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OVERVIEW

In January 2007, the fifteen municipalities that comprise the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking
Initiative (OMBI) jointly released the OMBI 2005 Performance Benchmarking Report (OMBI Joint
Report). The results presented in that document reflect the joint efforts of 15 municipalities representing
more than 9.1 million residents or 72% of Ontario’s population. It is a collaboration among municipalities
that is unprecedented in North America.

The OMBI Joint Report highlighted twelve service areas and has strengthened accountability and
enhanced the level of transparency in the way performance measures are reported in municipalities.

OMBI has devel oped standardized methodologies to collect consistent performance information to ensure
results are as comparable as possible between municipalities. Thisincludes:

e Detailed technical definitions for each performance measure.

e Costing methodol ogies based on the Financial Information Return (FIR).

e A methodology to alocate program support costs (such as Human Resources and Information &
Technology) to operating programs. In this way differences in organizationa structure (centralized,
de-centralized or mixed program support models) are not afactor in the comparison of costs.

e Identification of factors that can influence municipal results for each measure.

e A web-based data warehouse used to collect and share information.

This report focuses on Toronto’'s 2005 Performance Measurement and Benchmarking Results and builds
on the Joint OMBI Report, by:

e Including additional performance measures in the twelve service areas covered in the Joint OMBI
Report.

e Expanding the number of service areas included from twelve to seventeen.

e Theranking of Toronto’s results in relation to the other municipalities, to assist in determining how
well Toronto is doing.

e Providing up to six years of Toronto’s historical data, to better understand trends in our own internal
service levels and performance.

Toronto’sInternal Comparison of Historical Results

Toronto is unique among Ontario municipalities because of its size and its role as the centre of business,
culture, entertainment, sporting and provincial and international governance activities in the Greater
Toronto Area. Approximately 19.7 million tourists visited Toronto in 2005 and there is an estimated daily
influx of 356,000 non-resident vehicles entering the City from surrounding regions during the morning
rush hours, in addition to non-residents entering the City through public transit. All of these factors pose
special demands on Toronto’s municipal services.

Even our largest single-tier municipal comparators within Ontario, such as Hamilton and Ottawa, have a
significant rural component that Toronto does not.

Overview 1
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The most accurate comparison for any municipality to undertake is to examine one’s own year-over-year
performance and longer-term historical trends. This report therefore provides up to six years of historical
data that can be used to identify internal trendsin Toronto’s service levels and performance measures.

Any cost-based measures for Toronto included in this report, will differ from those that may have been
reported in Toronto’s budget documents. In order to compare Toronto’s costs to other municipalities, all
municipalities follow a standard costing methodology which includes the allocation of program support
costs such as Human Resources and Information and Technology. For the purposes of consistency,
Toronto’s historical costs included in this report have also been determined on the same basis, unless a
specific data source has been noted.

To take into consideration the impact of inflation, where appropriate, costs have also been provided that
adjust for changes in Toronto’s Consumer Price Index (CPl).

External Comparison of Toronto’s 2005 Resultsto Other OMBI Municipalities

Despite the unique characteristics of Toronto, there is also value in making comparisons of performance
measurement results to other municipalities. In order to determine Toronto’s ranking relative to other
municipalities, OMBI data has been sorted according to what would be considered the most desirable
result. This is not intended to make inferences on the service levels or performance of other
municipalities but has been done only to determine Toronto’s position relative to other municipalities and
provide context for Toronto’ s results.

Each of the OMBI municipalities have factors that influence their results, therefore it would be unfair to
interpret or make conclusions about the efficiency or effectiveness of their operations without that
understanding.

Other Ways of Assessing Toronto’s Performance

This report focuses on performance measurement results in specific service areas, however it is by no
means the only type of reporting done by Toronto in this area. There are also other report card initiatives
or monitoring reports that are produced on a periodic basis such as:

Quality of Life Reporting through the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM)
The Toronto Report Card on Children

The Toronto Report Card on Housing and Homelessness

Toronto Health Status

Reports on Economic Indicators

This report is also centred on results that can be quantified, however there are a number of qualitative
factors, such as achievements or innovative initiatives currently being piloted, that are not captured in
these results. In the past three years for example, Toronto has won more than 50 awards for quality and
innovation in delivering public services. This information is equally as important and must also be
considered in any evaluation.

Overview 2
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Internal and External Comparison of Toronto’s Results
Toronto's performance measurement results can be examined from two perspectives:

e Internal comparison — comparing Toronto’s historical performance measurement results over a period
of years and identifying trends for:
» Service Levels - the amount of resources devoted to providing the service or the units of
service provided
» Results — measures related to the efficiency and effectiveness (customer service or
community impact) of operations

e External comparison — comparing Toronto’s 2005 performance measurement results to other Ontario
municipalities under the Ontario Municipa CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI) for:
» Service Levels - the amount of resources devoted to providing the service or the units of
service provided
» Results — measures related to the efficiency and effectiveness (customer service or
community impact) of operations

Description of Quartile Resultsfor External Comparisons of Toronto to OMBI Municipalities

When comparing Toronto’s performance measurement results externally to other Ontario municipalities,
results have been sorted from would be considered as the most desirable result to the least desirable result.

The median (middle) result is identified and Toronto’s result is placed in the appropriate quartile, with a
quartile dividing the municipal resultsinto quarters. The first/top quartile, represents municipalities falling
within the top 25% of the results. The second quartile includes municipalities falling within 26% to 50%
of the sample meaning they are still better than, or at the median value. Results falling in the third or
fourth quartile are below the median. The third quartile includes municipalities falling within 51% to 75%
of the sample and the fourth/bottom representing municipalities falling within the bottom 76% to 100% of
the sample.

The example in figure 1 below, provides an illustration of medians and quartiles using a set of nine
numbers.

Figurel
Median (middle) Municipa Result

3\ 4 5/ 6 7 8 9
Y Y Y
1% (top) quartile 2" quartile 3" quartile

(1% to 25% of (26% to 50% of (51% to 75% of (76% to 100% of
municipalities) municipalities municipalities) municipalities)
including median)

How to Interpret the Summariesand Chartsin This Report 3
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The quartiles have a so been associated with a colour scheme.

The two shades of green (the 1% and 2™ quartiles) represent:
e For service level indicators — service levels or resources higher than the median
e For efficiency, customer service and community impact measures - results better than the median

The colours of yellow (3" quartile) and red (4™ or bottom quartile) represent:
e For service level indicators — service levels or resources lower than the median
e For efficiency, customer service and community impact measures - results worse than the median

Description of Internal Comparisons and Trendsof Toronto’s Historical Results

This report also includes up to six years of Toronto’s internal results. Trends in Toronto’s internal results
have been described using the terminology and colour scheme described in Figure 2 below.

Figure?2
Favourable e Serviceleve, standard, or amount of resources approved by
Council, or the volume of service delivered to residents, has
(green) increased over the time period. Thisis based on the general

assumption that increasing service levels are the desired goal.
o Efficiency, customer service or community impact result is
improving over the time period, or is the best possible result.

Stable e Service levels have been maintained
e Efficiency, customer service or community impact result have
(yellow) remained stable.
Unfavourable e Servicelevel, standard, or amount of resources approved by
Council, or the volume of service delivered to residents, has
(£=9)) decreased over the time period. Thisis based on the genera

assumption that increasing service levels are the desired goal.
o Efficiency, customer service or community impact result has
declined over the time period.

How to Interpret Summariesof Toronto’'s Performance M easurement Results
Each of the seventeen service areas included in this report, includes a summary of Toronto’s performance

measurement results and there is aso a consolidated summary by service area on pages 14 to 31. An
illustration of these summariesis provided in Figure 3.

How to Interpret the Summariesand Chartsin This Report 4
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Figure3
Category Name of Toronto’s results, are Toronto's results compared Supporting charts and
of measure compared internally in these 2 externally to other narratives that provide
measure columns over a number of municipalitiesin these 2 detailed results and
years to examine trends. columns. Results are explanations of the internal
presented by quartile. and external comparisons
|
Measure Measure Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category Name of Toronto's Historical to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Reference
Trendsin Results By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Units of Stable 1 18.1
Level Sservice per Trend 18.2
100,000
population
Efficiency Cost per Favourable - 3 18.3
unit of Trend 18.4
service
Customer Response Stable - 185
Service time Trend 18.6

Community Rare of Unfavourabl e 18.7
Impact incidence Trend 18.8

Toronto'sinternal historical
trendsin for efficiency,
customer service and
community
impact/outcomes results,
are described as stable,
favourable (where results
areimproving), or
unfavourable (where results
are not as good)

Toronto’'si nternal historical
trends for service levelsare
described as stable,
favourable (where thereis
an increase), or
unfavourable (where there
is adecrease)

Toronto’s service
levels are compared to
other municipalities. If
in 1st or 2nd quartile,
service level is higher
than the OMBI

median. If in 3 or 41"
quartile servicelevel is
lower than the OMBI
median.

Toronto's eff| ciency,
customer service and
community impact/outcome
compared to other
municipalities. If in 1st or
2nd quartile, result is better
than the OMBI median, and
if in 39 or 4" quartile is
worse than OMBI median.

e Columns 1 and 2 indicate the category of measure or indicator and the name of the measure

e Columns 3 and 4 summarize results of Toronto’sinternal comparison of service levels and
performance measurement results from a historical perspective, over a period of years.

e Columns 5 and 6 summarize results of the external comparison of Toronto’s service levels and
performance measurement results to other municipalities, based on 2005 results of the Ontario
Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

How to Interpret the Summariesand Chartsin This Report
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How to Interpret Chartsof Toronto’sHistorical Results

Figure 4 below, illustrates how charts on Toronto’s historical results can be interpreted.

Figure4 Cost-based measures are also adjusted for annual
changes to Toronto’s Consumer Price Index
(CPI). The base year isindicated in the legend.
Name —
of the Chart 1 -City of Toronto
Measure Costs per Unit of Service
2000-2005
Unit of
Measure
L T
Legend Year
for bars
and lines //
Toronto’s
i\ result for
N |EEEEER Cost per unit $130 $135 $140 $U5 $150 $155 app|icab|e
e=dr==C0st per unit - CP | Adjusted $130 $131 $133 $134 $136 $138 ™ j year
(base 2000)

How to Interpret Charts Comparing Toronto’'s Result to Other Municipalities

Figure 5 below, illustrates how charts comparing Toronto to other municipalities, can be interpreted.

Figur
gureb Name
Chart 2 -OMBI 2005 | | ofthe
Cost per Unit of Service Measure
1
Median 180 -
Vaue $150 Median- $135 = [T
[ [ |_| |_|
—— | s ] Name of
Median _/ Municipality
Line $90 -
$60 -
— / $30 -
Unitof $0 .
M easure Bran | Durh [ Hait [Ham [Lond [Musk [ Niag | ott [ Peel | sud [T-Bay[ Tor | wat [wind] vor Municipal
[ cost per unit | 200 | 105 [ 110 | 115 [ 120 [ 125 | 130 [ 135 [ 140 M
Municipal Results sorted from most favourable or desirable result (left) to the least favourable or desirable result
(right), in order to determine Toronto' s ranking. Toronto’s result is highlighted with yellow bar.

How to Interpret the Summariesand Chartsin This Report 6
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Toronto's Performance M easur ement Framework for Service Delivery

e Service Level Indicators- provide an indication of the service levels, or amount of resources approved
by Council or volumes of service delivered to residents. For the purposes of comparing to other
municipalities it is often expressed in terms of how many units of service are provided, which is then
normalized to be on a common basis such as the number of units of service per 100,000 population.

e Performance Measures

o Efficiency - compares the resources used to the number of units of service provided or
delivered. Typically thisis expressed in terms of cost per unit of service.

o0 Customer Service - measures the quality of service delivered relative to service standards
or the customer’ s needs and expectations

o Community Impact - measures the outcome, impact or benefit the City program is having
on the communities they servein relation to the intended purpose or societal outcomes
expected. These often tie to the mission statements of the program or service.

Municipal Abbreviations Used in Charts

Single-Tier Municipalities

Bran County of Brant

Ham City of Hamilton

Lond City of London

Ott City of Ottawa

Sud City of Greater Sudbury

T-Bay City of Thunder Bay

Tor City of Toronto

wWind City of Windsor

Upper Tier Municipalities

Durh Regional Municipality of Durham

Halt Regional Municipality of Halton

Musk District of Muskoka

Niag Regional Municipality of Niagara

Peel Regional Municipality of Peel

Wat Regional Municipality of Waterloo

Y ork Regional Municipality of York

How to Interpret the Summariesand Chartsin This Report 7
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OVERALL SUMMARY OF TORONTO'SRESULTS—-INTERNAL COMPARISON

Figure 6 shows that for 91% of the service level indicators, Toronto’s service levels have been maintained
(stable) or have increased (favourable) in recent years. This refers to service levels, or amount of
resources approved by Council or volumes of service delivered to residents. Column 3 of the Table on
Toronto’s Consolidated Summary of Results by Service Area (pages 14-31), provides further details of
the specific indicators that comprise these results.

Figure 7 indicates that 67% of the performance measures (efficiency, customer service and community
impact) examined, had results that were either improved or stable in recent years. Column 4 of the Table
on Toronto’'s Consolidated Summary of Results by Service Area, provides further details of the specific
measures that comprise these results.

Figure6 Figure7
Toronto Report - Internal Historical Trends Toronto Report - Internal Historical Trends
Service Levels (23 Indicator s) Per for mance Measur es (61 Measur es)
Unfavourable ' o
Unfavourable
(Decreoased) , Favourable (Declined)
9% (Increased), 33%

30%
Favourable

(Improved),
54%

Sable, 13%

Sable, 61%

Internal Trendsin Performance M easur es

Examples of areas in which Toronto’ s performance has improved include:

e Increasing supply of regulated and subsidized child care spaces relative to the child population

e Decreasing costs of court services, per chargefiled

e Decreasing rates of residential structural fires, and fire related injuries and fatalities

e Increasing usage by residents of electronic and non-electronic library services, and decreasing costs
per library use

e Continuing high rate of resident satisfaction in homes for the aged

e Decreasing total (non-traffic) crime and property crime rates

e Decreasing vehicle collision rate

e Improving pavement condition of Toronto’s roads system

e Decreasing (improving) response times for eligibility notification of Social Assistance clients, and
decreasing administration costs per case

e Increasing solid waste diversion rates

e Increasing use per capita (participant hours), of registered sports & recreation programs

e Increasing transit trips per person

e Decreasing rates of sewer back ups

e Decreasing rate of wastewater by-passing treatment

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 8
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The areas where the interna trends in Toronto’s performance measurement results are unfavourable or
have declined include:

o Twelve efficiency measures, where costs are increasing each year, primarily due to wage increases in
collective agreements

e Longer response timesin EMS (hospital off-load delays) and Fire

e Thetimeto trial for POA offences has increased due to shortages of Justices of the Peace

e Increased violent crime rate in 2005 (prior to 2005 there had been a decreasing trend)

OVERALL SUMMARY OF TORONTO'SRESULTS-EXTERNAL COMPARISON

Figure 8 shows results of the external comparison of Toronto’s service levels, and indicates that Toronto
is higher than the OMBI median (the 1% and 2™ quartiles) for 58% of the service level indicators. Column
5 of the table on Toronto’s Consolidated Summary of Results by Service Area (pages 14-31), provides
further details of the specific indicators that comprise these results.

Figure8
Toronto Report - Results Compar ed Exter nally
Service Levels (33 Indicator s)
4th/Bottom
Quartile,

24% 1st/Top

Quartile,
37%

3rd Quartile,
18%

2nd Quartile,
21%

External Comparison of Toronto’'s Service Levels

Most of the areas where Toronto’ s service levels are high (1% quartile) relative to the other municipalities,
can generally be attributed to:

e Services where Toronto’s size and high population density requires higher service levels which are

indicative of large cities

o0 high number of police staff (officersand civilians) per 100,000 population and high policing costs
per capita

o0 high number of transit vehicle hours per capita, because of Toronto’s multi-modal system and high
transit use

o high number of library holdings (collection) per capita, due to our extensive research and
reference collections, electronic products and multilingual collections.

o high number of POA chargesfiled per capita, along with higher amounts of courts hours per 1,000
persons

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 9
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e Higher need or demand for socia servicesin large cities
o high childcare investment per child
o high rate of social assistance cases per 100,000 households
0 high number of emergency shelter beds per 100,000 popul ation
0 high number of social housing units per 1,000 households

e Service delivery model
0 Toronto has a high number of medical incidents responded to by fire, per 1,000 population
0 high rate of registered sports and recreation programming (participant hours) offered per capita

Areas where Toronto’s service levels appear to be low (4™ quartile) relative to other municipalities, are
primarily related to much higher population densities in Toronto than in the other OMBI municipalities.
Thisincludes:

o Fewer facilities or less infrastructure required in densely populated municipalities like Toronto
because of proximity and ease of access, while other less densely populated municipalities require
proportionately more facilities or infrastructure to be within a reasonable travel distance of their
residents.

0 low number of large and small sports & recreation community centres, and indoor ice pads per
100,000 population

0 low number of library hours per capita (impacted by number of library branches)

0 low # of road lane km. per 1,000 population

o Fewer emergency services vehicle-hours may be required in densely populated municipalities like
Toronto for emergency response because of the close proximity of vehicles and stations to residents.
Those municipalities with lower population densities (including rural areas in some municipalities)
may require proportionately more vehicle hoursin order to provide acceptable response times.

0 low number of fire vehicle hours per capita
0 low number of EMS vehicle hours per 1,000 population

External Comparison of Toronto’s Performance

In terms of performance, Figure 9 shows that Toronto is better than the OMBI median (1% and 2™
quartile) for 51% of efficiency, customer service and community impact measures. Column 6 of the Table
on Toronto’s Consolidated Summary of Results by Service Area (pages 14-31), provides further details of
the specific measures that comprise these results.

Figure9
Toronto Report - Results Compar ed Exter nally
Perfor mance Measur es (71 Measur es)

1st/Top
4th/Bottom Quartile,
Quartile, 30%
39%
3rd Quartile 2nd Quartile
, 10% ,21%

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 10
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Some of the areas in which Toronto is performing well include:

¢ Performance measures where Toronto has the top/best result of the OMBI municipalities:

(0]
(0]
(0]

o

(ol e]

O 0O O0OO0OOo

Highest collection rate for POA fines (court services)

Lowest rate of residential fire related injuries per 100,000 population

Lowest rate of governance and corporate management costs as a percentage of total operating
expenditures (single-tier municipalities)

Highest rate of total library uses and electronic library uses per capita, as well as the highest
turnover rate (number of times an item is borrowed) of the circulating collection.

Within 0.01% of having the highest rate of long term care resident satisfaction (98%)

Highest pavement quality rating for our roads system

Highest possible result (100%), for the number of winter event responses on roads meeting
standard

Highest rate of residential solid waste diversion for houses

Highest rate of trangit trips per capita

Lowest cost of providing transit services per passenger trip

Lowest cost of drinking water treatment per megalitre

Best possible result for drinking water quality (no boil water advisories)

e Performance measures where Toronto's result is better than the median (1st or 2™ quartile) of the
other OMBI municipalitiesinclude:

(0]

o o

© O 0O

o

(0]
(0]
(0]

Higher number of regulated child care spaces per 1,000 children and higher number of subsidized
spaces per 1,000 children from low income families, as well as lower child care costs per
subsidized space

Lower costs of court/POA services per chargefiled

Lower rate of residential structural fires (at median), lower rate of fire related fatalities and a
lower/better fire response time to emergencies

Higher occupancy rate of emergency shelters

Higher rate of non-electronic library use and lower cost per library use

Lower long term care costs per bed-day

Lower property crime rate and lower youth crime rate (based on youths cleared by charge or
cleared otherwise)

Lower administration cost of social assistance per case, and lower (shorter) response times for
eligibility notification of social assistance clients.

Lower overall residential (houses and apartments) solid waste diversion rate and lower solid waste
collection costs per tonne

Higher participant hour usage per capita, of registered sports and recreation programs

Lower amounts of wastewater by-passing treatment

Lower water use per household

There are aso a number of the areas in which Toronto’s performance measurement results fall below, or
are not as good as the OMBI median, falling in the 3 or 4™ quartile. Some of these results can be
attributed to the following factors:

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 11
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e Measuresthat Toronto haslittle control over:

(0]
(0]

High wait time, for trial of POA offences, due to shortage of Justices of the Peace

Higher benefits and total cost per social assistance cases due to a greater percentage of Toronto’'s
clients reaching the maximum of the shelter component resulting from higher housing costs in
Toronto

Low percentage of the social housing waiting list is placed annually (longer wait times) because of
a shortage of socia housing

High length of stay in Toronto’'s emergency shelters due to shortage of available socia housing
and the availability of transitional shelter beds in Toronto, which have longer stays

A lower rate of long term care beds (both municipal and other providers) as a percentage of the
population age 75 and over

Higher subsidy costs per social housing unit because initial land and construction costs were
higher in Toronto (resulting in higher mortgage costs) and a higher proportion of Rent Geared to
Income (RGI) units with RGI costs directly related to the high market rentsin Toronto

e Measuresimpacted by Toronto’s high density urban form include:

(0]

Higher violent crime and total (non-traffic) crime rate and a higher rate of increase in the 2005
violent crime rate. Densely populated municipalities tend to have higher violent crime rates.
Toronto’ s results compare favourably to other heavily urbanized municipalities in Canada and the
United States.

Higher cost of solid waste transfer/disposal per tonne. Without our own local municipal landfill
site, which is not practical in this urban setting, Toronto’s cost of waste transfer and disposal will
always be higher than those municipalities that have the advantage of alocal landfill site.

High rate of traffic congestion on roads and a higher vehicle collision rate on these congested
roads.

e Measures where Toronto’s less favourable results are heavily influenced by the advanced age of our
infrastructure

(0]

Higher cost of water distribution per km. of pipe and higher number of water main breaks per km.
of pipe — more than 20% of Toronto’s water system is over 80 years old, leading to more
watermain breaks and higher costs relative to municipalities with newer water distribution
systems.

Higher cost of wastewater collection per km. of pipe and higher rate of sewer back-ups per 100
km. of sewer line — more than 30% of the Toronto sewer system isover 50 years old and 24% of it
is combined sanitary/storm sewers, requiring higher and more costly maintenance levels. There are
also approximately 80,000 homes which have downspouts connected to the sanitary/storm sewer
system, leading to sewer back-ups especially during storm events.

Higher costs of wastewater treatment per megalitre, due the age of our plants (the oldest has been
in operation since 1929)

e Measures with high costs required for effective service delivery

(0]

(0]

High costs for solid waste diversion per tonne but Toronto also has the highest diversion rate for
houses of the OMBI municipalities

Toronto has high costs of roads maintenance but aso has the highest pavement condition rating of
the OMBI municipalities.

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 12
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0 Higher cost of winter roads maintenance per lane km. but Toronto aso has high winter
maintenance standards and our urban form, including narrow streets, on-street parking and traffic
congestion during storm events, add to our costs.

0 High transit cost per vehicle hour and per revenue vehicle hour, however this is due to Toronto's
multi-modal system with subways, streetcars and the light rail transit more expensive to maintain
than buses which are used exclusively in other municipalities. This multi-modal system leads to
the highest transit use per capita of the OMBI municipalities.

e Other performance measures where Toronto falls below the OMBI median:

(0]

© O 0O

o

Higher EMS cost per in-service vehicle hour

Higher fire costs per in-service vehicle hour

Lower clearance rates for total (non-traffic) crime and violent crime

Lower number of Criminal Code incidents in the municipality per police officer

Rate of decrease in Toronto's 2005 total (non-traffic) crime rate and property crime rate was
not as large as the decrease in other municipalities

Toronto’s 2005 youth crime rate (cleared by charge or cleared otherwise) increased slightly
from 2004 but in most other municipalities youth crime decreased in 2005 (Excluding the 2005
vs. 2004 change Toronto’s 2005 youth crime rate is still low, in the top quartile of the
municipalities)

Higher average time period that an individua or family receives social assistance - Toronto
staff that support social assistance cases, carry a high case load in relation to other
municipalities which could be a factor

Lower percentage of the population using registered sports and recreation programs at least
once

Overall Summary of Toronto’s Results 13
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L]
Measure
Category

Measure Name

Internal Comparison
of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin

External Comparison
to Other Municipalities (OMBI)

Chart
Ref.

Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Level Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)

Section 1 - Children's Services

Service Level

Gross Investment/Cost per Child (12 &
under) in the Municipality

Stable

Steady cost for each
child aged 12 and under

Community
Impact

Regulated Child Care Spacesin
Municipality per 1,000 Children (12 &
under) in Municipality

Favourable

Increasing number of
regulated Child Care

Impact

Subsidized Child Care Spaces per
1,000 LICO Children

Favourable

Increasing number of

subsidized Child Care

1

Higher investment in -
Children

Higher number of
reguleted Child Care

1

Higher number of
subsidized Child Care

Spaces

Efficiency

‘ Community

Annual Child Care Service Cost per
Normalized Subsidized Child Care Space

Increasing

Increasing cost reflects
Council direction to
eliminate the gap
between rates paid on
behalf of subsidized
clients and the actual
cost of providing care.

Lower costs for
providing a subsidized
Child Care Space

Section 2 - Court/POA Services I

| Service Level

Number of Actual Hours of Court Time
per 1,000 Persons

Stable

Actual hours are stable -
but considered
inadeguate to meet
demand

Higher amount of
actual Court time

compared to others

21
2.2

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Level Number of Available Hours of Court Favourable 1 21
Time (Judicially determined) per 1,000 2.2
Persons Increasing amount of - Higher amount of
Court time available available Court time
with new courtrooms compared to others
Service Level Utilization of Available Court Time Unfavourable 3 21
L ower amount of 22
Utilization of available available Court time _
Court time is decreasing utilized. More
due to JP shortageS judicial resources
required
Service Level Number of Charges Filed per Capita Favourable 23
Under Provincial Offences Act 24
Increased number of Higher number of
chargesfiled due to POA chargesfiled re
higher enforcement enforcement activity
activity
Customer Average Timeto Tria (Days) for Part 1 I 25
Service POA Offences 2.6
Time beforetria is High number of days
increasing before trial
Efficiency Costs of Court/POA Services per Charge Favourable 2 2.7
Filed 2.8
- Decreasing cost per - Lower cost per charge
charge filed filed
Efficiency Collection Rate of POA Fines Stable

Rate of fine collection
has remained stable

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how to interpret thissummary

1 2.9
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- Highest/best rate of fine
collection
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L]
Measure
Category

Measure Name

Internal Comparison
of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin

External Comparison
to Other Municipalities (OMBI)

Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)

Chart
Ref.

Section 3 - Emergenc

Medical Services(EMS

Service Level EMS Weighted, Favourable 4 31
In- Service Vehicle Hours per 1,000 32
Population Increasing Lower
In-Service Vehicle In-Service Vehicle
Hours to offset hospital
off-load delays
Efficiency EMS Cost per Weighted In-Service Unfavourable 33
Vehicle Hour 34
Increasing Cost per In- Higher Costs per In-
Service Vehicle Hour Service Vehicle Hour
Efficiency EMS Cost per Patient Transported (C1-4) Unfavourable 3.5
Increasing Cost per
Patient Transported
Customer EMS Total Response Time .
Service
Service Level Total Fire Operating Costs per Capita (|  unfavourable | | |
(Urban and Rural Operations)
Increasing cost per Higher cost per capita
apita
Service Level Number of Fire In-service Vehicle Hours Stable 4
per Capita- Urban Area - -
In-Service Vehicle Low in-service
Hours are stable vehicle hours
Service Level Number of Total Incidents Responded to Increasing 2 4.5
by Fire Services per 1,000 Urban - - 4.6
Population Total # of Incidents Higher # of incidents
responded tois responded to
increasing
*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 16
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Level Number of Property Fires, Explosions and Decreasing 2 45
Alarms per 1,000 Urban Population - - 4.6
# of fires, explosions Higher # of fires,
and alarms responded to explosions or alarms
is decreasing responded to
Service Level Number of Rescues per 1,000 Urban Stable 3 4.5
Population - - 4.6
Stable # rescues Lower #of rescue
responded to responses
Service Level Number of Medical Calls per 1,000 Increasing 1 ' 45
Urban Population 4.6
# of medical callsis - High # of medical -
increasing responses
Service Level Number of Other Incidents per 1,000 Increasing 3 45
Urban Population 4.6
# of other incidentsis - Lower number of -
increasing other incident
responses
Community Rate of Residential Structural Fires with Favourable 47
Impact L osses per 1,000 Households (Entire 48
Municipality) - Decreasing rate of - Lower rate of structural
structural fires fires
Community Residential Fire Related Injuries per Favourable 1 4.9
I mpact 100,000 Population (Entire Municipality) 4.10
- Decreasing rate of fire - Low rate of firerelated
related injuries injuries
Community Residential Fire Related Fatalities per Favourable | || 411
Impact 100,000 Population (Entire Municipality) 412
- Decreasing rate of fire - Lower rate of fire-
related fatalities related fatalities

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 17
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Category of Toronto’s Historical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile

Effectiveness

Service Level Efficiency/ Service Level Efficiency/
Effectiveness

(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)

Services in Urban Component of Slight increase in 2005

response times

Customer Actua — 90" Percentile Station Unfavourable 2
Service Notification Response Time for Fire
- Shorter response time

Municipality (Minutes)

Efficiency Fire Operating Cost per In-service Unfavourable 4
Vehicle Hour - Urban Area

|
I Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
[ Increasing cost per High cost per in-service

vehicle hour vehicle hour
|

Section 5 - Governance & Cor por ate M anagement

Efficiency Governance and Corporate Management Stable ' .
Costs as a % of Total Operating Costs .
- - Tied for lowest costs of

Percentage has
remained stable single-tier

municipalities

Section 6 - Hostel Services

Shelter Beds Available per 100,000
Population Number of shelter beds - Higher number of
has been decreasing as shelter beds per
the City focuses on capita
providing permanent
housing for homeless

ServiceLevel | Average Nightly Number Emergency || Decreasing 1

individuals and families

Customer Average Nightly Bed Occupancy Rate of Decreasing 2 6.3
Service/ Emergency Shelters 6.4
Efficiency - Overall occupancy rate - Higher usage of

has been slowly available shelter beds
decreasing. Occupancy
in the family system has
decreased significantly
and occupancy in the
single system has shown
asmall decrease.

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 18
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service L evel Efficiency/ Service Level Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
6.5

Community Average Length of Stay per Admission to Stable 4
Impact Emergency Shelters
(Individuals and Families) - Based on median length - Longer average length
of stay per admission- of stay in shelters
single adults has been
stable since 2001 and
for families it has been
decreasing.

