/A  4.9%  7.5%  15.7%  8.8%  3.3%  5.5%  9.3%  5.8%  7.5% 

2011  10.8%  N/A  4.9%  6.3%  15.5%  9.6%  14.9%  5.5%  8.6%  5.4%  8.6% 

 

Source: SREC140 (Community Impact) 

Comment: Individuals who registered for more than one program are counted only once, therefore this graph represents "unique users". The number of 
"unique users" highlighted does not include those who use drop-in, permit based or programming provided by alternate sport and recreation service 
providers. 
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How frequently are registered programs being used? 

Fig 18.2 Number of Participant Visits per Capita - Directly Provided Registered Programs 

 

2009  1.7  N/A  0.8  1.0  2.1  0.6  2.0  1.4  1.2  N/A  1.3 

2010  1.6  N/A  1.0  1.1  2.3  1.0  2.3  1.5  1.5  0.9  1.5 

2011  1.6  N/A  1.0  1.1  2.4  0.9  3.9  1.5  1.4  0.9  1.4 

 

Source: SREC110 (Community Impact) 

Note: The City of Windsor experienced a municipal work stoppage in 2009, which impacted participation opportunities. 
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What percent of registered program capacity is used?  

Fig 18.3 Utilization Rate for Directly Provided Registered Programs 

 

2009  73%  N/A  75%  72%  66%  67%  88%  71%  74%  N/A  73% 

2010  73%  N/A  76%  71%  65%  71%  98%  74%  76%  84%  74% 

2011  71%  N/A  78%  68%  69%  66%  86%  78%  75%  82%  75% 

 

Source: SREC410 (Customer Service) 

Comment: The measure reflects the levels of usage by residents of municipal recreation programs.  
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What is the operating cost to provide recreational facilities and programs per person? 

Fig 18.4 Operating Cost of Recreation Programs & Recreation Facilities per Person 

 

2009  $101  N/A  $90  $65  $138  $111  $122  $86  $88  N/A  $96 

2010  $94  N/A  $92  $0  $146  $112  $130  $90  $109  $66  $94 

2011  $101  N/A  $82  $75  $145  $106  $132  $89  $97  $68  $97 

 

Source: SREC909M (Service Level) 

Note: Calculation does not include amortization. 

 



 
 
 
 

 



 
 
 
 

 
2011 PER

 

Wha

Transit 
afforda
of pub
improv

Specific
 

• 

• 

• 

Influe

Demog
of pop
transit m
 
Econo
energy
and con
 
Enviro

 
 

RFORMANCE MEA

at is the S

Services prov
able means of tra
blic transit syste
ves air quality. 

c objectives inclu

Providing mob
work, educatio
opportunities 

Providing affor
being fiscally r
improving the 

Ensuring servic
commercial gr

 

encing Fact

graphics:  Ave
pulation and co
market share. 

mic Condition
y prices, foreign 
ntractual obliga

onmental Fact

ASUREMENT REP

 

Service?

vide citizens w
aveling to work

ems in a comm

ude: 

bility options fo
on, health care

rdable transit fo
responsible to ta
environment 

ces and costs re
rowth 

tors: 

erage household
ommunities wit

ns:   Fare increa
exchange rates
tions with labou

tors:  Topograp

PORT  

 

with a safe, rel
k, school, home 

munity eases tra

or all residents 
, shopping, soc

or everyone in th
axpayers and su

eflect and encou

d income, auto o
th higher immi

ases, fluctuation
s, magnitude of 
ur. 

phy and climate.

liable, efficient 
or play. Greate

affic congestion

to ensure acce
cial and recreat

he community, w
upporting the go

urage residentia

ownership rates
igrant levels im

ns in commodity
external contra

. 

t and 
er use 
n and 

ess to 
tional 

while 
oal of 

al and 

s, age 
mpact 

y and 
acting 

Na
fre
far
de
infr
 
No
mu
 
Siz
ge
cor
cap
top
 
Tra
com
gas
 
 

 

 
 

 

 

 

19 Tr

ature of Tran
quency of servic
e systems, GP
dicated bus la
rastructure to be

on-Residents:
unicipal bounda

ze of Service
ographic areas 
rridors and con
pita.  Service a
pography, dens

ansit System
mposition of fle
s, high floor vers

ransit 

nsit:  Diversity 
ce, service cove
S, advance an
nes. Subway s
e maintained. 

