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Executive Summary

e The 2008 Local Government Performance Index (LGPI) assesses the financial health and
public accounting disclosure of 79 of Canada’s municipalities based on those municipalities’
audited financial statements.

e This assessment reveals large differences between the financial health and disclosure
standards of Canadian municipalities. While these differences can often be explained by
differences in provincial legislation, city size or geography, it is up to the municipalities to
provide those explanations.

e The Individual City Reports reveal figures and percentages for each city: By looking at the
report for any city, it is possible to see how its financial statistics compare with those of the
average Canadian city and the average city in its province.

e Dollar figures are averaged over the number of households that are listed in that
municipality according to the 2006 census. This allows very large cities such as Toronto to
be compared with very small cities such as Cornwall.

e In most cases, the LGPI reports 2006 and 2007 figures; however, in some cases only the
figures for one year were available. As can be seen in the city reports, we were unable to
acquire audited financial statements for many of the cities.

e Significant efforts were made to acquire all reports, including web site searches, phone calls
and e-mails. That it should be so difficult to access financial statements is a serious
indictment of those cities.

¢ A notable omission is all of the Quebec cities except Montreal. This is because no English-
language financial statements could be found for these municipalities.

The LGPI evaluates the relative financial health of municipalities in
five topics:

The Financial Position presents the overall assets and liabilities of all Canadian cities. The
average municipality held $4,930 of financial assets and $3,677 of liabilities per household
for the 2007 financial year. This $1,353 in surplus assets per household shows that most
municipalities are in good financial health. The average municipality also held $1,423 of
long-term debt and paid $62 per household in interest charges on this debt. While a handful
of municipalities are free of long-term debt, Montreal holds a whopping $9,657 of long-term
debt per household while its residents pay $576 on average in interest expense for this debt.

Revenue evaluates the revenue sources that Canadian municipalities have used to fund their
activities. In 2007, the average municipality raised $4,869 per household in revenue. This

figure is 10 per cent greater than the 2006 figure of $4,426. However, behind that average,
revenues varied from $1,278 to $16,132 per household. Municipalities in the Prairies raised
the most revenue, usually due to significant holdings in commercial operations.

The majority of this revenue (42 per cent) was raised through taxation, followed by user
charges (24 per cent) and grants from other governments (14 per cent).

The Expenditures by Object section gives insight into how municipalities spend their
money in order to deliver services. The average municipality spends over half of its
operating expenditure and approximately 40 per cent of its total capital and operating
expenditure on salaries and benefits for staff. Compared with other Commonwealth
countries, this figure is almost double the norm.
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The Expenditure section analyzes the kinds of services that municipalities spend money
delivering (core/non-core). The average municipality spends $720 per household per year on
recreation and culture, $499 per household on administrative costs and $817 on protecting
persons and property. Overall expenditure at $4,557 equates to approximately one dollar in
thirteen compared to average household incomes.

The average municipality spends approximately 71 per cent of income on operating
expenditure (purchases that are used up immediately) and approximately 27 per cent on
capital expenditures (expenditures with benefits delivered over more than one financial year).

The average municipality spends approximately 52 per cent of all expenditure on genuine
public goods where there is a justifiable role for government to tax and spend. It spends
approximately 47 per cent on non-core activities that have substitutes in private markets or
that are not directly linked to the delivery of a public good or service.

On this core/non-core measure, municipalities in the Prairies (53 per cent to 47 per cent) and
Ontario (54 per cent to 46 per cent) spend more on average on core activities, while
municipalities in British Columbia (47 per cent to 51 per cent) and the Maritimes (45 per cent
to 54 per cent) spend more on nhon-core activities. (Some figures do not add up due to
rounding.)

For the Disclosure Standards section, only 66 of the 79 municipalities are covered,
because not all cities’ 2007 audited financial statements could be found and analyzed at the
time of writing. Annual reports were studied for completeness of accounting, additional
useful accounting information and general reporting on non-financial activities.

There is a vast gap between the best and worst cities. While some were unable to produce
audited financial statements in compliance with GAAP or supply any financial statements
whatsoever, others presented full annual reports with financial statements and measurable-
goal data on the efficacy of their services. Generally, the best reporting is found in British
Columbia and the worst in the Maritimes.

Individual City Reports give a report for each city. Data for each city are presented on an

individual page. The format of these reports is explained in the “Guide to Interpreting
Individual City Reports.”
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Introduction

The 2008 Local Government Performance Index (LGPI) is the second installment of the
Frontier Centre’s project to measure and track the financial performance of Canadian
municipalities. The index also measures the standards of reporting found in the
municipalities’ audited financial statements. The index was originally intended to report on
the 100 largest municipalities by population in Canada. As it happens, all Quebec
municipalities except Montréal have been omitted since those municipalities do not provide
any reporting data in English. This means 79 cities are covered from Toronto to Cornwall.

Municipalities have several features that make their operations a matter of important public
interest. All Canadians rely on a municipality of some kind to provide essential infrastructure,
and unlike their dealings with private enterprises, which are disciplined by competition, they face
a monopoly for the services that a municipality provides.