Section 7 - Library Services

Service Annua Number of Library Service Hours Stable 4 7.1
Level per Capita 7.2
Library hours have - Low number of
remained stable i
Service Number of Library Holdings per Capita Stable 7.3
Level 74
Size of library holdings - -
remaining stable
Community Annual Library Uses per Capita- 1 75
Impact (electronic & non-electronic) - 7.6
High library use
Community Electronic Library Uses per Capita 1 75
Impact 7.6
- High electronic
library use
Community Non- Electronic Uses per Capita Stable 1 75
Impact 7.6
- Non-electronic library - High non-electronic
useisstable i

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 19
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)

Customer Average Number of Timesin Year Favourable 1 7.7
Service Circulating Items are Borrowed 7.8

(Tumover) Turnover rateis High turnover rate

median

dlightly below
& years ol d) relative to

population >75
Customer LTC Resident Satisfaction ‘ ‘ Favourable 8.4

operated Long Term share of al bedsis
flat
Community Percentage of LTC Community Need 3 8.3
Impact Satisfied
(Beds al providers as % of Population > - - - Slightly lower
percentage of LTC beds

Service 85
Results have remained High levels of resident
very high, at a 98% satisfaction

satisfaction rating

Efficiency Long Term Care Cost per Bed Day (CMI Unfavourable 8.6
Adjusted) 8.7

Service Level Municipally Operated LTC Bedsas a % Stable 3 8.1
of al LTC Bedsin the Municipality 8.2
Number of municipally - Toronto’s municipal -
Care beds has remained

Cost per bed day is - Lower LTC cost per bed
increasing day

Efficiency Library Cost per Use Favourable 1 7.9
7.10
Decreasing cost per use Low cost per library use

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 20
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Section 9 - Police Services
Service Level Policing Gross Cost per Capita Favourable '

Increased staffing

leading to increased
costs

1 ' 9.1
9.2
High costs per capita -
relating to high
staffing levels

Service Level Number of Total Police Staff (Officers (|  Favourable |
and Civilians) per 100,000 Population
Staffing has been High staffing levels
increasing each year
Community Reported Number of Total (Non-Traffic) Favourable 4 9.3
Impact Criminal Code Offences per 100,000 9.4
Population - Slight decreasing trend - High total crime rate
Community Annual Percentage Change in Rate of 4
I mpact Total (Non-Traffic) Criminal Code
Offences - See above - 2005 Rate of decreasein
Toronto not as large
Community Reported Number of Violent — Criminal 4
I mpact Code Offences per 100,000 Population
- Increased in 2005 but - High rate of
prior to that had been violent crime
Community Annual Percentage Change in Rate of 4
Impact Violent Crime
- - Higher rate of increase
in 2005 for violent crime
Community Reported Number of Property — Criminal 2
Impact Code Offences per 100,000 Population
- - Lower rate of property
crime

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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Chart
Ref

|
Measure M easure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI)
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community Annual Percentage Change in Rate of 4
Impact Property Crime
- See above - Rate of decreasein
Toronto for 2005
not as large

1

- Low rate of youth crime

in youth crime

4

Low clearance rates for
total non-traffic crime

4

Low clearance rate for
violent crime

4

Low number of
Criminal Code incidents
per officer

3
- Higher rate of increase

Community Number of Y ouths Cleared by Charge or Favourable |||
I mpact Cleared Otherwise, per 100,000 Y outh
Popul ation _ Slight increase in youth
crimein 2005 but
generally downward
Community Annual Percentage Change in Rate of
I mpact Y ouths Cleared by Charge or Cleared
Otherwise per 100,000 Y outh Population - See above
Customer Clearance Rate - Total (Non-Traffic) Unfavourable | ||
Service Criminal Code Offences
- Clearance rate has been
decreasing
Customer Clearance Rate - Violent Crime
Service -
Efficiency Number of Criminal Code Incidents Favourable I
(Non-Traffic) per Police Officer
- Increasing number of
Criminal Codgincident
| Section 10 - Roads/Transportation Services
Service Level Number of Lane KM per 1,000 Stable 4
Population -
# of lane km remaining Low # of lane km
stable

L EECERER

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community Vehicle Callision Rate (Collisions per Favourable 4
Impact Million Vehicle KM)
- Collisonrateis More collisions on roads
decreasing
Community Vehicle KM Traveled per Lane Km on 5 |
Impact major roads (congestion)
- High congestion on
Customer Percentage of Paved Lane Kms where the Favourable 6 |
Service/ Condition is Rated as Good to Very Good .
Quality (MPMP) - Pavement quality is Roadsin best condition
improving of OMBI municipalities
Customer Percentage of Winter Events Meeting Favourable 1
Service Municipal Winter Standards
- 100% meeting standard Maximum possible
result - 100% meeting
standard
Efficiency Operating Costs for Paved (Hard Top) Unfavourable
Roads per Lane KM
_ Costsincreased in 2005 High costs of pavement
maintenance
Efficiency Operating Costs for Winter Maintenance Unfavourable
of Roadways per Lane KM Maintained in _ _
Winter _ Costs increased in 2005 High cost of winter
mai ntenance
Section 11 - Social Assistance Services I
Service Level Monthly Social Assistance Case Load per Increasing 1 ' 111
100,000 Households _ 11.2
Increasing case load ) Hicher casdload -

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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Measure M easure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI)
Results By Quartile
Service L evel Efficiency/ Service Level Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Customer Social Assistance Response Time to Favourable 2
Service Client Eligibility (Days)
- Response time dropped/ - Responsetimeis
improved in 2005 lower/better

Administration & benefits) per Case

- Increasing total cost per
casein 2005

Stable
- No change in 2005

Service Level
Households

Number of Social Housing Units /1,000

Favourable

Amount of Social
Housing has been
slowly increasing

Highest amount of
Social Housing

Community

Impact List placed Annually

Percentage of Social Housing Waiting

Percentage of waiting
list placed in Social
Housing has been

Community Average Time on Social Assistance
I mpact (Months)
- Higher length of time on
Social Assistance
Efficiency Monthly Social Assistance Favourable
Administration Cost per Case
- Lower administrative - Low administrative cost
cost per case in 2005 per case
Efficiency Monthly Social Assistance Benefits Cost Increasing
per Case
- Increasing benefits cost - High benefits
per case in 2005 cost per case
Efficiency Monthly Social Assistance Total Cost | Increasing

Lowest percentage of
families on waiting list
placed in Socia
Housing

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Efficiency Social Housing Subsidy Costs per Socia Stable 4
Housing Unit
The Social Housing - Higher costs of funding
subsidy is stable Socia Housing
decreasing in 2004 and providers
increasing in 2005

Section 13 - Solid Waste M anagement Services
Community Percentage of Solid Waste Diverted - || Favourable I|| 2

Impact Residential

- Overal diversionrateis Higher overall diversion

increasing

Impact (Curbside)
- Diversion rate for - Highest diversion rate
houses/
curbsideisincreasing

Community Percentage of Waste Diverted — Houses “ . Favourable ||

Impact Residential
Slight increase in multi -
—residential diversionin

multi-residential

‘ Community Percentage of Waste Diverted — Multi- “ Favourable

diversion rate
Customer Number of Solid Waste Complaints per Unfavourable 135
Service 1,000 Households
- Increasing rate of - -
complaints
Efficiency Operating Costs for Solid Waste/Garbage Unfavourable 13.6
Collection per Tonne — Residential 13.7
- Increasing cost of solid - Lower costs of solid
waste collection waste collection
Efficiency Operating Costs for Solid Waste Disposa Unfavourable I 138
per Tonne— All Streams 13.9
- Increasing cost of solid - High cost of solid waste
waste disposal disposal

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 25
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Efficiency Operating Costs for Solid Waste Unfavour able
Diversion per Tonne — Residential
- Increasing cost of solid - High cost of solid waste
waste diversion diversion
Section 14 - Sports & Recreation Services

Service Level
Indoor Pool Tanks per 100,000

Number of Municipally Owned/Operated
Population

Stable

Number of indoor pool
tanks and locations has
remained fairly constant

2
- Higher number of
indoor pool tanks

and Recreation Community Centres (with
Municipal Influence) per 100,000

Number of Large (>10,000 sg. ft) Sports
Population

Service Level Number of Municipaly Owned/Operated Stable 4
Ice pads (Indoor) per 100,000 Population
Number of indoor ice - Low number of -
pads has remained fairly Indoor ice pads
stable
Service Level Stable

Number of large sports
& rec. community
centres has remained
stable

3
- Lower number of -
large sports &
recreation community
centres

Service Level

Municipal Influence) per 100,000
Population

Number of Small (<10,000 sg. ft) Sports
and Recreation Community Centres (with

Stable

Number of small sports
& rec. community
centres has remained
stable

- Low number of small -
sports & recreation
community centres

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Level Percentage of Sports and Recreation 2 146
Community Centres less than 25 yearsold - - -
Greater percentage of
sports & recreation
community centres
under 25 yearsold
Service Level Percentage of Poolsless than 25 years old 14.7
Greater % of pool
tanks over 25 years
Service Level Percentage of |ce Pads lessthan 25 years - 4 ' - 14.8
old
Greater % of Indoor
ice pads over 25
Service Level Sports and Recreation Participant Hours Favourable | 149 |
Offered at Capacity per Capita— Directly 14.10
Provided Registered Programs Increasing offerings of - Higher amounts -
registered sports & rec. offered of registered
participant hours sports & recreation
participant hours
Community Average Sports and Recreation Favourable 2 149 |
Impact Participant Hours Utilized per Capita— 14.10
Directly Provided Registered Programs Increasing use of Higher amount used of
registered sports & rec. _ registered sports & rec.
participant hours participant hours

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 27
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L]
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Customer Percentage of Available Sports and Favourable 1 1411
Service Recreation Participant Hours (Capacity) 14.12
Utilized — Directly Provided Registered Percentage of capacity High rate of capacity
Programs used isincreasin used for registered
sports & recreation
partici pant hours
Community Unique Usersin Registered Sports and Stable 14.13
Impact Recreation Programs as a Percentage of 14.14
Popul ation % of population using Lower % of population
registered programming using registered
at lease once is stable programs at least once
Section 15 - Transit Services I
Service Level Transit Revenue Vehicle Service Hours Stable 1 151
per Capitain Service Area - 15.2
Total vehicle hoursis High transit vehicle
keeping up with hours per capita
population growth
Community Number of Conventional Transit Trips 1 153
Impact per Capitain Service Area 154
Total ridership and trips High transit usage by
per capitaincreased in residents
2004 & 2005
Efficiency Transit Cost per In-service (Revenue) 4 155
Vehicle Hour 15.6
- High costs per in-service
vehicle hour for multi-
modal system
Efficiency Transit Cost per Vehicle Hour 4 15.6
- High costs per vehicle
hour for multi-modal
system

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service L evel Efficiency/ Service Level Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Efficiency Stable

per Regular Service Passenger Trip

Operating Costs for Conventional Transit
(MPMP)

Cost to provide a
passenger trip is stable

Section 16 - Wastewater Services

Low cost to provide a

passenger trip

Service Level

Megalitres of Wastewater Treated per
100,000 Population

Stable

Changes from year to
year often related to
rainfall because of
combined sanitary &
storm sewers

Community
Impact

Percentage of Wastewater estimated to
have By-passed Treatment

Service

Back Ups per 100 Km of Wastewater

Annua Number of Wastewater Main
Main

Efficiency

Operating Costs for the Collection of
Wastewater per KM of Watermain

Efficiency

I
‘ Customer

Operating Cost of Wastewater
Treatment/Disposal per Megalitre Treated

Decreasing amount of
wastewater by-passing

Favourable

Decreasing rate of
wastewater back ups
between

Unfavourable

Increasing cost of
wastewater collection

Unfavourable

Increasing cost of
wastewater treatment &

L ower amounts of
wastewater treated

2

L ower amounts of
wastewater

by-passing treatment
3

Higher rate of
wastewater main back

ups

High cost of wastewater
collection

Higher cost of

wastewater treatment

and disposal

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (R&ults)
Efficiency Consolidated Operating Cost of Unfavour able 16.11
Wastewater Collection, Treatment and 16.12
Disposal per Megalitre Treated Increasing cost of - Higher cost of
wastewater collection, wastewater collection,
treatment & disposal treatment & disposal
section 17 - Water Services
Service Level Megalitres of Water Treated per 100,000 Stable
Population
Small changesin Higher amounts of
volume from year to water treated
Community Weighted Number of Days when a Boil  Favourable || 1
Impact Water Advisory Issued by the MOH
applicable to aMunicipal Water Supply, - No boil water advisories - Best possible result —
wasin effect in Toronto from no boil water advisories
2000 - 05
Community Water Use per Household 2
Impact
- - Water use per household
islower —right at
median
Customer Number of Water Main Breaks per 100 4
Service KM of Water Distribution Pipe
- High rate of watermain
number of watermain _
breaks between 2003-05
Efficiency Operating Cost for the Treatment of
Drinking Water per Megalitre of Drinking - -
Water Treated Low cost of water
treatment costs in 2005 treatment

*See pages 3to 5for adescription of how tointerpret thissummary
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L]
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical Trendsin to Other Municipalities (OMBI) Ref.
Results By Quartile
Service Level Efficiency/ Service Leve Efficiency/
Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Results)
Efficiency Operating Cost for the Distribution of Favourable 4 17.8
Drinking Water per KM of Water 17.9
Distribution Pipe - Decreased water High cost of water
distribution costsin distribution
Efficiency Consolidated Operating Cost for the Favourable 1 17.10
Treatment and Distribution of Drinking 17.11
Water per Megalitre of Drinking Water - Decreased water Low total cost of water
Treated treatment & distribution treatment and
costsin 2005 distribution
Overall
TotalsFor All 7 - Favourable 33 - Favourable 12 - 1% quartile | 21- 1% quartile
Services 14 - Stable 8 - Stable 7 -2"quartile | 15- 2" quartile
2 - Unfavourable | 20- Unfavourable 6 -3%quartile |7 -3%quartile
8 -4Mquartile | 28-4" quartile

*See pages 3to 5 for a description of how to interpret thissummary 31
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Children’s Services

Children’s Services manages the child care system within Toronto. In partnership with the community,
it promotes equitable access to high quality care for children and support for families and caregivers. An
integrated approach to planning and management ensures that services to children promote early learning
and development, respond to family’s needs and choices, and respect the diversity of the Toronto’s

communities.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective, by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

5 |
Measure M easure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto'sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Gross Investment/Cost Stable 1 Charts
Level per Child (12 & under) 11
in the Municipality Fairly Higher - 12
steady cost investment
for each in Children
child aged
12 and
under
Community | Regulated Child Care Favourable 2 Charts
Impact Spacesin Municipality 13
per 1,000 Children (12 Increasing Higher number 14
& under) in ) number of of regulated
Municipality regulated Child Care
Child Care Spaces
Community | Subsidized Child Favourable Charts
Impact Care Spaces per 15
1,000 LICO Increasing 16
Children ) number of of subsidized

subsidized
Child Care
spaces

Child Care

Spaces
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—_—
Measure Measure Name I nternal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)

Efficiency Annua Child Care Increasing 2 Charts
Service Cost per 17
Normalized Subsidized Increasing Lower costs 18
Child Care Space ) cost reflects ) for providing a
Council subsidized
directionto Child Care
eliminate the Space
gap between
rates paid on
behalf of
subsidized
clients and the
actual cost of
providing
care.
. ¥ | | |

For an explanation of how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts, please see pages3to 7.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 14 municipalities.
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Children’s Services

Service Level - How Much isBeing Spent or Invested in Toronto for
Child Care, per Child Aged 12 and Under?

$1,000

Chart 1.1 -City of Toronto
Gr oss Cost/Investment per Child (12 and Under)

2004-2005

$800 -
$600 -
$400 -
$200 -

$0 -

2004

2005

B Gross $Inv/Child

$795

$797

Service Level - How Does Toronto’s Cost or Investment per Child
Under 12, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 1.2 - OMBI 2005

Gross Investment per Child (12 and under) in the Municipality

$800
$600 4 |—| - Median $424
$400 - I R
o H H H H H
$0
) T- . Mus
Tor | Ott | Sud |Ham |Wind |Lond [ Wat Bay Niag | York | Halt | Peel [Durh K
OGross$Inv | 797 | 682 | 578 | 528 | 504 | 497 | 449 | 399 | 392 | 331 | 318 | 279 [ 269 | 263

One way to examine service
levelsfor child careisto relate
municipal coststo al Children
under the age of 12. This
includes children cared for in
regulated child care programs, by
families at home, or in non-
regulated child care
arrangements.

Chart 1.1 identifies Toronto’s
2004 and 2005 gross cost or
investment of all childcare
related activities, per child 12
years of age and under. These
activities include operating and
purchasing subsidized spaces,
wage subsidies, special needs
resourcing, other municipally
funded activities and
administration.)

Chart 1.2 compares Toronto’'s
2005 child care cost or
investment, to other Ontario
municipalities. Toronto ranks 1%
of 14 municipalities (1% quartile),
in terms of having the highest
cost or investment per child.

These costs can be influenced by the blend of directly operated and purchased child care spaces, the number of
subsidized spaces, the age mix of children , the relative cost of living and the level of child poverty.
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Children’s Services

Community Impact- How Many Regulated Child Care Spacesare

Therein Toronto?

160

120 -
80 -
40 -
04

Chart 1.3 -City of Toronto
Regulated Child Car e Spaces per 1,000 Children Under 12
2000-2006

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

B regulated spaces per 1000
children

127.4

129.5

133.2

135.1

136.4

140.7

146.6

Total # regulated spaces

47,537

40,065

50,452

51,209

51,683

53,300

55,533

Community Impact - How Doesthe Number of Regulated Child
Care Spacesin Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 1.4 - OMBI 2005
Regulated Child Care Spacesin Municipality per 1,000 Children Under 12

200
150 Median 116.7
100 -
50- H
0 - -
Halt | York | Sud Tor | Lond Ott Niag | Ped Ham | Musk | Wind | Wat | Durh | T-Bay
O # spaces 1824 | 179.1 | 169.7 | 140.7 | 137.7 | 121.2 | 117.9 | 115.6 | 115.3 | 113.7 | 111.2 | 100.4 | 86.2 69.8

Note Toronto's result has been updated from the 145.3 in the Joint OMBI report to 140.7

A major objective of Children’s
Servicesisfor parentsto have
access to regulated child care
providers. For parents that are
unable to afford the full cost of
child care services, accessto
subsidized child care programs are
very important.

Chart 1.3 provides the number of
regulated child care spaces there
were in Toronto per 1,000 children
under the age of 12, from 2000 to
2006. (The 2006 result is subject to
revision once the 2006 census data
becomes available).

The total number of regulated child
care spaces has also been provided
and shows an increasing trend.

Chart 1.4 compares the number of
regulated child care spaces there
were in Toronto per 1,000 children
under age 12, to other
municipalities.

This 2005 data shows that Toronto
ranks 4™ of 14 municipalities (2™
guartile), in terms of having the
largest number of regulated spaces.

Not all parents of young children will require child care services, such as those families providing care in their own

homes.

The total number of regulated spacesis afunction of provincial licensing and the availability of federal or
provincia capital funding. The municipal role in increasing the supply is often limited to application of instruments
such as Section 37 agreements and municipal capital funding.
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Community Impact- How Many Subsidized Child Care Spaces
AreTherein Toronto?

Chart 1.5 -City of Toronto
Subsidized Child Car e Spaces per 1,000 LICO (LowIncome) Children Under 12
250 2000-2006
200
150 -
100 -
50
0 4
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
B # subsized spaces per 1,000 LICO 170.3 198.1 189.7 190.6 191.9 199.0 201.3
Children
Total # of subsidized spaces 23,112 22,523 21,562 21,664 21,806 22,616 22,882

Community Impact- How Doesthe Number of Subsidized Child Care
Spacesin Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 1.6 -OMBI 2005- Subsidized Child Care Spaces
per 1,000 LICO (Low Income) Children under 12

250
200 []
Median 148.4

150 -

100 -

50 - H

0 Ott Halt Tor Wat | York | Niag Sud Peel Lond | Durh | Ham | T-Bay | Wind | Musk
|D#5pa()es 2176 | 217.4 | 208.8 | 187.3 | 183.3 | 1615 | 1575 | 1394 | 133.1 | 22.0 | 114.7 | 114.0 | 1135 | 90.0

The number of subsidized spaces in municipalities can be influenced by:

« Economic conditions
« Provincia funding decisions

Chart 1.5 provides information
on the number of subsidized
child care spaces there werein
Toronto, per 1,000 childrenin
low income (LICO) families,
from 2000 to 2006. (The 2006
result is subject to revision
once the 2006 census data
becomes available).

The total number of subsidized
child care spaces has also been
provided, and shows an
increasing trend.

Chart 1.6 compares the number
of subsidized child care spaces
there werein Toronto and
other municipalitiesin 2005,
per 1,000 childrenin low
income families (L1CO).

Toronto ranks 3" of 14
municipalities (1% quartile), in
terms of having the highest
number of subsidized spaces.

The high level of child poverty
in Toronto is a significant
factor in this resuilt.

«  Growth in community since the last Census data (2001), upon which these results are based
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Efficiency- How Much Doesit Cost per Year to Provide an

Average Child Care Spacein Toronto? In examining efficiency, the most
. comparable area of child care
Chart 1.7 -City of Toronto operations between municipalitiesis
Annual Child Care Cost per Normalized Space the cost of providing a subsidized
5,000 2000-2006 child care space.

4,000 Different staffing ratios are required

to provide child care, according to

3,000 )
the age of the child.

2,000
More staff are required to provide
careto infants, thus a municipality
will pay more for an infant space and

less for a space occupied by a
idi 3,821 3,854 3,995 4,028 4,228 4,503 4,693 .
=== scost/oubsidized space school-aged child, where fewer staff
=== CP | Adjusted Cost (2000 3,821 3,736 3,793 3,713 3,833 4,009 4111

Base) arerequired.

Source for costs are Provincial Returns

1,000

0 A

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

This measure adjusts for the different
staffing ratios by converting them to

Efficiency-How Does Toronto’s Annual Cost to Provide “anormalized space” which makes

an Average Child Care Space, Compareto other Municipalities? the results more comparable.
Chart 1. 8- OMBI 200 A normalized space takesinto
Annual Childcare Cost per Normalized Subsidized Child Care Space consideration the mix of infant,
toddler, pre-school, and school-age

$7,000 Median $4,784 spaces, the different staffing ratios
$6,000 required, and the costs associated
$5.000 I | | | with providing care.
$4.000 B Chart 1.7 provides Toronto’ s annual
$3,000 = — — | child care costs per normalized child
$2,000 — | care space, for the period 2000 to
$1,000 H ] L 2006. Costs have also been provided

$0 that adjust for changesin Toronto’s

Peel Ott Wat | Ham | Lond | Tor York |T-Bay | Sud | Durh | Niag | Musk | Halt | Wind Consumer PricelndeX (CPI) USing

O $ per sub. space | 4,005 | 4,150 | 4170 | 4,339 | 4,441 | 4503 | 4,700 | 4,867 | 5005 | 5012 | 5270 |5458 | 5634 | 5980

2000 as the base year.

Source for costsare Provincial Returns

Cost increasesin Toronto reflected in Chart 1.7, reflect Council direction to eliminate the gap between rates paid on
behalf of subsidized clients and the actual cost of providing care.

Chart 1.8 compares Toronto’s 2005 annual child care costs per normalized child care space, to other municipalities.
Toronto ranks 6™ of 14 (2™ quartile), in terms of having the lowest cost.

Municipal results for this measure can be influenced by the ratio of child care spaces directly operated by the

municipality (which tend to be more costly), to the number of child care spaces purchased from other providers
where the amount of subsidy paid to the other providers will vary according to the ability of parentsto pay fees.
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Court Services in Toronto administers court processes, including scheduling and supporting trias,
payment and collection of fines relating to the Provincial Offences Act (POA) and serving the public
using the court system. The province transferred responsibility for Provincial Offences Courts to the City
of Toronto in early 2002.

Court administration and courtroom support services are delivered in accordance with the POA and the
memorandum of understanding (MOU) between the City of Toronto and the Ministry of the Attorney
General. Toronto Court Services, in addition to its primary responsibilities under the MOU, processes
during an average year about 100,000 parking tickets filed for trial purposes and 500,000 unpaid parking
tickets convicted by the Clerk of the Court. The majority of business processes respecting the amost 3
million parking tickets issued in Toronto is performed by the Revenue Services Division.

Examining Performance

Toronto’s performance measurement results for Court Services can be examined from an internd
perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

|
Measure M easure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Leve Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Number of Actua Stable 1 21
Level Hours of Court 22
Time per 1,000 Actua hours - Higher
Persons are stable but amount of
considered actual
inadequate to Court time
meet demand compared
to others
Service Number of Favourable 1 21
Level Available Hours of 22
Court Time Increasing - Higher
(Judicially amount of amount of
determined) per Court time available
1,000 Persons available with Court time
new compared
courtrooms to others
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— |
Measure M easure Name I nternal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Utilization of Unfavourable 3 21
Level Available Court Lower 22
Time Utilization of - amount of -
available Court available
timeis Court time
decreasing utilized.
dueto JP More
shortages judicial
resources
required
Service Number of Charges Favourable 1 23
Level Filed per Capita 24
Under Provincia Increased Higher
Offences Act number of number of
chargesfiled POA
due to higher charges
enforcement filed re
activity enforce-
ment
activity
Customer Average Timeto Unfavourable 25
Service Tria (Days) for 26
Part 1 POA - Time before
Offences trial is
increasing
Efficiency Costs of Court/POA Favourable 2.7
Services per Charge 2.8
Filed - Decreasing - Lower cost per
cost per chargefiled
chargefiled
Efficiency Collection Rate of Stable 29
POA Fines 2.10
- Rate of fine - Highest/best
collection has rate of fine
remained collection
stable
e |  ——

For an explanation of how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts, please see pages 3to 7.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 12 municipalities.
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Service Level - How Many Hours of Court Time are Available
VersusHoursActually Used for TrialsIn Toronto?

Chart 2.1 -City of Toronto Court Services staff scheduletrials
Actual Hours of Court time per 1,000 Persons, Available Hours of Court Time for Provincial Offence Act (POA)
(Judicially determined) per 1,000 Persons and Court Utilization Rate charges where either a court
. 2002-2005 . appearance is mandatory or where
£ 100% .5 | tiasareoptiona and aperson
= T8% g 2| charged with an offence requests a
3 T 60% g > | tria. Currently, 46% of persons
5 1+40% = E ] charged with aticketable offencein
prd o . . .
5 T20% = 5] Toronto (excluding parking tickets)
T o3 53 003 oo 0% © request atrial. Toronto hasthe
highest dispute rate in Ontario.
B Actual hours 5.7 5.8 6.4 5.6
—= Available hours 114 113 112 12.1 i i
—a&—6hours utilized | 50.0% 51.3% 56.9% 46.3% Hours of Court time is one of the
primary ways of comparing service

levels. The Provincia Judiciary
Service Level - How do Toronto’s Hour s of Court Time Available controls the allocation of available

and Actual Court Hours Utilized Compareto Other Municipalities? court timefor trialsto municipalities.
Availability of Justices of the Peace

Chart 2.2- OMBI 2005 (JPs) in turn determines the actual

Actual Hours of Court time per 1,000 Persons, Available Hours of Court Time amount of court time.
12 + + 80%
ﬂﬂﬂ[ﬂ £l£[£| [
O 0%

(Judicially determined) per 1,000 Persons and Utilization Rate
9+ + 60%
Musk | Tor Sud | Wind |T-Bay | York | Durh | Lond | Wat | Ham | Niag | Ott

Chart 2.1 provides 2002 to 2005
information on Toronto’s available
number of court hours and actual
number of court hours per 1,000
persons. It also plots as aline graph
relative to theright axis, the
percentage of available court hours
that have been utilized.

hrsof court time

15 N 100%
61 1 40%
34
0 -

% of available court time utilized

== Actual hrs | 573 | 562 | 532 | 509 | 496 | 397343 | 3.5 [2.86 | 253 [ 2.33 | 165
m Availhrs | 702 [ 214 | 27| 509 | 54 | 561 518 | 768 | 337 | 468 | 518
e tilized | 817%| 46.3%| 43.79%|100.094 919%] 70.7%| 66.294 40.9%| 84.694 54.1%| 45.0%
Medians - Actual hoursavailable - 3.7; Available Hours - 5.4 ; Percentage Utilized - 66.2%

Toronto results show that available hours have been increased due to addition of seven new trial courtrooms since
2002, but actual hours are less than one-half of capacity due to JP shortages and difficulty in police officers
attending court as witnesses.

Chart 2.2 contrasts Toronto’ s 2005 actual number of court hours and the available (judicialy determined) number
of court hours, per 1,000 population, to other municipalities. The utilization rate of these available hoursis aso
plotted as aline graph relative to the right axis. Toronto’ s ranking for these measuresis as follows:

«  For the actual number of court hours per 1,000 population, Toronto ranks 2™ of 12 (1% quartile)

« For theavailable (judicially determined) number of court hours per 1,000 population, Toronto ranks 2™ of 11
(1% quartile).

«  For the utilization rate of the available court hours, Toronto ranks 8" of 11 (3" quartile).

A shortage of JPsis the primary factor behind the low rate of court utilization in Toronto and other municipalities.
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Service Level - How many Chargesunder the Provincial Offences Act
AreFiled in Toronto Each Year?

Another method of examining

Chart 2.3 -City of Toronto service levelsisto look at the
Number of Char ges Filed per Capita Under Provincial Offences Act number of POA charges that
0.3 2002-2005 have been filed in ayear. The
number of chargesfiled can
0.2 be impacted by the level of
enforcement regarding POA
matters, which is at the
014 discretion of enforcement
agencies.
001 2002 2003 2004 2005 .
B Charges/capita 0.23 0.24 0.25 0.24 Chart 2.3 Summarlz_es the
Total # of charges 599,055 622,533 663,385 642,391 number of chargesfiled in

Toronto from 2002 to 2005.

Charges have increased since

Service Level - How doesthe Rate of Charges Filed Under the 2003 due to increased

Provincial Offences Act in Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities? ~ resourcing by Toronto Police
traffic unit responding to

Chart 2.4 - OMBI 2005 community demand for traffic

0 le\lumber of Charges Filed per CapitaUnder Provincial Offences Act enforcement.

0.5 4 The key driver of demand for
court time is not the number of

0.4 charges filed, but instead it is

0.3 4 the proportion of charges filed

02 ] M edian- 0.4 that result in arequest for tria
which is approximately 46% in

0.1 - ‘ H H H H H Toronto. Whilefairly constant,

0.0 H [] the trial rate isinfluenced by

Tor |T-Bay | Musk | Sud Lond Wat York Wind | Durh Niag Ott the ablllty tO proce$ trials
|E| # charges filed | 0.24 0.17 0.16 0.16 0.14 0.14 0.08 0.56 more effectlvely

Chart 2.4 compares Toronto’s 2005 rate of POA charges filed per capita, to other municipalities. Toronto ranks 1%
of 11 municipalities (1% quartile), excluding Ottawa, in terms of having the greatest number of chargesfiled. The
City of Ottawa should not be compared to other municipalities for this measure, as their chargesinclude al parking
tickets issued (done by Parking Tags in the Revenue Services Division in Toronto), while Toronto and Court
Servicesin other municipalities, only capture trials that are related to these parking tickets.

Toronto's high placement may be due to different enforcement strategies and higher rates of charges to non-
Toronto residents who are charged for POA offences while within the boundaries of Toronto.

Asnoted earlier, of these charges filed in Toronto approximately 46% result in requests for trial which is much

higher than other municipalities in the Province, increasing the demand for Court time and resources/costs to
process the casel oad.
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Customer Service—How Long Doesit Taketo Get a Trial in Toronto?

Chart 2.5- City o Toronto For individuals that choose to
. . y contest a charge under POA Part
Average TimetoTrial (Days) for Part 1 POA Offences 1 offences and request atridl,
250 - 2002-2005 they have an expectation that
200 their trial will occur within a
reasonable time period of their
150 + request.
100
50 | Chart 2.5 provides the 2004 and
2005 averagetimeto tria in days
0 - p— pvs in Toronto from the time an
individual makes their request
|' Timeto trial (days) 247 241 for atrial to thetrial date.
The optimal target for atrial date
Customer Service—How Doesthe Length of Timeto Get a Trial is six months from the time of
in Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities? the offence date, but with the

current shortage of Justices of

the Peace (JPs) thereis limited

Chart 2.6- OMBI 2005 X .
court time to conduct these tridls.

Average Time (Days) to Trial for Part | POA Offences

250 M As aresult the average time to
200 - : tria is approximately 8 months.
150 |thedan: 158 days _ = [ |_| Note: In 2006, due to continued
shortages, the average is now
100 A over 11 months.
50 -
ﬂ H H In Toronto, at the end of 2005,
0 ol _ there was a need for
-Bay|Wind | Lond [Musk| Ott | Wat [ Sud | Niag | Durh | Ham | York [ Tor approximately ten new JP
O Time to trial (days) | 60 | 60 | 102 | 127 | 131 | 150 | 166 | 160 | 101 | 201 | 208 | 241 appointments required to meet
demand for judicial POA
services.

As aresult of new JPs appointed by the Province in November 2006 and February 2007, re-opening of six court
rooms that had been closed for the past year and a half, will begin in the Spring of 2007.

Chart 2.6 compares Toronto’s 2005 time to trial for Part 1 POA Offences to other municipalities. Toronto ranks 12"
of 12 municipalities (4™ quartile) with the shortage of the JPs as the primary factor. It should however be noted that
this shortage in not unique to Toronto and is a similar issue faced by many of the other OMBI municipalities,
including all those appearing over the median line.
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Efficiency- How Much Does it Cost per POA Charge Filed?