 Catchment are
ries. 

e Area:  High
with small pop

ntiguous develo
nd costs are a
ity and total pop

m and Vehicl
et (bus, subway
sus low floor acc

SECTION II

SECTIO

Servic

and number o
erage and hours
d delay traffic 

systems can inv

ea for transit rid

er costs per 
pulations.  High
opment contrib
also affected b
pulation. 

les:   Loading 
y or light rail tran
cessible and age

I    TRANSIT SERVI

ON II 

ces 

of routes, prox
s of operation, a

signals and th
volve much mo

ders may exten

capita to serv
her density dev
bute to a lower

y type of deve

standards of 
nsit), diesel vers
e of fleet. 

ICES    133  

ximity and 
automated 
he use of 
ore costly 

d beyond 

vice large 
velopment 
r cost per 
elopment, 

vehicles, 
sus natural 



 

 

 

  

134 

Transit Services 

How often do people take public transit? 

Fig 19.1 Number of Conventional Transit Trips per Capita in Service Area 

 

2009  20  N/A  15  N/A  44  54  N/A  N/A  105  31  33  171  35  28  N/A  18  33 

2010  20  88  16  N/A  44  59  N/A  N/A  124  31  32  172  38  28  70  18  38 

2011  21  88  18  N/A  46  61  N/A  N/A  124  32  33  179  39  30  72  18  39 

 

Source: TRNT105 (Community Impact) 

Note: Ottawa decrease in 2009 due to transit labour disruption. 

Comment: Conventional transit includes all modes with the exception of specialized and door-to-door services for persons with disabilities. 

Toronto has a higher transit use per person due to their extensive transit system (including the subway), the close proximity of residents to at least one 
mode of transit and non-resident travel. 
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How much does it cost to operate a transit vehicle for each hour the vehicle is in service? 

Fig 19.2 Transit Operating Cost per In-service Vehicle Hour 

 

2009  $77  N/A  $127  N/A  $174  $93  N/A  N/A  $194  $104  $89  $135  $120  $115  N/A  $119  $119 

2010  $84  $130  $138  N/A  $109  $99  N/A  N/A  $227  $103  $99  $144  $124  $115  $87  $126  $115 

2011  $92  $133  $144  N/A  $96  $98  N/A  N/A  $194  $109  $100  $148  $124  $126  $88  $146  $124 

 

Source: TRNT305 (Efficiency) 

Comment: Municipal results are influenced by service design and delivery such as the diversity and number of routes, the frequency and hours of service 
and the type of transit vehicle used. 
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What is the total cost to operate a transit vehicle for each hour the vehicle is in service? 

Fig 19.3 OMBI Total Transit Cost per In-service Vehicle Hour (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $88  N/A  $138  N/A  $186  $109  N/A  N/A  $214  $114  $98  $202  $133  $128  N/A  $137  $133 

2010  $87  $152  $149  N/A  $122  $115  N/A  N/A  $246  $114  $109  $200  $137  $128  $97  $146  $128 

2011  $102  $156  $157  N/A  $109  $115  N/A  N/A  $218  $121  $111  $180  $138  $140  $99  $172  $138 

 

Source: TRNT305T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Municipal results are influenced by service design and delivery such as the diversity and number of routes, the frequency and hours of service 
and the type of transit vehicle used. 
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How well utilized are transit vehicles? 

Fig 19.4 Passenger Trips per In-service Vehicle Hour 

 

2009  18  N/A  23  N/A  30  40  N/A  N/A  51  26  22  50  30  24  N/A  17  26 

2010  18  43  24  N/A  30  39  N/A  N/A  52  26  23  50  33  24  35  17  30 

2011  19  41  25  N/A  30  41  N/A  N/A  54  28  24  52  34  26  36  19  30 

 

Source: TRNT340 (Efficiency) 

Comment: This measure provides an indication of how productive a transit system is providing service. The higher the ratio of passenger trips to in-service 
vehicle hour, the greater the usage level of the transit services. 
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How much does it cost to provide a passenger trip? 

Fig 19.5 Operating Cost for Conventional Transit per Regular Service Passenger Trip 

 

2009  $4.42  N/A  $5.56  N/A  $5.87  $2.31  N/A  N/A  $3.84  $4.00  $4.11  $2.73  $3.94  $4.77  N/A  $6.98  $4.11 

2010  $4.74  $3.06  $5.67  N/A  $3.63  $2.50  N/A  N/A  $4.34  $3.89  $4.32  $2.88  $3.78  $4.80  $2.49  $7.28  $3.89 

2011  $4.98  $3.26  $5.75  N/A  $3.19  $2.37  N/A  N/A  $3.61  $3.90  $4.21  $2.84  $3.62  $4.90  $2.43  $7.62  $3.62 

 

Source: TRNT901M (Efficiency) 

Comment: The measure examines efficiency from a utilization perspective and takes into consideration only the actual use of the available transit supply. 
Results are influenced by factors unique to each municipality, e.g. level of transit investment, size and density of the service area, cost escalation and 
service levels. 
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Waste Management Services 

How many tonnes of residential waste are collected per household? 