While current reporting gives an incomplete picture of the municipalities’ capital assets, the
average municipality controls approximately $15,000 per household. The average municipality
raises $4,869 of revenue per household through various taxes, user fees, other government
grants and development charges. This is approximately 1/13th of household income.?

Meanwhile, the only recourse voters have against poor service from municipalities is the
democratic process, a process that relies on informed voters. It is therefore incumbent upon
municipalities to supply the highest possible standard of information for citizens to access as
easily as possible. One way to judge that standard is to compare the relative performance of
Canadian municipalities.

Unfortunately, this comparison is unflattering for Canadian municipalities. It shows that
significant improvements in the way they report financial and performance information are
possible because other countries’ reporting is so much more advanced. For example, while it
will become mandatory for municipalities to report the value of capital assets for the financial
year 2009, only half managed to do this in 2008. In reality, even these requirements are behind
international best practice for asset management. Beyond that particular requirement, the
standards and formats of reporting across Canada are highly variable with little sign of a
consensus emerging around best practice

Because of different reporting standards and the unique provincial legislation that municipalities
operate under, we expect to see differences between municipalities. Therefore, these results are
not intended as indictments of any particular city. Even when a city’s results are dramatically
different from the norm, there may well be good explanations. For example, Ontario
municipalities are tasked to supply a range of social, family, health and housing services that
few outside that province provide. It is the task of local actors to evaluate and, if necessary,
explain why their results are different from others. We anticipate some valid explanations but
also some invalid ones. The purpose of the LGPI is to provide a basis for comparison.

The index contains five topics that deal with different aspects of municipal finance and reporting.
Each compares four regions of Canada: British Columbia, the Prairies, Ontario and the
Maritimes. The City of Montreal is included though it is the only Quebec city represented. These
topics serve as an introduction to the individual city summaries, which present detailed data by
city as well as comparisons with the averages in their regions.

1 Note that this revenue is not all raised directly from households. It is the total revenue from all sources
divided by the number of households.
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The Financial Position section presents data from the municipalities’ Statements of Financial
Position. It includes regional comparisons of financial position, capital assets, long-term debt
and interest expense.

The Revenue section analyses the sources that municipalities use to raise revenue. It finds
regional variations in the combinations of taxation, user fees, development charges and other
government grants that municipalities employ to recover their costs.

The Expenditure by Object section breaks down the expenditures as employee costs, contracted
services, goods and materials, grants to other organizations and interest expense. In particular,
this section reveals the extent to which municipalities pay in-house staff to deliver services as
opposed to contracting them out.

The Expenditure by Function section examines a different breakdown of expenditures, focusing
on the kind of services output instead of the kind of inputs purchased. In particular, this section
groups expenditures together according to whether they a core role of municipal government.
For this purpose, the core role of municipal government is defined as the provision of services
that are public goods that municipalities are best able to provide. Non-core roles are those
expenditures such as recreation and culture that municipalities are providing that have
substitutes in private markets. The analysis of core and non-core expenditure is an index of a
municipality’s focus on activities viewed as high priority by the LGPI.

The Reporting and Disclosure Assessments assess the quality of reporting from the
municipalities’ audited financial statements. The financial statements are rated on three factors.
The first is a collection of non-accounting measures designed to reflect the overall commitment
to accountability. For example, the length of time from the balance date for a financial year
until the date that the financial statements are released. The second reflects the use of
additional disclosures such as capital asset values and supplementary statistics that are helpful
for accountability but not yet mandated by Generally Accepted Accounting Practices. The final
section is an assessment of the extent to which a municipality’s financial statements comply with
more basic expectations. For example, presenting capital and operating expenditures
separately.

All of the above information is presented as background for the Individual City Reports. These

reports are fully explained in the Guide to Reading Individual City Reports, and they contain a
large amount of detailed information for each municipality.

Policy Series No. 52 December 2008 8 Local Government Performance Index 2008



Financial Position

In this section, we examine the average figures for Canada and British Columbia, the Prairies
and Ontario from the municipalities’ Statements of Financial Position. We look at the averages
for financial assets and liabilities, employee benefit obligations, long-term debt, investments in
subsidiaries or Council Controlled Operations and short-term assets and liabilities.

By doing so, we are able to get a sense of the size and long-term financial health of Canadian
municipalities’ operations. To account for the differing size of municipalities, we normalize the
figures on a per household basis. Thus, we are able to make fair comparisons between the
largest municipality studied (Toronto with over a million households) and small municipalities
(such as Wood Buffalo with only 20,000).

Looking at the financial position of municipalities, the average of Canadian municipal positions
for the years 2006 and 2007 was a $1,049 surplus of financial assets over financial liabilities.
Figure 1 shows the balances of municipal assets and liabilities for Canada and the regions for
2006, 2007, and both years combined.

e ™
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Figure 1 Average Net Financial Assets for Canada and regions.

These net financial position figures show a consistent pattern of municipalities carrying
approximately $1,000 per household surplus of financial assets over financial liabilities. The
exception is Montreal with its significant long term debt, examined later in this topic.
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Examining the actual makeup of the surplus reveals the following results:
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Figure 2 Total financial assets per household

There is a significant difference between the financial assets held by municipalities on the
Prairies and those held by municipalities in other regions. This result is a reflection of large
holdings in municipally controlled operations, particularly the energy companies controlled by
Calgary and Edmonton.
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Figure 3 Total Liabilities per Household
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Figure 3 shows the municipalities’ liabilities per household. This is the counterpart to Figure 2,
and Figure 3 shows a difference between the Prairie average and the averages of other regions.
This difference is also related to holdings in municipally controlled operations, and it reflects
large long-term debts held against the equity in those operations.