One aspect of efficiency to

Chart 2.7 -City of Toronto examine for Court/POA Services

Costs of Court/POA Services per Charge Filed is the cost per charge filed.
2003-2005
$60 Chart 2.7 summarizes Toronto's
$50 Court/POA costs per charge filed
$40 for the years 2003 to 2005. Costs
$30 have & so been adjusted for
$20 changes in Toronto’s Consumer
$10 Price Index (CPI) and plotted as
aline graph. The declinein costs
%0 2003 2004 2005 observed in 2005 can be partly
B Cost/charge $56.54 $54.13 $52.08 attributed to lower court hours
—/—Cost/charge- CP|Adjusted $56.54 $53.23 $50.29 and reduction in associated

courtroom costs. While
appearing favourable the result
in effect means aloss of fine
revenue to the City.

Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Cost per POA Charge Filed Compare
to other Municipalities?

Chart 2.8 - OMBI 2005 ,
Cost of Courts/POA Services per Charge Filed Chart 2.8 comperes Toronto’s
2005 Court/POA costs per
$120 charge filed to other Ontario
$100 municipalities. Toronto ranks 4th
$80 J ‘ of 11 municipalities (2™
oo | Medan- $65.56 R quartile), excluding Ottawa.
$40
$20 - H H
$0 A
Musk | Wat | Ham | Tor | York | Wind | Lond | Sud | Durh |T-Bay| Niag Ott
|I:| Cost/charge | 28.51 [ 42.64 | 46.83 | 52.08 | 52.32 | 55.56 | 60.50 | 64.18 | 65.28 | 66.22 | 119.06 10.98

As noted earlier Ottawa’ s cost and charges filed include those associated with parking tickets, while those of other
municipalities only include the costs and charges associated with parking tickets that are contested and go to trial.
For the purposes of comparability, Ottawa’ s data has been plotted separately and excluded from the median
calculation.

Factors that impact the municipal results for this measure include utilization of available court time by Justices of
the Peace, the types of charges, the rate of request for trials and the provision of specialized services.

Toronto’s placement for this measure is good considering the higher costs that arise from:

« Thehighest rate of requestsfor trial in Toronto of the OMBI municipalities, with trials being much more costly
than charges settled without atrial.

Specialized servicesin Toronto that may not be as pervasive in other municipalities such as night court and Court
interpreters.
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Efficiency - How Successful is Toronto at Collecting Fines Arising

From POA Charges?

Chart 2.9 - City of Tor onto
Collection Rate of POA Fines

100% 2004-2005

80% -
60% -
40% A

20% -

0% -

2004

2005

B %¢Collection rate 69.9%

68.9%

Efficiency - How Does Toronto’s Collection Rate of POA Fines

Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 2.10 -OMBI 2005
Collection Rate of POA Fines

100%

80%
Median- 42.1%
60% 14— —
_
40% =
20% 1— _’>
0% :
Tor Durh Ham York Sud Wat Ott Niag Musk

|I:| %collected | 68.9% 59.2% 49.5% 46.4% 42.1% 41.2% 36.9% 35.3% 31.8%

Another aspect of efficiency to
examine is the collection rate on
defaulted cases where the
recipient of the ticket had not
paid the fine by the specified
date.

Chart 2.9 provides the collection
rate for POA finesin Toronto for
the 2004 and 2005 and results
have been stable.

Chart 10 compares Toronto’'s
2005 collection rate for POA
fines to other Ontario
municipalities. Toronto ranks 1%
of 9 municipalities (1% quartile)
in terms of having the highest
collection rate.

One factor that impacts the
collection rates for finesis the
proportion of defendants residing
in jurisdictions outside municipal
boundaries, and in particular
those residing out of Province or
out of Country. Collection efforts
for these groups are more
difficult than for defendants that
reside within the municipality.

The use of collection agencies, in place in Toronto since 2004, also impacts on the results achieved. Improved
results are achievable through implementation of new sanctions and discussions are ongoing with the Province

towards meeting this objective.
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Emergency Medical Services (EM S) provides ambulance-based health services, responding in
particular to medical emergencies and to special needs of vulnerable communities through mobile health
care.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

— |
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (R&ults) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service EMS Weighted, Favourable 4 31
Level In- Service Vehicle 32
Hours per 1,000 Increasing Lower -
Population In-Service In-Service
Vehicle Vehicle
Hoursto Hours
offset
hospital off-
load delays
Efficiency EMS Cost per Unfavourable 4 3.3
Weighted In-Service 34
Vehicle Hour Increasing Higher Costs
B Cost per In- er In-Service
Service Vehicle Hour
Vehicle Hour
Efficiency EMS Cost per Patient Unfavourable 35
Transported (C1-4)
Increasing
B Cost per
Patient
Transported
Customer EMS Total Response Unfavourable 36
Service Time _ _ -
Increasing
Response
Timein 2005
B e s i) Besssssss| sl [ s Bl

For an explanation of how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts, please see pages3to 7.
These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 14 municipalities.
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ServiceLevel - How Many Hoursare Toronto’'s EM S Vehicles Oneindication of EMS service levels
In-Service and Available to Respond to Emer gencies? isthe hours that EMS vehicles arein-
service, available to respond to
emergencies.
Chart 3.1 - City of Toronto
Toronto Weighted In-Service EMS Vehicle Hours per 1,000 Population Chart 3.1 provides Toronto’s
2000-2005 weighted in-service EM S vehicle
;ig hours per 1,000 population, from
200 2000 to 2005. Weighted hours takes
160 4 into consideration the number of
120 4 personnel on the different emergency
80 - response vehicles of ambulances,
48 ] first response units and supervisory
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Units.
B Weighted Vehicle Hours per 1,000 208 227 233 252 261 251 . i .
Pop'n Over thistime period Toronto’sin-
Total Weighted Vehicle Hours 532979 | 588958 | 609863 | 667534 | 698122 | 678632 service vehicle hours have been
increasing as aresult of additional

staffing required for increased

ServiceLevel - How do Toronto’'sIn-Service EMS Vehicle Hours, demand on ambulance services. This

NS increased demand arose from
I)
Compareto Other Municipalities? hospital restructuring and emergency

room overcrowding/off-load delays,
Chart 3.2- OMBI 2005 increased call volumes and a
800 Weighted EM S In-Service Vehicle Hours per 1,000 Population response time reduction strategy.
7001 Although the number of vehicle
600 1 0 hours has increased this has not
500 4 necessarily translated into a service
400 4 : improvement to the public. The
300 4 [ E— Medien 269 additional vehicle hours/staff has
200 - helped but has not fully compensated
100 - |_| |_| for EMS staff tied up in hospital off-
0 load delays (see Chart 3.6).
Musk Sud | T-Bay | Wind Niag Lond Ham Bran Durh Halt Tor York Peel Wat
||:|HOU,S 707 590 490 422 357 307 296 282 272 261 251 240 188 175 The Iarge incr in hoursin 2003
Ottawa data was not available was due to the SARS outbreak.

Chart 3.2 compares Toronto’s 2005 weighted in-service EM S vehicle hours per 1,000 population, to other
Ontario municipalities. Toronto ranks 11™ of 14 municipalities (4™ quartile), in terms of having the
highest number of in-service vehicle hours.

Toronto’ s population density is high relative to the other municipalities meaning ambulances are in close
proximity to residents, which is a significant factor in this result. Those municipalities with lower
population densities (including rural components in some municipalities) may require proportionately
more vehicle hours in order to provide acceptable response times. The factors behind the increased
demand on ambulance services in Toronto noted earlier, have aso been experienced in many of the other
OMBI municipalities.
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Efficiency —What isthe Hourly Cost In Toronto to Have an
EMSVehicle In -Service, Avaliableto Respond to Emer gencies?

Chart 3.3- City of Toronto With respect to EM S efficiency,
Cost of EMS per Weighted In -Service Vehicle Hour there are two perspectives that can
(2002-2005) be examined.
$200
$160 4 The first perspective relates costs
to the hours that EM S vehicles are
$120 T in-service, available to respond to
$80 + emergencies. Chart 3.3 shows
$40 1 Toronto’'s EMS costs of providing
one-weighted in-service vehicle
%0 2002 2003 2004 2005 hour, from 2002 to 2005.
. $hour $156 $168 $170 $180
—o— $hour (CPI Adjusted- $156 $163 $162 $169 Costs adjusted for annual changes
Note: E%(gﬁltzjeBsa::soes)ts of Communications Centre n Toront.d S Consumer Prl ce I ndex
(CP1), using 2002 as the base year,

have also been reflected on the
Efficiency —How do Toronto’sHourly EMSIn -Service Vehicle graph.

Costs, Compareto other Municpalities? o _

Over thistime period the cost per
in-service vehicle hour has
increased primarily due to

Chart 3.4 - OMBI 2005
Cost of EMS per Weighted In-Service Vehicle Service Hour

$200 collective agreement settlements
Median $129.65 — which exceeded the increasein
$150 - — Toronto’'s CPI.
$100 - This increase has been at amuch
lower rate than the cost per patient
$50 4 transported, which is discussed on
%0 the next page.

Musk [T-Bay| Niag | Peel [ Ham | Halt [ Bran | Lond [ Wind | York | Wat | Durh | Sud | Tor

O $hour [102.65]112.57 [ 114.63 [124.00|124.84 [ 125.10 [129.22|130.08 [130.23|130.59 | 132.63]|135.73 | 137.92| 179.75
Ottawa data not available

Chart 3.4 compares Toronto’'s 2005 EMS costs, per weighted-in-service vehicle hour, to other Ontario
municipalities. Toronto ranks 14™ of 14 municipalities (4™ quartile), in terms of having the lowest cost per vehicle
hour.

To aid in the comparability of results for cost-based measures, the costs of the Communications/Dispatch Centrein

Toronto have been removed. This function is provided by Toronto EMS while in most other municipalitiesitis
provided by the Province.
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Efficiency —What Doesit Cost in Toronto for EM Sto Transport

a Patient ? Chart 3.5 looks at efficiency from
the utilization perspective by
Chart 3.5 - City of Toronto relating costs to the number of
EMS Cost per Patient Transported patients transported (both
2002-2005 emergency and non-emergency).
$800
$600 + The chart also adjusts for annual
changesin Toronto’s Consumer
$400 +- Price Index (CPI), using 2002 as
$200 + the base year.
$0 2002 2003 2004 2005 From 2002 to 2005 Toronto'sEMS
B Siransport $530 $652 $705 $737 cost per patient transported has
0= transport (CPI Adjusted base $530 $633 $673 $691 increased steadily. The primary
2002) factor behind this increase is the
Note: Excludes costs of Communications Centre for all yearsand SARs related costs in 2003 additional time requi red to
complete a patient transport and
. . . transfer, due to offload delays at
Customer Service- How Long Doesit Takein Toronto for EMS hospitals. Additional staffing has
to Arrive At the Emergency Scene (Response Time)? been required to compensate for

off-load delaysin the emergency

_Chart3.6- Cityof Toronto , _ departments. The scope and cost of
EMS Total 90th Percentile Total Response Time for Life Threatening Calls (Minutes) the balance of Toronto EMS's

2000-2005 operations remains very stable,
year-over-year.

15
12 +

94 From a customer service

61 perspective, EM S response time to
emergenciesis akey consideration.

3 Chart 3.6 provides Toronto’s 90"

0 percentile EMS total response time

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

B Response time (Fraction of 10.7 115 113 113 115 123 for the years 2000 through .2005’
Minutes) for serious and life threatening
Response time (Min. & Sec) [10 min 41sec|1imin 29 sec [ 1min 15 sec [ 1min 18 sec [ 1min 31sec |12 min 77 sec emergency cals (those Categori zed

as Delta and Echo).

This response time period is from the point that an emergency call is answered to the time of arrival of EMS on the
scene. The 90th percentile means that 90 per cent of all emergency calls have a response time within the time
period reflected on the graph.

Between 2001 and 2004 the 90™ percentile total response time was fairly stable, with additional hours of ambulance
service required to address the increasing time spent by EM S at hospitals to complete the transfer of patients. In
2005 there was an increase in this response time.

The goal of EMSfor life threatening callsis atotal response time within 8 minutes and 59 seconds for life
threatening calls, but with existing resources and the off-load delays at hospitals mentioned earlier, this standard
was met for only 65.3% of these callsin 2005 versus 90% of the callsin 1996 to 1998, when off-load delays were
not an issue.

48



ﬂl_m.[lllllll\llﬂ Fire Services

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report
(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

The goal of Fire Servicesisto protect life and property with the three primary fire safety activitiesin
communities being:

e Public education and fire prevention
e Fire safety standards and enforcement
e Emergency response

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Fire Services can be examined from an interna
perspective by comparing trendsin historical results over a period of years, and from an external
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Most of the OMBI municipalities have a combination of urban and rural areas within their boundaries,

including both Hamilton and Ottawa. Depending on the mix, this can require different firefighting
capabilities and staffing models (e.g., full-time versus volunteer firefighters).

To improve the comparability of information contained in this report, some of the measures were limited
to the urban component of municipal fire services. In some cases, municipalities could not separate their

urban and rural information and were therefore unable to provide urban information.

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

Measure

MeasureName

Exter nal Comparison

Service Number of Fire In- Stable
Level service Vehicle Hours -
per Capita- Urban In-Service
Area Vehicle
Hours are
stable

[P
I nter nal Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Raources) (Results)
Service Total Fire Operating Unfavourable |
Level Costs per Capita
(Urban and Rural Increasing Higher cost
Operations) cost per per capita
capita

‘ 4:2
43
4.4
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Number of Total Increasing 2 45
Level Incidents Responded - - 4.6
to by Fire Services per Total # of Higher # of
1,000 Urban Incidents incidents
Population responded responded to
tois
increasing
Service Number of Property Decreasing 2 4.5
Level Fires, Explosions and - - 4.6
Alarms per 1,000 # of fires, Higher # of
Urban Population explosions fires,
and darms explosions
responded to or dlarms
is decreasing responded to
Service Number of Rescues Stable 3 4.5
Level per 1,000 Urban - - 4.6
Population Stable # Lower # of
rescues rescue
responded to responses
Service Number of Medical Increasing 1 4.5
Level Calls per 1,000 Urban 4.6
Population # of - High # of -
medical medical
calsis responses
increasing
Service Number of Other Increasing 3 4.5
Level Incidents per 1,000 4.6
Urban Population # of other - Lower -
incidentsis number of
increasing other
incident
responses
Community Rate of Residential Favourable 4.7
Impact Structural Fireswith 4.8
Losses per 1,000 - Decreasing - Lower rate of
Households (Entire rate of structural
Municipality) structural fires fires
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community Residential Fire Favourable
Impact Related Injuries per 4.10
100,000 Population - Decreasing Low rate of
(Entire Municipality) rate of fire fire-related
related injuries
injuries
Community Residential Fire Favourable 411
Impact Related Fatalities per 412
100,000 Population - Decreasing Lower rate of
(Entire Municipality) rate of fire fire-related
related fatalities
i ES
Customer Actual — 90" Unfavourable 413
Service Percentile Station 414
Notification Response - Slight Shorter
Timefor Fire Services increasein response time
in Urban Component 2005 response
of Municipality time
(Minutes)
Efficiency Fire Operating Cost Unfavourable 4.15
per In-service Vehicle 4,16
Hour - Urban Area - Increasing
cost per
vehicle hour

For an explanation of how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts, please see pages3to 7.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 7

municipalities.
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Service Level -How Have Toronto’'s Fire Costs per Capita

Changed Since 20007?

$150
$125
$100
$75
$50
$25

$0 4

Chart 4.1 - City of Toronto
Fire Cost per Capita
2000-2005

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

|_ Fire cost/capita

$104.31 $104.34 $116.62 $113.59 $118.91 $122.93

[=o=—cpI Adjusted (base 2000)

$104.31 $101.16 $110.72 $104.72 $107.80 $109.45

Service Level - How do Toronto’'s Fire Costs per Capita, Compare
to Other Municipalities?

$200

$150

$100 -

$50 -

$0

Chart 4.2- OMBI 2005

Fire Operating Cost per Capita (Urban and Rural Operations)

Median $122

T-Bay

Wind Tor Ott Lon Sud Ham

|E| $Cost/Capita

173

148 123 122 119 109 98

Municipal results for fire cost per capita can be influenced by:

Differencesin population densities
The nature or extent of fire risks, such as the type of building construction or occupancy (apartment dwellings
versus single family homes)

Geography and topography

Transportation routes, travel distances and traffic congestion
The type and staffing levels on fire apparatus/vehicles

Chart 4.1 provides one indicator of
fire service levels, being the cost of
Toronto’sfire services per capitain
from 2000 to 2005. Costs are a'so
provided that adjust for changesin
Toronto’s Consumer Price Index
(CPI) using 2000 as the base year.

These resources are used to provide
Emergency Response, Fire Safety
Standards & Enforcement, and
Public Education.

Costs have increased over thistime
period as aresult of wage
harmonization arising from
amalgamation, as well asincreasesin
contractual wage rates.

Chart 4.2 compares Toronto’s 2005
fire costs per capitato other Ontario
municipalities. Because costs are
related to population, as opposed to a
unit of service such as vehicle hours,
this measure is usually considered to
be more of areflection of service
levels than efficiency.

Toronto ranks 3" of 7 municipalities
(2nd quartile), in terms of having the
highest cost per capita.

The complexity of the City of Toronto requires a number of specialized services that may not exist in all other fire
departments, including Heavy Urban Search and Rescue (HUSAR), Chemical, Biological Radiological and Nuclear
Response (CBRNR), other Hazardous Materials responses, Hi-Rise responses, etc. Toronto also has a Marine Unit
that provides water fire and rescue response, and the only ice-breaking capabilitiesin the City. These all impact
costs and the different types of vehicles and equipment required for day-to-day operations.
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Service Level - How Many Hoursare Toronto’ s Fire Vehicles
In-Service and Available to Respond to Emergencies?

Chart 4.3- City of Toronto
Number In-Service Fire Vehicle Hour per Capita
2004-2005
0.5

0.4+
034
02+
014
0.0

2004 2005

|l hours per capita 0.48 0.47

ServiceLevel - How do Toronto'sIn-Service Fire Vehicle Hours,
Compareto other Municipalities?

Chart 4.4 - OMBI 2005
Number of In-Service FireVehicle Hours per Capita (Urban Areas)

10

median 0.64 hours
0.8 4

I I —

0.6 ~

0.4

0.2 -

0.0 -
T-Bay Sud Wind Lon Tor

O # vehicle hours 0.77 0.69 0.64 0.52 0.47

Hamilton and Ottawa data not available

Another indicator of service levels
is the number of in-service hours
that fire vehicles are available to
respond to emergencies. The hours
when vehicles are removed from
service for mechanical repairs or
insufficient staffing, are excluded
from this measure.

The key front-line fire vehicles
included are pumpers, agerials,
water tankers, and rescue units.

Chart 4.3 provides Toronto’s
results for the number of in-service
fire vehicle hours per capitain
2004 and 2005.

Chart 4.4 compares Toronto's
2005 in-service vehicle hours per
capita, to other municipalities
(urban areas only). Toronto ranks
5" of 5 municipalities (4™ quartile),
in terms of having the highest
number of hours.

The number of in-service vehicle hoursin the urban areas of municipalities can be influenced by many variables,

including:

e Differencesin population densities

e Thenature or extent of firerisks, such as the type of building construction or occupancy (apartment dwellings

versus single family homes)
e Geography and topography
e Transportation routes, travel distances and traffic congestion
o Thetype and staffing levels on fire apparatus/vehicles

Toronto’ s high population density (is 2.8 times greater than the next closest municipality and considerably more
than the others) islikely afactor in these results. Proportionately fewer fire stations and vehicle hours may be
required in densely populated municipalities because of proximity to residents and businesses. Toronto’s urban

form also requires different response capabilities and equipment.
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Service Level —How Many and What Type of Emergency Incidents
Does Toronto Fire Services Respond to Each Year?

60

Chart 4.5 - City of Toronto
Number of Incidents Responded to (by Type) per 1,000 Population

(2003-2005)

50 -
40 -
30 -
20 -
10 -
0 -

2003

Total

50.4

O Other

8.9

8.8

B Medical

24.8

241

O Rescues

0.8

0.8 0.9

B Fires/Expl/Alarms

15.9

15.2

Service Level - How do the Number of Incidents Responded to
in Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 4.6- OMBI 2005

Number of Incidents Responded to (by Type) per 1,000 Population in Urban

80

Areas

70 +
60 1

Median - total incidents 47.5

50 -~ | | p—

40 4

30

20

10 A

0 - .

Ham T-Bay Tor Wind Sud Ott Lon
Total 735 62.8 52.1 475 311 29.6 227
O Other 35.2 189 101 20.2 109 38 38
B Medical 334 19.8 26.9 8.2 58 8.6 3.7
O Rescues 0.5 4.4 0.9 4.9 0.6 4.3 2.6
B FiresExpl/Alarms 44 19.7 14.2 14.3 138 13.0 12.7

The types and number incidents
responded to by Fire Servicesin
municipalitiesis also an
indicator of service levels and
amount of activity.

Chart 4.5 provides the number
and type of incidents responded
to by Toronto Fire Servicesin
2003 to 2005, expressed on a per
1,000 population basis.

In 2005 the number of incidents

responded to:

e increased for the number of
total incidents

e decreased for fires,
explosions and alarms

e was stable for rescues

e increased for medical cals

e increased for other incidents

Chart 4.6 compares Toronto’'s
2005 results for the number of
incidents per 1,000 persons, to
other Ontario Municipalities for
their urban areas.

In terms of having the highest

number of incidents per 1,000

population, Toronto ranks:

e 390f 7 (2nd quartile) for the
total number of incidents.

e 30of 7(2nd quartile) for
fires, explosions and alarms

e 5"of 7(39quartile) for
rescues

o 2"of 7(1% quartile) for
medical calls

e 5"0of 7 (39 quartile) for
other incidents

In some municipalities, depending on response agreements between Fire Services, Emergency Medical Services
(EMS), and hospital protocols, responses to medical calls can also be a significant component of total responses as
they arein Toronto, where they accounted for approximately 52% of all incidents responded to in 2005.
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Community Impact — What isthe Occurrence Rate of Residential Fires

(With Property Losses) in Toronto?

18

Chart 4.7 - City of Toronto

Rate of Residential Structural Fireswith Property Losses per 1,000 Households
2000-2005

15t
12+
0.9 1+
0.6 +
0.3 T+
0.0 -

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

|l# of fires /1,000 HH

1.49

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’s Rate of Residential Fires

Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 4.8 - OMBI 2005

Rate of Residential Structural Fireswith Losses per 1,000 Households

20
15 Median 1.2 ]
1.0 -
0.5
0.0
Ott Lon Sud Tor Ham T-Bay Wind
O Rate of Fires 0.80 0.98 1.07 1.20 1.53 171 1.90

A magjor objective of Fire
Services isto protect property
and one method of assessing this
isto look at the rate at which
residential fires, with property
losses, are occurring.

Chart 4.7 provides the rate of
residential firesin Toronto per
1,000 households from 2000 to
2005. Results show a consistent
declinein the rate of residential
fires, which provides an
indication that fire prevention
and education programs are
working effectively.

Chart 4.8 compares the 2005 rate
of residential firesin Toronto, to
other municipalities. Toronto
ranks 4th of 7 municipalities (2™
guartile).

Factors that can influence the
rate of firesin acommunity
include:

e The age and densification of
the housing stock

e Theextent of fire prevention
and education efforts

e  Socio-demographics

e Enforcement of the fire code
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Community Impact - What isthe Rate of Injuriesfrom Residential
Fires in Toronto?

Chart 4.9- City of Toronto
Rate of Residential Fire Related Injuries per 100,000 Per sons
10 2000-2005

84

6 4

4 4

241

01 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B # of fire injuries/100,000 8.15 7.94 7.44 7.26 6.44 4.82

persons

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’'s Rate of Injuriesfrom
Residential Fires Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.10- OMBI 2005

Rate of Residential Fire Related Injuries per 100,000 Population
15

10k Median 10.3 T
T m [ H \
0 Tor Lon T-Bay Wind Ham
||:| Injuries per 100k | 4.82 5.78 7.39 10.30 10.72 12.89 13.30

Community Impact - What isthe Rate of Fatalities from Residential
Firesin Toronto?

Chart 14.11 - City of Toronto
Rate of Residential Fire Related Fatalities per 100,000 Per sons

2000 - 2005

1.0

0.8 +

0.6 +

0.4 +

]

0.0

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B # of fire fatalities/100,000 0.62 0.73 0.73 0.94 0.45 0.48
persons

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’s Rate of Fatalities from
Residential Fires Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.12- OMBI 2005
Rate of Residential Fire Fatalities per 100,000 Population

3.0
2.0 +
Median- 0.77 ’_‘
1.0 + — —
00 o N N I O I
’ Lon Wind Tor Ham ott Sud T-Bay
O fatalities per 100,000 persons 0.00 0.00 0.48 0.77 0.92 1.29 1.95

One of the primary goals of Fire
Servicesisto protect the safety of
residents during fire events.

Chart 4.9 provides the number of
residential fire related injuries per
100,000 persons, there werein
Toronto from 2000 to 2005. It shows
adecreasing trend.

Chart 4.10 compares Toronto’s 2005
rate of residential fire related injuries
per 100,000 population, to other
Ontario municipalities. Toronto
ranks 1st of 7 municipalities (1%
quartile).

Chart 14.11 provides the number of
residential fire related fatalities per
100,000 persons, there werein
Toronto from 2000 to 2005.

The unusual spikein fire fatalitiesin
2003 was as result of agas explosion
that claimed seven lives, but

generally there is a decreasing trend.

Chart 14.12 compares Toronto’s
2005 rate of residential fire related
fatalities other Ontario municipalities
and Toronto ranks 3rd of 7
municipalities (1% quartile).

Factors that can influence the rate of
injuries and fatalities and the number
of firesin acommunity, include:

e The age and densification of
housing (apartments/houses)
Fire prevention/education efforts
Socio-demographics
Enforcement of the fire code
Presence of working smoke
alarms

Toronto’ s favourable results are
likely due to increased activitiesin
the fire prevention and public
education areas.
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Customer Service- How Long Doesit Take (Response Time)
in Toronto for Fire Servicesto Arrive At the Emergency Scene?

Chart 14.13- City of Toronto
90th Per centile Fir e Station Notification Response Time (Minutes)

6 4
4
2 4
0 4
2003 2004 2005
B Response time (Fraction of 6.42 6.42 6.50
Minutes)
Response time (Min. & Sec) 6 min 25 sec 6 min 25 sec 6 min 31sec

Customer Service- How Does Toronto’'s Fire Response Time
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.14 - OMBI 2005

90th Per centile Station Notification Response Time for Fire (Urban Ar eas)
10 —

s 4 Median- 6.6 min or 6 min 35 sec

6 4

4 4

24

0
Lon Tor Ham
6.3 6.5 6.6

Wind T-Bay Sud

O Responsetime (Fraction of 5.6 7.0 9.8
Minutes)

Responsetime (Min&Sec) | 5min38 | 6 min 16 6min31 | 6min33 | 7min02 | 9 min 50
Ottawa data not available

When residents require assistance from
Fire Services, thetime it takes for fire
vehiclesto arrive on an emergency
scene from the time the emergency call
is made (total responsetime), isvery
important.

Response times for this report are
referred to formally as the “ station
notification responsetime.” Thisisthe
time from the point that fire station
staff have been notified of an
emergency call, to the point when they
arrive at the emergency scene.

Note this excludes the dispatch time —
the time between when an emergency
call isfirst received and the time the
fire station is notified. The 90th
percentile means that 90 per cent of all
emergency callsin have astation
notification response time within the
time period reflected on the graph.

Chart 14.13 provides Toronto’s 90"
percentile fire station notification
response time for 2003 to 2005. In
2005 thiswas 6 minutes and 31
seconds which is a dlight increase over
2004. If the dispatch time was also
added the 2005 total responsetimein
Toronto would be 7 minutes and 51
seconds.

Chart 14.14 compares Toronto’s 2005 station notification response time (90™ percentile) to other municipalities.
Toronto ranks 3“ of 6 municipalities (2™ quartile) in terms of having the lowest response time.

Response times in the urban areas of municipalities can be influenced by many variables, including:

e Differencesin population densities

e Thenature or extent of fire risks, such as the type of building construction or occupancy (apartment dwellings

versus single family homes)
e Geography and topography
e Transportation routes, traffic congestion and travel distances
o Staffing levels on fire apparatus/vehicles
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Efficiency —What Doesit Cost In Toronto per Hour, to Have a
Front-LineFire Vehicle Available to Respond to Emer gencies?

Chart 14.15 - City of Toronto As noted _earl_ier, the unit _of serv?ce
Fire Operating Cost per In-Service Vehicle Hour used for fireisan 'n'_serv_'ce Veh_'de
2004 - 2005 hour, where afront line fire vehicle
300 isavailable to respond to
250 - emergencies. Thiswould exclude
200 the hours when vehicles are removed
150 from service for mechanical repairs
100 or insufficient staffing.
50 -
0 - s e _The key front-linefire vehl cles
[@scostnons 290 3200 included are pumpers, aerials, water

tankers, and rescue units.

Relating these vehicle hours to costs,
provides some indication of
efficiency.

Efficiency —How Do Toronto’'s Fire Costs per In-Service Vehicle
Hour, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.16- OMBI 2005

Cost of Fire Services per In-Service Vehicle Hour (Urban Areas) Chart 14.15 provides the 2004 and

2005 cost per hour in Toronto to

$300 : have afront-line vehiclein service,
250 Medan $227 — staffed and available to respond to
$200 emergencies. Costs increased in 2005
due primarily to increased wages and
$150 1 benefits from collective agreements.
$100
$50 - Chart 14.16 compares Toronto’s
$0 : 2005 fire cost per in-service vehicle
Sud T-Bay Lon Wind Tor hour, to other Ontario municipalities.
B$Costperin-service vehicle | $T71 $225 221 $229 $260 Toronto ranks 5" of 5 municipalities
hour th . . .
(4™ quartile) in terms of having the
Hamilton and Ottawa data not available lowest cost.

Factors that may contribute to Toronto’ s higher costs include:

« A different mix of vehicles because of Toronto’'s urban form

« Thenumber of speciaties Toronto'sfirefighters are trained in, such as HUSAR (Heavy Urban Search and
Rescue), high angle rescue, ice/swift water rescue, confined spaces, etc. All of these services require additional
training, equipment, etc. that not al fire services have.

« Toronto’swage rates for firefighter may also be higher than in other municipalitiesin terms of basic rates as
well as recognition pay for firefighters with long service.

. Differencesin service standards - when there is insufficient staffing during a shift for afull complement of fire
vehiclesin Toronto, some vehicles are removed from service so that the remaining vehicles are fully staffed.
Other municipalities may choose to leave vehiclesin service with areduced number of firefighters.
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Governance and Corporate M anagement refers to the component of municipal governments that is
responsible for governing the municipality, providing direction and leadership to staff, and sustaining
the organizaton.

It includes governance & political support which consists of elected officials and portions of the City
Clerk’s Office which directly support the work of elected officials. It aso includes corporate
management & support activities such as:

City Manager

Auditor Generd

Corporate Accounting

Corporate Finance

Debt Management & Investments

Development Charges Administration

Taxation

e Strategic Communications

e Protocol

¢ Real Estate and properties owned by the City but not used for service delivery

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Results)
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces)
Efficiency Governance and Stable 1 51
Corporate Management 5.2
Costsas a % of Total Percentage Tied for lowest
Operating Costs has remained cost of
stable single-tier
municipalities

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

59



bl ToRoNTO

Governance and Cor por ate M anagement

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report
(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

Efficiency - How Largeisthe Corporate M anagement and

Governance Structurein Toronto?

Chart 5.1 - City of Toronto

Governance and Corporate Management as a Per centage of Total Operating

Expenditures
3.0%
2.5% -
2.0% -
1.5% A
1.0% -
0.5% -
0.0% -
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
M % Governance and Corporate | 2.5% 2.0% 2.4% 2.4% 2.0% 2.0%
Management

Efficiency - How Does the Relative Size of Toronto’s Cor porate
Management and Gover nance Structure, Compar e to Other

Municipalities?