Fig 20.1 Tonnes of all Material Collected per Household - Residential 

 

2009  1.02  0.98  0.91  1.18  1.05  0.89  0.47  1.01  0.88  0.72  0.88  0.68  0.99  0.72  N/A  1.06  0.91 

2010  1.07  0.96  0.88  1.09  1.00  0.82  0.49  0.99  0.90  0.74  0.91  0.69  0.92  0.88  N/A  1.06  0.91 

2011  1.00  1.08  0.88  1.09  0.97  0.84  0.48  0.92  0.87  0.61  0.94  0.68  0.92  0.96  N/A  1.05  0.92 

 

Source: SWST205 (Service Level) 

Note: The City of Windsor experienced a municipal work stoppage in 2009, which contributed to a reduction in total tonnes collected. 

Note: York Region operates a two-tier system and is not responsible for collection of garbage. 

Comment: The measure includes organics, blue box, leaf and yard, municipal hazardous or special waste and other recycle materials such as wood, metal 
and tires. 
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What is the operating cost to collect a tonne of residential waste? 

Fig 20.2 Operating Costs for Garbage Collection per Tonne - Residential 

 

2009  $81  $156  $86  $87  $180  $85  $237  $105  $70  $142  $134  $87  $117  $145  N/A  N/A  $111 

2010  $100  $157  $78  $105  $160  $91  $267  $94  $72  $108  $166  $107  $107  $93  N/A  N/A  $106 

2011  $112  $146  $81  $124  $167  $92  $288  $104  $80  $115  $141  $100  $110  $73  N/A  N/A  $111 

 

Source: SWST311M (Efficiency) 

Note: York Region operates a two-tier system and is not responsible for collection of garbage. 

Comment: Revenues fluctuate year to year based on the market price of recyclable materials.ure includes organics, blue box, leaf and yard, municipal 
hazardous or special waste and other recycle materials such as wood, metal and tires.   
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What is the total cost to collect a tonne of residential waste? 

Fig 20.3 OMBI Total Cost for Garbage Collection per Tonne - Residential (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $86  $157  $86  $87  $187  $86  $237  $105  $73  $146  $137  $90  $117  $154  N/A  N/A  $111 

2010  $107  $160  $78  $105  $169  $91  $267  $94  $75  $111  $169  $112  $107  $98  N/A  N/A  $107 

2011  $121  $152  $81  $124  $195  $93  $288  $104  $84  $119  $144  $105  $110  $75  N/A  N/A  $115 

 

Source: SWST311T (Efficiency) 

Note: York Region operates a two-tier system and is not responsible for collection of garbage. 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 
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How many tonnes of residential waste are disposed per household? 

Fig 20.4 Tonnes of Solid Waste Disposed per Household - Residential 

 

2009  0.57  0.73  0.54  0.52  0.56  0.57  0.23  0.62  0.61  0.65  0.70  0.43  0.49  0.43  N/A  0.49  0.56 

2010  0.58  0.73  0.52  0.50  0.54  0.54  0.24  0.61  0.55  0.68  0.73  0.40  0.48  0.60  N/A  0.54  0.54 

2011  0.57  0.84  0.51  0.50  0.53  0.54  0.26  0.49  0.53  0.57  0.76  0.37  0.47  0.65  N/A  0.44  0.53 

 

Source: SWST220 (Service Level) 

Note: The City of Windsor experienced a municipal work stoppage in 2009, which contributed to a reduction in total tonnes disposed. 

Comment: Given the life expectancy of several landfills across the province and the fact there are many diversion programs and services in place, there is 
still a high volume of waste going to landfills. 
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What is the operating cost to dispose of a tonne of garbage? 

Fig 20.5 Operating Costs for Solid Waste Disposal per Tonne - All Streams 

s

 

2009  $318  $28  $129  $87  $75  $19  $142  $67  $29  $63  $21  $111  $50  $106  N/A  $106  $75 

2010  $96  $63  $142  $75  $108  $19  $188  $33  $35  $64  $29  $139  $56  $103  N/A  $102  $75 

2011  $88  $30  $154  $68  $161  $23  $159  $69  $‐1  $36  $35  $173  $41  $124  N/A  $110  $69 

 

Source: SWST325M (Efficiency) 

Note: In 2009, Barrie had a large post-closure cost which increased their operating cost.   

Comment: Results can be impacted significantly due to the recording of post-closure landfill liability costs. In addition, declining landfill capacities typically 
result in increased landfill rates. Other impacts, such as additional costs of transporting waste outside a community, aging infrastructure, capital costs, 
costs associated with the incineration of garbage, service agreements, increase in leachate treatment and fluctuating fuel costs also impact these results. 