Long-term debt figures in Figure 4 show the Prairie region pattern with that region’s
municipalities holding much larger long-term debt than the Canadian average.

s ™
Long-term Debt per Household
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Figure 4 Long-term debt per household

The long-term debt figures are reflected in the interest burden paid by households.
e

Interest Expense per Household
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Figure 5 Interest on long-term debt per household

Figure 5 shows that the average Canadian municipality charged the average household $70 to
recover interest expenses on long-term debt. Prairie households paid the most in interest
charges at $110 per household in 2006 and $125 per household in 2007.
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The reporting of capital assets was sporadic, and the regional averages reported in Figure 6 are
as much a reflection of whether or not municipalities actually reported capital assets as they are
a reflection of the actual capital assets held.
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Figure 6 Value of capital assets reported per household

Reporting the value of capital assets was the norm in British Columbia, Alberta and Manitoba; all
municipalities reported a value for capital assets in their statement of financial position.
However, municipalities in Saskatchewan and Ontario have not reported the value of their
capital assets despite this being a Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) mandate for the
coming fiscal year. Perhaps more than any others in this section, the capital asset figures show
the enormity of municipalities’ economic responsibilities. These figures indicate that the average
household in a Canadian municipality holds over $15,000 in equity that is mainly infrastructure.
(For many households this would be the largest item of equity they possess after the value of
their home. Even for wealthier households, this figure is equivalent to the equity value in their
second or third most-valuable possessions (houses and vehicles). That so many municipalities
fail to present a figure for these assets once a year is a failure of measurement.

While some comfort can be taken from the fact that this reporting will not be mandated by the
PSAB until the coming financial year and that most municipalities that do not already report the
value of capital assets plan to do so, that standard should be viewed as cold comfort by
municipalities and their stakeholders. In reality, the management of such significant assets
must become even more sophisticated than the PSAB mandate if Canadian municipalities are to
reach the same standard of asset management as those in other countries. Municipalities that
want to lead in managing these significant assets must do the following:
e Integrate engineering and accounting activities so that the reported asset values reflect the
true condition and therefore the value of capital assets.
e Mandate the funding of the resulting depreciation in value.
The coming status quo of simply reporting a figure for the value of capital assets is not the best
practice by international standards. The figures in this final section show the value of assets
managed. They point to the sophistication of asset management that will be necessary to
manage such value assets properly.
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Revenue

Raising revenue is the starting point of municipal financial processes. The insights on revenue in
this section have implications for later topics that focus on expenditures.

Municipalities have a number of methods for raising revenue, each with different characteristics.
For example, general property taxes are advantageous in that such taxes can raise revenue for
public goods (such as roads, footpaths and the sanitation that comes from good water and
wastewater services) for which it is difficult to make users pay a fee according to their usage.
User fees are advantageous in that they tie benefits to costs and thus directly reveal citizens’
preferences for what should be produced unlike the occasional and muffled signals they send
through voting in municipal elections. Choosing the right method of revenue generation is an
important decision for each service municipalities deliver.

There are sizeable variations in the approaches different municipalities take to raising revenue.
In each case, these variations are presented at face value. Some municipalities depend more
heavily than others do on development levies and user charges; others receive larger transfers
from their provincial and federal governments; some engage in cost-sharing with other
municipal or pan-municipal bodies. Often, such differences are a reflection of nuanced
differences in geography, demographics and legislative conditions imposed by the provincial
governments. We do not illustrate differences in revenue-gathering techniques as an indictment
or endorsement of any particular municipality. Rather, we seek to present the differences so that
those with greater local knowledge can consider whether or not their municipality’s variations
from national and regional norms are justified.

In order to control for municipalities’ varying population sizes, all figures in this report are
presented on a per household basis.

We start by presenting the Canada-wide averages for all municipalities covered. Variations exist
in reporting. Some municipalities break down revenue in great detail and others present only a
few line items; some split revenue for capital from revenue for operating expenditures; others
use terms such as “sales of goods and services” and distinguish sales of utility services from
other services; yet others report “user charges”

as a single line. For the purpose of this section, we record the revenue of each municipality with
as many line items as are possible to get from each municipality’s Statement of Financial
Performance. We sought to resolve revenue into categories as defined in Table 1.
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Source of

Nature of revenue

Observations and data

revenue availability
Usually rated on a property value The primary source of
basis on all city area taxable revenue for most
Taxation properties with exceptions that municipalities.
include community facilities,
municipal buildings, etc.
Government Transfers from other Comprises a relatively
(other municipal, governments, usually a function small (Canadian average
federal and of provincial government policy. 12%) proportion of total
provincial) municipal revenue.
transfers and
grants

User charges for

Charges are assessed according
to usage, e.g., charging for

It can include income from
trading activities and could
include public transit operations,
land development, etc.

services ,
water per cubic metre.
Returns from City-owned and/or Varies widely with the size
Investment City-controlled financial and profitability of
income including investments. investments. Generally a
dividends very small proportion of
municipal revenue.
Generally not separately Varies widely with the size
disclosed (often included with and profitability of
investment income) but refers to commercial City-owned
. income derived from assets assets. Generally a very
Commercial . .
income owned or controlled by the City. small proportion of total

municipal revenue.