Chart 5.2 - OMBI 2005

Gover nance and Cor por ate Management as a Per centage of Total Oper ating Expenditur es

7%

6% -
Single-Tier M edian - 3.8%
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0 %Gov. & Corp. Mgmt. | 2.0%| 2.0%] 3.1% | 3.8%] 3.8%| 4.6%| 5.3% 6.6%

11% | 2.1%

2.6%

2.7%

2.8%

2.8%

2.9%

Single-Tier Municipalities

Regional Municipalities

Chart 5.1 provides Toronto’s
governance and corporate
management costs as a
percentage of total operating
expenditures (excluding debt
charges, transfers to capital
and current funding of capital)
for the period of 2000 to 2005.
Over thistime period

Toronto’ s results have been
stable.

In 2005 these costs represented
only 2.0% of total expenditures
in Toronto with governance &
political support comprising
approximately 0.8 % and
corporate management &
support, accounting for the
remaining 1.2%.

Chart 5.2 compares Toronto’'s
2005 costs of governance and
corporate management to other
municipalities.

Single-tier and regional
municipalities have been
grouped separately.

Any comparison of results
should be made within these
groups, to reflect differencesin
government structure and the
different responsibilities for
service delivery between these
two levels of municipal
government.

Of the single-tier
municipalities, Toronto ranks
1% of 8 (first quartile) in terms
of having the lowest cost.

60



bl ToRoNTO

Hostel Services
2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report

(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

Toronto's Hostel Services provides temporary emergency shelter and support including provision of

meal s, childcare and counseling for homeless individuals and families.

Examining Performance

Toronto’s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Hostel Measures were only introduced to OMBI in 2004 and as delivery of Hostel Services is quite
different in different jurisdictions, municipalities are continuing to work together to refine measures.

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

N | [
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Leve Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Average Nightly Decreasing 1 6.1
Level Number Emergency 6.2
Shelter Beds Number of - Higher -
Available per shelter beds has number of
100,000 Population been decreasing shelter beds
asthe City per capita
focuses on
providing
permanent
housing for
homeless
individuals and
families
Customer Average Nightly Decreasing 2 6.3
Service/ Bed Occupancy 6.4
Efficiency Rate of Emergency - Overall - Higher usage of
Shelters occupancy rate available shelter
has been slowly beds

decreasing.
Occupancy in
the family
system has
decreased
significantly
and occupancy
inthe single
system has
shown asmall
decrease.
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— -
Measure M easure Name I nternal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community | Average Length of Stable 4 6.5
Impact Stay per Admission
to Emergency - Based on - Longer average
Shelters median length length of stay in
(Individuals and 23 rﬁaé gﬁf shefters
g | |-
Families) single adults
has been stable
since 2001 and
for familiesit
has been
decreasing.

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 12 municipalities.
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Service Level - How Many Emergency Shelter Beds Are Therein Toronto?

Chart 6.1- City of Toronto

Number of Emergency Shelter/Hostel Beds per 100,000 Popul ation

Service Level - How Doesthe Number of Emergency Shelter Beds
in Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 6.2 - OMBI 2005
Number of Shelter/Hostel Beds per 100,000 Population

One of the primary indicators of
service levels for Hostel Services

2001-2005 is the number of emergency
200 shelter beds that are available in
acommunity for use by
160 1 homelessindividuals and
120 families.
801 Chart 6.1 provides information
40 on the number of emergency
04 shelter beds per 100,000 in
2001 2002 2008 2004 2005 Toronto for the period of 2001
B beds per 100,000 pop'n 188.2 165.7 159.2 164.4 154.8 through 2005
Total beds 4,881 4,341 4,213 4,393 4,177

Information on the total number
of shelter beds has also been
provided.

The number of shelter bedsin
Toronto has been decreasing as
the City focuses on providing

160 +— permanent housing for homeless
individuals and families.
120
] Of the 4,177 emergency shelter
80 4 bedsin Toronto in 2005, there
were 1,350 that were operated by
40 H H Median 32.8 the City and another 2,827 that
U were contracted through other
0 | | | | | | |_| D D 0 o organizations. These figures do
Tor Ott Lond Ham Sud | Wind | Wat Niag Peel | Durh | York | Halt not inCI Ude Spaces a\/allable
O Beds/100,000 pop'n | 154.8 | 1109 | 872 64.6 | 354 33.6 319 25.6 243 | 232 6.8 5.9 through the [ Out Of the Col d"

program that are provided on a
seasonal basis from November to

May.

Chart 6.2 compares Toronto’'s 2005 number of emergency shelter beds per 100,000 population to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 1% of 12 (1¥ quartile), in terms of having the greatest number of shelter beds.

The number of shelter beds in municipalities can be influenced by a number of factors such as:
e Theavailability of housing, including transitional and supportive housing in the community, and
supplementary support services.
e The severity of client condition (chronic vs. newly or episodic homel essness).
e Loca municipal policies and support for shelters and other services for homeless individuals and families

Toronto’s comparatively has a higher number of shelter beds because large urban centres have a proportionately
higher numbers of homeless individuals and families and service levels reflect this. The City of Toronto has been
providing shelter services since the 1950’s.
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Customer Service & Efficiency - What hasthe Occupancy Rate of
Emergency Shelter Bedsin Toronto Been?

Chart 6.3 - City of Toronto

Aver age Nightly Occupancy Rate of Emer gency Shelter Beds

100% 2001-2005
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% A
0%
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B %occupancy 93% 93% 93% 90% 91%

Customer Service—How Doesthe Occupancy Rate for Shelter
Bedsin Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

120%

Chart 6.4- OMBI 2005

Awver age Nightly Occupancy Rate of Emer gency Shelter Beds

100%
80% -
60% -
40% -
20% -

0%

Median 81%

Wat | Lond

Ott

Tor | Sud | York | Ham | Halt | Niag | Peel | Durh | Wind

O %occupancy

96% | 93%

92%

91% | 86% | 83% | 80% | 75% | 69% | 68% | 61% | 55%

A challenge for municipalities
isto match the supply of
shelter beds to the demand or
need for emergency shelters, to
ensure that beds are available
when required, but that
valuable resources are not tied
up if these beds are unused.

One way of examining a
municipality’s successin this
areaisto look at the
occupancy rate of emergency
shelter beds, which isshownin
Chart 6.3 for Toronto for the
period of 2001 to 2005.

The occupancy rate in the
whole Hostel's system has been
decreasing. Occupancy ratesin
the family shelter system
decreased significantly for a
number of years and has
stabilized over the last year.
Occupancy ratesin the single
adult system and youth system
has shown a slight decrease.

Chart 6.4 compares the 2005 occupancy rate of Toronto’s emergency shelter beds to other Ontario municipalities.
Toronto ranks 4™ of 12 municipalities (2™ quartile), in terms of having the highest occupancy rate.

The occupancy rate of emergency shelter beds in municipalities can be influenced by:

« Municipal policies regarding eligibility and access for services
» Housing vacancy ratesin amunicipality
« Unusual or extreme weather conditions or natural disastersin the course of a given year
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Community Impact- How Does the Average L ength of Stay in
Toronto’'s Emergency Shelters Compareto Other Municipalities?

Emergency Shelters are

Chart 6.5 - OMBI 2005 intended to provide temporary
Aver age Length of Stay (Days) in Emer gency Shelters short term accommodation
(Individual s and Families) until an individual or family is
20 able to find appropriate
16 | Median 9.1 B housing in the community.
12 | One way of assessing how
— T successful municipalities are at
8 1 achieving this objectiveisto
examine the average length of
4 .
H stay in emergency shelters.
0 Halt | Wind | Ham | Peel | Sud | Niag Ott | Lond | Durh | York | Tor | Wat
O Combined (Days) 0.1 5.3 6.5 7.9 8.1 8.2 9.9 11.6 11.6 12.0 15.0 15.9

The City of Toronto has historically collected data on median lengths of stay per admission, as there can be some
cases with unusually long stays in shelters which can skew averages. The median stay in shelters may perhaps be
more informative and in 2005 Toronto’ s median length stay was:

e Singles— 3 days

e Families— 30 days

e Combined Singles and Families— 3 days

Compared to median lengths of stay in 2001, the length of stay in Toronto for singles has remained stable and the
length of stay for families has been decreasing.

Currently OMBI used the average length of stay in emergency shelters as opposed to median length of stay
discussed above. Chart 6.5 provides the average length of stay in shelters based on 2005 data. Results show that
Toronto ranks 11" of 12 municipalities (4" quartile), in terms of having the shortest average length of stay in
shelters.

Municipal results for the length of stay in Emergency Shelters can be influenced by:

Differing municipal policies regarding shelter eligibility including restrictions on the length of stay in shelters
Housing vacancy rates in a municipality

The proportion of clients who are chronically homeless

In Toronto, the length of stay isimpacted by the availability of transitional shelter beds which have longer

stays.
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Library Services are important for the educational and social development of citizens. They serve and
help to build our diverse communities and the desire of residents to increase their knowledge and
learning. They aso foster the ssmple pleasure of reading.

Public libraries meet these objectives through a variety of materials, services, and programs that are
always changing to meet the ever-increasing needs of citizens.

With the emergence of the Internet, library services are expanding beyond their role of providing
educational and leisure materiasin print form, to offering library and reference materials through library
web sites. These electronic services have become an integral part of library operations, extending public
access beyond physical library walls.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Library Services can be examined from an internal
perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an externa

perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participantsin the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

When examining the results for library servicesin the graphs that follow, it should be noted that the
Regional Municipality of Waterloo (abbreviation used in chartsis“Wat”) only provides library servicesto
its four rural townships.

increasing

Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison
Category of Toronto’s Historical
Trendsin Results
Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results)
Service Annual Number of Stable
Level Library Service Hours
per Capita Library
hours have
remained
stable
Service Number of Library Stable
Level Holdings per Capita
Size of
library
holdings
remaining
stable
Community | Annual Library Uses Favourable
Impact per Capita-
(electronic & non- Total library
electronic) useis

Feeeeeeeeeee——n
External Comparison Chart
to Other Municipalities Ref.
(OMBI)
By Quartilefor 2005
Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results)
4 | 71
7.2
Low number
of library
hours
1 7.3
74
High
number of
library
holding
1 75
7.6

High library
use
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— _  _§
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community | Electronic Library Favourable
Impact Uses per Capita
- Increasing -
electronic electronic
library use library use
Community | Non- Electronic Uses Stable
Impact per Capita
- Non- -
electronic
library useis
stable
Customer Average Number of Favourable '
Service Timesin Year
Circulating Items are - Turnover rate -
Borrowed (Turnover) isincreasing
Efficiency Library Cost per Use Favourable '
Decreasing Low cost per
cost per usein library use
2005
| E— |

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 9

municipalities.
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Service Level —How Many Hours Are Library Branches Open

in Toronto?
~ Chart7.1- City of Toronto Two aspects of library services that
Library Service Hour s per Capita can be used to compare service levels
2001-2005 ae
0.10 ' . .
0.08 J e Theservice hours of library
0'06 branches
el e Thesize of thelibrary holdings
0.04 4 or collections
0.02
0.00 - .
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Chart 7.1 summarizes the number of
library service hours that all Toronto
W hourgcapita|  0.095 0.094 0.092 0.091 0.091 library branches were open, on a per
total hours 246,042 246,090 243,899 243,819 245,425 capita basis from 2001 to 2005. Total
hours have also been provided. Over

this period library hours have
Service Level —How Do Toronto'sLibrary Hours Compareto remained fairly stable.
Other Municipalities?

Chart 7.2 compares Toronto’s library

service hours per capitato other
Ontario municipalities. Thisincludes
all library branches that were open in
2005, regardless of the size of those

Chart 7.2 - OMBI 2005
Annual Number of Library Service Hour s per Capita

0.30 branches.
0254 .
— This measurement excludes the
0.20 4 — numerous el ectronic services
0.15 Median 0.11 hours provided on a 24-hour, seven-day-a-

week basis, through library web

[
0-101 sites, aswell as through outreach
0.05 H H H H services such as bookmobiles.
0.00
Ham Ott Tor

Toronto ranks 9™ of 9 municipalities

Bran Wat Sud wind Lon T-Bay ] - k
B hrsicapita | 0.24 | 023 | 020 | 013 | om | o1 | 0.09 | 0.09 | 0.00 in terms of having the highest
number of library service hours per
capita.

A municipality’ s results can be influenced by the density of its population. Municipalities with relatively lower
population densities may require more library branches, and hence more service hours so that service can be
provided within areasonabl e distance of residents.

Toronto is 2.8 times more densely populated that the next highest municipality and much greater than the other
municipalities. In an urban setting like Toronto, residents use alternatives modes to travel to alibrary such as public
transit and walking, as opposed to vehicles.

As noted earlier, these service hours do not consider the size of library branches and the range of service provided
at those branches. As adensely populated urban area, Toronto requires more study space, computers for public use,
program areas and access to meeting room space. This measure al so does not consider if the range of service hours
provided maximizes usage of library branchesin municipalities.
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ServiceLevel —What isthe Sizeof Toronto’sLibrary Holdings
(Collection) per Capita from 2000 to 2005?

Chart 7.3 - City of Toronto
Library Holdings per Capita

2001 to 2005

5

4 1

34

24

14

04

2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B Holdings/capita 4.09 4.04 4.01 3.98 3.98
total holdings 10,606,221 10,581,265 10,606,009 10,636,725 10,750,446

Service Level - How Doesthe Size of Toronto’s Library Collection
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 7.4- OMBI 2005
Number of Library Holdings Per Capita

41 Median 3.2
34
2 4
1 4
0 .
Tor Sud Ham T-Bay | Wat Lon Ott Wind Bran
O Holdings/capita 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.2 3.2 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.1

Another indication of service
levelsisthe size of the library
holdings/ collection per capita,
which consist of both print and
electronic media.

Print mediainclude:

e Reference collections

e Circulating/ borrowing
collections

e Periodicals

Electronic mediainclude:
e CDs/DVDs

e MP3 materials

e Audio books

Chart 7.3 provides information on
Toronto’s library holdings per
capitafor the years 2001 to 2005.
Library holdings have been stable
over this period.

Chart 7.4 compares the 2005
number of library holdings per
capitain Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 1st
of 9 municipalities (1% quartile), in
terms of having the largest library
holdinas.

Municipal results for this measure can be influenced by differing needs for multilingual collections and the size of a

library’s electronic collection.

Toronto’ s top placing relates to our extensive research and reference collections, an expansive array of electronic
products and services, and diverse multilingual and English as a Second Language collections.
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Community Impact - How Much do Toronto Residents
Useour Library System?

Chart 7.5 - City of Toronto
Library Uses per Capita

35
30
25
20
15
10

5

2001-2005

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

Total Lib. Uses/Capita

28.99

30.73

31.00

32.07

32.94

O Non- Electronic Uses/Capita 22.1

22.48

21.79

21.83

21.94

B Electronic Uses/Capita

6.88

8.25

9.21

10.24

11.00

Community Impact - How DoesLibrary Usein Toronto

Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 7.6 - OMBI 2005
Library Uses per CapitaBy Type

medians- total 23.2, non-electronic 18.5, electronic 4.6

]

I

Tor

Lon

Ham

Sud

T-Bay

Ott

Wind

Bran

I

Total Lib. Uses

329

27.6

246

234

232

22.6

17.8

164

12.3

B elec use/capita

11.0

55

5.2

51

4.6

40

40

33

14

O non- elec use/capita

219

221

18.3

18.6

185

138

132

109

One of the primary goals of a
municipal library systemisto
maximize the use of library resources
and programming by residents.

Library uses have been grouped into

two categories:
¢ Non-€lectronic
e Electronic

Non-electronic library usesinclude:

e Avisittoalibrary branch
Borrowing materias

Reference questions

Use of materials within the branch
Attendance at programs

Electronic library use is agrowing

service channel of many library

systems. It includes:

e Theuse of computersin libraries

e On-line collections available in
branches

e 24-hour accessto library web
services and collections from
home, work or school

Chart 7.5 illustrates how many times
Toronto’ s library system was used on a
per capita basis, from 2001 to 2005.

Total library uses, aswell as electronic
uses and non-electronic uses, have
increased over this period, with
electronic use increasing significantly.

Chart 7 compares Toronto’s 2005 library use per capita to other municipalities. Toronto ranks 1% of 9 municipalities
for total library uses, 1% of 9 for electronic library uses and 2™ of 9 for non-electronic uses. Theses results, based on

the highest rate of use, are dl in the first quartile.

A number of variables can influence how much and how often alibrary is used, including:
e The number and size of branches

Hours of operation
The size and mix of collections
The number of languages supported in library collections
The range of program offerings
The availability and degree of investment in web services
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Customer Service—How Often Areltems Being Borrowed From
Toronto’s Circulating Collection?

Chart 7.7- City of Toronto
Aver age Number of Times in Year Circulating Items are Borrowed (Tur nover)

2001-2005
5
4
34
2 4
14
0
2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
|l Turnover rate 4.28 4.44 4.43 4.53 4.70

Customer Service—How Does Toronto’ s Borrowing/Turnover Rate
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 7.8 - OMBI 2005
Aver age Number of Timesin Year Circulating Items are Borrowed (Tur nover)
5
4T e Median 3.0
3 1 [
2 4
1 | H
0 -
Tor oftt Ham Lon T-Bay Bran Wind Wat Sud
|I:| Turnover 4.7 4.1 4.0 3.5 3.0 2.6 2.3 2.2 19

Each municipality’ s result can be influenced by:

« Thesize, variety, and how current the circulating collection is
o Theextent of library web services available

« Eachlibrary system’s borrowing policy

The quality of alibrary’s collection
isan important consideration for
library users. The average number
of timeseachitemin alibrary’s
circulating collection is borrowed
(turnover), is one way of
measuring this quality.

Generally, if the number of times
an item has been borrowed in a
year is higher, it isan indication of
how popular and relevant the item
isto users.

Chart 7.7 provides data on the
turnover rate of Toronto’s
circulating collection for the years
2001 to 2005 and shows results
increasing/ improving over this
period.

Chart 7.8 compares Toronto's
2005 turnover rate for its
circulating collection to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 1st
of 9 (1% quartile), in terms of
having the highest turnover rate.
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Library Services

Efficiency —What Doesit Cost in Toronto for Each Library Use?

$2.10
$1.80
$1.50
$1.20
$0.90
$0.60
$0.30
$0.00

Chart 7.9- City of Toronto
Cost per Library Use

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

B Cost per Library Use

$160

$160

$162

$175

$173

=== CP | Adjusted (2001base)

$160

$156

$154

$164

$159

Efficiency - How Does Toronto’s Cost per Library Use, Compare
to Other Municipalities?

Chart 7.10 - OMBI 2005
$3.00 Library Cost per Use
$2.50 + Median $1.97 ]
$2.00 + o [
$1.50 +
$1.00 +
$0.50 +
$0.00 Lon Tor Sud Ham ott T-Bay Bran Wind Wat
l[msuse| s171 | s173 $183 $195 $197 | $204 | s2m | $227 | $270

The cost of library servicesin
relation to the number of library
uses can be used to assess the
efficiency of library systems.

Chart 7.9 illustrates Toronto’ s cost
per library use for the years 2001
to 2005. Results have also been
provided that adjust for changesin
Toronto’s Consumer Price Index
(CPI) using 2001 as the base year.
Results over this period have been
stable with costs actually
decreasing in 2005.

Chart 7.10 compares Toronto’s
2005 cost per library use to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 2™
of 9 municipalities (first quartile),
in terms of having the lowest cost.

A number of variablesinfluence

municipal results for this measure

including:

e Themix, variety, and depth of
library uses

e Thenumber and types of staff
time needed to support these
different activities

A major factor behind Toronto’slow costsis the high rate of library use by residents, as discussed earlier in
reference to chart 7.6.
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Long Term Care or Homes for the Aged Services, include services provided in long term care homes
or in the community. Services are designed to promote the health, well-being and safety of clients while
enabling them to remain in their own homes longer.

Long term care homes provide medical, nursing, and/or personal care to their residents who are no longer
ableto live independently in their own homes, with an objective of ensuring residents of the home feel
safe, comfortable, respected, and well cared for. These homes aso offer avariety of recreational and
socia activities and spiritual and therapy services to meet residents’ lifestyle needs and maximize their
independence. The multi-disciplinary team that delivers care includes but is not limited to:

Physicians

Registered nurses

Registered practical nurses
Personal support workers
Therapists

Social workers

Nutritionists and dietary staff
Facility services staff

At the community level, a growing emphasisis placed on wellness and preventative services. Community
programs such as adult day care, supportive housing, and “meals on wheels’” are an integral part of long
term care services. Community programs also provide information and support to help clients and their
families. Many of these programs are designed to help clients stay in their own homes longer.

Funding responsibilities for long term care services are shared by the Ontario Ministry of Health and
Long-Term Care, the residents of the home, and the municipality. Facility fees are set by the provincial
government. Long term care home residents with limited income are eligible for a subsidy to reduce the
fee they pay. The long term care industry has high quality standards, which are regulated by the Province.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).
There are two key services in long term care operations being the provision on long term care bedsin
facilities, and community based services. The operation of long term care bedsis by far the larger of the
two services and is the focus of the information in this report.

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:
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|
Measure M easure Name I nternal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (R@ourc&e) (Results)
Service Municipally Stable 8.1
Level Operated LTC Beds 8.2
asa%of dl LTC Number of - Toronto’s
Bedsinthe municipally municipal
Municipality operated Long share of dll
Term Care bedsis
beds has dightly
remained flat below
median
Community | Percentageof LTC 8.3
I mpact Community Need
Satisfied Slightly lower
(Beds all providers percentage of
as % of Population LTC beds
> 75 years old) relative to
population >75
Customer LTC Resident Favourable 84
Service Satisfaction 85
Results have High levels of
remained ]
very high, at satisfaction
a98%
satisfaction
rating
Efficiency Long Term Care 2 8.6
Cost per Bed Day 8.7
(CMI Adjusted) Lower LTC

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 14 municipalities.
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ServiceLevel - How Many Municipally Operated Long Term
CareBedsareTherein Toronto?

Chart 8.1- City of Toronto
Number of Municipally Operated Long Term Care Beds
3,000 2000 - 2005
2,500 +
2,000 +
1,500 +
1,000 +
500 +
01 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
|.# Munic. LTC Beds 2,641 2,641 2,605 2,641 2,641 2,641

Service Level —What Percentage of Long Term Care Beds Do
Toronto and Other Municipalities Provide?

Chart 8.2- OMBI 2005

Municipally OperatedLong Term Care Beds asa% Shareof All LTC Beds
100% -

80% A
60% -
40% -
20% -

O%UULILILIUDI'IDDDEEE

T-Bay Musk | Durh | Niag Wind Peel | Lond York

B Non-munic beds | 59% | 68% | 69% | 71% | 72% | 76% | 81% | 83% | 85% | 86% | 87% [ 89% | 90%| 93%
O Munbeds 41% | 32%]| 31% | 29% | 28% | 24%| 19% | 17% | 15% | 14% | 13% | 11% | 10% | 7%
M edian M unicipal Beds - 18.2%

Community Impact — How Does the Supply of Long Term Care
Beds (From All Service Providers), Compar e to the Population
Aged 75 and Over?

Chart 8.3 - OMBI2005
Long Term Care Beds as a Per centage of Population > 75 Years Old

15%

0,
12% Median all beds- 10.2%

(Municipal and Other Providers)

9% A
6%
3% A
0%

T-Bay | Durh York | Niag Wind | Lond
I % All Beds 13.22%(12.879%112.23%912.23%411.57%11.08%410.26%{10.16%410.05% 9.77% | 9.75% | 9.71% | 9.67% | 8.49%
I.% Beds- other providers |7.85% |9.16% | 8.41% [10.949410.38%9 7.53%| 8.71% | 7.75% | 8.32% 9.10% | 7.07% | 8.33% 7.81% | 7.42%
IID% Beds-Municipal 5.37%|3.71%| 3.82% 1.29% | 1.19% | 3.55% 1.55% | 2.41% | 1.73%| 0.67% | 2.68% | 1.38%| 1.86% | 1.07%
L

In terms of service levels, Chart 8.1
provides the number of long term
care beds operated by Toronto from
2000 to 2005 which has been
constant.

There are also long term care bedsin
the community, operated by other
providers such as the private and
non-profit sectors.

Chart 8.2 provides data on the
percentage breakdown of the portion
of long term care beds in the
community that are provided by
Ontario municipalities and the
portion provided by other service
providers (non-municipal

beds). Toronto ranks 8" of 14
municipalities (3" quartile), in terms
of having the highest percentage of
beds operated by the municipality.

Each municipality isfaced with a

different level of demand dueto a

number of factors, including:

e age of the population in the area

e availability of alternate
community programs and
services

e proximity of family & friends

Chart 8.3 provides an indication of
how many long term care beds there
arefrom all service providersin
municipalities, as a proportion of the
population aged 75 and over.

Toronto ranks 9" of 14
municipalities (3" quartile) in terms
of having the largest supply of long
term care beds relative to the
population aged 75 and over.

The need for long term care bedsin a
given community is affected by
factors such as the availability of
hospital beds, supportive housing
units, and adult day spaces.
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Customer Service—How Satisfied are Residentsin Toronto's

Long Term Care Homes?

Chart 8.4 - City of Toronto

Resident Satisfaction Ratings in Long Term Car e Homes

100%

90%

80%

70% T

60% +

50% -

2000-2005

2004

2005

|l % Residents Satisfied

98%

98%

Customer Service—How Does Toronto’'s Resident Satisfaction

In Long Term Care Homes, Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 8.5- OMBI 2005
Per centage of Residents Satisfed With Municipal Long Term Care Homes
asaPlacetoLive
90% - _
80% -
70% -
60% -
50% +——=
Wind Tor Wat | T-Bay | Durh Peel York Ott Halt Sud Musk | Lond
0% | 98.1% | 98.0% | 97.2% | 96.6% | 95.6% | 95.0% | 95.0% | 94.6% | 93.6% | 90.6% | 83.7% | 78.9%

The satisfaction of residentsin
Toronto’s long term care homesis
imperative and annual surveys of
residents and their families are
conducted to assess this.

Chart 8.4 provides the percentage
of surveyed long term care
residents and their familiesin
Toronto homes, who are satisfied
with the homes as a placeto live.
Results are very high at a 98%
satisfaction rating.

In 2005, the Province released its
"Commitment to Care" which
adopted Toronto's “ Y our Opinion
Counts" resident and family
satisfaction survey. Toronto
Homes have used this satisfaction
survey feedback to direct ongoing
quality improvement activities.

Chart 8.5 compares the 2005
satisfaction rate of Toronto’s
residentsin long term care homes,
to other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 2™ of 12
municipalities (1% quartile), in
terms of having the highest
resident satisfaction rating.

Municipal long term care homes have historically experienced high satisfaction ratings from their residents as a
placeto live and all OMBI municipal long term care service providers maintain comprehensive quality
improvement programs to ensure safe, high quality care and services for the residentsin their homes.
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Efficiency —How Much Doesit Cost in Toronto to Provide
alLong Term CareBed for One Day?

Chart 8.6 - City of Toronto With respect to efficiency, the.
Long Term Care Cost per Bed Day (CMI Adjusted) common unit of measurement in
2000-2005 long term care homesis the cost to

provide along term care bed for one

180 day

150 -
120 +
90 -

The needs of each long term care
resident can differ, requiring

60 - different levels of care, which can
30 - have a significant impact on costs.
0. These requirements can vary from
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 one home to another, from one year
I $ cost of LTC Bed per Day 123.76 130.04 131.38 141.29 148.77 159.82 to another and from one
—o—;;(;)ge;djusted cost (base 123.76 126.08 124.73 130.26 134.87 142.29 muni Ci paI |ty to another

Source: MOH Annual Report -Unaudited

To improve the comparability of

- o results, costs are adjusted by the
Efficiency —How Does Toronto’s Cost of ProvidingaLong Term case mix index (CM1), which isa

CareBed, Compareto Other Municipalities? numerical factor that adjusts costs to
reflect differencesin the level and
Chart 8.7- OMBI 2005 intensity of care required by the
Long Term Care Cost per Bed Day residents in long term care homes.
200 Provincial Reporting (CM1 Adjusted)
Median$174 —_ = = om T F Chart 8.6 provides Toronto’s long
_m [ term care cost per bed day (CMI
$150 + —m [ adjusted) for the years 2000 to 2005.
_ Results have also been provided that
100 1 adjust costs for the annual changein
Toronto’s Consumer Price Index
(CP1), using 2000 as the base year.
$50 +
Toronto has streamlined and
restructured to the available funding
%0 TsuskTiag T sud T Hat | Tor T7-Bay ] vork [Lond | Wt | Peel | O | ouh [wiina | Ham in areas where efficiency is possible,
D$bed day- Prov. Report | 122 | 141 | 151 | 154 | 160 | 167 | 173 | 175 | 180 | 181 | 183 | 185 [ 190 [ 190 outside of resident care, safety and
Source: MOH Annual Report -Unaudited qual |ty of life.

Chart 8.7 compares Toronto’ s 2005 long term care cost per bed day (CMI adjusted) to other municipalities.
Toronto ranks 5™ of 14 municipalities (2™ quartile), in terms of having the lowest cost. Toronto continues to search
for economies by streamlining and restructuring its operations wherever possible, and has preserved its high
resident care and safety standards as evidenced by high resident satisfaction ratings (Chart 8.5).

The cost to operate along term care home in amunicipality will vary due to:

e Occupancy rate

e Staffing levelsrequired to accommodate the residents

e Collective agreements

e Provincially legislated factors such as the compulsory arbitration and pay equity legislation
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Police Services - under the Police Services Act, municipalities are responsible for the provision of
effective police services to satisfy the needs of their communities. Municipalities are also required to
provide the administration and infrastructure necessary to support such services. For their part, police
agencies must create and implement strategies, policies, and business models that meet the specific needs
and priorities of their local communities.

Police servicesinclude, at a minimum:
Crime prevention

Law enforcement

Victims' assistance

Maintenance of public order
Emergency response services

Crime Rates

It should be noted that the Toronto Police Services, in its statistical documents, reports its crime statistics
using the offence-based method (counting offences). Other Canadian Police Services, such asthe
municipalitiesinvolved in OMBI, and organizations such as Statistics Canada, use the Uniform Crime
Report (UCR) for their crime statistics, using incident-based statistics (the most serious offence per
incident is counted).

For example, a suspect unlawfully entersinto adwelling unit and takes several items and upon leaving the
house, the suspect encounters the homeowner. An altercation occurs and the suspect assaults the
homeowner. In the offence-based method, this occurrence would be counted as a break and enter and an
assault. This occurrence would only be counted as one offence of assault under the incident-based
counting method.

For the purposes of this report, the incident-based methodology is used for the reporting of Toronto’s
crime rates to allow for comparisons to other municipalities.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Police Services can be examined from an internal
perspective by comparing trendsin historical results over a period of years, and from an externa
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:
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— _  _§
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Policing Gross Cost Favourable 1 9.1
Level per Capita 9.2
- High costs -
per capita
increasing relating to
including high staffing
more staff levels
Service Number of Total Favourable 9.2
Level Police Staff (Officers
and Civilians) per Staffing has
100,000 Population been
increasing
each year
Community Reported Number of Favourable 4 9.3
Impact Tota (Non-Traffic) 94
Criminal Code - Slight High total
Offences per 100,000 decreasing crime rate
Population trend
Community | Annual Percentage 4 9.5
Impact Change in Rate of
Tota (Non-Traffic) - See above - Rate of
Crimina Code decreasein
Offences Toronto for
2005 not as
large
Community Reported Number of Unfavourable 4 9.6
Impact Violent — Criminal 9.7
Code Offences per - Increased in High rate of
100,000 Population 2005 violent crime
Community | Annual Percentage 4 9.8
Impact Change in Rate of
Violent Crime - See above - Higher rate of
increasein
2005 for
violent crime
Community Reported Number of Favourable 2 9.9
Impact Property — Criminal 9.10
Code Offences per - Slight Lower rate of
100,000 Population decreasein property
2005 crime
Community | Annual Percentage 4
Impact Change in Rate of
Property Crime - See above - Rate of 2005
decrease not
aslarge
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————————— —§}§ ————————————
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community Number of Y ouths Favourable 1
Impact Cleared by Charge or
Cleared Otherwise, Slight increase - Low rate of
per 100,000 Y outh in youth crime youth crime
generally
downward
trend

Community
Impact

Annual Percentage
Change in Rate of

Y ouths Cleared by Higher rate of
Charge or Cleared increasein
Otherwise per 100,000 youth crime

Y outh Population

3

Customer Clearance Rate - Total 4
Service (Non-Traffic)
Criminal Code Clearance rate Low
Offences has been clearance

decreasing rates for total
non-traffic

crime

Clearance Rate -
Violent Crime

Efficiency

Customer
Service

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

4

Low
clearancerate
for violent
crime

Low number
of Criminal

Increasing

number of
Criminal Code

Code incidents per

incidents per officer

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 13

municipalities.
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Service Level - How Have Police Costs per Capitain Toronto
Changed Since 20007?