 



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    WASTE MANAGEMENT SERVICES    145  
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What is the total cost to dispose of a tonne of garbage? 

Fig 20.6 OMBI Total Cost for Solid Waste Disposal per Tonne - All Property Classes (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $325  $32  $132  $105  $79  $21  $194  $91  $56  $67  $25  $125  $67  $130  N/A  $109  $91 

2010  $104  $67  $144  $96  $115  $21  $228  $53  $76  $85  $33  $149  $81  $121  N/A  $107  $96 

2011  $97  $34  $166  $82  $168  $25  $229  $82  $43  $37  $44  $202  $68  $145  N/A  $114  $82 

 

Source: SWST325T (Efficiency) 

Note: In 2009, Barrie had a large post-closure cost which increased their operating cost.  

Note: Calculation includes amortization.   

Comment: Results can be impacted significantly due to the recording of post-closure landfill liability costs. In addition, declining landfill capacities typically 
result in increased landfill rates. Other impacts, such as additional costs of transporting waste outside a community, aging infrastructure, capital costs, 
costs associated with the incineration of garbage, service agreements, increase in leachate treatment and fluctuating fuel costs also impact these results. 
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How many tonnes of residential waste are diverted per household? 

Fig 20.7 Tonnes Solid Waste Diverted per Household - Residential 

 

2009  0.52  0.29  0.53  0.68  0.51  0.42  0.24  0.45  0.29  0.57  0.31  0.34  0.50  0.29  N/A  0.59  0.45 

2010  0.55  0.33  0.52  0.61  0.49  0.37  0.25  0.42  0.35  0.56  0.33  0.35  0.49  0.37  N/A  0.54  0.42 

2011  0.49  0.32  0.53  0.62  0.48  0.39  0.23  0.46  0.34  0.46  0.36  0.36  0.50  0.37  N/A  0.64  0.46 

 

Source: SWST235 (Service Level) 

Note: The City of Windsor experienced municipal work stoppages in 2009, which contributed to a reduction in total tonnes diverted. 

Comment: Given the life expectancy of several landfills across the province and the fact there are many diversion programs and services in place, there is a 
still a high volume of waste going to landfills. 

What is the operating cost to divert a tonne of garbage? 
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Fig 20.8 Operating Costs for Solid Waste Diversion per Tonne - Residential 

 

2009  $137  $299  $167  $174  $130  $129  $261  $184  $276  $227  $33  $334  $114  $149  N/A  N/A  $171 

2010  $138  $199  $162  $147  $151  $109  $243  $171  $216  $166  $88  $307  $134  $119  N/A  $89  $151 

2011  $151  $275  $160  $154  $169  $106  $253  $168  $208  $166  $92  $281  $114  $83  N/A  $105  $160 

 

Source: SWST330M (Efficiency) 

Comment: Revenues fluctuate year- to-year based on the market price of recyclable materials. 
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What is the total cost to divert a tonne of garbage? 

Fig 20.9 OMBI Total Cost for Solid Waste Diversion per Tonne - Residential (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $143  $319  $176  $174  $142  $129  $261  $193  $276  $234  $33  $354  $117  $172  N/A  N/A  $175 

2010  $145  $220  $171  $147  $163  $109  $243  $184  $217  $172  $88  $331  $140  $135  N/A  $93  $163 

2011  $159  $296  $166  $154  $181  $113  $253  $184  $208  $172  $92  $299  $121  $98  N/A  $111  $166 

 

Source: SWST330T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization.    
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What percent of residential waste is diverted away from landfills? 

Fig 20.10 Percent of Solid Waste Diverted - Residential 

 

2009  48%  26%  51%  55%  48%  42%  53%  42%  33%  45%  30%  44%  51%  40%  N/A  55%  45% 

2010  49%  29%  52%  55%  48%  41%  53%  41%  39%  45%  31%  47%  51%  39%  N/A  50%  47% 

2011  47%  27%  53%  55%  48%  42%  48%  48%  39%  45%  33%  49%  52%  36%  N/A  59%  48% 

 

Source: SWST105M (Community Impact) 

Comment: This measure demonstrates the percent of residential waste diverted away from landfills and incineration through programs such as organics, 
blue box, leaf and yard, municipal hazardous or special waste and other recyclable materials, e.g. wood, metal and tires. 