Development
charges

Charges imposed by a
municipality to recover costs of
utilities, transportation, planning
and other costs related to the
development of new lots for
building within the municipality’s
jurisdiction

Table 1: Definitions of Revenue Sources
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Total Revenue

To begin, we see major variations in the aggregate revenue collected by each municipality. The
average municipality collected $4,665 over the 2006 and 2007 financial years. The median was
Winnipeg’s 2007 figure of $4,076, while Langley raised only $1,278 in 2007. Medicine Hat's
significant operations in gas and electric sales and subdivision development on a relatively small
base of households meant it drew a whopping $16,132 per household in revenue.

Total Revenue
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Figure 7 Regional Averages for Total Municipal Revenue

Earlier, we noted the extreme outlier of Medicine Hat, which collects almost four times more
revenue than the national average. We are presenting the Prairie figures with and without
Medicine Hat and we find that that municipality does indeed skew the Prairie figure but not to
the extent that one might expect. The Prairie cities generally raise higher-than-average revenue
compared with other regions.

Also of interest are the year-on-year increases in revenue. In some cases, revenue is high for
reasons beyond the control of municipal policy. For example, Prairie cities saw significant
increases in revenue from development charges. That probably reflects the construction boom
in the region (particularly in Saskatchewan) that occurred during the 2007 financial year. No
doubt, many municipalities will present localized circumstances that explain year-on-year
revenue increases.

Nevertheless, the overall double-digit average increase in all regions except the Prairies
suggests that municipal revenues are rising significantly faster than growth in inflation,
population growth and growth in GDP per capita, all of which could not be expected to sum to
more than 5 per cent to 6 per cent in any given year.

We acknowledge that there may be nuanced explanations for these revenue increases across
various municipalities. It is also true that these average figures for each region belie trends for
individual municipalities that may have much greater or even opposite trends. The individual
city reports give more detailed information on a per city basis. In aggregate though, these
revenues are raised largely by the municipalities’ powers - that is, through the ability to tax and
to run effective monopolies in delivering certain services. Monopolies offer a privileged position
to municipalities, as monopolies are exempt from the disciplines of competition that ensure the
revenues of most organizations are linked to their productivity and output. Whatever the
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rationale given for increased revenues, and there are many possibilities, the question of what
justifies these supra-normal increases is an important one to answer, because without the
discipline of competition on many municipal services, the only way citizens can ensure value for

money is through informed voting decisions.

Ve

Regional Average Changes in Total Revenue 2006/07 Financial Years
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Figure 8 Changes in Regional Revenue Averages in 2006 and 2007

The Breakdown of Revenue

Turning to the breakdown of revenue, we can make the following broad observation about the
kinds of revenue-raising techniques that are employed by Canadian municipalities:

Rev User Charges, $1,140 |-

Canada-wide Revenue Breakdown 2006-07

Developer Contributions,
$185

Investment Income, $148

Rev Other, $536

Rev Total Revenue from Other
Government Grants, $658

Rev Property Taxes for
Municipal Purposes, $1,937

y

Figure 9 Dollar value breakdown of revenue, Canada-wide municipal average
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Canada-wide Revenue Breakdown 2006-07
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Figure 10 Percentage breakdown of revenue, Canada-wide municipal average

Figure 9 and Figure 10 show a breakdown of revenue for all municipalities averaged over 2006
and 2007. The pattern is clear with taxation by far the greatest source of revenue at 41.5 per
cent and user charges at 24.4 per cent.

As with total revenue amounts, a more nuanced view of revenue sources reveals significant
variations from region to region, which obscures significant differences among individual
municipalities within each region.
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Figure 11 Percentage of Revenue from developer contributions

Developer contributions continue to provide a small proportion of local revenues, with variations
plausibly reflecting differing rates of actual development rather than local policy differences.
Note that with the exception of a handful of municipalities whose financial statements itemize
revenue sources for specific functions, it is impossible to tell the extent to which municipalities
practice full-cost recovery through development charges.
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Investment Income
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Figure 12 Percentage of revenue from investment income

As with development charges, investment income provides a small proportion of municipal
revenue. It is worth noting that most municipalities report a zero value for this figure. Thus,
these low average figures reflect a sporadic pattern of investment income rather than a
consistently low percentage across a large proportion of all municipalities.
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Figure 13 Percentage of revenue from other sources

The Other figures, which appear in several sections of this report, reflect mainly line items that
were literally recorded as “other” in the financial statements as well as line items that did not fit
the definitions used by the LGPI for data gathering. The first kind of “other” spending is a
reflection of poor reporting. Good reporting aims to build a framework that categorizes all line
items rather than leave them in the ambiguous category of other. To the extent that revenue
sources have been recorded as Other by the LGPI data gathering process, it may well be argued
that the LGPI has made a similar failure in the task of creating a schedule of revenue categories
that succinctly and comprehensively account for all possible sources of revenue. Nevertheless, it
is alarming that up to one dollar out of every five can be reported as having no familiar and
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identifiable source. All municipal stakeholders would be better served if revenue could be
reported in universal and recognizable sources.
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Figure 14 Percentage of revenue from taxes