Chart 9.1- City of Toronto's Six-Year MPMP Results— 2000 through 2005 | When comparing service levels for

Operating Cost for Police Services per Person police services, costs of policing
$300 per capita can be examined. Since

staffing costs are approximately

$250 -
$200 4 90% of total costs, thereisadirect
$150 4 correlation between staffing levels
$100 - and total costs.
$50
$0 - Chart 9.1 summarizes Toronto's

2000 | 2001 | 2002 | 2008 | 2004 | 2005 policing costs per capita for the
I $police services/capita $227.57 $236.56 $243.03 $259.75 $272.83 | $283.26 years 2000 to 2005. It shows a
—o—CPl adjusted cot | $227.57 | $229.35 | $230.74 | $239.46 | $247.34 | $252.20 steadly increase due to additional

staffing (194 positions were added
in the budget during this period)
and collective bargaining
settlements. Results adjusted for

Service Level - How do Toronto’s Costs per Capita and Staffing
L evels Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 9.2 - OMBI 2005 increasesin Toronto's Consumer
Policing Gross Cost per Capita and Police Staffing per 100,000 Population P”C(? Index _(CPI) have also been
provided using 2000 as the base
300 300
3 Medians $202/capita and 201.5 staff s| Y&
250 + _§~E\E cap : 4250 €
S B =
"g 200 4 = —— 1.0 §] Chart 9.2' compares Torontq’ S
g ] 8] grosspolicing costs per capita
g10r T108] (plotted asabar graph relative to
:% 100 + Yo B thel_eft axis) and_total poIic_e N
8| staffing, both officersand civilians
0T T5 2] per 100,000 population (plotted as
0 0 aline graph relative to the right
Tor | wind | T-Bay| Niag | Sud | Ham | Ott | Lond | Peel | Durh | wat | Halt | York aXiS), to other Ontario
== per capita 283 | 252 | 231 | 225 | 221 | 216 | 202 | 202 | 192 | 101 | 176 | 172 | 169 munici pal ities.
1—E— Tot. staff LSS 1ookgog'n 269.5]267.0] 260.0] 215.5| 215.1] 196.7 | 192.0] 206.9| 201.5] 175.1] 178.6] 164.2] 179.8

Toronto ranks 1% of 14 municipalities (1 quartile) in terms of having both the highest policing cost per capita and
the highest police staffing per 100,000 population.

A number of factors can have a direct impact on calls for police service, operational demands, and overall
workload. As aresult, each municipality has a unique blend of policing and municipal needs, and ways to respond
to them. Staffing levels can vary dueto:

e The number of non-residents — the daily inflow and outflow of commuters and tourists (19.7 million visitors to
Toronto in 2005) ; attendees at cultural, entertainment, and sporting events; or seasonal residents (e.g., post-
secondary students) —who require police services and are not captured in population-based measures

e Additional police staff who are required to provide services at facilities such as airports or casinos

One significant factor that contributes to Toronto’s higher costs and staffing levels, isthat Toronto isan
international city requiring specialized services at elevated levels that may not be available or necessary in other
municipalities. These include the Emergency Task Force, Public Order Unit, Emergency Measures, Intelligence
units targeting terrorist groups, providing security for visiting dignitaries, targeting hate crime, Sex Crime Unit,
Fugitive Squad, Mounted Unit, Marine Unit, and the Forensic I dentification Unit.
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Community Impact - How Has Toronto’s Total (Non- Traffic) Crime
Rate Been Changing?

Chart 9.3 - City of Toronto Crime rates are used to measure the
Number of Total (Non-Traffic) Criminal Code I ncidents per 100,000 Per sons extent and nature of criminal activity
2000 through 2005 brought to the attention of the police
8,000 within a municipality. Unreported
Z:ggg 1 crimeis not captured.
5,000 +
4,000 T Chart 9.3 provides Toronto’ s total
3'888 1 (non-traffic) crime rate per 100,000
1000 + population from 2000 to 2005. It
0 1 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 eXCI Udes Crl ml nall Co_de ngI ng
B Total Crime Rate per 100,000 6,250 6,335 6,288 6,208 7,116 7,068 Offences SUCh as Impal red dr|V| ng or
Population crimina negligence causing death.

In 2005, Toronto’ stotal crime rate
decreased by -0.7%. What appears to
be alargeincrease in 2004, is actually

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’s Total (Non-Traffic)
Crime Rate Compareto Other Municipalities?

attributable to a changein

Chart 9.4 - OMBI 2005 methodology used by Statistics Canada
Reported Number of Total (Non-Traffic) Criminal Code Incidents starting in 2004, when for the first time
10000 per 100,000 Population criminal incidents occurring in Toronto
’ = but reported to the RCMP, were al'so
8,000 A Median 5,976 includedin adqlltl on to'those repor_ted
6.000 4 to Toronto Police Services. For this

reason 2003 and prior results should
4,000 - |_| H not be compared to 2004 and

2,000 - subsequent results.

0

York | Halt | Pedl | Durh | Wat | Ot | Sud | Niag | Ham | Tor | Lond | T-Bay | Wind Chart 9.4 compares the 2005 total
[ rate per 100k | 3285 | 3727 | 3,837 | 4,831 [ 5,206 | 5,602 | 5976 | 6,187 | 6,200 [ 7,068 [ 8,600 [ 9,021 | 9,261 (non-traffic) crime rate per 100,000

population in Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 10™ of
13 municipalities (4™ quartile), in
terms of having the lowest crime rate.

Community Impact — What was the 2005 Changein the Total
(Non-Traffic) Crime Ratein Toronto, Compared to Other

Municipalities?
Chart 9.5 compares whether each
Chart 9.5- OMBI 2005 municipality’ stotal crime rate has
Annual % Changein Rate of Total (Non-Tr affic) Criminal Code Incidents increased or declined from 2004. Even
10% though Toronto’s total crime rate did
506 4 decline in 2005, the rate of decrease
0% I [] was not as large asin other
505 | ’ | | | | | | | | | | | | | |_| |_| = municipalitiesan?con%quen_tly N
L= Toronto ranks 11" of 13 municipalities
-10% A - (4th il . f havi h
Median -6.5% decrease quartile) in terms of having the
-15% 1 greatest rate of decline.
-20%
wind | York | Niag | Durh | Halt | Wat |T-Bay| Peel | Sud [ Ham | Tor | Ott |Lond Crimerates should |dea||y be examined
B 96change | -16.4%| -15.5%| -14.8%| -9.29 | -7.6% | -6.69% | -6.5% | -5.6% | -5.0%[ -2.4% | -0.79 | 0.5% | 4.5% over alonger p_eriOd of time (5to 10
years) to examine trends.
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Police Services

Community Impact - How Has Toronto’s Violent Crime Rate
Been Changing?

1200
900 +
600 1+
300 +

0 4

Chart 9.6- City of Toronto
Number of Violent Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Persons

2000-2005

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

Population

B Violent Crime Rate per 100,000

1,124

1,151

1,077

1,030

926

973

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’s Violent Crime Rate
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 9.7 - OMBI 2005
Repor ted Number of Violent Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Population

1,600
1,200 - H
800 J Median 743 _ M
~nnaill
0
York | Halt | Peel | Wat | Ott | Durh | Niag | Sud |Lond | Wind | Ham | Tor |T-Bay
O rate per 100k | 434 | 451 | 483 | 539 | 621 | 635 | 743 | 766 | 812 | 816 | 866 [ 973 |1,284

Community Impact — What was the 2005 Change in the Violent
CrimeRatein Toronto Compareto other Municipalities?

6%

Chart 9.8- OMBI 2005
Annual % Changein Rate of Violent Crime Incidents

0%

4% -
2% -

- anlll

-10%

-20% 4
-4%
-6% A
-8% A

ik

median—--0.1% decrease

ott

Wat

Wind

T-Bay

Ham | York

Niag | Peel

Sud

Halt

Durh

Tor |Lond

O %change

-7.5%

-7.1%

-5.7%

-4.4%

-1.4% | -0.2%

-0.1% | 0.6%

0.7%

1.6%

2.1%

5.1% | 5.3%

Many factors may influence overal

crime rates in municipalities,

including:

e The public’swillingnessto report
crimes

e Changesinlegidation and policies

e Theimpact of police enforcement
practices and special operations

¢ Demographic, social, and
economic changes

Chart 9.6 provides Toronto’ s rate of
the reported number of violent
Criminal Code incidents, per 100,000
population, from 2000 to 2005.
Unreported crime is not captured.

A violent incident is an offence which
involves the use or threat of force
against a person. Thisincludes
homicide, attempted murder, sexual
assault, non-sexual assault, other
sexual offences, abduction, and
robbery.

Toronto' s experience has been similar
to that in many other large Canadian
citieswith relatively stable or dight
decreasing rates over time, however,
there was an increase in 2005.

Chart 9.7 compares Toronto’ s violent
crime rate per 100,000 population to
other Ontario municipalities. Toronto
ranks 12" of 13 municipalities (4™
quartile), in terms of having the lowest
violent crime rate

Chart 9.8 compares whether each
municipality’ s violent crime rate has
increased or declined from 2004.
Toronto ranks 12" of 13 municipalities
(4™ quartile) in terms of having the
greatest rate of decline.

Crime rates should ideally be examined
over alonger period of time (5to 10
years) to examine trends.

83



MTIIHIII\IHI Police Services

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report
(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

Community Impact - How has Toronto’s Property Crime Rate Been

Changing?
Chart 9.9- City of Toronto Chart 9.9 provides Toronto’ s rate of
Number of Property Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Per sons the reported number of property
2000-2005 Criminal Code incidents, per
4,000 100,000 population, from 2000 to
2005. Unreported crime is not
3,000 +
captured.
2,000 +
1,000 + A property incident involves
0 unlawful acts with the intent of
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 .. .
- gaining property and which does not
] ;r(;ngggt;;(;gm:tgite per 3,373 3,356 3,418 3,394 2,894 2,879 involve the use or threat Of Vi Olence
against an individual. Property crime

_ _ includes breaking and entering,
Commur"ty | mpaCt - How Does Toronto’'s Pr Operty CI’ Ime Rate motor vehi C|etheft’ theft over

Compareto Other Municipalities? $5,000, theft $5,000 and under,

having stolen goods, and fraud.
Chart 9.10 - OMBI 2005

Repor ted Number of Property Criminal Code Incidents per 100,000 Population Chart 9.10 compares Toronto's

5,000 __ property crime rate per 100,000
4.000 4 Median 3,253 ] popqla_ttion '_to other Ontario

’ . municipalities. Toronto ranks 5" of
3,000 4 13 municipalities (2nd quartile) in

terms of having the lowest property

2,000 -
1,000 H H H crime rate

0 ) ‘ There are anumber of factors that
York | Halt | Peel | Durh | Tor Ott Wat | Sud | Ham | Niag [T-Bay | Lond | Wind can influence crime rates in

|@ rate per ok | 1872 | 1,955 | 2,035 | 2,284 | 2,879 | 3,144 [ 3,253 [ 3,328 | 3511 | 4,152 | 4,181 [ 4,656 [ 4,010 municipalities and which have been

discussed earlier.

Community Impact — What was the 2005 Changein the Property

Crime Ratein Toronto Compared to other Municipalities? Chart 9.11 compares whether each
municipality’ s property crime rate

has increased or declined from 2004.
Even though Toronto’ s property
crime rate did decline in 2005, the
rate of decrease was not aslarge asin

Chart 9.11- OMBI 2005
Annual % Changein Rate of Property Crime Incidents
5%

- = e
| other municipalities. Consequently
-5%-| | | | | | | | !_! U | | o O Toronto ranks 11" of 13
0% L] & municipalities (4" quartile), in terms
Median -4.9% decrease of having the greatest rate of decline.
-15% -

-20% A

-25%
Wind | York | Peel | Sud | Durh |T-Bay| Wat | Halt | Ham | Niag | Tor Ott | Lond

O %change |-20.2%]-16.3%) -9.3% | -8.5%( -6.6% | -5.8% | -4.9% -3.8% | -3.6% | -2.3%| -0.5% | 1.3% | 1.4%
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Community Impact - How has Toronto’'s Youth Crime Rate
Been Changing?

Chart 9.12 - City of Toronto
N umber of Youth Cleared by Charge or Cleared Otherwise
per 100,000 Youth Population
2000-2005
5,000

4,000 +
3,000 T+
2,000 +
1,000 +

0 4

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

B Property Crime Rate per 100,000 4668 4,555 4,431 4,750 4,012 4,044
Population

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’s Youth Crime Rate
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 9.13 - OMBI 2005

14,000
12,000 -
10,000 -

8,000 -

Number of Youth Cleared by Charge or Cleared Otherwise
Median 6,532
6,000 -

per 100,000 Youth Population
m ] H
4,000 - H H
2,000 - H H
o1 [

—

Wind | Durh | Tor | Wat | York | Peel | Halt | Niag | Ott | Lond [ Ham | Sud |T-Bay

O rate per 100k | 2,574 | 2,669 | 4,044 | 4,096 | 5,066 | 5,455 | 6,532 | 6,924 | 7,074 | 7,170 | 8,075 8,579 | 12,636

Community Impact — What was the 2005 Changein the Youth Crime

Ratein Toronto Compared to other Municipalities?

Chart 9.14- OMBI 2005

A6%|;1/ual % Changein Rate of Youth Clear ed by Charge or Clear ed Otherwise
0

40% -

20% A

0% ﬁl_ll_l

Median -4.3% decrease

-20%
Durh | Sud | Pedl |Wind | Lond | Ott Halt [T-Bay| Tor | York | Wat | Ham | Niag

O %change [-14.2%| -9.5% | -7.0% | -6.7%| -5.1% [ -45% | -4.3% | -3.7%| 0.8% | 1.2% | 7.9% | 14.0%( 51.6%

The Youth Criminal Justice Act
(YCJA) recognizes that appropriate
and effective responses to youth crime
do not always involve the court system.
As such, the YCJA encourages the use
of “out-of-court” measures that can
adequately hold first-time youth
offenders accountable for non-violent,
less serious criminal offences. This
approach to dealing with youths
outside the court system helps address
developmental challenges and other
needs as young people are guided into
adulthood.

Chart 9.12 summarizes the number of
youths (aged 12-17) per 100,000
youths in Toronto, who committed
crimina offencesin the years 2000 to
2005. It represents youths who were
apprehended and either arrested and
charged (cleared by charge), or issued
awarning or caution without a criminal
charge (cleared otherwise).

The youth crime rate does not include
the number of youths who committed
crimes but were not apprehended or
arrested for their crimes. Therefore, it
does not reflect the total number of
crimes committed by youths.

Chart 9.13 compares Toronto’ s youth
crime rate (cleared by charge or
cleared otherwise) per 100,000 youths,
to other Ontario municipalities.
Toronto ranks 3rd of 13 municipalities
(1st quartile), in terms of having the
lowest youth crime rate.

Chart 9.8 compares whether each
municipality’s youth crime rate has
increased or declined from 2004.
Toronto ranks 9™ of 13 municipalities
(3rd quartile) in terms of having the
greatest rate of decline.

Crime rates should ideally be examined
over alonger period of time (5to 10
years) to examine trends.
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Customer Service - How has Toronto’'s Clear ance Rate for
Total Criminal Code Incidents Been Changing?

Chart 9.15- City of Toronto
Clearance Rate of Total Criminal Code Incidents

2000 to 2005
50%
40% +
30% +
20% +
10% +
0% -
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B % incidents cleared 44% 42% 42% 41% 34% 28%

Source : OMBI for 2005 and Statistics Canada for Previous years

Customer Service- How Does Toronto’s Clearance Ratefor Total
(Non- Traffic) Criminal Code Incidents Compareto Other
Municipalities

Chart 9.16 - OMBI 2005

Clear ance Rate- Total (Non-Traffic) Criminal Code Incidents
60%

Median 37%
40% /e

20% A

0%

Peel | Niag Bay Wind | Durh | York |Lond | Halt | Sud [Ham [ Wat | Tor | Ott
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Customer Service - How Does Toronto's Clear ance Rate for
Violent Crime Compareto Other Municipalities

Chart 9.17- OMBI 2005
Clear ance Rate-Violent Crime Incidents
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Clearance rates provide some indication
if reported crimes are being solved.
Police forces generally consider that
clearancerates are not a ‘true’
measurement of effectiveness or
efficiency of aPolice Service; however,
communities have become accustomed
to this data being published.

These rates are based on the Statistics
Canada definition which defines
clearance rates as the number of crimes
cleared in a specific period of time,
irrespective of when the crimes occurred.
Clearance rates are therefore not in direct
correlation to crimes that occurred in a
particular calendar year.

A criminal incident can be considered
cleared when a chargeislaid,
recommended or cleared by other
methods. These clearance results are
based on the number of criminal code
incidents as opposed to offences (there
can be multiple offences for one
incident), which Toronto Police Services
typically reportsoninits statistical
reports.

Chart 9.15 reflects Toronto’ s clearance
rate for total crime from 2000 to 2005
and shows a declining trend.

Chart 9.16 compares the 2005 clearance
rate of total non-traffic Criminal Code
incidents in Toronto with other Ontario
municipalities. Toronto ranks 12" of 13
municipalities (4" quartile), in terms of
having the highest clearance rate.

Chart 9.17 compares the 2005 municipal
clearancerates for violent crime
incidents. Toronto ranks 11" of 13
municipalities, in terms of having the
highest clearance rate.

The use of different methodologiesin
municipalities for determining when a
case has been cleared can be a significant
factor in the comparability of these
results.
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Efficiency/ Workload- How Many Criminal Code Incidents Are

Therefor Each Police Officer ?

40

2000 to 2005

Chart 9.18- City of Toronto
Number of Non-Traffic Criminal Code Incidents per Police Officer

35 1
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2004 2005

B # CC incidents/officer 32

32

33

31

36 37

Source : OMBI for 2005 and Statistics Canadafor Previous Y ears

Efficiency/ Workload - How doesthe Number of Criminal Code
Incidentsin Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 9.19 - OMBI 2005

Number of Criminal Code Incidents (Non-Traffic) per Police Officer
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In the 2005 data collected by
municipalities, there was no
financial indicator of efficiency such
asacost per unit of service.

The number of Criminal Code
incidents (non-traffic) therearein a
municipality per police officer does
provide some indication of an
officer’ sworkload. It is however
important to note that it does not
capture al of the reactive aspects of
policing such as traffic and drug
enforcement, nor doesiit incorporate
proactive policing activities such as
crime prevention initiatives or the
provision of assistance to victims of
crime.

Chart 9.18, provides the number of
(non-traffic) Criminal Code
incidents per Police Officer there
were in Toronto from 2000 to 2005
and shows that this workload or
efficiency has been increasing.

Chart 19 provides comparable 2005 information on the number of (non-traffic) Criminal Code incidents per Police
Officer in other municipalities. Toronto ranks 10" of 13 municipalities (4™ quartile), in terms of having the highest
number of Criminal Code incidents per Police Officer.

Factors such as the existence of specialized units or different deployment models can have an impact on these
results. For example, some jurisdictions, such as Toronto, have a collective agreement requirement that resultsin a
minimum of two officer patrol cars during certain time periods.
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Road or Transportation Servicesis responsible for maintaining the transportation infrastructure
including roads, bridges, sidewalks and boulevards in a state of good repair with regard to public safety

and efficient movement of people, goods and services.

Thisincludes all aspects of traffic operations, roadway regulation, street maintenance and cleaning,
transportation infrastructure management, road, sidewalk and boulevard occupation, and snow removal.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Road/Transportation Services can be examined from an
internal perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs

Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Single-tier municipalities (cities/counties) are responsible for maintaining all types of roads, including
arterial, collector, and local roads and, in the case of Toronto expressways. Upper-tier governments
(regional governments/districts) are not responsible for the maintenance of local roads. To assist in the
comparability of OMBI results and to reflect differencesin the types of roads for which OMBI
municipalities have responsibility, results in some graphs have been grouped by the level of municipal

government providing the service.

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

. 75 |
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour c&) (Results)
Service Number of Lane KM Stable 10.1
Level per 1,000 Population - 10.2
# of lane km
remaining
stable
Community | Vehicle Collision Rate Favourable 4 10.3
I mpact (Collisions per 104
Million Vehicle KM) - Collision rate More
is decreasing collisionson
roads
Community | Vehicle KM Traveled 4 10.5
Impact per Lane Km on major
roads (congestion) High
congestion on
roads
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto'sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Customer Percentage of Paved Favourable
Service/ Lane Kms. where the
Quality Condition is Rated as - Pavement -
Good to Very Good quality is
(MPMP) improving
Customer Percentage of Winter Favourable '
Service Events Meeting
Municipal Winter - 100% meeting Maximum
Standards standard possible
result-
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable
Paved (Hard Top) .
Roads per Lane KM Costsincreased
in 2005
maintenance
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable
Winter Maintenance .
of Roadways per Lane Costsincreased High cost of
KM Maintained in S - winter
Winter maintenance
————

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 15

municipalities.
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ServiceLevel —-How Many Lane Kilometres of Roadsare There

In Toronto?
Chart 10.1 - City of Toronto One method of comparing service
Lane Km. of Roads per 1,000 Population levelsisto examine the lane
2000 - 2005 kilometers of the road network. A
6 . )
51 lane kilometer of road factorsin
4l differencesin the width of roads.
3+ For example afour lane road over
2T one kilometre would be four lane
é T kilometers.
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B lane km per 1,000 pop | 5.18 5.12 5.07 5.02 4.97 4.93 Chart 10.1 illustrates the ”“”?bef of
lane km. of roads there were in
Total lane km 13,291 | 13,201 | 13,291 | 13,2901 | 13,291 | 13,291 Toronto per 1,000 persons over the

period of 2000 to 2005, aswell as
the total number of lane km.
Toronto’ s road network has
remained unchanged at 13,291 lane

Service Level —How Doesthe Relative Size of Toronto’s Road
Network Compareto other Municipalities?

Chart 10.2 - OMBI 2005 km., but as the annual population
Lane Kilometres of Roads per 1,000 Popul ation has grown, the lane km. per 1,000
80 — population has decreased slightly.
60 T Chart 10.2 compares the relative
Median upper tier- 3.6 Median single tier- 12.8 size of Toronto' s road network on
40 + aper 1,000 population basis, to
other Ontario municipalities.
27 1M
| | | | | | ﬁ| | | |—| M The single-tier and upper- tier or
e T B B e B B = : L] regional municipalities have been
Musk | Niag | Durh | York | Wat | Halt | Peel Bran | Sud Bay Ott | Ham | Wind |Lond | Tor grouped Separaltely on th|s and
[@ Lane km [27.30] 3.73 [ 3.61 [ 359 [3.36 | 107 [ 126 72.81[23.00 [20.78[13.70 | 1190 |10.72 | 9.73 [4.93 Subsequent charts to reflect
| Upper-Tier Munic. | | Single-Tier Munic. | differen_t se_ryice delivery
responsibilities.

Thefirst group are regional municipalities that usually have maintenance responsibility for major road types such
as arterial and collector roads, but don't have responsibility for local roads which are the jurisdiction of lower-tier
municipalities. The second group, which includes Toronto, are single-tier municipalities who have responsibility
for maintenance of all road types.

Toronto ranks 8th of 8 municipalities (4™ quartile) among the single-tier municipalities, in terms of having the
highest number of lane km.

Population density and geographical size are major factors in this measure. Municipalities with larger geographical
areas and lower population densities will tend to have proportionately more roads. Toronto’s placing is therefore
understandable given that Toronto is by far the most densely populated of the OMBI municipalities. Among the
single-tier municipalities, Toronto’s population density per sg. km. is 2.8 times greater than the next closest
municipality and significantly more than the others.

90



bl ToRoNTO

Roads/Transportation Services

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report

(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

Community Impact -What isthe Rate of Vehicle Collisionsin Toronto?

Chart 10.3 - City of Toronto
Number of Vehicle Callisions per Lane Km. of Roads
2000 - 2005
6
54
4 1
L 3l
24
14
04
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B Collision Rate per Lane km 5.47 5.51 5.43 4.14 3.52 3.91
2003 and subseguent years exclude collisons on laneways, unknown and private property

Community Impact — How Does the Collison Ratein Toronto
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 10.4 - OMBI 2005
Vehicle Cadllision Rate (Callisions per Million Vehicle KM)
3.50 __
3.00 + - ] -
250 L Median UT- 1.79 Median ST - 2.32
2.00 +
150 4
100 4
050 +
0.00
. Mus . T-
Halt | Durh|York | Niag K Wat | Peel Ham | Bran| Sud |Wind | Ott Bay Lond | Tor
O coll/ mill. Veh.km | 130 | 131 1.75 | 1.79 | 2.11]2.30 | 3.14 111 | 136 |2.06 | 2.27|2.37]| 2.7112.98|3.42
Upper -Tier Munic. | | Single- Tier Munic. |

Community Impact -How Congested are Toronto’s Major Roads
Compared to Other Municipalities?

Chart 10.5 -OMBI 2005
Congestion- Vehicle Km (000's) Traveled per Lane Km on Major Roads
2,500
2,000 A -
Median 1,505
1,500 A .
1,000 -
500 - H H
0 /
Musk | Bran | Sud Niag | Peel | Durh | Ott Wat | T-Bay| Lond | York | Halt | Wind | Tor
O kms (000's) 102 652 1014 | 1,274 | 1334 | 1,429 | 1485 | 1525 | 1534 | 1671 | 1811 | 1956 | 1959 | 2,286

One of the major objectives of aroad
network isthat they are safe.

Chart 10.3 illustrates the rate of
vehicle collisions in Toronto per lane
kilometre of road, from 2000 through
2005. Resultsfor 2003 to 2005 have
removed collisions on laneways and
private property, but information was
not available to remove similar
figures from 2002 and prior years,
although it is estimated these would
account for approximately 0.3 per
lane km.

Results indicate that there has been a
declinein collisions over this period
but this can be due to a number of
factors such as weather conditions.

Chart 10.4 summarizes information
on the 2005 rate of vehicle collisions
per million vehicle kilometres
traveled per year for Toronto and
other municipalities. On this basis,
Toronto ranks 8" of 8 single-tier
municipalities, in terms of having the
lowest collision rate. Traffic
congestion, discussed below, islikely
afactor in this placing, as Toronto
roads are the most congested of the
OMBI municipalities

Chart 10.5 compares the 2005 level
of congestion on main roadsin
Toronto to other municipalities. It
shows the number of times (in
thousands) a vehicle travels over
each lane kilometre of road. Toronto
ranks 14" of 14 municipalities, in
terms of having the least congested
roads meaning Toronto roads are
very congested.

The number of vehicles on the roads
system can be affected by population
density, the type of roads (e.g.,
arterial, collector or local roads, and
in the case of Toronto, expressways)
and average commute distances.
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Customer Service/Quality — What isthe Pavement Condition

of Toronto's Roads?

Per centage of Roads with Condition Rated as Good to Very Good

Chart 10.6 - City of Toronto

2000 - 2005
100%

80% +

60% +

40% +

20% +

0% -
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B %Roads Rated Good to Very 77.3% 78.3% 78.1% 80.9% 82.1% 89.2%
Good

Customer Service/Quality — How Does the Pavement Condition of
Toronto’ s Roads, Compar e to Other Municipalities?

100%

0%

Chart 10.7- OMBI 2005

Per centage of Paved Lane Kms wher e the Condition is Rated as Goodto Very Good
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Upper-Tier Munic.
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Municipal results for the pavement condition of roads can be influenced by:

The mix of roads being maintained (e.g., arterial, collector, and local roads)
Winter conditions
Preventive maintenance practices (timing, frequency, amounts, and type of preventive maintenance strategies)
The condition of roads at the time that responsibility for any of them, was assumed from the Province

Traffic volumes and congestion

Chart 10.6 provides a summary of
the pavement condition of
Toronto’' sroads. It reflects the
percentage of our roads system
where the pavement quality is
rated as good to very good.

There has been a significant
improvement in road quality over
this period because of Toronto’'s
asset management programs.

Chart 10.7 compares the 2005
percentage of roads rated as good
to very good condition in Toronto,
to other municipalities. Upper and
Single-Tier municipalities have
been grouped separately because of
differencesin the road types they
have responsibility for

maintaining.

Toronto ranks 1% of 15
municipalities (1% quartile) in
terms of having the best road
condition.

Toronto’ s asset management

programs once again are the reason
for this high ranking.
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Customer Service/Quality — Are Toronto’'s Roads Being M aintained

to Standard in Winter?

Chart 10.8 - City of Toronto
% of Winter Event Responses Meeting Standard

2000 - 2005
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Customer Service/Quality —How Does Toronto’s Adherenceto
Winter Roads M aintenance Standards, Compar e to Other

Municipalities?

120%

Chart 10.9 -OMBI 2005
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The maintenance of roads during
the winter isimportant to provide
safe driving conditions and
maintain the flow of traffic.

Chart 10.8 provides a summary of
what percentage of Toronto's
responses to winter events from
2000 to 2005 have met standard.

Toronto’s winter maintenance
standards are high and have been
met for al winter events over this
period. These standards are
summarized in the table below.

Chart 10.9 compares the 2005
percentage of winter maintenance
responses meeting standard, in
Toronto to other municipalities.

Toronto has the best possible result
for this measure as do most of the
other municipalities, which would
place usin the top quartile.

The following are the current winter maintenance standards for the City of Toronto:

Road Category Start Ploughing After Net Snow Timeto
Accumulation (cm) Accumulation for Complete
Removal Removal
Expressways 25 to 50 cm and ill | 20 to30cm 3 days
snowing

Arterial/Streetcar 5.0 cm and still snowing | 20to 30 cm 2 weeks
routes
Collector/bus 5.0t08.0cm 20to 30 cm 2 weeks
routes/localg/hills
Local roads 8.0cm 20t0 30 cm 2 weeks
Dead-ends 8.0cm 20to30cm 1 week
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Efficiency - How Much Doesit Cost to Maintain Road Surfaces

in Toronto?
Chart 10.10 - City of Toronto Chart 10.10 summarizes Toronto’s
Oper ating Cost of Paved Roads per Lane Kilometre operating cost of maintaining paved
2000-2005 roads (patching surface repairs,
$6,000 utility cuts, sweeping and flushing)
$5,000 + for the years 2000 to 2005.
$4,000 +
$3,000 - Chart 10.10 also includes
$2,000 information to remove the cost of
$1,000 restoring the installation and
$0 1= 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 rep_l acement of utility conduits, -
B Operating costs for paved (hard top) [ $3,880 $5,107 $4,497 $3,917 $4,114 $4,254 which are recovere.d from the util Ity
roads per lanekilometre C.Om.p.anles' but which can vary
—— significantly from one year to
0O Oper. costs excluding utility cuts $3,226 $3,613 $3,306 $3,268 $3,168 $3,532 another.
for paved (hard top) roads per lane
kilometre
Excluding the impact of repairing
utility cuts, the cost per lane km. in
Efficiency —How Does Toronto’'s Cost of Maintaining Road Toronto did increase in 2005but
Surfaces Compareto Other Municipalities? there has a'so been an improvement
Chart 10.11- OMBI 2005 in road condition each year (Chart
Oper ating Costs for Paved (Har d Top) Roads per Lane Km 10.6).
$5,000 Chart 9 compares Toronto’ s 2005
$4,000 + M operating cost for paved roads per
lane km., to other municipalities.
$3,000 |+ Toronto ranks 8" of 8 single-tier
Median ST - $1.362 municipalities (4™ quartile). When
$2,000 + comparing municipalities, pavement
Median UT - $839 |‘| = H H condition should also be considered
$1,000 ¢ m asthereis often arelationship
s LI IR R [ H between this and costs. Chart 10.7,
Peel | Niag | Wat | Halt [York | Durh [Musk BTa;y Wind [Bran | Ott [Lond | Ham | Sud | Tor dl&usseq ear“er ShOWS that Tqrpnto
O $cost/lanekm | 524 | 652 | 711 | 839 [1,097|1615 [2,550 647 | 903 |1152 [1211 [1513 |2,296|2,346|4,254 has the hlgheSt pa\/ernent Condltlon
| Upper-Tier Munic. | Single-Tier Munic. | rating of the OMBI municipalities.