 



 
 
 
 

 

 



 
 
 
 

 
2011 PER

 
Wha

The go
treatme
provinc
treatme

Specific
 

• 

• 

Wastew
and Ins
dischar
municip
throug
based o
treatme
 

Influe

Age o
system
 
Gover
over th
wastew
Region

RFORMANCE MEA

at is the S

oal of Wastew
ent and disposa
cial and federa
ent on the natur

c objectives inclu

Efficient and e
the municipal 
facilities and d
provincial regu

Maintaining ad
developments

 
water services ar
stitutional (ICI) se
rged into the mu
pal sewer-use b
h municipal wat
on water usage 
ent. 

encing Fact

f Infrastructu
 and frequency 

rnment Struct
he wastewater sy
water service is

al municipality. 

ASUREMENT REP

 
Service?

ater Services i
al of wastewater
al agencies ens
al environment 

ude: 

effective collecti
sewage system

disposal of waste
ulation 

dequate capacit
s 

re provided to r
ector customers
unicipal sewage
y-laws. Funding

ter rates, which 
to recover the c

tors: 

ure:  The age an
of maintenance

ture:  Single-tie
ystem vs. two-ti

s divided betwe

PORT  

 

is the safe and
r. Treatment sta
sure that the i
is minimized. 

on of wastewat
ms, operation of 

ewater in accord

ty for existing co

residential and In
s. The quality of 
e system is contr
g for wastewater
usually include a

costs of wastewa

nd condition of 
 costs. 

er service prov
ier system wher
een the local m

d effective coll
andards establis
impact of wast

ter from custom
wastewater tre

dance with fede

ommunities and

ndustrial, Comm
wastewater 

rolled through 
r services is gene
a sewer surcharg
ater collection a

wastewater co

viders with juris
re the responsib
municipalities a

21 W
lection, 

shed by 
tewater 

mers via 
eatment 
eral and 

d future 

mercial 

erally 
ge 
nd 

llection 

sdiction 
bility for 
and the 

Po
ma
pip
 
Su
rela
fro
 
Tre
col
 
Ur
cos
 
We
sev
 
Ad
Int
hav
con
 
Tw
res
Yor
the
 

 

 

Wastew
olicy and Prac
aintenance activ
pe material. 

upply and De
ative to the tot

om ICI sectors re

eatment Plant
llection systems

rban Density:
st for infrastructu

eather Condi
vere and freque

dditional In
tegrated System
ve full responsi
nveyance, treatme

wo-Tier System
ponsibility for com
rk are responsible

e responsibility of l

SEC

water 
ctices:  The freq
vities, collection

emand:  Respec
tal system dem
lative to residen

ts:  The numbe
s and treatment 

 The proximity 
ure repair and re

itions:  Negativ
nt extreme wea

nformation
ms:  The term ap
ibility for all w
ent and disposal.

ms:  The term ap
mponents of waste
e for all compone
local municipalitie

CTION II    WAST

SECTIO

Servic
quency of wast

n system age, c

ctive volume o
mand.  The quan
ntial demand. 

r, size and com
plants operated

y of pipes to ot
eplacement. 

ve impacts ar
ther events. 

n: 
pplies to those Ci
wastewater activ
 

pplies to those 
ewater activities, 
ents with the exc
es (lower-tiers) wit

EWATER SERVICE

ON II 

ces 
ewater collectio
ondition and th

of wastewater g
ntity of wastewa

plexity of the w
d. 

her utilities incr

e associated w

ities and Municip
vities including 

Municipalities 
e.g. Niagara, Wa
eption of collectio
thin their boundar

ES    152  

on system 
he type of 

generated 
ater flows 

wastewater 

reases the 

with more 

palities that 
collection, 

that have 
aterloo and 
on which is 
ries. 



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    WASTEWATER SERVICES    153  

Wastewater Services 

How much wastewater is treated in each municipality? 

Fig 21.1 Megalitres of Treated Wastewater per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  13,540  14,462  14,183  20,134  25,330  21,353  21,433  19,061  24,057  23,216  16,011  34,828  N/A  20,744    22,023  13,673  11,831  13,673 

2010  13,021  15,097  12,759  17,810  23,351  19,868  18,987  16,161  19,164  22,607  15,286  33,407  16,944  17,810    20,615  11,950  12,202  12,202 

2011  13,250  15,793  13,211  19,224  25,261  23,583  18,770  16,648  21,760  21,741  15,738  40,066  15,231  18,770    N/A  11,876  11,806  11,841 

 

Source: WWTR210 (Service  Level) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Note: Includes residential and ICI sectors. 
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What is the average age of the infrastructure and the population density of the serviced community? 