The figures for property taxes show a considerable variation from 2006 to 2007. While two
years of figures do not constitute a trend, they reveal a reduction in the proportion of revenue
raised through property taxes as a Canada-wide average and in all jurisdictions. This decrease
appears to be offset by the increased use of user fees as a cost-recovery mechanism in some
regions, increased government grants in others, and in an increased proportion of revenues
being classified as “other” in some other jurisdictions.
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Figure 15 Percentage of revenue from other government grants

Grants from the federal and provincial governments, as well as transfers from other municipal
governments, make up a differing proportion of municipal revenue region by region. This is
unsurprising given that the majority of government grants tend to come from provincial
governments rather than the federal government. B.C. municipalities report noticeably low

Policy Series No. 52 December 2008 19 Local Government Performance Index 2008



grants. This anomaly requires further investigation, perhaps in conjunction with the abnormally
high amounts of expenditure reported as “other.” Ontario municipalities report a very high
proportion of revenue from other governments. This is a reflection of the provincially mandated
housing, social, health and family services that Ontario cities are required to deliver.
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Figure 16 Percentage of revenue from user charges

User charges provide one-quarter of revenues in the average municipality. There are modest
variations in the average percentage reported by municipalities in different regions, with
Medicine Hat’s large gas operations providing a noticeable skew to Prairie results.

Revenue Conclusion

Understanding the amount of revenue raised by municipalities and the methods used to raise it
is a first step to understanding the financial processes of Canadian municipalities. With only two
years of data, it is difficult to identify clear trends. However, two years gives a snapshot of how
much revenue Canadian municipalities typically raise in a given year and which methods are
used to raise this revenue.

These Canada-wide and regional averages give a context for understanding the revenue figures
presented in the city-by-city reports at the end of this study.
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Expenditures by Object

This topic gives insight into what resources municipalities employ to deliver their services. It
addresses important questions such as What proportion of expenditure is used for staff
remuneration? To what extent does a municipality use contracting out instead of in-house
provision as a method of service delivery? How much of a municipality’s expenses are devoted
to interest repayments, which could be seen as either "dead money” or a wise investment,
depending on what the debt bought?

Unfortunately, it must be noted that data comparability for this topic is perhaps the weakest
section in this report. Some municipalities (13 out of 79) failed to provide any breakdown of
expenditures by object. Others provided total expenditures by object while others gave
breakdowns for operating expenditures only. Very few gave expenditure by object breakdowns
for both capital and operating expenditures; some provided “hybrid” breakdowns that show
capital expenditures as an item parallel to the other operating expenditure line items. Yet others
gave breakdowns for specific funds instead of as consolidated expenditures.

This variety in reporting presents considerable difficulties for comparing different municipalities.
While the first responsibility of municipal accountants is to give the best presentation of their
municipality’s finances and not ensuring that their financial statements are comparable to those
of others, it makes sense that these goals should yield the same results. If there is a best
practice for reporting expenditures by object, then the wide variation in reporting methods
means that regrettably few have followed such a best practice.

As a remedy, we suggest that the optimal breakdown is one that gives stakeholders the most
information with which to evaluate their municipality’s performance and that a superior
presentation is one that splits capital and operating expenditure and presents them in a
consolidated form rather than in a fund-based form.

Due to the difficulties in finding comparable data, this section presents municipalities’
expenditures by object in groups according to how they reported these expenditures. The
groups are

1. Municipalities that reported total expenditures by object as one set of figures or reported
split capital and operating expenditures. In the latter case, the capital and operating
figures are combined to give a set of figures for total expenditures by object;

. Municipalities that reported only operating expenditures by object;

. Municipalities that gave a breakdown of operating expenditures by object in parallel with
capital expenditures.

wWN

Table 2 shows how common each style of reporting is.

Reported Reported Reported Operating
Operating Operating and and Capital as a
Figures Capital Figures Single Figure TOTAL
Reported Goods and Contracted Services Combined 3 0 5 8
Reported Goods and Contracted Services Seperately 40 10 11 61
TOTAL 43 10 16

Table 2 Reporting formats and their incidence for Expenditures by Object

There is an additional complication in that regardless of whether municipalities reported

expenditures by object as a total consolidated figure, as operating expenditure only or reported

a split of capital and operating expenditure, they also varied in another important dimension.
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While virtually all municipalities listed a line item for goods and contracted services purchased
from outside their core organization, most reported contracted services and goods as a separate
line item but others reported them as one combined “Goods and Services” item. To produce
comparable averages, we grouped the municipalities according to their reporting formats.

Municipalities reporting Operating Expenditure with Goods and Contracted Services Split

Combined Goods and
Services,

Contracted Services, 16.4%

Interest on Long Term Debt,
2.6%

/ 35— Goods, 15.6%
Salaries and Benefits, 51.4%

Grants to other organisations,
Other/Miscellaneous, 7.6% 6.3%

Figure 17 Municipalities reporting Operating Expenditures by Object with Contracted
Services and Goods separated.