Factors that can influence municipal results for this measure include:

¢ Differing maintenance standards can have a significant impact on costs - Toronto’ s standards are high

e Traffic congestion - congestion in Toronto roads is significant(see Chart 10.5) accelerating road deterioration
rates, which requires more frequent road maintenance at an additional cost

e Theamount of work done by utility companies - Costs incurred for utility cuts done on behalf of, and recovered
from the utility companies increases Toronto's costs as discussed earlier

. Timing of maintenance work- in Toronto when that maintenance work is required,

expensive traffic management protocols are followed to ensure motorists are not adversely

affected during the period of road maintenance/repair activities
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Efficiency - How Much Doesit Cost Toronto for Winter Control
of Roads?

Chart 10.12 - City of Toronto

Oper ating Cost of Winter Control Maintenance of Roads per Lanekm.
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$3,000 +
$2,000 +
$1,000 +

$0

2000-2005

2000 2001 2002 2003

2004

2005
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#winter eventsin year

36 34 36 69
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Efficiency —How Do Toronto’s Winter Control Costs

Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 10.13 - OMBI 2005
Operating Costs for Winter Maintenance of Roadways
per Lane Km Maintainedin Winter
$7,000 _
$6,000 +
$5,000 + — ]
Median UT- $3,426
$4,000 1 [l Median UT- $2,652
$3,000 + —
$2,000 +
$1,000 --H D H H
$0
Musk | Wat [York | Halt | Durh | Niag | Peel Bran [ Wind BTa;y Lond | Sud | Ham | Ott | Tor
|D$Ianekm 1790 | 3112 13396 (3426 ] 4310 | 5066 | 6722 1127 | 1816 | 1906 | 2581)2722 | 3798 |4224] 5427
Upper-Tier Munic. [ ] Single -Tier Munic.

Chart 10.12 Toronto’ s cost of
winter maintenance per lane km
of road, for the period 2000 to
2005,

Winter maintenance costs can
vary by year and are significantly
impacted by weather conditions
which are also included in Chart
10.12. Costs did increase in 2005
even though there were afewer
number of winter events.

Chart 10.13 illustrates Toronto’s
winter maintenance costsin
relation to other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 8th of 8 single-tier
municipalities, in terms of
having the lowest cost. Differing
standards and weather conditions
can influence these results.

Toronto’ s placement is primarily

dueto:

« high service standards for
accumulation before
ploughing and snow removal
starts (see page 93)

« Toronto's urban form

In Toronto, narrow streets and on-street parking can require removal of snow. Congestion on Toronto’ s roads
during storm events, slows the speed at which ploughs, sanders and salters can travel which also can impact
efficiency.

Toronto may also have higher standby charges to allow for timely response to winter events.
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Toronto Social Services delivers Ontario Works (OW) which is a mandatory province-wide program
under the Ontario Works Act and Regulations, that provides employment assistance and financial support
for people who are in financia need.

Employment Assistance provides opportunities for clients to engage in a variety of activities which lead
to jobs, or which increase their employment prospects. Employment Assistance activities include:

job search, education and training, paid and unpaid job placements, and access to other programs that
enhance job readiness.

Financial Assistance includes funds to cover food, shelter, clothing and other household items, the cost of
prescribed medications, other benefits such as winter clothing, back-to-school alowance, dental services
for children, eyeglasses and medical transportation. It also includes assistance with employment-related
expenses and child care costs.

Examining Performance

Toronto’s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an externa perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

| |
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartilefor 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Monthly Social Increasing 111
Level Assistance Case Load 11.2
per 100,000 Increasing - -
Households case load
Customer Social Assistance Favourable 113
Service Response Time to 11.4
Client Eligibility - Response Response
(Days) time dropped/ timeis
improved in lower/better
2005
Community | Average Timeon Stable 4 115
Impact Social Assistance 116
(Months) - No changein - Higher length
2005 of timeon
Social
Assistance
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—_—
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Efficiency Monthly Social Favourable
Assistance
Administration Cost - L ower admin. -
per Case cost per case
in 2005
Efficiency Monthly Social Increasing
Assistance Benefits
Cost per Case - Increasing - High benefit
benefits cost cost per case
per casein
2005
Efficiency Monthly Social Increasing 3 11.9
Assistance Total Cost 1110
Administration & - Increasing - Higher total
benefits) per Case total cost per cost per case
case in 2005
e | |

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 14 municipalities.
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Social Assistance Services

Service Level - How Many Individualsor Families (Case Load) are
Recelving Social Assistancein Toronto?

8,000
6,000
4,000

2,000

Chart 11.1 -City of Toronto
Monthly Social Assistance Case Load per 100,000
Households
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Service Level —How Doesthe Number of Individuals or Families
(Case Load) Receiving Social Assistance in Toronto, Compareto
Other Municipalities?
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Chart 11.2 - OMBI 2005
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As noted earlier, municipalities
areresponsible for delivering
an Ontario-wide program
called Ontario Works (OW), in
accordance with provincial
regulations and rules.

A caserelatesto an individual
or family that is found to be
eligible for social assistance.

Chart 11.1 provides the social
assistance case load in Toronto
for the years 2000 through
2005, as well as the case |oad
on a per 100,000 household
basis to adjust for changesin
population and allow for
comparisons to other
municipalities.

The case load has been
increasing in recent years due
to-changesin the local labour
market and provincia
eligibility criteria.

Chart 11.2 compares the 2005
number of cases receiving
social assistance per 100,000
households in Toronto to other
municipalities.

Results show that Toronto has the highest rate of social assistance cases among the OMBI municipalities, ranking
1% of 14 municipalities (1st quartile). Asthe largest urban centre in Canada, Toronto has always been a favoured
destination for those in need, because of the social supports available.

Factors that can influence municipal case load resultsinclude:

e Loca economic conditions
o thesocial well-being of a community
e immigration trends and patterns
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Customer Service- How Long Doesit Takein Torontoto Inform a Client
If They are Eligible for Social Assistance?

At one of the 14 community-
Chart 11.3 -City of Toronto based officesin Toronto,

Social Assistance Response Time (Days) to Client Higibility individuals can apply for social

2002-2005 assistance. Clients arefirst

assessed to determine whether

they arein financia need and

eligible to receive social

assistance.

In 2005, 119,000 individuals
and families were assessed in
Toronto for initial eligibility,
and in 2002 this number was
[m# Days 6.7 59 6.4 55 115,000.

O P, N W b~ OO N
T T T T T TR

2002 2003 2004 2005

Customer Service - How Doesthe Length of Timeit Takesin Toronto From a customer service

to Inform a Client f They are Eligible for Social Assistance, Compare standpoint clients, have a basic
to Other Municipalities? expectation that they will be

notified in atimely manner, if
they are eligible or not.

Chart 11.4 - OMBI 2005

Social Assistance Response Time (Days) to Client Eligibility .
Chart 11.3 provides Toronto’'s

12 — response timeto client

10 - _ eligibility (in days) from 2002
Median 7.5 ] to 2005. This response period

81 morm T |_| is from the time a person

6 4 requests assistance to the time

they areinformed of their

41 eligibility. There was a general

2 - reduction (improvement) in

Toronto’ s response time over

this period.

Ott |Musk| Wat | Niag | Tor | Sud | Peel | York |T-Bay| Ham | Durh | Lond | Wind | Halt

||:|#days 451 50 | 53| 55| 55|56 )|68)82]83]|84)]85]|091] 95116

Results show that Toronto ranks 5" of 14 (2™ quartile), in terms of having a short response time to client eigibility.

A number of factors affect this response time in municipalities, including:
e How long it takesfor aclient to provide the necessary information

e Theavailability of interpreters when English is not the first language
¢ How the municipality deliversthe service
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Social Assistance Services

Community Impact — What isthe Average Length of Time (Months) That

People Receive Social Assistancein Toronto?

30

Chart 11.5 - City of Toronto
Aver age Time (Months) that Individuals or Families Receive Social Assistance

2002 to 2005

25 -

20 ~

15 4

10

5 4

0 4

2002

2003

2004

2005

|l# Months

23.8

26.6

22.0

22.3

Community Impact — How Does the Average L ength of Time (Months)

in Toronto That People Receive Social Assistance, Compareto Other
Municipalities?

Chart 11.6- OMBI 2005

Average Time (Months) that Individuals or Families Receive Social Assistance

25

15 4

10 1

5 4

0

20 +

Median 17.4 months

.

Musk

Halt T-Bay | Niag

York

Durh

Wat

Wind

Sud

Lond

Ham

Ott

Tor

O Months

111

120 | 129 | 146 | 151

15.8

17.1

17.6

17.6

183

18.9

19.1

21.2

22.3

Once it has been determined
Social Assistance clients are
eigible to receive financial
assistance they participatein
employment assistance
programs. These programs
provide opportunities for
participantsto engage in a
variety of activities that lead to
jobs or increase employment
prospects and help hem become
more self-sufficient.

Chart 5 provides information for
the City of Toronto on the
average number of months that
individuals or families received
social assistance from 2002 to
2005.

Chart 11.6 compares the average

number of months that

individuals or families receive

social assistancein Toronto in

2005 to other municipalities.

Municipal resultsfor this

measure can be influenced by

factors such as:

e Employment opportunities
available

e  Socio-demographics of the
case load

e Different service delivery
models and municipal
business practices

e The number of complex
cases

Toronto ranks 14th of 14 municipalities (4™ quartile), in terms of having the shortest average time that individual
receives Social Assistance.

One factor that could be contributing to this result is that each Toronto staff member that supports social assistance
cases, carries ahigh case load in relation to other municipalities, and may therefore not be in a position to spend as
much time with each client as in other municipalities even though they may be serving a higher proportion of

complex cases.
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Social Assistance Services

Efficiency- What isthe Administrative Cost in Toronto to Support a

Social Assistance Case?

$240

Chart 11.7 -City of Toronto
Aver age Monthly Administr ative Cost per Social Assistance Case
2004-2005

$210 -
$180 -
$150 -
$120 -
$90 A
$60
$30 -

$0 -

2004

2005

|l $admin/case

$215

$207

Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Administrative Cost per Social
Assistance Case, Compar e to Other Municipalities?

$350

$300 +
$250 +
$200 +
$150 +
$100 +

$50 +

$0

Chart 11.8 - OMBI 2005
Aver age Monthly Administr ative Cost per Social Assistance Case

Median $225

Wind

Ham

Tor

Niag

Bay

Ott

Lond

Wat
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Peel [Musk | Durh

Sud

York

O $Admin\Case

160

205

207

211

214

220

224

234

236

249 | 267 | 309

319

319

Social assistance costs are
comprised of two components:

o Benefits paid to social
assistance clients

e Administrative costs to
deliver and administer the
program

Chart 11.7 provides the
administrative cost per casein
Toronto for the years 2004 to
2005. Thisincludes working
with clients to determine the
most effective OW program
option(s) for the client, aswell
as quality assurance, and fraud
prevention and control
activities.

Chart 11.8 compares the 2005
monthly administration cost
per casein Toronto to other
municipalities as an indicator
of efficiency.

Municipal resultsfor this
measure are influenced by
different service delivery
models.

Results show that Toronto ranks 3" of 14 municipalities (1 quartile) in terms of having the lowest administrative
costs per case. As noted earlier, Toronto staff members that support social assistance cases, carry a high case load
in relation to other municipalities, which islikely a significant factor behind this result.
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Efficiency - What isthe Average M onthly Benefit Cost and Total Cost
in Toronto, per Social Assistance Case?

Chart 11.9 - City of Toronto
Aver age Monthly Benefits per Social Assistance Case
Average Total Cost (Administration & Benefits) per Social Assistance Case
2004-2005
$1,200

$1,000 -
$800 -
$600
$400 -
$200 -

$0 1 2004 2005

B Monthly $Benefits/Case $714 $736

O Monthly$Total /Case $929 $943

Efficiency —How Does Toronto’'s Aver age M onthly Benefit Cost and
Total Cost per Social Assistance Case, Compareto other Municipalities?

Chart 11.10- OMBI 2005
Aver age Monthly Benefits per Social Assistance case
Average Total Cost (Administration & Benefits) per Social Assistance Case

$1,200

Medians of $688 for benefits and $915 for total cost

$1,000 +
S EEEEEEEEREEER

$600 -

$400 +
$200 +

$0 -

Musk | Sud | Wat | Dur |T-Bay | Niag | Halt | York | Ott | Wind | Ham | Peel | Tor | Lon

O Monthly $Benefits/Case | 581 | 595 | 632 | 638 | 639 | 673 | 676 701 | 703 | 707 712 731 | 736 | 758

B Monthly $Total /Case 848 | 914 | 866 | 947 | 853 | 885 | 912 | 1019 | 923 | 867 | 917 | 980 | 943 | 982

Municipal results for these measures are influenced by the mix of single and family case (families receive greater
benefits) as well as the cost of shelter in amunicipality

Toronto ranks 13" of 14 municipalities (4™ quartile) in terms of having the lowest monthly benefit cost per case.
The primary factor behind thisisthat shelter/housing costs tend to be higher in Toronto than in other municipalities,
thus a greater percentage of Toronto’s clients are reaching the maximum of the shelter component of their benefits
when compared to other municipalities. On the basis of the total cost (administration and benefits) per social
assistance case, Toronto ranks 10™ of 14 municipalities (3 quartile) in terms of low costs due to a combination of
low administrative costs and high benefit costs.
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Responsibility for the funding and administration of social housing programs was transferred from the
Province of Ontario to Toronto in May 2002. The Social Housing Unit within the Shelter, Support and
Housing Division, provides administration and direct funding to all Social Housing Providers in the City
of Toronto including:

The Toronto Community Housing Corporation (TCHC) - owned by the City of Toronto and governed
by a Board of Directors appointed by City Council

Community-based non-profits - owned and operated by community-based non-profit corporations,
such as churches, seniors’ organizations and ethno-cultural groups

Co-operative non-profits projects developed by the City of Toronto-owned and managed by its
members

Limited dividend buildings - where, in return for preferential mortgage financing by Canada Mortgage
and Housing Corporation (CMHC), private landlords agree to set aside some units to provide rent-
geared-to-income housing for low-income households

Private rent supplement buildings - where a private or non-profit landlord sets aside units for
househol ds requiring rent-geared-to-income; the City pays the landlord the difference between geared-
to-income rent and the market rent for the unit

All social housing providers are responsible for managing their own properties, providing day-to-day
property management and tenant relations services.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results can be examined from an internal perspective by comparing
trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an externa perspective in relation to other
Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

5 | ] [ —
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Results) (Results)
(Resour ces) (Resour ces)
Service Number of Social | Favourable | 1 1211
Level Housing Units /1,000 12.2
Households Amount of - Highest
Social amount of
Housing Socia
has been Housing
slowly
increasing
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Measure Measure Name I nternal Comparison External Comparison

Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Results) (Results)
(Resour ces) (Resour ces)

Community | Percentage of Social Unfavourable ' 4 12.3
Impact Housing Waiting List 124

placed Annually Percentage of - L owest

waiting list
placed in

Socid
Housing has
been
decreasing

percentage of
familieson

waiting list
placed in
Social Housin

Efficiency

Social Housing Subsidy Stable
Costs per Social
Housing Unit The Social
Housing
subsidy is
stable
decreasing in
2004 and
increasing in
2005

=

4

- Higher costs of
funding Socid
Housin

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results are based on a maximum sample size of 14 municipalities.
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Service Level - How Many Social Housing Unitsaretherein Toronto?

Chart 12.1 -City of Toronto
Number of Social Housing Units per 1,000 Househol ds

2000-2005
90.0
75.0
60.0
45.0 -
30.0 -
15.0
0.0 2003 2004 2005
B S.H. Units per 1000 HH 86.8 86.7 87.8
# S.H. Units 86,811 87,872 90,103

Service Level - How Doesthe Number of Social Housing Units
in Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

90 +—

Chart 12.2- OMBI 2005

Number of Social Housing Units /1,000 Househol ds

75 A

45
30 -+
15 4

60 | ﬂ |_| . Median 48.9

1T

q

Tor |T-Bay

Ham

Sud | Ott

Wind | Lond | Wat | Niag | Peel | Durh | Halt | York

M usk

O# units | 87.8 | 72.1

69.2

56.8 | 52.1 | 45.7 | 40.5 | 37.6 | 34.7 | 28.3 | 23.3

13.4

The number of Social Housing
Unitsin aMunicipality isthe
primary indicator of service
levels.

Chart 12.1 provides
information on the number of
Socia Housing units there
were in Toronto per 1,000
households for the period of
2002 through 2005. It also
provides the total number of
units each year which shows
an increasing trend in 2005.

Chart 12.2 compares the
number of Social Housing
Units per 1,000 householdsin
Toronto in 2005, with other
Ontario municipalities.

Toronto ranks 1% of 14
municipalities (1% quartile) in
terms of the greatest number of
socia housing units.

In relation to other municipalities, Toronto’s high number of Social Housing Unitsislikely dueto individualsin
need of supportive housing being drawn to Toronto because of the social supports available.

The number of Social Housing Unitsin municipalities can be impacted by:

« Loca and economic conditions aswell as population growth that can affect demand for affordable housing
o Prescribed standards in legid ation oblige minimum base level
» Historical funding — Municipal take-up of senior level government program funding
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Community Impact —How Much of a Wait isthere For a Social Hosing
Unit in Toronto?

Chart 12.3 -City of Toronto For individuals and families
Per centage of Social Housing Waiting List placed Annually that are eligible for Social
2000-2005 Housing, the period of time
K .
1o they must wait to get access

8% 4 to this housing is important.

6% 1 Chart 12.3 provides
information on the
percentage of the Social
Housing waiting list that was
placed in Toronto for the

2003 2004 2005 period 2000 to 2005.

B % waiting list placed 7.3% 8.9% 6.6%

4% -

2% -~

0% -

Results show thisto be a
fairly low percentage each

Community Impact — How does the Wait for a Social Housing Unit year and at the 2005 rate of

in Toronto Compare to other Municipalities? 6.6 % this would equate to a
wait of approximately 15

yearsin Toronto, for all

those on thelist to gain
Qhart 12.4- OM.B.I 200_5 access to a unit.
Per centage of Social Housing Waiting List placed Annually
140% Chart 12.4 compares the
120% - percentage of the Social
100% - Housing waiting list that was
80% A placed in 2005 in Toronto, to
60% 4 other Ontario municipalities.
Median 22.6%
40% - H H "
20% - [ N e Toronto ranks 14h of 14
. . .-, t .
OO 5 I 5 I I = T e municipalities (4™ quartile),
T-Bay | Wind | Sud | Ham | Lond | Wwat Halt | Musk [ Ott | Niag | Durh | York | Peel Tor in terms Of ha\/l ng the
O %placed | 124.5%| 54.5% | 52.6%| 34.2%]| 30.7%| 23.9% | 22.8%| 22.4%| 213% | 19.2% | 9.7% | 85% | 6.7% | 6.6% Shorteg Wa|t| ng penod

Despite the relatively higher number of Social Housing unitsin Toronto, as previously illustrated in Chart 12.2,
results would indicate that demand for these units far exceeds the supply.

The period of time that individuals and families remain on the Social Housing waiting list can be influenced by:

« Local and economic conditions aswell as population growth that affects demand for affordable housing

« Rental market conditions

. Different portfolios may experience different mobility rates e.g., seniors projects may be more stable for long
periods, whereas families and singles tend to move more often

« Client income mix within the area

« Eligibility criteria
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Efficiency - What is Toronto’s Annual Total Cost per Social Housing Unit
for Administration and Direct Funding (Subsidy) to Social Housing Provider s?

For the Social Housing portfolio,
there are two main components of
costs to municipalities:

Chart 12.5 -City of Toronto
Annual Social Housing Costs (Administration & Subsidy) per Social Housing Unit

2003-2005
$6,000 o Administration of the
$5,000 - portfolio
$4,000 o Direct funding (subsidy)
$3,000 provided to all socia housing
$2,000 providers who have
$1,000 - responsibility for managing
$0 o ) e thei rown properties,
total cost/ unit $5541 $5,388 $5,61 providing day-to-day
O admin cost/unit $88 $101 $108 property management and

B subsidy cost /unit

$5,453

$5,287

$5,503

Costs of maintaining the waiting list management that is done by Housing Connections, so
the subsidy amount paid by the City for thisfuntion has been re-classified from subsidy to
administration for the purposes of comparingto other municipalities.

tenant relations services

Chart 12.5 provides a summary of
Toronto’ s annual social housing
costs per unit for the period of

Efficiency — How Doesthe Annual Direct Funding (Subsidy) per Unit to

Social Housing Providersin Toronto, Compareto other Municipalities? 2003 to 2005.

Toronto' s direct funding (subsidy)

Chart 12.6 - OMBI 2005 cost per social housing unit is
Annual Social Housing Subsidy Cost per Social Housing Unit compared to other municipalities
$6,000 — in Chart 12.6. Toronto, ranks 12th
$5,000 | Median $4,536 of 14 municipalities (4" quartile),
$4,000 - in terms of having the lowest
$3,000 4 subsidy costs.
$2,000 _ _
$1.000 1 Municpal results for this measure
' %0 can be influenced by the portfolio
Lond [ Wind | Ham [Musk| Ott T Halt | Sud | York [ Niag | Durh| Tor [ Wat |Peel mix Of units, condition and age of
Bay housing stock and provincialy
|I:| $unit |3,002 |3,028 |3,207 |3,224 |3,984 | 4,135 [4,402 |4,670 |5,067 | 5,137 | 5,172 |5,503 |5,602 |5,677 pre&:rlbaj formUIaS for costs.

Toronto’s Social Housing Subsidy costs are high and will continue to be higher than other municipalitiesin the rest
of the province for the following reasons.

« Theorigina capital costs of land and construction were higher in Toronto than elsewhere, thus the required
mortgage and associated annual mortgage costs were higher, which in turn increases the subsidy required.

« Toronto has adisproportionate number of the old public housing stock. This stock is 100% Rent Geared to
Income (RGI), and has no market tenant revenue to offset the housing costs. In addition Toronto has a higher
proportion of RGI unitsin the portfolio as awhole, and the highest level of market rentsin the province with
RGI costs directly related to market rents.

« Thefunding formulas and levels established in the GTA for the former provincial housing providers are
different from those of other areasin the province. On average the GTA levels are 15% higher per unit than
other large urban areas, and 18% higher per unit than small urban and rural areas.

« Toronto has amuch higher level of alternative providers that provide housing to the homeless and hard to
house. These providers are funded at a much higher level than other providers.
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Solid Waste Management Services are responsible for the handling, transfer, and disposal of garbage, as
well asthe diversion of blue box materials, organics, and yard waste in order to reduce reliance on landfill
sites, and lessen the impact on the environment.

A variety of other programs are also offered and co-ordinated to help residents and businesses reduce how
much waste they generate. The goal for municipalitiesis to reduce or divert the amount of waste disposed
in landfill sites. Thisis achieved through diversion programs such as.

e Bluebox (bottles, cans, paper, etc.)

e Green bin (food waste)

e Household hazardous waste

e Composting initiatives (leaf and yard waste)

In some municipalities, such as Toronto, commercial customers are also served through waste diversion
programs such as food waste collection and the yellow bag program. With the yellow bag program,
businesses must buy bags from the municipality to be eligible for waste collection.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Solid Waste Management Services can be examined from
an interna perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an
external perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal
CAOs Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities

(OMBI)

Measure M easure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Trendsin Results

By Quartile for 2005

Community Percentage of Solid Favourable 2
Impact Waste Diverted -
Residential - Overall - Higher
diversion rate overall
isincreasing diversion rate
Community Percentage of Waste Favourable 1
Impact Diverted — Houses
(Curbside) - Diversion rate - Highest
for houses/ diversion rate
curbsideis for houses

Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Community | Percentage of Waste Favourable 3 131
Impact Diverted — Multi- 134
Residential - ~ Slight - Lower
InCreasein multi-res.
multi —res. diversion rate
diversion in
2005
Customer Number of Solid Unfavourable 135
Service Waste Complaints per
1,000 Households - Increasing - -
rate of
complaints
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable 2 13.6
Solid Waste/Garbage 137
Collection per Tonne - Increasing - Lower costs
— Residentia cost of solid of solid
waste waste
collection collection
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable
Solid Waste Disposal
per Tonne—All - Increasing - High cost of
Streams cost of solid solid waste
waste disposal disposa
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable 4
Solid Waste Diversion
per Tonne — - Increasing High cost of
Residentia cost of solid solid waste
waste diversion
diversion

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 15

municipalities.
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Community Impact —How Have Toronto's Solid Waste Diversion
Rates Been Changing?

Chart 13.1-City of Toronto
Per centage of Residential Solid Waste Diverted

0% 2000-2005
50% A
40% -
30% A
20% A
10% -
0% -
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B Div%-curbside/houses 32% 35% 38% 43% 49% 53%
O Div%- multi-res 9% 10% 11% 12% 12% 13%
O Div%- Overall combined 25% 27% 28% 32% 36% 40%

Community Impact —How Does Toronto’s Overall Residential
Diversion Rate Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 13.2- OMBI 2005
Per centage of Residential Waste Diverted (Overall)

50%

20% | Median- overall 36.8%
30% -
20% -
10% A
0%
Peel | Niag | Halt | Tor |Musk | Durh |Lond | Sud |Wind | Bran | Ott |York | Ham | T-Bay
O Overall |45.2%]|44.7%]41.3%| 39.6%| 39.0%| 36.8% | 36.7%| 36.0%] 36.0% | 35.6%| 32.3%]| 31.9%)] 28.0%| 22.4%)

Community Impact — How Does Toronto’s Diversion Rate For
Houses Compar e to Other Municipalities?

Chart 13.3- OMBI 2005
Percentage of Residential W aste Diverted (Houses)

60%

.
50% Median- 39.8%
40% A
30% |
20% |

10% A

0%

Tor Niag Peel Musk Durh Halt Bran Ott

O %diverted houses 53.4% 43.5% 42.1% 41.7% 37.8% 37.6% 35.6% 33.8%

With the goal of diverting solid
waste away from landfill sites,
diversion rates are an important
measure for determining progress
towards this goal.

Chart 13.1 provides Toronto’s
residential diversion rates by housing
component from 2000 to 2005.
During this period there has been a
steady improvement each year in the
area of houses as new programs have
been introduced. Similar advances
have not been made as yet in the
multi-residential/ apartment sector
where recycling and diversion tends
not to be as convenient for residents.

Chart 13.2 compares Toronto’s
overall 2005 diversion rate (both
houses and multi-residential
building) to other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 4th out of 15 (second
quartile), in terms of having the
highest diversion rate, primarily
because apartments (with their low
diversion rates) tend to be amuch
more significant housing formin
Toronto than in other municipalities.

Chart 13.3 compares Toronto’ s 2005
diversion rate for houses (curbside)
to other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 1st out of 8
municipalities (1% quartile) in terms
of having the highest diversion rate.

The introduction of new diversion
programs in Toronto, such asthe
green bin program for organics, have
been amajor contributor to this
result.

110



MTIIHIII\IHI Solid Waste M anagement Services

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report
(Based on 2005 and Prior Years Data)

Community Impact — How Does Toronto’s Diversion Rate For
Multi-Residential Buildings Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 13.4- OMBI 2005 Chart 13.3 on the previous page,
Percentage of Residential Waste Diverted (Multi-Residential) compares Toronto’s 2005 multi-
60% residential (apartments) diversion
50% - rate to other municipalities.
40% Toronto ranks 3rd out of 4
20% . | R municipalities (3¢ quartile), in
Median- multi-residential 15% terms of having the highest
04 4 . .
20% — diversion rate.
P 1
0% Apartment dwellings in Toronto
Ott Durh Tor Peel .
o i 22.0% 17.5% 12.5% 10.7% repr t apprOXI mately 48% Of
Murres — = == — the total housing stock, but

. . ) . recycling and diversion tends not
Customer Service—What isthe Rate of Complaintsin Toronto for to be as convenient for residents.

Solid Waste Collection?

A number of factors affect

~ Chart13.5-City of Toronto , , diversion ratesin municipalities
Number of Complaints Receivedin aYear Concer ning the Collection of Salid including:
Waste and Recycled Material per 1,000 Households
i 2000-2005 e How amunicipality manages
50 and enforces its recycling
40 + program
30 + e Therateof public participation
20 1 in recycling activities
10 4 e Thenumber of material types
o included in diversion programs
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 (e_g,, organics)
B # complaints per 1000 | 314 2838 33.0 39.0 411 471 e Seasonal residents or tourists
households and their participation in

diversion programs

e Thenumber of daily newspapers published in a municipality
e Themix of single family homes, and multi-unit residential buildings where recycling is more difficult

The level of complaints from residents is one method of ng the quality of service provided. Chart 13.5
provides the rate of complaintsin Toronto per 1,000 households concerning the collection of solid waste and
recycled materials from 2000 to 2005.

The increase in the rate of complaintsin recent yearsisrelated to the introduction of new diversion programs, as

complaints typically increases with the introduction of new initiatives (such as the yellow bag and green bin
initiatives).
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Efficiency - How Much Doesit Cost to Collect a Tonne of Garbage

in Toronto?
_ In solid waste management there
Chart 13.6- City of Tor onto are three main functions where
Op. Cost of Solid Waste Collection per Tonne and Tonnes of Solid Waste Collected efficiency is compared on a cost
o $80 2000-2005 900 _ per tonne basis:
ge s0qp 1800 8
z :gg T iz N Teoo E § . solid waste collection
® o 10 | 150 5£& | o solidwastedisposa
5 % %30 | ] ‘3‘88 8 3 . solid waste diversion
§ 5 S20+ T200 52
Q .
° $;8 T Tl S 1 Chart 136 provides Toronto's
T 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 | cost of solid waste collection per
mmm §pertonne | $5006 | $4951 | $5705 | $6147 | $67.25 | $69.92 tonne for the years 2000 to 2005.
# 000's tonnes 824.7 783.6 702.1 653.1 619.9 562.0
The tones of waste (in
o _ thousands) collected over this
Efficiency —How Does Toronto’s Cost of Garbage Collection period, is also provided asaline
Compareto Other Municipalities? graph relative to the right axis.
_ Chart13.7 O_M BI 2005 ) _ Although gross costs actually
Cost for Solid Waste Callection per Tonne -Residential decreased over this six year
$150 ;
- period, there was a 32% decrease
$125 . ;
Medan $77 in tonnes collected_ over this
$100 same period resulting from the
75 success of the City’ sdiversion
rograms.
$50 - Prog
$25 + H As aresult, the cost per tonne
$0 has increased each year as fixed
Bran | Peel (Wind| Ott [Musk|Hat | Tor [Ham | wat | Lon BZy Durh |Niag | Sud [Musk costs are Spread over smaller
tonnage.
|D $tonne | 53 59 59 62 65 70 70 7 77 7 78 84 97 104 | 135

Chart 13.7 compares Toronto’ s 2005 solid waste collection costs to other municipalities. Toronto ranks 7" of 15
(second quartile), in terms of having the lowest cost.

Municipal collection costs can be influenced by:

e Thefrequency of collection (weekly or bi-weekly pick-ups)

e Theexistence of any bag limits for residents

e Themix of houses versus apartment units and the different collection methods required

Toronto’s overall costs are lowered by multi-residential collection (bulk-lift), which is much less expensive than
curbside collection, however curbside collection costs are higher relative to other municipalities duein part to
factors such as on-street parking, one-way streets and heavy traffic volumes that impact collection efficiency.
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Efficiency - How Much Doesit Cost Toronto to Dispose of a Tonne
of Garbage?