Fig 21.2  Average Age of Infrastructure and Population Density of Serviced Community 

Municipality  Average Age of 
Wastewater Pipe  

Population 
Density   Municipality  Average Age of 

Wastewater Pipe 
Population 

Density  

Barrie 21 1,400 
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 Ottawa 29 299 

Calgary 33 1,286 Sudbury (Greater) 43 266 
Durham 20 1,531 Thunder Bay 55 305 

Halton 27 491 Toronto 59 4,401 
Hamilton 49 435 Waterloo N/A 400 

London 40 865 Windsor 44 1,436 
Muskoka 40 6 Winnipeg 57 1,446 

Niagara  N/A  N/A York 18 575 
 
Source:  WWTR105 (Community Impact) WWTR009 (Population Density) 

 

Note: Summary table is provided for cross-referencing purposes. 

 

Additional Information 

Age of Wastewater Pipes: Older wastewater pipes are often in poor condition and contain cracks, leaking joints and broken sections, 
contributing to increased pipe blockages and an inflow of groundwater into the system causing an excess capacity to the system. These 
factors result in an increased frequency of wastewater main backups relative to newer systems that do not have such deficiencies incurring 
higher maintenance costs for older systems. 

Density of Development: The density of development within a service area has a direct impact on the cost of maintenance and repair of the 
wastewater systems. The downtown areas of older communities typically have higher density development on narrow road allowances. The 
cost of maintaining and repairing pipes in a dense urban environment is higher, resulting in higher costs for maintenance and repair activities 
relative to a suburban environment. Communities with lower development densities typically have wider unrestricted road allowances which 
make repairs easier and less costly to carry-out. 

   
  



 
 
 
 
 

   2011 PERFORMANCE MEASUREMENT REPORT  SECTION II    WASTEWATER SERVICES    155  

How many wastewater main back-ups occurred? 

Fig 21.3 Annual Number of Wastewater Main Backups per 100 Km of Wastewater Main (Integrated Systems only) 

 

2009  0.94  4.98  1.42  2.08  1.00  0.36  0.97  2.12  3.12  2.94  5.27  0.70  N/A  1.75 

2010  0.93  6.42  0.54  0.56  0.81  0.51  0.00  1.46  3.77  0.39  8.01  0.69  N/A  0.75 

2011  0.94  0.06  0.34  0.67  0.80  0.43  0.00  1.62  3.90  0.98  10.79  0.69  N/A  0.75 

 

Source: WWTR405M (Customer Service) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment:  The annual number of wastewater backups is directly related to the design of the wastewater collection system, i.e. the extent to which storm 
sewers are connected to or combined with sanitary sewers (resulting in increased flow). Design criteria, age and condition of the wastewater collection 
infrastructure combined with localized major precipitation events can result in flows that exceed system capacity, resulting in wastewater backups. 
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What is the operating cost of wastewater collection and conveyance? 

Fig 21.4 Operating Cost of Wastewater Collection/Conveyance per Km of Pipe 

 

2009  $5,317  $6,677  $7,808  $7,197  $20,659  $5,043 $8,518 $10,443 $12,289 $10,425 $19,707  $5,158 N/A  $8,163   $44,397 N/A  $55,515 $49,956 

2010  $6,284  $7,472  $7,664  $7,404  $20,040  $4,831 $7,992 $8,701  $9,306  $7,310  $15,816  $4,198 $10,480 $7,664   $33,300 N/A  $61,749 $47,525 

2011  $7,141  $7,987  $7,558  $9,409  $17,581  $5,105 $6,933 $10,058 $8,423  $9,234  $14,868  $4,494 $9,942  $8,423   $50,811 $18,617 $62,144 $50,811 

 

Source: WWTR305M (Efficiency) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: Municipalities providing service over a broad geographic area generally have higher operating costs due to the number and type of 
wastewater treatment facilities operating and the distance between the individual systems. This affects the daily operating costs for collection, conveyance 
and treatment of wastewater. 
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What is the total cost of wastewater collection and conveyance? 

Fig 21.5 OMBI Total Cost of Wastewater Collection / Conveyance per Km of Pipe (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $10,693  $8,066  $13,558  $14,023  $27,062  $10,785 $18,539 $16,287 $16,206 $22,952 $26,982  $10,118 N/A  $15,115   $50,260 N/A  $79,008 $64,634 

2010  $12,168  $9,174  $13,970  $14,184  $26,537  $10,953 $17,475 $15,061 $13,366 $8,828  $23,045  $8,957  $15,429 $13,970   $40,904 N/A  $86,756 $63,830 

2011  $13,775  $9,946  $14,746  $16,342  $24,513  $11,777 $16,202 $16,539 $12,565 $12,161 $22,286  $8,172  $14,997 $14,746   $65,563 $23,626 $88,131 $65,563 

 

Source: WWTR305T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Municipalities providing service over a broad geographic area generally have higher operating costs due to the number and type of 
wastewater treatment facilities operating and the distance between the individual systems. This affects the daily operating costs for collection, conveyance 
and treatment of wastewater. 
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What is the operating cost for the treatment and disposal of wastewater? 