Figure 17 presents Expenditure by Object figures from municipalities that used the most popular
reporting format — operating expenditures with separated contracted services and goods. With a
slim simple majority, 51.4 per cent, salaries and benefits constituted the largest operating
expenditure for the average municipality. Contracted services and purchases of goods were next
at 16.4 per cent and 15.6 per cent respectively. The top three thus accounted for over 82 per
cent of total expenditures.
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Municipalities reporting Operating Expenditure with Goods and Contracted Services Combined

Interest on Long Term Debt,

2.6%
Contracted Services,
Combined Goods and \

Services, 29.8%

Goods,

Grants to other organisations,
6.8%
Other/Miscellaneous, 6.8%

\\\\\

xxxxx
‘‘‘‘‘‘

Salaries and Benefits, 53.9%

Figure 18 Municipalities reporting Operating Expenditures by Object with Contracted
Services and Goods combined.

The other reporting format, Figure 18, shows the kind of results that can be expected if the
municipalities represented in Figure 17 had combined their reporting of contracted services and
goods. Salaries and benefits still comprise the majority of spending.

Turning to municipalities that report total consolidated expenditures by object, i.e., expenditures
by object including capital and operating expenditures, we see a shift away from salaries and
benefits and toward contracted services and goods that might be expected given that capital
works tend to involve greater non-labour inputs and are more likely to be delivered by outside
contractors.

As we see in Figure 19, the proportion of expenditures devoted to salaries and benefits drops to
40 per cent with contracted services picking up the surplus. While these differences could reflect
the fact that each chart presents figures from a different set of municipalities, each chart
represents between 10 and 40 different cities depending on the number of cities in the region
and, where available, takes an average of 2006 and 2007 for each city. Note also that
municipalities that report separate operating and capital expenditures consolidate those two
expenditures so they can be averaged together with the municipalities who reported total
consolidated expenditures.
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Municipalities reporting consolidated Operating and Capital expenditure with Contracted Services
separated from Goods

Combined Goods and
Services, 0.0% Contracted Services, 27.6%
Salaries and Benefits, 40.4%

Pis:
e

,,,,,, / : Interest on Long Term Debt,
2.5%

Other/Miscellaneous, 8.5% Grants to other organisations,

Goods, 15.1%
5.9%

y

Figure 19 Municipalities reporting consolidated Operating and Capital expenditure with
Contracted Services separated from Goods

Municipalities reporting consolidated Operating and Capital expenditure with Contracted Services and Goods
combined

Goods, 0.0%
Interest on Long Term Debt, 2.5%

Grants to other organisations,

1.1%
Contracted Services, 0.0%—\

m/—Other/Miscellaneous 13.6%
Combined Goods and Services, R eea

44.2%

Salaries and Benefits, 37.8%
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Figure 20 Municipalities reporting consolidated Operating and Capital expenditure with
Contracted Services and Goods combined
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Expenditures by Object Conclusion

Despite the difficulties of comparison caused by 13 municipalities failing to report expenditures
by object and the remaining 66 using six different reporting formats, we have given the most
equitable averages possible in order to show how Canadian municipalities generally spend their
money. With these averages as baselines, we are able to evaluate each municipality’s similarity
or deviation from the norms in the Individual City reports that follow later in this index.
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Expenditures by Function

This section analyses the functions on which municipalities spend their money. Aside from the
overall amounts that municipalities spend, it looks at ratios of capital to operating and core to
non-core expenditures.

Unfortunately, the data in this section are subject to widely varying reporting formats as is the
data used in the Expenditure by Object section. Some municipalities report breakdowns of
capital and operating expenditure, some report only total consolidated expenditure and others
report only operating expenditure.

There is no standardized set of functions for expenditures. Most cities use different and
sometimes overlapping terms to describe their various expenditures. There is no way to be sure
that “public works” in Winnipeg is the same as “public works” in Burnaby or whether what both
report as public works is the same as what another city reports as “environmental services.”

As with the Expenditure by Object section, every effort is made to ensure that the averages and
comparisons presented are a fair representation of municipalities’ reported activities.

The regional averages are used to provide baselines to evaluate the relative performance of
individual municipalities.
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Figure 21 Significant areas of expenditure in dollars per household

Measured in dollars per household, the average Canadian municipality spends $4,557 per year.
Of that, $3,312 is reported as an operating expenditure and $1,242 is reported as a capital
expenditure.? The pattern of larger numbers among Prairie cities noted in the Revenue and

2 Figures in this section may not add up due to the previous rounding of raw figures.
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Expenditure by Object section appears again. Particularly in the area of capital expenditure,

Prairie cities spend significantly more than other cities do.
e N
Significant expenditure areas as a percentage of total expenditure
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Figure 22 Significant areas of expenditure as a percentage of total expenditure

As a percentage of total expenditures, the average municipality spends approximately 71 per
cent of total expenditures on operating expenses and 27per cent on capital expenditures. The
average municipality also spends approximately 19 per cent on recreation and culture, 11 per
cent on council and administration costs and 19 per cent on protective services (mainly fire and
police).

Core and Non-core Expenditures

As a further analysis of expenditures by function, we divided the various line items into “Core”
and “Non-core” expenditure functions.