Chart 13.8 - City of Toronto Chart 13.8 summarizes
Op. Cost of Solid Waste Disposal per Tonne and Tonnes of Solid Waste Disposed | Toronto's cost of solid waste
80 2000 - 2005 000 disposal per tonne from 2000 to
2o ool ’ z | 2005, which has been increasing.
€5 ool . TL1600 & &
B w0y 11200 £ 2| Tonnesdisposed (in thousands)
58wl taw 83| aeasoplottedasalinegraph
2 g0l & 3| relativetotheright axis
©° s104 T TF
30 T 000" 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 ] ° The'je are two key factors behind
|_ $/tonne $32.92 $39.93 $40.67 $70.32 $73.80 $78.16 thls INncrease:
| 000's tonnes 1,859.4 1,810.2 1,656.0 1,164.2 983.9 8574
e Theclosure of Keele Valley

in 2002 and its low cost

Efficiency — How Does Toronto’s Cost of Solid Waste Disposal, Compar¢  Operation, and the movement

her Municipalities? to shipping waste to
to Other Municipalities Michigan for disposal at a

Chart 13.9- OMBI 2005 higher cost.
Cost for Solid Waste Waste Disposal per Tonne e A significant declinein the
volume of waste disposed,
$125 — due to enhanced diversion
programs and the reduction
$100 - M of commercia waste which
] - has gone to other service
$75 1 Medam 351 |—| |—| providers.
$50 - M
Chart 13.9 compares Toronto’'s
$25 2005 solid waste disposal costs
|—| |—| H H H per tonne, to other
$0 municipalities.
Lond BTa_y Bran| Wat | Ott [ Halt [Ham| Sud |Niag M;S Wind | York | Tor [Durh|Peel
l[ostonne | 14 [ 17 [ 30 [ 31 [ 31 ]a2 [ 51|52 ] 71] o 62 | 71 | 78 | 101 120 Toro_n'Fo rgnks 12Eh of 1_5 _
| Local Landfill Site | Ship waste outside munic| mun|C|paI|t|$(4t quartile) in
terms of having the lowest cost.

Solid waste disposal costs in municipalities can be influenced by:

. Theexistence of alocal landfill site for disposal as opposed to increased costs associated with transporting and
disposing waste in alandfill site outside the community

« Higher costs associated with the incineration of garbage in some municipalities

. Theuse of private contractors

Those municipalities with alocal landfill site have been grouped separately in Chart 13.9, from those that must ship

all or some of their waste outside their community for disposal. This accounts for Toronto’s higher costs for waste
disposal.
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Efficiency - How Much Doesit Cost in Toronto to Divert a Tonne

of Garbage Away From L andfill?

Chart 13.10 -City of Toronto

Operating Cost of Solid Waste Diversion per Tonne
and Percentage of Residential Solid Waste Diverted

2000-2005
$200
8 2 $175 +
€ s si04
i
5 8 s125 4
5 5 $100 1
BT $751 p4 M
Q
83 [
$50 4+
$25 +
$0
2000* 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B $cost/tonne $119.70 $140.02 $135.01 $169.87 $155.53 $184.20
Div%-houses 32% 35% 38% 43% 49% 53%
Div%-combined 25% 27% 28% 32% 36% 40%

100%

+ 80%

+ 60%

1 40%

+ 20%

r 0%

% of residential solid waste diverted

Efficiency —How Does Toronto’'s Cost of Solid Waste Diversion,
Compareto Other Municipalities?

$200

$160 -
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$80 -

$40
$0

Chart 13.11- OMBI 2005

Cost of Solid Waste Diversion per Tonne
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Chart 13.10 shows Toronto's cost of
solid waste diversion per tonne, from
2000 to 2005. This has been
contrasted against the City’s overall
diversion rate and the diversion rate
for houses which are reflected asline
graphs relative to the right axis.

Generally asdiversion ratesrise, so
will diversion costs on a per tonne
basis, as has been the experiencein
Toronto.

There has been a significant increase
in the diversion rate for houses over
this six-year period, attributable to
the mandatory recycling by-law and
the introduction and expansion of the
organics/green bin program since
September 2002.

Traditional recyclables such as paper
and containers have lower collection
and processing costs and high market
values. Newer diversion programs,
such as the green bin program, are
required to increase diversion rates,
but they are more costly to collect
and process and have lower market
values.

The drop in 2004 costs resulted from
high commaodity prices/revenues
from the sale of recycled materials.

Chart 13.11 compares Toronto’s 2005 diversion costs per tonne to other municipalities. Toronto ranks 14™ of 15
municipalities (4" quartile), in terms of having the lowest costs.

Toronto does have comparatively higher costs for its solid waste diversion program, however, these programs have
also resulted in the highest diversion rates for houses of the OMBI municipalities as evidenced in chart 13.3.
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Sports and Recreation services provide physical and social activities that are important contributing
factors to mental and physical well-being. Municipally managed sports and recreation facilities and
programming play a key role in supporting a healthy quality of life for residents.

Sports and recreation activities are provided at facilities such as:
Community centres

Indoor and outdoor pools

Indoor and outdoor artificial ice rinks

Sportsfields

Tennis courts

Programming is targeted to all age groups from early years to seniors, and covers a wide variety of
activities, including swimming, skating, sports, arts, camps, dance, drama, and fitness.

Programming can be provided and managed either directly by municipal staff, or indirectly through other
groups such as community associations that are supported by the municipality through provision of the
facility and/or operating grants.

The three main types of programming are:

e Registered programs — where residents register to participate in structured activities such as swimming
lessons, dance or fitness classes, or day camps

e Drop-in programs — where residents participate in unstructured sport and recreation activities such as
public swimming or skating, fitness centres, or open gyms

e Permitted programs — where residents and/or community organizations obtain permits or short-term
rental of sports and recreation facilities such as sports fields, meeting rooms, and arenas (e.g., hockey
league renting ice)

Each municipality tailors its sports and recreation programming to meet the needs of its local
communities. The municipality determines how to best serve its residents by balancing registered, drop-
in, and permitted programs, as well as establishing the blend of municipal staff and other organizations
such as community groups that provide the programming.

Registered sports and recreation programming provided directly by the municipality, is currently the most
comparable area of programming between municipalities, and is the focus of the programming graphs
included in this report. However, it should be noted that this comparison represents only one component
of sports and recreation programming, and can vary in significance by municipality.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Sports and Recreation Services can be examined from an
internal perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an external
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

115



ﬂl_m.[lllllll\llﬂ Sportsand Recreation Services

2005 Performance M easurement And Benchmarking Report
(Based on 2006 and Prior Years Data)

|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Number of Stable 2 141
Level Municipally - 14.2
Owned/Operated Number of Higher
Indoor Pool Tanks per indoor pool number of
100,000 Population tanks and indoor pool
locations has tanks
remained
fairly
constant
Service Number of Stable 4 143
Level Municipally 14.4
Owned/Operated Ice Number of Low number -
pads (Indoor) per indoor ice of Indoor ice
100,000 Population pads has pads
remained
fairly stable
Service Number of Large Stable 3 145
Level (>10,000 sq. ft) Sports
and Recreation Number of Lower -
Community Centres large sports number of
(with Municipa & rec. large sports
Influence) per 100,000 community & recreation
Population centres has community
remained centres
stable
Service Number of Small Stable 4 145
Level (<10,000 sq. ft) Sports
and Recreation Number of Low number -
Community Centres small sports of small
(with Municipal & rec. sports &
Influence) per 100,000 community recreation
Population centres has community
remained centres
stable
Service Percentage of Sports 2 14.6
Level and Recreation - -
Community Centres Greater
less than 25 years old percentage of
sports &
recreation
community
centres under
25 yearsold
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|
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Percentage of Pools 4 14.7
Level less than 25 years old - - -
Greater % of
pool tanks
Service Percentage of |Ice Pads - - - 14.8
Level less than 25 years old
Greater % of
Indoor ice
pads over 25
ears old
Service Sports and Recreation Favourable 2 14.9
Level Participant Hours 14.10
Offered at Capacity Increasing Higher -
per Capita— Directly offerings of amounts
Provided Registered registered offered of
Programs sports & rec. registered
participant sports &
hours recreation
participant
hours
Community | Average Sports and . Favourable | 2 14.9
Impact Recreation Participant 14.10
Hours Utilized per Increasing use Higher
Capita— Directly - of registered amount used
Provided Registered sports & rec. of registered
Programs participant sports &
hours recreation
participant
hours
Customer Percentage of Favourable 1411
Service Available Sports and 1412
Recreation Participant High rate of
Hours (Capacity) - Percentage of capacity used
Utilized — Directly capacity used for registered
Provided Registered isincreasing sports &
Programs recreation
participant
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—_——m
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (R&eults)

Community Unique Usersin Stable 14.13
Impact Registered Sports and 14.14
Recreation Programs % of Lower % of
as a Percentage of - population - population
Population using using (at
registered least once)
programming registered
at lease once, programs
is stable
| | | E— |

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 8
municipalities.
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Service Level - How Many Indoor PoolsAre Therein Toronto?

Comparing the number of sports

Chart 14.1 - City of Toronto and recreation facilitiesin
Number of Indoor Pool Tank's per 100,000 Population municipalities is one aspect of
. 2000 - 2006 examining service levels.
5T Chart 14.1 provides the number
24 of indoor pool tanks (that are
14 owned and/or managed) per
0. 100,000 population in Toronto
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 between 2000 and 2006 aSWG”
B # pool tanls/100,000 pop'n 3.66 3.43 3.4 3.33 3.33 3.22 3.23 as the total number of indoor
Total # pool tanks 94 89 89 88 89 87 88 pool tanks and locations. The
Total # poollocations 81 76 76 s e L L number of pool locations has

remained fairly stable over this

Service Level - How Does the Number of Indoor Pool Tanksin period.

Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?
There are also 68 outdoor pool

Chart 14.2 - OMBI 2005 tanks that are not included in this

Number of Indoor Pool Tanks per 100,000 Population measure.

6

sl Chart 14.2 compares the 2005

number of indoor pool tanks per

AT H ﬂ Median 2.5 100,000 persons in Toronto to

31 - other municipalities.

21

14 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ﬂ Toronto ranks 3rd of 8

0 ] municipalities (2™ quartile) in
T-Bay Ham Tor Sud Wind Ott Lon Bran terms Of ha\ll ng the hlgheﬁ

O # pooltanks 4.9 4.4 3.2 3.2 18 0.9 0.9 - number Of p00| tankS

Note: Toronto'sresult has been updated from 2.9 pevioudy reportedin the Joint OMBI Report

Population density can be afactor in determining the number of indoor pools that may be required to satisfy
municipal servicelevel provisions.

Fewer pools may be required in densely populated areas because of proximity and ease of access, while other less
densely populated municipalities may require proportionately more pools based on a reasonable travel distance for
their residents.

When compared to the other OMBI municipalities, Toronto has a significantly higher level of population density
(residents per square km) than any of the other municipality. Toronto is 2.8 times more densely populated than the
next highest municipality. Toronto ranks higher for the number of indoor pools than it does for ice pads and sports
and recreation community centres (charts 14.4 and 14.5).

Based on a geographic provision standard, other municipalities may require proportionately more poolsto ensure a
reasonable travel distance for their residents. Toronto staff are currently exploring both geographic and popul ation
based service provision strategies in combination with quality of swimming experience criteria. Older “ Shoe Box”
type pools do not provide the same quality of swimming experience and are not viewed by the swimming public as
being as desirable as the newer “Leisure type” pools. (Indoor Pool Provision Strategy)
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Service Level - How Many Indoor |ce Pads (Rinks) Are There
in Toronto?

Chart 14.3 - City of Toronto

Number of Indoor Ice Pads per 100,000 Population

2000 - 2006
3
24
14
01
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006
B # ice pads/100,000 pop'n 2.46 2.43 2.4 2.38 2.36 2.26 2.25
Total # ice pads 63 63 63 63 63 61 61

Service Level - How Does the Number of Indoor |ce Pads (Rinks) in
Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

12

Chart 14.4 - OMBI 2005

Number of Indoor Ice Pads per 100,000 Population

10 +

21

Median 5.7

1 |

0

Sud

Bran

||:| # ice pads

9.7

9.6

T-Bay Lon Ott Ham Wind Tor
5.1 5.0

7.8 6.3 3.7 2.3

Chart 14.3 provides the number
of indoor ice pads or rinks, per
100,000 population in Toronto
between 2000 and 2006 as well
as the total number of indoor ice
pads.

The number of ice pads has
remained fairly stable with the
reduction of two in 2005 relating
to aconversion to indoor sport-
community centre use.

Toronto also has 63 outdoor
artificial icerinks, (not included
in measure) which appear to be
much more prevalent in Toronto
than other municipalities.

There are also 33 ice pads
available in Toronto from other
service providers.

Chart 14.4 compares the 2005
number of indoor ice pads per
100,000 persons in Toronto to
those in other municipalities that
are owned and/or managed
them.

Toronto ranks 8" of 8 municipalities (4th quartile), in terms of having the highest number of indoor ice pads.
If the outdoor artificial ice rinks noted earlier were also included, Toronto would still rank in the 4" quartile.

As noted previously, population density is a significant factor in the number of indoor ice pads that are located in
municipalities. Fewer ice pads may be required in densely populated areas because of proximity and ease of
access, while other less densely populated municipalities may require proportionately more ice pads based on a
reasonable travel distance for their residents.

Toronto is 2.8 times more densely populated than the next highest municipality. Based on a geographic provision
standard, other municipalities may require proportionately more ice pads to ensure a reasonable travel distance for
their residents.
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Service Level - How Many Sports and Recreation Community Centres
AreTherein Torontoin Comparison to Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.6 graph shows the
Chart 14.5 - OMBI 2005 number of sports and recreation
Number of Lage and Small Sports and Recr eation Community Centres community centres per 100,000
per 100,000 Population persons, there were in Toronto and
22 ] Median 11.4 (total) other municipalitiesin 2005. These
10 ] 3.4 (large) centers refer to those where the
8.2 (small) municipality has some control or
301 influence over the programming
ig T l:l I:l offered at the centres.
O T 8ran sud | T-Bay | ott E m T ﬁ' A large centre is defined as 10,000
# TotalComCtr | 543 495 146 138 9.1 55 49 4.0 square feet or more and a small
D# SmallCom.Ctr. | 44.7 431 117 111 54 14 19 2.0 community centre isless than
D# large Com.Ctr. | 9.6 6.4 2.9 27 3.7 41 3.0 2.0 10,000 square feet.
Toronto ranks 6™ of 8
Service Level —What isthe Age of the Sportsand Recreation municipalities (4th quartile) for
Community Centresin Toronto Compared to Other Municipalities? large community centres per
100,000 population and 7" of 8
Chart 14.6 - OMBI municipalities (4th quartile), for
Age Break down of Municipally Owned Spor ts and Recr eation Community Centr es small community centres, in terms
100% - of the largest number of centres.
' ™= I e
80% - As noted previoudly, population
60% - density isasignificant factor in the

number of community centres that
] arelocated in municipalities.
Fewer community centres may be
7 required in densely populated areas

40%

20% +

0%

Lon Tor T-Bay ott Ham Wind Bran because of proximity and ease of
B >50yrs | 13% 13% 7% 16% 34% 8% 71% access, while other less densely
populated municipalities may
025-49yrs| 31% 60% 67% 57% 47% 75% 29% require proportionately more
D15-24yrs| 19% 10% 20% 17% 6% 8% 0% community centres based on a
O 1-14yrs | 38% 18% 7% 10% 13% 8% 0% reasonable travel distance for their

residents.

Toronto is 2.8 times more densely populated than the next highest municipality. Based on a geographic provision
standard, other municipalities may require proportionately more community centres to ensure a reasonable travel
distance for their residents.

The age of sports and recreation community centres in municipalities can also provide someindication of service
levels. Older facilities will require additional operating and capital costs to maintain them in a good state of repair.
Chart 14.6 provides a percentage breakdown of facility age by age category, for both large and small community
centres, in Toronto and other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 2nd of 7 municipalities (1st quartile) in terms of having the highest percentage of sports and
recreation community centres built or replaced in the last 25 years (28%).
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Service Level —What isthe Age of the Indoor Poolsin Toronto
Compared to Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.7 - OMBI 2005 The age of indoor poolsin
Per centage Break down by Age of Municipally Owned/Managed Indoor Pools munic pa_I |t'?3 can also provi de
some indication of service levels.
80% . Older poolswill require
60% 4 additional Qper_ati ng an(_j capital
costs to maintain them in a good
40% 1 state of repair. Chart 14.7
20% - provides a percentage breakdown
0% of facility age, by age category,
Lon wind ott T-Bay Tor Ham for indoor poolsin Toronto and
B >50 yrs 0% 0% 29% 0% 8% 4% other municipdlities.
025-49yrs| 33% 50% 29% 60% 58% 65% Results have been sorted based
0 15-24 yrs 43% 40% 5% 9% on the hi ghes[ percentage of
@ 1-14 yrs 67% 50% 0% 0% 29% 22% pools under 25 years of age (the
newest), and on this basis

Toronto ranks 5" of 6

. . .-y . th .
Service Level —What isthe Age of the Indoor |ce Padsin Toronto municipalities (4™ quartile).

Compared to Other Municipalities?
ompared toLther Muniapaiities Chart 14.8 provides asimilar

Chart 14.8 - OMBI 2005 percentage breakdown of facility
Per centage Br eak down by Age of Municipally Owned/Managed Indoor Ice Pads age, by age category, for indoor
100% - ice padsin Toronto and other
T N [ ] municipalities.

80% -

Toronto ranks 7" of 7

60% - .. . th .
municipalities (4™ quartile) and

40% + - has the lowest percentage of
20% indoor ice pads under the age of
25 years.
0%
Lon Ham Wind Ott Bran T-Bay Tor
Approximately 67% of Toronto’s
B >50 yrs 9% 15% 13% 23% 33% 17% 33% .

Y i ’ - - i - ’ ice pads are between 25 and 49
025-49yrs| 18% 50% 63% 60% 67% 83% 67% years of age and 33% are over 50
0 15-24 yrs 0% 4% 13% 13% 0% 0% 0% years of age.

@ 1-14yrs | 73% 31% 13% 5% 0% 0% 0%
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ServiceLevel & Community Impact —How Many Participant
Hoursof Registered Sportsand Recreation Programming are
Offered and Used per Resident?

Chart 14.9- City of Toronto
Dir ectly Provided Register ed Programs
Par ticipant Hour per Capita, Offered and Unilized per Capita
2000 - 2005
4
34
21
14+
0 4
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B Hours Offered/capita 3.1 3.19 2.99 3.42 3.39 3.46
O Hours utilized/capita 2.1 215 1.96 2.38 2.53 2.56
Total hours utilized 5,392,764 5,588,378 5,132,817 6,287,909 6,748,060 6,902,929

Service Level & Community Impact —How Does Toronto’s L evel
of Registered Sportsand Recreation Programming, Compareto
Other Municipalities?

Chart 14.10- OMBI 2005
Dir ectly Provided Register ed Programs
Par ticipant Hour per Capita, Offered and Unilized per Capita

5.0

40+ Median offered 3.4 _

3.0 +

Median utilized 2.2

2.0 +

] h h

0.0 .

Sud Tor Wind T-Bay Lon Ham Bran Ott

B Hrs Offered 4.3 35 3.9 3.1 34 14 1.2
O Hrs Utilized 2.9 2.6 2.5 2.0 18 11 1.0 4.0

Note: Toronto'sresultsfor hours offered have been updated from that included in Joint OMBI Report
Data on hours offered not available from Ottawa

The amounts and type of registered
sports and recreation programming
offered directly through municipal
staff to residents, is another method
of comparing servicelevels. This
form of programming is more easily
evaluated for residents’ participation
rates in sports and recreation
activities.

The unit of measure used for service
delivery is a participant hour.

For example:

A “learn to swim” courseis offered
over eight weeks for one hour per
week, and has enough space for 10
children. This equatesto 80
participant hours offered.

Capacity =1 hour per week x 10 participants x 8
weeks = 80 participant hours offered

If seven children actually register, atotal of 56
participant hours are utilized.

Utilization = 1 hour per week x 7 participants x 8
weeks = 56 participant hours utilized

Chart 14.9 provides 2000 to 2005
results for Toronto’ s average number
of participant hours of registered
sports and recreation programming
(delivered by municipal staff)
available to the public (“offered”)
and compares it to the amount
actually used (“utilized™) by
residents on a per capita/person
basis. The total participant hours
utilized is also provided.

Both participant hours offered and
utilized have beenincreasing in
Toronto with the labour disruption
being the reason for the drop in 2002.

Chart 14.10 compares Toronto’s 2005 results to other municipalities for the average number of participant hours of
registered sports and recreation programming available to the public (“offered”) and actually used (“utilized") by

residents, on a per capita/person basis.

Compared to other municipalities based on the highest number of participant hours, Toronto ranks 3 of 8 (2™
quartile) for participant hours utilized and 3 of 7 (2™ quartile) for participant hours offered.
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Customer Service - What Percentage of Toronto’s Capacity in
Registered ProgramsisBeing Used?

Chart 14.11 - City of Toronto One measure of assessing whether
Per centage of Capacity Used - Dir ectly Provided Register ed Progr amming the schedule of registered sports
2000 - 2005 and recreation programming is
100% responsive to resident demand, is
80% - the percentage of program capacity

that has actually been used.
60% +
Chart 14.11 summarizes Toronto's
results from 2000 to 2005 for the

40% 4

20% + percentage of available participant
0% hours (capacity) in registered
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 programs that were used by
m o6 capacity used 67.8% 67.5% 65.5% 69.5% 74.6% 74.0% residents.

Results have generally been

Customer Service—How Does Toronto’'s Capgc_ity Ut| lization for improving over this period, with
Registered Programs Compareto Other Municipalities? Internet registration introduced in
the summer of 2004, being a
_ Chart 14.12 - OMBI 2005 _ contributing factor.
Per centage of Capacity Used - Dir ectly Pr ovided Register ed Programming
100% Chart 14.12 compares Toronto’s
Median 68.1% 2005 results to other municipalities
80% + I_I .
— ,—| - for the percentage of available
60% -+ participant hours (capacity) in
i registered programs that were used
40% by residents.
20% -+
Toronto ranks 2nd of 7
0% Bran Tor Ham Sud T-Bay Wind Lon muni Ci pa“tles (1St quartlle) in
|I:| % capacity 85.2% 74.0% 73.8% 68.1% 64.3% 63.8% 51.8% terms Of haVI ng the hl gheg
Note: Toronto's result has been updated from 67.8% previously reported in OMBI Joint Report percentage of capacity utilized.

Ottawa data not available

With no new facilities, Toronto is now offering programming at less favourable times at exiting facilities and
negotiating additional use of Toronto District School Board (TDSB) facilities.

Registered sports and recreation programming provided directly by the municipality is currently the most
comparable area of programming between municipalities, and is the focus of the graphs above. However, it should
be noted that this comparison represents only one component of sports and recreation services, and can vary in
significance by municipality.
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Community Impact- What Percentage of Toronto’s Residents Register
for at Least One Sports and Recreation Program?

Chart 14.13-City of Toronto One way to measure the success of
Percentage of Residents Registering for at Least One Sports & Recreation Program municipalitiesin reaching
2000-2005 residents through directly provided
8.0% registered sports and recreation
programsis shown in Chart 14.13.
6.0% -
This graph depicts the percentage
4.0% 1 of residentsin Toronto who
registered for at |east one sports
2.0% 1 and recreation program in the
0.0% . years 2000 to 2005.
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
|m % residents 6.1% 6.1% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 5.9% Individuals who registered for

more than one program are only
counted once; therefore, this graph
Community | mpact- How Does the Per centage of Toronto’s Residents ~ represents “unique users.”
Registering for at Least One Sports and Recreation Program,
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Results have been stable over this
period at approximately 6%.

Chart 14.14 - OMBI 2005

Percentage of Residents Registering for at Least One Sports & Recreation Chart 14.10 compares the _
percentage of Toronto’s population

using registered sports and
10% recreation programming at least
Median 6.2% once, to other municipalities.

12%

8% -

6% 1 Toronto ranks 4™ of 6 (3 quartile)
in terms of having the highest
percentage of the population using
2% 1 registered programs.

4% -

0% -
T-Bay Lon Wind Tor Sud Ham

O %residents 10.3% 7.3% 6.5% 5.9% 4.0% 3.3%

Municipal results for this measure can be influenced by the amount, variety and timing of registered programming
offered by municipalities.

It should be noted that this comparison of resident use represents only one component (registered programs) of

sports and recreation services, and can vary in significance by municipality. Participation in directly provided drop-
in and permitted programs as well as al indirectly provided programming is not captured in this measure.
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Transit Servicesin Toronto are provided through the Toronto Transit Commission (TTC), which
provides and maintains transit infrastructure and service in the City of Toronto. Thisinvolvesthe
operation and maintenance of an integrated transit system and a multi-modal fleet including, buses,
subways, streetcars and light rail transit.

The TTC isthe third largest transit system in North America, based on ridership, after New Y ork City and
Mexico City.

The TTC also provides specia door-to-door transit service (Wheel-Trans) for persons with the greatest
need for accessible transit as established by eligibility criteria based upon an individual’ s level of
functional mobility.

Examining Performance

Toronto’ s performance measurement results for Transit Services can be examined from an internal
perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an externa

perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participantsin the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons for conventional transit (which excludes Wheel-Transin Toronto and
similar services in other municipalities) are summarized below:

Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Transit Revenue Stable 1 151
Level Vehicle Service Hours 15.2
per Capitain Service Total High transit
Area vehicle vehicle
hoursis hours per
keeping up capita
with
population
growth
Community | Number of Favourable 1 153
Impact Conventional Transit 154
Trips per Capitain - Total High transit
Service Area ridership and usage by
trips per residents
capita
increased in
2004 & 2005
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— _  _§
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Efficiency Transit Cost per In- Unfavourable 4
service (Revenue)
Vehicle Hour - Cost per - High costs
vehicle hour per in-service
areincreasing vehicle hour
for multi-
modal system
Efficiency Transit Cost per 4
Vehicle Hour
- - - High costs
per vehicle
hour for
multi-modal
system
Efficiency Operating Costs for Stable 1
Conventional Transit
per Regular Service - Cost to - Low cost to
Passenger Trip provide a provide a
(MPMP) passenger trip passenger
isstable trip
| | E—

Chart
Ref.

155
15.6

15.6

15.7
15.8

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 9

municipalities.
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ServiceLevel —How Many VehiclesHoursof Transit Service
AreProvided in Toronto?

ServiceLevel - How Does Toronto’'sIn- Service Transit VehicleHours

Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 15.1 - City of Toronto The number of in-service transit
In-Service (Revenue) Transit Vehicle Hours per Capita vehicle hoursthat are available in a
2000-2005 year for residents to use, provides an
4 indication of service levels. It also
has an impact on how often and
3T much residents use public transit.
24
An “in-service vehicle hour” refers
11 to the hours atransit vehicle accepts
0 paying passengers. It does not
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 include other activities such as
[m1n-Service venicie HoursCapita | 308 312 312 311 314 313 school contracts, charters and cross-
| Total In-service hours 7,894,566 | 8,097,160 | 8,186,864 | 8,237,930 | 8,400,000 | 8,452,000 boundary Servi ce, or vehicle hours

devoted to road tests or maintenance
activities.

Chart 15.1 provides the number of

Char i 15.2- OMBI 2005 in-service (accepting passengers)
In-Service (revenue) Tr a.nsit Vehicle Hours per Capita vehicle hours per capitain Toronto
35 per 2 from 2000 to 2005. The total number
3'0 | — of in-service vehicle hours has also
' been provided as supporting

2:5 1 information.

2.0 - Median 1.3

1.5 1 o R—— S—— Over this period Toronto’s

104 population has grown by

0.5 1 appr_oximat_ely 1% per year andin-

0.0 Tor Lon Ham T-Bay Wind Sud Wat York service vehicle hours have Increa_saj
O Veh. hours/capita 3.1 15 14 15 11 1.1 11 0.8 f]sa\\/,\éerl'le,msf’;l ::; :glztr:\?;r; Fs)[zrb(l::pl ta

Ottawa data on in-service (revenue) vehicle hours not available .

Chart 15.2 compares Toronto’ s in-service transit vehicle hours per capita, with other Ontario municipalities.
Toronto ranks 1% of 8 municipalities (1st quartile) in terms of having the highest number of transit vehicle hours.

Factors that can influence municipal results for this measure include:
e Sizeand population density of the service area
e Socio-economic factors such asincome levels, population age, energy prices, etc.
e Transit policies such as parking rates, park and rides, etc.

Toronto’ stransit system is extensive, with approximately 96 per cent of Toronto residents living within

400 metres of at least one of the TTC's multi-modal services and isamajor factor in high transit usage by
residents asillustrated in chart 15.4.
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Transit Services

Community Impact - How Many Annual Passenger TripsAre There

Per Person in Toronto?

180

Chart 15.3- City of Toronto

2000-2005

Number of Transit Passenger Trips per Person

150 +
120 +
90 +
60 +
30 +

0 4

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

person

B Number of passenger trips per

160.0

161.9

158.6

153.2

156.5

159.8

Total # of trips

410,558,000

419,993,000

415,539,000

405,412,000

418,099,000

431,220,000

Community Impact - How Does Toronto’'s Annual Transit Use
per Person Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 15.4- OMBI 2005
Number of Coventional Transit Trips per Person

180
150 -
120 -
90 A
Median 31 trips
> M
1
30 A
oLl B I [ O [ [ [
Tor Ott Lon Ham Sud |T-Bay | Wat | Wind | York
||i|#trips/capita 159.8 | 117.8 | 53.5 | 47.8 31.2 30.0 28.7 | 274 16.6

Factors that can influence municipal results for this measure include:

e Sizeand population density of the service area

e Socio-economic factors such as income levels, population age, energy prices, etc.

e Transit policies such as parking rates, park and rides, etc.

e Service design and delivery (diversity and the number of routes, frequency of service, hours of
service, fare structures, etc.)

e Thenumber of trangit trips taken by non-residents since these results are based on the total number of
passenger tripsin the municipality (by residents and non-residents) divided by the municipality’s

population.

One of the primary goals of a
transit system isto maximize
resident use of the public transit.

Chart 15.3 provides a summary of
the average annual number of
transit trips taken in Toronto per
person, over the period 2000 to
2005. The total number of
passenger trips (ridership) has also
been provided as supporting
information.

Toronto’ s population over this
period has been growing at an
annual rate of approximately 1%.

In 2001, ridership increased by
2.3%, dropped by 1% in 2002
(economic slowdown after 9/11),
and decreased by another 2.4% in
2003 due primarily to SARS and
the hydro blackout. Ridership grew
by 3.1% in both 2004 and 2005.

Chart 15.4 compares Toronto's
transit use (passenger trips) per
capitawith other Ontario
Municipalities. Toronto ranks 1% of
9 municipalities (1% quartile) in
terms of having the highest transit
usage per capita

Toronto’' s extensive multi-modal transit system is the primary factor behind high transit use by Toronto residentsin
relation to other municipalities.
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Efficiency —What Doesit Cost in Toronto to Operate a Transit

Vehicle?
Chart 15.5 - City of Toronto In terms of efficiency there are two
Transit Cost per In-Service (Revenue) Vehicle Hour aspects of service delivery to examine:
2000 -2005 e thecost to supply atransit vehicle
$120 to accept passengers for one hour
$90 4 e thecost to provide a passenger trip
which takes into consideration
$60 T actual utilization of the transit
$30 ¢ supply made available for use.
39 T 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Chart 15.5 provides the transit cost per
BN Cost per in-service vehicle | $9142 $9550 | $10048 | $10584 | $107.32 | $W.W7 in-service vehicle hour in Toronto for
hour the years 2000 to 2005. Costs have also
=== C P | adjusted (2000 base) $9142 $92.59 $95.40 $97.57 $97.29 $98.09 been prOVidaj asa ”ne graph Wthh

adjusts for changesin Toronto’s annual
Consumer Price Index (CPI) using
Efficiency - How Does Toronto’s Transit Cost per Vehicle Hour 2000 as the base year.
Compareto Other Municipalities?
Over this period costs have continued
to rise dueto increasesin fuel, hydro

Chart 15.6- OMBI 2005
Operating Costsfor Conventional Transit
per In-Service (Revenue) Vehicle Hour and per Vehicle Hour

and salaries.

Chart 15.6 compares Toronto' s costs to

$120 other municipalities on the basis of:
$100 4 Medians- $89 per in-service vehicle hour and $83 per vehicle hour |_.
$80 4 e —— = e cost per in-service vehicle hour,
which includes only hours where
$60 1 transit vehicles are accepting
$40 + passengers.
$20 4 e cost per vehicle hour, which
0 4 includes hours where transit
T-Bay | Lon Wind Sud Ham Wat York Ott Tor vehicle are accepti ng passengers,
[@scostiinserviceventr. | 577 | s77 | ss3 | seo [ sso | sor [ o3 $110 aswell as hours out of service
@ scostvenicie . $77 | 72 | s75 | ser | ss3 | s87 | $83 | $99 | $106 (being driven to and from the

Ottawa data on cost per in-service (reveue) hour not available

garage or between routes, or

undergoing maintenance work.)