Fig 21.6 Operating Cost of Wastewater Treatment/Disposal per Megalitre Treated 

 

2009  $499  $224  $344  $392  $132  $274  $861  $144  $253  $237  $404  $240  N/A  $264    $429  $375  $303  $375 

2010  $567  $249  $471  $411  $159  $276  $973  $173  $369  $353  $435  $293  $300  $353    $383  $414  $293  $383 

2011  $616  $283  $385  $374  $172  $246  $1,029 $178  $306  $355  $388  $245  $352  $352    $387  $399  $338  $387 

 

Source: WWTR310M (Efficiency) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: The cost of treating wastewater and disposing of bio-solids per megalitre of wastewater. Bio-solids are primarily organic accumulated solids 
separated from wastewater that have been stabilized by treatment. Wastewater is treated to meet or exceed the provincial Ministry of the Environment 
regulations and standards. 
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What is the total cost for the treatment and disposal of wastewater?  

Fig 21.7 OMBI Total Cost for Treatment/Disposal per Megalitre Treated (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $767  $335  $472  $479  $166  $458  $1,438 $193  $431  $327  $469  $306  N/A  $445    $532  $440  $403  $440 

2010  $871  $377  $613  $496  $196  $470  $1,587 $225  $599  $470  $496  $364  $361  $470    $494  $504  $386  $494 

2011  $937  $398  $497  $460  $209  $409  $1,823 $233  $511  $476  $447  $305  $420  $447    $487  $483  $483  $483 

 

Source: WWTR310T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: The cost of treating wastewater and disposing of bio-solids per megalitre of wastewater. Bio-solids are primarily organic accumulated solids 
separated from wastewater that have been stabilized by treatment. Wastewater is treated to meet or exceed the provincial Ministry of the Environment 
regulations and standards. 
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Water  Services 

How much water is treated in each municipality? 

Fig 22.1 Megalitres of Treated Water per 100,000 Population 

 

2009  10,293  15,579  11,909  14,060  17,940  14,049  15,455  11,757  14,901  15,910  14,642  20,468  N/A  14,772    15,048  11,069  12,337  12,337 

2010  10,414  14,684  11,821  13,913  18,319  14,219  15,334  11,566  15,225  15,390  14,194  19,963  10,968  14,219    15,177  10,645  12,369  12,369 

2011  10,246  14,321  11,376  13,858  17,128  13,704  15,064  12,710  15,361  14,367  13,906  19,775  11,560  13,906    N/A  10,342  12,022  11,182 

 

Source: WATR210 (Service Level) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Note: Includes residential and ICI sectors. 

   



 

 

 

  

162 

What is the average age of the infrastructure and the population density of the serviced community? 

Fig 22.2 Average Age of Infrastructure and Population Density of Serviced Community 

Municipality  Average Age 
 of Water Pipe  

Population 
Density  

Municipality  Average Age 
 of Water Pipe  

Population 
Density  

Barrie 20 1,400 

2
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Ottawa 32 299 
Calgary 29 1,286 Sudbury (Greater) 46 215 
Durham 20 1,499 Thunder Bay 47 312 

Halton 23 491 Toronto 57 4,401 
Hamilton 43 435 Waterloo N/A 379 

London 34 841 Windsor 45 1,436 
Muskoka 40 7 Winnipeg 40 1,446 

Niagara  N/A N/A York 16 575 
 
Source:  WATR120 (Community Impact) WATR009 (Population Density) 

Additional Information 
 
Age of Water Distribution Pipe: Older pipes are usually in poor condition as a result of pipe corrosion, pipe materials (susceptible to 
fractures), leakage at pipe joints and service connections which contributes to an increased frequency of water main breaks relative to newer 
systems that do not have such deficiencies. 
 
Density of Development Water Services: The density of development within a service area has a direct impact on the cost of 
maintenance and repair of the water systems. The downtown areas of older communities typically have higher density development on 
narrow road allowances. The cost of maintaining and repairing pipes in a dense urban environment is higher, resulting in higher costs for 
maintenance and repair activities relative to a suburban environment. Communities with lower development densities typically have wider 
unrestricted road allowances which make repairs easier and less costly to carry-out.  
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How many watermain breaks occurred? 