The rationale behind this split is that municipalities have, or at least ought to have, a hierarchy
of responsibilities. At the top of the hierarchy is the provision of genuine public goods and
natural monopoly infrastructure.

Public goods have no substitutes in private markets, because their nature means that their
beneficiaries cannot be made to pay for consuming them. For example, sanitation services in a
city reduce the possibility of suffering from diseases for all residents regardless of whether they
have individually paid for the service.

Natural monopolies are those markets where providers experience increasing returns to scale,
and so a single provider is the most efficient market structure. For example, a road network has
a very high initial cost but once it is established it can be extended and give proportionately
higher value outputs for any additional investment. Because these markets involve monopoly
power, there is a public policy role for governments to regulate them or to participate in them as
a provider.
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Because these benefits would be lost without government intervention, providing them should
be a municipality’s top priority. We identified several commonly reported line items as directly
relating to core activities of municipal government.

Expenditure items not directly related to providing public goods are listed as non-core. This is
because they are goods that could be provided, or at least close substitutes could be provided,
in private markets. For example, much of the Culture and Recreation activity funded by
municipal governments could be substituted by alternatives that are already produced in private
markets. There is little practical difference between a municipally run event and a privately
promoted concert.

For the purposes of this evaluation, we divided commonly reported line items into the following
two core and non-core groups: items directly relating to core activities sand items not directly
relating to core activities.

Items directly related to core activities Items not directly related to core activities

Environmental services

Building services

Planning and development

Civic corporations

Public works Grants
Public safety Health services
Transit Other

Recreation and culture
Social and family services
Social housing

General government

Transportation
Solid-waste disposal

The regional results show a roughly even divide between expenditure on core activities and
expenditure on non-core activities.
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Figure 23

In the individual city reports, we revisit this theme by expressing their figures for core and non-
core items as a ratio between the figures of the municipality in question and its regional
average.
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Reporting and Disclosure Assessments

In addition to analyzing what the reported financial statistics tell us about a city’s operations, we
assessed the quality of reporting used to convey that information. This topic is perhaps more
important than the previous ones. Readers will have noticed the repeated caveats and
conditional statements relating to the comparability and availability of data. They will have
noted that the data we reported are designed to reflect publicly available information and that
the quality and availability of this information is highly variable.

In this section, we apply a series of tests to 66 of the municipalities in the index. Noticeably,
this number is lower than the number (79) for which some data has been produced, and the
reason is that this section applied stricter criteria for inclusion. Only 2007 audited financial
statements available in English were included. The language requirement reflects in part the
limitations of the LGPI team, but ultimately we feel it is incumbent upon the municipalities to
ensure public information is available in both official languages.

Notwithstanding municipalities omitted because of language, a number of municipalities are not
covered, because we were unable to acquire 2007 audited financial statements. Our efforts to
acquire them included web site searches and direct enquiries to the municipalities by e-mail and
phone. In some cases, we found that audited financial statements were not ready at the time of
publication (October 2008) that no GAAP-compliant audited statements were in existence or we
simply received no reply. That it should be so difficult for interested citizens to even see the
financial statements of a public organization such as a municipality is a major problem in itself.

The Individual City Reports, which follow this section, contain data from this assessment report;
those for which we could not acquire 2007 audited financial statements are marked “no data.”

For the 24 most-populous cities, a detailed analysis that judges 14 sub-factors was used to
produce three scores. These sub-factors are summarized in tabular form in Appendix A. The
remaining cities were assessed according to a smaller set of sub-factors and therefore produce
the same three scores. The three scores represent

1. General Accountability Standards: This measures non-accounting factors including the
timeliness of auditing, the receipt of accounting awards and evidence of the municipality
embarking on performance improvement and business excellence of similar programs.

2. Added Disclosure Accountability Standards: Tests for reporting of tangible assets on the
balance sheet and for additional supplementary information including statistics and
performance measures.

3. Appropriate Compliance: Assesses the completeness and comprehensiveness of reporting.
For example, the existence of capital and operating expenditure splits and complete
disclosure of pension fund liabilities.

Scores were judged on a scale of one to seven with one being highest and seven being lowest.

A complete description and discussion of these measures is located in Appendix A. Individual
city scores are in the Individual City Reports.
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The regional averages are presented for comparison in Figure 24.
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Figure 24 Assessment of Reporting Standards

Guide to Interpreting Individual
City Reports

After the opening five sections, which summarized regional differences for various groups of
metrics, we now present detailed statistics for each of the municipalities. In total, 79
municipalities are covered, using data for the 2006 financial year, the 2007 financial year or
both. This guide explains how each statistic was calculated — that is, how the figures acquired
from the municipalities’ audited financial statements were used to generate per household dollar
figures and percentage figures that express the municipalities’ financial performance on a fair
and comparable basis.

Results, Contexts and Explanations

The results often show that a given municipality has figures as much as ten times lesser or
greater than the average for municipalities in their regions. In some cases, these results will be
welcomed by stakeholders; in others, they will present a significant cause for concern. For
example, some municipalities report zero figures for long-term debt, while others report seven
times the average.