For transit cost per in-service vehicle hour Toronto ranks 8" of 8 municipalities (4™ quartile) in terms of having the
lowest cost, and for cost per vehicle hour Toronto ranks 9" of 9 municipalities (4" quartile).

Municipal results for these measures are influenced by service design and delivery such as the diversity and number
of routes, the frequency of service, hours of service, and type of transit vehicles used.

Toronto’s costs are the highest of the OMBI municipalities due to a number of factors such as the additional modes
of transit (subway, streetcars and LRT) Toronto provides. These additional transit modes are unique among the
OMBI municipalities and result in high usage by Toronto residents, but are also more expensive to operate on an
hourly basis.
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Efficiency - What doesit Cost to Provide One Passenger Trip?

Oper ating Cost for Conventional Transit per Regular Service Trip

Chart 15.7- City of Toronto

$2.50
$2.00 -
$1.50
$1.00 -
$0.50 -
$0.00 -
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B Operating cost per $1.76 $1.84 $1.98 $2.15 $2.16 $2.16
passenger trip
—>=—CPI| Adjusted (2000 | $1.76 $1.79 $1.88 $1.98 $1.95 $1.92
base)

Efficiency - How do Toronto’s Transit Costs per Passenger Trip

Compareto other Municipalities?

Chart 15.8 - OMBI 2005

Cost of Conventional Transit per Passenger Trip

$5
$4 -

Median $3.09

— ||

$3 -
$2 -
$1 -
$0 .

Tor Lon oftt Ham Sud Wat Wind T-Bay York

||:|$trip $2.16 $2.17 $2.54 $2.66 $3.09 $3.31 $3.36 $3.91 $4.52

Thetransit cost per passenger trip in municipalities can be influenced by:
e Sizeand population density of the service area

e Socio-economic factors such asincome levels, population age, energy prices, etc.

e Transit policies such as parking rates, park and rides, etc.

e Servicedesign and delivery (diversity and the number of routes, frequency of service, hours of service, fare

structures, etc.)

The second aspect of examining
efficiency isfrom the utilization side,
where the transit cost to provide a
passenger trip is considered.

Chart 15.7 illustrates Toronto’s
transit costs per passenger trip from
2000 to 2005. Over thistime period
gross costs have continued to
increase with contractual wage and
salary increases, higher energy prices
and service enhancements such as
the opening of the Sheppard Subway
in late 2002.

These cost increases and declining
ridership in 2002 and 2003
(discussed earlier) caused the
increases in the cost per passenger
trip in 2002/03, which did not
stabilize until 2004 when ridership
grew.

The cost per trip has also been
provided. That adjusts for changesin
Toronto’s Consumer Price Index
(CPI) using 2000 as the base year.

Chart 15.8 compares Toronto’s
transit cost per passenger trip to other
Ontario municipalities. Toronto
ranks 1% of 9 municipalities (1%
guartile), in terms of having the
lowest cost.

The primary factor behind Toronto’s low costs per passenger trip is the high utilization rate by the public in relation
to the vehicle service hours that are provided.
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Wastewater Services in Toronto encompasses the collection and treatment process from the time that
wastewater or sewage leaves aresidentia or ICl (industrial, commercial, and institutional) property to the
point where it is treated in wastewater treatment plants and retuned to Lake Ontario. It aso includes the
disposal of any residual material. Approximately 24% of the sewer system is combined sanitary and storm
sewer system. Funding for these services is provided through municipal water rates, which includes a
sawer surcharge.

The two main activities are:
e Collection of wastewater from the customer via the municipal sewage system
e Operation of wastewater treatment facilities and disposal of wastewater in accordance with federal

and provincial regulations
Examining Performance
Toronto’s performance measurement results for Wastewater Services can be examined from an internal
perspective by comparing historical results and trends over a period of years, and from an external
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

—_—
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical to Other Municipalities Ref.

Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Service Megalitres of Stable 3 16.1
Level Wastewater Treated - 16.2
per 100,000 Changes L ower
Population from year to amounts of
year often wastewater
related to - treated
rainfall
because of
combined
sanitary &
storm
sewers
Community Percentage of Favourable 2 16.3
Impact Wastewater estimated 164
to have By-passed Decreasing - L ower
Treatment - amount of amounts of
wastewater wastewater
by-passing by-passing
treatment treatment
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Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Customer Annual Number of Favourable 3 16.5
Service Wastewater Main 16.6
Back Ups per 100 Km Decreasing Higher rate of
of Wastewater Main rate of - wastewater
wastewater main back
back ups ups
between
2002 - 05
Efficiency Operating Costs for Unfavourable 4 16.7
the Collection of 16.8
Wastewater per KM Increasing - High cost of
of Watermain cost of wastewater
wastewater collection
collection
Efficiency Operating Cost of Unfavourable 4 16.9
Wastewater 16.10
Treatment/Disposal Increasing Higher cost
per Megalitre Treated cost of of wastewater
wastewater treatment and
treatment & disposal
Efficiency Consolidated Unfavourable 16.11
Operating Cost of 16.12
Wastewater Increasing
Collection, Treatment cost of
and Disposal per wastewater
Megalitre Treated collection,
treatment & treatment &
disposal disposa
[y ey

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 15

municipalities.
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Service Level - How Much Wastewater is Treated Each Year in

Toronto?

20,000

16,000 -
12,000 -
8,000 -
4,000 -
04

Chart 16.1 -City of Toronto
Megalitres of Wastewater Treated per 100,000 Popul ation
2000-2005

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

B M egalitres per 100,000 pop'n

17,695

17,803

17,360

16,561

15,731

16,734

Total M egalitres

453,987

461,840

454,863

438,269

420,388

451,490

Service Level —How Doesthe Amount of Wastewater Treated in
Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

30,000

Chart 16.2 - OMBI 2005

Megalitres of Wastewater Treated per 100,000 Population

25,000 A ]
20,000 -
15,000 -
10,000 -

5,000 A

Median 17,704

|

Ham |T-Bay

Wind | Lond

Niag

Halt

Ott | Sud

Tor |Musk

Peel | Durh | Wat

York

Bran

O Megalitres |27010]25942{25809|21523

2082319088

17786 | 17704

16734 ] 15845

15793]14539(12839] 12468

5715

Chart 16.1 summarizes the
volume (megalitres) of
wastewater that was treated in
Toronto Wastewater Treatment
Plants from 2000 to 2005.
Results have also been
expressed on a per 100,000
population basis to account for
population growth and to allow
for comparisons to other
municipalities.

One megdlitreis equivalent to
one million litres. It should be
noted that these volumes relate
to wastewater from both the
residential and ICI (Industrial,
Commercia & Institutional)
sectors, as well as stormwater
that is collected in the 24% of
Toronto’s system that is
combined sanitary and storm
Sewers.

Chart 16.2 compares the 2005
volume of wastewater treated
per 100,000 persons, in Toronto,
to other municipalities with
Toronto ranks 9™ of 15 (3rd
quartile) in terms of having the
highest volumes treated.

The volume of wastewater treated in municipalities can be affected by a number of factors, including:
¢ Thevolume of wastewater generated by the ICl sectors
e Urban form (high-density urban versus suburban)
e The extent to which storm sewers are connected to or combined with sanitary sewers and the impact of rainfall

events on flows into wastewater treatment plants
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Community Impact- How Much Wastewater By-Passes Full Treatment

in Toronto Beforeit isReleased into Lake Ontario Each Year?

Per centage of Wastewater Estimated to have By-passed Treatment

1.0% -

0.8% -

0.6% -

0.4% -

0.2% -

0.0% -

Chart 16.3 -City of Toronto

2000-2005

.

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

B M egalitres per 100,000 pop'n

0.99%

0.53%

0.56%

0.71%

0.22%

0.08%

Community I mpact- How Does the Amount of Wastewater By-Passing

Treatment In Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

3.5%

Chart 16.4 - OMBI 2005

Per centage of Wastewater Estimated to have By-passed Treatment

3.0% A
2.5% 4
2.0% A
1.5% A
1.0% 4
0.5% -
0.0%

Median 0.21%

.

Musk

Ott

T-Bay

York | Peel

Tor

Bran

Durh | Lond

Halt

Wat

Sud

Niag

Wind | Ham

0 % by-passed | 0.00%

0.00% | 0.00%

0.00% | 0.06%

0.08%

0.11%

0.21% | 0.30%

0.46%

0.48%

0.91%

1.96%

3.09% | 3.18%

A major objective of all
municipal wastewater systemsis
to protect the environment by
minimizing the amount of
untreated wastewater that is
released into lakes and rivers.

Chart 16.3 summarizes the
percentage of total wastewater in
Toronto that was released each
year into Lake Ontario without
full treatment, from 2000 to
2005. This wastewater does
however receive partial treatment
before release.

Asin other municipalities, the
most significant by-pass events
usually relate to periods of high
rainfall that flows into the 24%
portion of Toronto’s system that
is combined sanitary/storm
sewers.

Additional stormwater retention
infrastructure at the Western
Beachesin 2004 islikely a
factor in Toronto’ s decreasing
trend.

Chart 16.4 compares the 2005percentage of wastewater by-passing treatment in Toronto to other municipalities.

Toronto ranks 6™ of 15 (2™ quartile), in terms of having the lowest percentage of wastewater by-passing treatment.
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Customer Service—How Often do Wastewater Mains Back Up
in Toronto?

Chart 16.5 - City of Toronto
Number of Wastewater Main Back Ups per 100 Km. of Wastewater Pipe

8 2000-2005
6 4
4
N I
04
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005
B # back-ups per 100km of pipe 6.5 3.5 5.2 4.9 3.9 3.8
Total# of back-ups 373 201 299 278 220 219

Customer Service—How Doesthe Rate of Wastewater Main Back-Ups
in Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 16.6 - OMBI 2005
Number of Wastewater Main BackUps per 100 Km. of Wastewater Pipe
16
14 1 —
12 +
10 +

o N M O 0
FR
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Median 3.1
— M [

"_.—.Qﬂﬂl_lﬂl_l|

Peel | Wind Musk | Lond | Bran | Hat | Tor |T-Bay| Oftt Sud | Durh
|I:I#backupsllOOkm 0.3 0.6 1.0 18 2.7 2.8 33 38 45 48 84 | 140

Chart 16.5 summarizes the
number of wastewater main
back-ups there were in Toronto
from 2000 to 2005.

Over 24% of Toronto’s sewer
system is comprised of combined
sanitary and storm sewers with
80,000 homes in the older areas
of the city having downspouts
directly connected to the
combined sewer system. This
resultsin a significant inflow
into the local and trunk systems
especially during storm events.

Increased sewer cleaning, CCTV
program and drain installation
activitiesin 2003 and onwards,
has helped to slowly reduce the
rate of sewer backups but storms
with large amounts of rainfall are
the major cause of back-ups.

Chart 16.6 compares the 2005
rate of wastewater/sewer back
upsin Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks
8th™ of 12 (3rd quartile) in terms
of having the lowest rate of
back-ups.

Key factors that can influence the rate of wastewater main backups in municipalities include:

e Capacity of the wastewater sewer system

Rate of water infiltration/inflow into the wastewater sewer system
Frequency of wastewater sewer system maintenance

Age and condition of the wastewater sewer system

events on flows into the wastewater sewer system

The extent to which storm sewers are connected to or combined with sanitary sewers and the impact of rainfall
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Wastewater Services

Efficiency —What Doesit Cost in Toronto to Collect Wastewater ?
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Chart 16.7 - City of Toronto

Operating Cost for Wastewater Collection per Km. of Collection Pipe
2000-2005

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

EE $cost per km of pipe

8,130

8,292

8,849

9,564

9,723

10,104

2000)

=== CP|Adjusted cost (base

8,130

8,039

8,401

8,817

8,815

8,996

Efficiency — How Doesthe Cost of Wastewater Collection in Toronto,
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 16.8 - OMBI 2005

Operating Cost for Wastewater Collection per Km. of Collection Pipe
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Wastewater collection refersto
the process of collecting
wastewater from the time it exits
residential and ICI properties, to
the point it arrives at the
wastewater treatment plant.

Chart 16.7 provides these
wastewater collection costsin
Toronto, per kilometer of
collection pipe for the years 2000
to 2005. Results have also been
provided that adjust costs for the
annual changesto Toronto's
consumer priceindex (CPl)
using 2000 as the base year.

There has been ageneral
increase in the Toronto’ s cost of
wastewater collection, due to
increased maintenance
requirements attributable to
the age of thisinfrastructure.
Over 30% of Toronto’s sewer
system is over 50 years old.

Chart 16.8 compares the 2005
cost of wastewater collection per
km. of pipein Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks
12" of 12 municipalities (4™
guartile), in terms of having the
lowest cost.

Note that these OMBI results differ from those reported through MPMP because of a different technical definition
which excludes the kilometres of pipe associated with connections.

Key factors that can influence wastewater collection costs in municipalities are:

Age of the wastewater collection infrastructure
Number of independent wastewater collection systems operated by the municipality
Frequency of maintenance activities
Proximity of infrastructure to other utilities

Toronto’s high costs are primarily related to the age of the wastewater collection system noted earlier.
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Efficiency- What Doesit Cost to Treat and Dispose of Wastewater

in Toronto?
Chart 16.9 - City of Toronto Wastewater Treatment costs
Oper ating Cost for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal per Megalitre include the operation and
2000 to 2005 maintenance of treatment plants
$300 to meet or exceed the provincial
$250 Ministry of Environment
regulations and standards.
$200
$150 It also includes the disposal of
bio-solids (sludge) whichis
$100 . . :
primarily organic, accumulated
$50 solids separated from wastewater
$0 that have been stabilized by
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 treatment and can be benefICIaIIy
I $Cost per megalitre 198 204 200 231 236 251 Used.
=/ CP | Adjusted cost (base 2000) 198 198 190 213 214 223

Chart 16.9 summarizes
Toronto’s cost of treating a

Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Cost of Wastewater Treatment and . e
megalitre (one million litres) of

Disposal, Compareto Other Municipalities?

wastewater from 2000 to 2005.
Results have aso been provided
Chart 16.10 - OMBI 2005 that adjust costs for the annual
Oper ating Cost for Wastewater Treatment and Disposal per Megalitre changes to Toronto’ s consumer
$1,000 price index (CPI).
$800 Toronto’s cost of wastewater
s600 | treatment and disposal per
megalitre was fairly stable from
sa00 | 2000 to 2002, but in 2003 costs
Median $193 increased as aresult of afirein
$200 L _ [l the Pelletizer facility which until
H H ‘ ‘ ‘ that time had processed the waste
s 1 IR sludge. After thisfire, disposal
Ham Ott Wat

Wind | Peel Lond | York |T-Bay| Niag | Sud | Durh | Tor | Halt |Bran |Musk Cogsfor thiswastegudge

|I:|$cost/mega]itre 108 | 129 | 129 140 | 146 | 154 | 173 193 | 213 | 217 | 223 | 251 | 298 | 508 | 868 Increawj

Chart 16.10 compares the 2005 cost of wastewater treatment and disposal per megalitre, in Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks 12th of 15 municipalities (4th quartile) in terms of having the lowest cost.

Key factors that can influence municipal wastewater treatment costs are:

e The sensitivity of lakes and riversto receive treated wastewater, which dictates the complexity and cost of the
required wastewater treatment process

e Thenumber, size, and complexity of wastewater treatment plants operated by the municipality

e Specific municipal requirements for the quality of wastewater treatment

Key factorsthat contribute to Toronto’s higher costs are the age of our plants (the oldest has been in operation since

1929) that can be more costly to maintain than newer plantsin other municipalities, as well as higher disposal costs
for biosolids.
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Efficiency- What isthe Consolidated Cost to Collect, Treat and Dispose
of Wastewater in Toronto?

Chart 16.11 - City of Toronto Chart 16.11 combines
Consolidated Oper ating Cost for Wastewater Collection, Treatment Toronto's costs of wastewater
& Disposal per Megdlitre collection along with the costs
2000 to 2005 of wastewater treatment and
$400 disposal, on a per megalitre
$350 basis, for the years 2000
$300 through 2005.
$250
$200 Results have also been
$150 provided that adjust costs for
$100 the annual changes to
$50 Toronto’s consumer price
$0 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 index (CPI) using 2000 as the
I §cost per megalitre 300 306 311 355 368 378 base year.
—/x=—CP|Adjusted cost (base 300 297 295 328 334 337
2000) There has been agenera
increase in the Toronto’ s costs

because of the age of the
underground wastewater
pipes (more than 30% of the
sewer system is over 50 years

Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Consolidated Cost to Collect, Treat and
Dispose of Wastewater, Compare to Other Municipalities?

Chart 16.12 - OMBI 2005 old) and the increased costs of
Consolidated Oper ating Cost for Wastewater Collection, Treatment biosolids (sludge) disposal
& Disposa| per Mega“tre from 2003 onwards.
$1,200
- Chart 16.12 compares Toronto’s
$1,000 + 2005 consolidated costs of
wastewater collection, treatment
$800 and disposal, to other
] municipalities.
$600 -+
Median $357 Toronto ranks 8th of 12
400 3 ] municipalities (3rd quartile), in
$200 4 H H terms of having the lowest cost.
NIERRN

The age of Toronto’s
wastewater infrastructureis a
large factor in our higher costs.

Wind Ott Peel | Ham | Lond | T-Bay | Durh Tor Halt Sud | Bran | Musk

|D $ megalitre | 183 204 211 220 294 346 368 378 389 481 736 1085

Key factors that can influence overall municipal wastewater collection and treatment costs are:

o The sensitivity of lakes and rivers to receive treated wastewater, which dictates the complexity and cost of the
required wastewater treatment process

The number, size, and complexity of wastewater treatment plants operated by the municipality

Specific municipal requirements for the quality of wastewater treatment

Age of the wastewater collection infrastructure

Number of independent wastewater collection systems operated by the municipality
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Water Servicesin Toronto relate to the process from the time that source water is pumped from Lake
Ontario, to the point that drinking water is delivered to residential, and ICl (industrial, commercial, and
institutional) sector customers. Funding for these servicesis provided through the municipal water rates.
The two main activities are:

e Thetreatment of water from the source at water treatment plants to ensure the quality of drinking
water meets or exceeds regulatory requirements

e Thedistribution of drinking water to customers through the system of watermains, water pumping
stations, and storage reservoirs

Examining Performance

Toronto’s performance measurement results for Water Services can be examined from an internd
perspective by comparing trends in historical results over a period of years, and from an externa
perspective in relation to other Municipalities that are participants in the Ontario Municipal CAOs
Benchmarking Initiative (OMBI).

Results of these comparisons are summarized below:

| |
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’s Historical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartilefor 2005
Service Efficiency/ Service Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Level Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Reﬁources) (Results)
Service Megalitres of Water Stable 171
Level Treated per 100,000 - - 17.2
Population Small Higher
changesin amounts of
volume water treated
from year to
year
Community | Weighted Number of Favourable 1
Impact Days when a Bail
Water Advisory - No boil water - Best possible -
Issued by the MOH advisoriesin result —no
applicableto a Toronto from boil water
Municipal Water 2000 - 05 advisories
Supply, wasin effect
Community | Water Use per 2 17.3
Impact Household
- - - Water use per
household is
lower — right
at median
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— _  _§
Measure Measure Name Internal Comparison External Comparison Chart
Category of Toronto’sHistorical to Other Municipalities Ref.
Trendsin Results (OMBI)
By Quartile for 2005
Service Efficiency/ Efficiency/
Level Effectiveness Effectiveness
(Resour ces) (Results) (Resour ces) (Results)
Customer Number of Water Favourable 4 174
Service Main Breaks per 100 175
KM of Water - Slow decrease High rate of
Distribution Pipe in number of - watermain
watermain breaks
breaks
between
2003-05

Distribution of
Drinking Water per
Megalitre of Drinking
Water Treated

Efficiency Operating Cost for the Favourable 1 17.6
Treatment of Drinking - 17.7
Water per Megalitre Decreased Low cost of
of Drinking Water water water
Treated treatment treatment
costs in 2005
Efficiency Operating Cost for the Favourable 4 17.8
Distribution of 17.9
Drinking Water per - Decreased High cost of
KM of Water water water
Distribution Pipe distribution distribution
costs in 2005
Efficiency Consolidated Favourable 17.10
Operating Cost for the 17.11
Treatment and - Decreased Low total

water
treatment &
distribution
costs in 2005

cost of water
treatment and
distribution

See pages 3 to 7 for guidance on how to interpret this summary and the supporting charts.

These quartile results for comparisons to other municipalities are based on a maximum sample size of 15

municipalities.
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Water Services

ServiceLevel - How Much Drinking Water is Treated Each Y ear

in Toronto?

20,000

Chart 17.1 -City of Toronto
Megalitres of Drinking Water Treated per 100,000
Popul ation

16,000 -
12,000 -
8,000
4,000 -
04

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

B M egalitres per 100,000 pop'n

17,314

17,702

17,516

17,060

16,301

16,533

Total Megalitres

444,188

459,215

458,945

451,463

435,610

446,130

Service Level —How Doesthe Amount of Water Treated in Toronto
Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 17.2 - OMBI 2005
Megalitres of Drinking Water Treated per 100,000 Population
30,000
25,000 4
Median 16.378
20,000 4
15,000 -
10,000 -
5,000 - |_|
0 M
Wind | T-Bay | Ham | Niag | Halt | Musk | Tor | Peel | Lond | Ott | Durh | Sud | Wat | Bran | York
O Megalitres | 28,147 20,144118,937| 18,668 17,578 17,570] 16,533 16,378 16,032| 15,860| 14,953 14,768 12,953| 8,544 | 2,477

Chart 17.1 summarizes the volume
(megalitres) of drinking water that
was treated in Toronto water
treatment plants from 2000 to
2005. Results have also been
expressed on a per 100,000
population basis to account for
population growth and to alow for
comparisons to other
municipalities.

One megalitre is equivalent to one
million litres. It should be noted
that these volumes are used by
both the residential and I CI
(Industrial, Commercia &
Ingtitutional) sectors.

Chart 17.2 compares the volume
of drinking water treated per
100,000 persons, in Toronto to
other municipalities. Toronto
ranks 7" of 15 (2™ quartile), in
terms of having the highest
volumes treated.

The volume of drinking water treated by municipalities can be influenced by a number of factors, including:

e Source and adequacy of the water supply (municipal well or surface water supply)

e Demand from the ICI sector. Thiswill vary by municipality and can be significant with the ICl sector
accounting for 37% of the total volume in Toronto.

e Urban form (high-density urban versus suburban)

e Impact of municipal water conservation programs
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Community Impact- What isthe Quality of Drinking Water in Toronto?

The City's drinking water monitoring program extends, in intensity and scope, well beyond the regulatory
requirements. Many more parameters are tested for on aregular basis as compared to those that are
formally regulated. During 2005 approximately 140,000 analyses were performed on treated water and as
well as various analyses at various stages of treatment. Additional tests are conducted through
comprehensive distribution monitoring.

The current measure of water quality used under the Municipa Performance Measurement Program (MPMP) is the
weighted number of days when a boil water advisory isissued by the Medical Officer of Health,
applicable to amunicipal water supply.

No boil water advisories were issued in Toronto in 2005 or in prior years. Of the fifteen OMBI
municipalities, two had boil water advisories for portions of their municipalities in 2005.

Community Impact- How Much Water isUsed by an Average Household?

Chart 17.3 - OMBI 2005
Annual Residential Water Use (M egalitres) per Household
0.8
0.7 - __
0.6 -
0.5 -

4] o a
?ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂ

Bran | Lond | Musk T-Bay Durh | Halt Peel Ham | York | Wind
0.22 028 | 032 | 035 | 046 | 0.70

DOMegditresHH | O. 014 | 017

Water conservation by residentsisagoal of all municipalitiesin the residential sector, to both protect the
environment and to accommodate future population growth within the capacity constraints of water treatment
plants.

Chart 17.3 summarizes residential water use on a per household basis and shows Toronto ranking 7" of 13
municipalities (second quartile), in terms of having lower water use per household. Municipal results for this
measure can be influenced by the effectiveness of water conservation and efficiency programs, as well as public
education.

A number of municipalities have mandatory or voluntary water restrictions during summer months (Toronto does

not) which can lead to reductions in water use. On the other hand Toronto has a higher proportion of apartments
than other municipalities and water usage tends to be lower in apartments than in houses.
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Customer Service—How Often do Watermains Break in Toronto?
Chart 17.4 summarizes the

Chart 17.4 - City of Toronto number of watermain breaks
Annual Number of Water main Breaks per 100 Km. of Distribution Pipe there were in Toronto from
2 2000-2005 2000 to 2005.
28 1 The amount of variance in
21 - winter temperatures can be a
14 | significant factor in the
7 number of watermain breaks
o that occur in a given year.
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 Between 2003 and 2005 there
B # breaks per 100kmof pipe 264 249 28.6 305 28.3 26.9 wasa gnal I da:l Ine due tO
Totd # of breaks 1,460 1,375 1,581 1,683 1,562 1,484 general |y mi Ider Weather
’ ’ ’ ’ ' ’ conditions and increased levels

of infrastructure replacement

Customer Service— How Does the Rate of Watermain Breaksin and rehabilitation.

Toronto Compareto Other Municipalities?

Chart 17.5 compares the 2005
Chart 17.5 - OMBI 2005 rate of watermain breaksin
Number of Watermain Breaks per 100 Km. of Pipe Toronto per 100 km of pipe, to
30 other municipalities.
1 Toronto ranks 12" of 12 (4™
20 + quartile), in terms of having
5] Medan112 the lowest rate of watermain
— |—| breaks.

10 +

5 | |_| H H H H

0 Halt | Musk | Durh | Ott | Bran | Peel | Lond | T-Bay| Sud | Ham | Wind | Tor

|I:I#breaks 8.0 8.3 8.7 101 | 103 | 109 | 114 | 131 | 135 | 166 | 26.5 | 26.9

Key factors that can influence the rate of watermain breaks in municipalities include:
Age and condition of the pipe

Type of pipe materia (cast iron, ductileiron, PVC, etc.)

Proximity of the pipes to other utilities

Extreme cold weather (frozen watermains and watermain breaks)

Soil conditions, which can increase risk of corrosion

Topography, which can cause pressure variations

Toronto’s high rate of watermain breaksis primarily related to the age of the water system, with 20% of it being
over 80 years old, as well as the amount of co-located utilities, subway and streetcars which accelerate
electrostatic pipe corrosion.
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Efficiency- What Doesit Cost to Treat Drinking Water in Toronto?

Chart 17.6 - City of Toronto

Operating Cost for Drinking Water Treatment per Megalitre

2000 to 2005
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Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Cost of Drinking Water Treatment,
Compareto Other Municipalities?
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Cost of Water Treatment per Megalitre Treated

Chart 17.7 - OMBI 2005

Median $175

q

i

——r—

L

|_|
Tor

Wind

Lond

Ham

ott T

Bay Halt

Niag Peel | Durh | Sud

Wat

Bran

York |Musk

|I:|$ megalitre

78

83

136

144

150 | 159 | 170 | 175 | 183 [ 186 | 217

271

272

331 | 611

Key factors that can influence water treatment costs in municipalities are:
o Water source — the quality of ground or surface (source) water, which dictates the complexity and cost of the

water treatment process

Water treatment costs include the
operation and maintenance of
treatment plants as well as
quality assurance and laboratory
testing to ensure compliance
with regulations.

Chart 17.6 summarizes
Toronto’s cost of treating a
megalitre (one million litres) of
drinking water from 2000 to
2005. Results have aso been
provided that adjust costs for the
annual changesto Toronto's
consumer price index (CPI).

Costs were fairly stable from
2000 through to 2002. In 2003
savings from the Works Best
Practices Program led to a
decrease, but in 2004 a
combination of lower volumes of
water treated and one-time cost
adjustments for hydro costs of
prior years, led to anincrease. In
2005 the cost returned to more
historical levels.

Chart 17.7 compares the 2005
cost of water treatment per
megalitre in Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto has the
lowest cost, ranking 1% of 15
municipalities (1% quartile).

e Thenumber, size, and complexity of water treatment plants operated by the municipality

e Specific municipal requirements for the quality of drinking water provided to customers, which may exceed
provincial regulations

The primary factor behind Toronto’s higher costs are efficiencies that have been realized from the operation of four

large water treatment plants.
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Efficiency —What Doesit Cost in Toronto to Distribute Drinking Water ?

Chart 17.8 - City of Toronto
Operating Cost for Drinking Water Distrubution per Km. of Distribution Pipe

2000-2005
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Efficiency — How Doesthe Cost of Distributing Drinking Water
in Toronto, Compareto Other Municipalities?

$12,000

Chart 17.9 - OMBI 2005
Operating Cost for Drinking Water Distrubution per Km. of Distribution Pipe
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Key factors that can influence water distribution costs in municipalities are:
Age of the water distribution infrastructure

Number of independent water distribution systems operated by the municipality

Frequency of maintenance activities
Urban form (proximity of infrastructure to other utilities)

Frequency of extreme cold weather which can cause frozen watermains and watermain breaks, which in turn
increase costs

Water distribution refersto the
process of distributing drinking
water from the water treatment
plant through the system of
watermains to the customer.

Chart 17.8 provides these water
distribution costsin Toronto, per
kilometer of distribution pipe for
the years 2000 to 2005. Results
have also been provided that
adjust costs for the annual
changes to Toronto’ s consumer
price index (CPI) using 2000 as
the base year.

There has been ageneral
increase in the Toronto’ s cost of
water distribution in response to
Toronto’s ageing infrastructure,
although costs did decrease in
2005 due to lower watermain
breaks and fewer responses
required for rusty water
complaints.

Chart 17.9 compares the cost of
water distribution per km. of
pipein Toronto to other
municipalities. Toronto ranks
11" of 12 (4" quartile) in terms
of having the lowest costs.

Toronto's high costs are related to the age of the water system, with 20% of it being over 80 years old, and are
consistent with the high rate of watermain breaks noted earlier (chart 17.5).
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Efficiency- What isthe Consolidated Cost to Both Treat and Distribute
Drinking Water in Toronto?

Chart 17.10 - City of Toronto Chart 17.10 combines
Consolidated Op. Cost for Drinking Water Treatment & Distribution per Megalitre Toronto's costs of drinking
2000 to 2005 water treatment and
$350 distribution, on a per megalitre
$280 basis, for the years 2000
through 2005.
$210
$140 Resqltshavealsp been
provided that adjust costs for
$70 the annual changesto
Toronto’ s consumer price
$0 72000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 index (CPl) using 2000 as the
BN $co st per megalitre 263 268 264 257 312 291 base year.
== CP|Adjusted cost (base 263 260 251 237 283 259
2000) Fluctuations in annual water
volumes associated with dry
Efficiency- How Does Toronto’s Consolidated Cost of Treating and summers and lawn watering,

Distributing Drinking Water, Compareto Other Municipalities?

are afactor in some of the
annual variances.

Consolidated Op. Cost for Drinking Water Treatment & Distribution per Megalitre

Chart 17.11 - OMBI 2005
Chart 17.11 compares Toronto’s

2005 consolidated costs of water

$1,200 - treatment and distribution per
$1,000 + megalitre, to other
municipalities.
$800 + —
. Toronto ranks 2™ of 12
$600 | Medan$370 municipalities (1% quartile),
$400 1 N H with the efficiencies realized at
T the water treatment plants,
$200 + discussed earlier, more than
|_| offsetting high costs of water
$o Wind Tor Ham Ott Peel | Lond | Halt | T-Bay | Durh Sud | Musk | Bran dl stri bUtI on.

|I:I $ megalitre | 160 291 293 299 302 368 372 410 415 576 815 1101

Key factors that can influence water treatment and distribution costs in municipalities are:

Water source — ground water or surface water considering specific water quality issues, which will dictate the
complexity and cost of the water treatment process

The number, size, and complexity of water treatment plants operated by the municipality

Specific municipal requirements for the quality of drinking water provided to customers, which may exceed
provincial regulations

Age of the water distribution infrastructure

Number of independent water distribution systems operated by the municipality

Frequency of maintenance activities

Urban form (proximity of infrastructure to other utilities)

Frequency of extreme cold weather which can cause frozen watermains and watermain breaks, which in turn
increase costs
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