Fig 22.3 Number of Water Main Breaks per 100 Km of Water Distribution Pipe (excluding Service Connections and Hydrant Leads) 

 

2009  4.5  7.1  6.5  6.6  13.7  7.3  2.1  8.9  13.8  12.4  20.8  19.4  N/A  8.1 

2010  6.1  4.6  6.8  4.8  14.3  8.2  2.6  9.0  9.8  8.8  21.6  20.5  12.2  8.8 

2011  8.4  6.6  6.8  5.8  17.1  7.6  3.5  9.0  13.9  13.4  27.3  16.4  21.3  9.0 

 

Source: WATR410M (Customer Service) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Note: This measure excludes service connections and hydrant leads. 

Note: Niagara, Waterloo and York are not responsible for local water distribution. 

Comment: The supporting information on the age of watermain pipe shows there is a relationship between older water distribution systems and higher 
rates of water main breaks. 
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What is the operating cost for the distribution and transmission of drinking water? 

Fig 22.4 Operating Cost for the Distribution/Transmission of Drinking Water per Km of Water Distribution Pipe 

 

2009  $7,669  $11,412  $11,441  $10,535  $8,426  $12,003 $6,138 $12,230 $10,642 $9,196  $24,722  $7,306 N/A  $10,589   $8,818  N/A  $32,379 $20,599 

2010  $8,286  $11,890  $12,117  $7,943  $8,913  $11,583 $6,805 $12,287 $9,305  $11,217 $23,160  $8,815 $8,929 $9,305    $18,001 N/A  $60,933 $39,467 

2011  $11,816  $12,802  $9,987  $13,998  $10,520  $12,255 $7,006 $16,486 $10,712 $13,923 $18,410  $8,917 $7,217 $11,816   $10,677 N/A  $60,993 $35,835 

 

Source: WATR305M (Efficiency) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information.  

Note: Waterloo is not responsible for distribution or transmission. 

Comment: Municipalities providing service over a broad geographic area generally have higher operating costs due to the number and type of water 
treatment facilities operated and the distance between the individual systems. This has an impact on the daily operating costs for both the treatment and 
distribution of drinking water. 
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What is the total cost for the distribution and transmission of drinking water? 

Fig 22.5 OMBI Total Cost for the Distribution/Transmission of Drinking Water per Km of Water Distribution Pipe (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $11,137  $15,160  $16,846  $17,662  $13,719  $19,583 $12,981 $20,032 $15,058 $17,920 $27,512  $8,977  N/A  $16,003   $11,775 N/A  $48,092 $29,934 

2010  $10,519  $15,392  $17,959  $14,847  $14,559  $19,543 $13,626 $20,603 $13,839 $15,399 $26,283  $11,084 $12,579 $14,847   $20,982 N/A  $78,483 $49,733 

2011  $14,252  $17,105  $16,256  $21,131  $16,637  $20,703 $13,874 $23,159 $15,322 $18,067 $22,188  $11,319 $11,036 $16,637   $13,838 N/A  $78,227 $46,033 

 

Source: WATR305T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Municipalities providing service over a broad geographic area generally have higher operating costs due to the number and type of water 
treatment facilities operated and the distance between the individual systems. This has an impact on the daily operating costs for both the treatment and 
distribution of drinking water. 
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What is the operating cost for the treatment of drinking water? 

Fig 22.6 Operating Cost for the Treatment of Drinking Water per Megalitre of Drinking Water Treated 

 

2009  $350  $179  $270  $307  $182  $148  $754  $247  $527  $277  $209  $222  N/A  $259    $240  $433  $374  $374 

2010  $417  $180  $286  $325  $183  $124  $745  $266  $454  $403  $150  $222  $313  $286    $287  $450  $376  $376 

2011  $502  $180  $317  $453  $198  $156  $827  $262  $414  $453  $179  $235  $329  $317    $275  $466  $437  $437 

 

Source: WATR310M (Efficiency) 

Note: Refer to Additional Information. 

Comment: Costs include operation and maintenance of treatment plants as well as quality assurance and laboratory testing to ensure compliance with 
regulations. 
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What is the total cost for the treatment of drinking water?  

Fig 22.7 OMBI Total Cost for the Treatment of Drinking Water per Megalitre of Drinking Water Treated (includes amortization) 

 

2009  $397  $248  $334  $372  $184  $179  $1,375 $252  $651  $386  $256  $302  N/A  $318    $350  $621  $438  $438 

2010  $521  $247  $349  $390  $185  $162  $1,375 $284  $571  $517  $198  $265  $446  $349    $402  $651  $431  $431 

2011  $620  $247  $363  $562  $214  $205  $1,475 $269  $515  $577  $223  $284  $453  $363    $395  $673  $494  $494 

 

Source: WATR310T (Efficiency) 

Note: Calculation includes amortization. 

Comment: Costs include operation and maintenance of treatment plants as well as quality assurance and laboratory testing to ensure compliance with 
regulations. 
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