It is important to note that even dramatic deviations from the mean are not necessarily the face
value indictments or endorsements of the municipality that they may first appear to be. This is
because municipalities face very different environments depending on the provincial legislation
that governs them. For example, Ontario municipalities will generally report higher government
grants than municipalities in other jurisdictions as well as higher levels of hon-core expenditure.
This is a reflection of the fact that Ontario municipalities have to deliver a wider range of social
services including health, family services and social housing than are municipalities in other
jurisdictions.
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In an effort to allow for such differences, municipalities were not benchmarked against Canada-
wide averages but rather against regional averages wherever possible. This process is fully
explained in the following section.

Interpreting the Graphs

At the bottom of each Individual City Report is a bar graph. The graph shows that municipality’s
performance relative to the average for its region. For example, Vancouver’s figures are
normalized against the British Columbia average. Vancouver’s figure for net taxation is $1,948
per household. The 132 figure for Vancouver reflects the fact that the British Columbia average
for net taxation is $1,497 per household, so Vancouver’s net taxation is 132 per cent of the
average.

All figures in the graphs are normalized in this way with the exception of Expenditures by Object
(discussed below). The first four figures relate to the revenue topic noted earlier in this
document. They all take the per household revenue-related figure reported for the municipality
in question and divide it by the average for municipalities in its region (either British Columbia,
the Prairies or Ontario). Quebec and the Maritime provinces are represented by such a small
number of municipalities that no useful regional averages could be generated, so they are
referenced against the Canada-wide average.

The second set of figures (Interest expense through total liabilities) reports figures from the
Statement of Financial Position section.

The third set (Contracted Services through Services and Goods) is taken from the Expenditures
by Object section. These figures reflect the percentage of expenditure on a given object
normalized against the group average. However, these group averages are not the regional
group averages used for the other figures in the graphs. As discussed earlier in the
Expenditures by Object section of this report, there are a number of different reporting formats
for expenditures by object. Some municipalities report expenditures by object for operating
expenditures only, some report operating and capital expenditures separately, and others report
total consolidated expenditures by object. There is a second division in the way expenditures by
object are reported, with some reporting expenditures on goods and materials separately from
expenditures on contracted services, while others report goods and services as one figure.

As a result of this fragmentation in reporting styles, we thought that normalizing municipal
scores against the average for their reporting format group would give a more meaningful result
than would their regional average. The final groups used for producing averages are

e those municipalities that reported operating expenditure only,

e those that reported total consolidated expenditures by object or that separate operating
and capital expenditures by object (with the latter category having their figures combined
to give total expenditures) and

e two sub-groups for each of the above so that municipalities are grouped according to
whether or not they report goods and contracted services together or separately.

For example, New Westminster’s figure of 0.8 per cent expenditure on interest expense equates
to 73 per cent of the 1.2 per cent average for cities reporting total consolidated expenditures by
object with contracted services and goods recorded as separate line items. In the graph for New
Westminster, the interest expense figure is represented by the figure 0.73.

The fourth set of figures (Recreation and culture through non-core spending) contains figures
discussed in the expenditure section. As with earlier figures, the graph presents figures that are
normalized against the average for the municipality’s region.
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Finally, the right-most three bars (General accountability standards through Total financial
disclosure assessment) reflect the assessments of reporting standards in the audited financial
statements as judged by the Local Government Performance Index. These are normalized and
expressed as a proportion of the Canada-wide average for these judgments. It is important to
note here that larger numbers indicate poorer results. For example the General Accountability
Standards score of 7.0 is the worst possible score on that measure. It is represented in the
graph as 1.7, and this indicates that it is 170% of the average score (which is 4.1). This is a
worse result than Abbotsford, whose score of 4.0 is represented by a 0.9 in the graph, meaning
that this score is approximately 90% of the average. On this measure, Abbotsford has strongly
outperformed Ajax and this is reflected by a lower, not higher graph score.

Reporting Standards, Missing Figures
and Zero Figures

Every effort was made to ensure that missing data points are expressed as “unknown” while
figures where the result is genuinely zero are expressed as zero. However, there are some
instances where zero figures appear where the figure is unknown: These instances should be
interpreted as a reflection of the municipal financial statements rather than the actual state of
the municipality’s operations. For example, Ontario and Saskatchewan municipalities generally
have not reported the value of capital assets on their balance sheets. The capital asset is blank,
not because Barrie, for example, has no capital assets but because it does not disclose any on
its audited statement of financial position.

Table One: Financial Position

The first table takes data from the municipalities” audited statements of financial position as well
as the interest expense figure from the Expenditure by Object section. Each figure is divided by
the number of households under the municipality’s jurisdiction according to the 2006 census.

e Financial asset figures are taken directly from the bottom line of the financial assets
section and exclude any amounts attributed to capital assets, inventory or any other non-
financial asset that might contribute to the municipality’s overall bottom line.

e Financial liabilities are taken from the total liabilities line item in the Statement of
Financial Position.

e Capital assets where reported are taken from the capital assets line item and generally
exclude the much smaller non-financial asset line items commonly called inventory or
supplies.

e Long-term debt is taken from the long-term debt line item in the financial liabilities
section of the Statement of Financial Position.

e Investment in subsidiaries is taken from the financial assets section. It is the reported
value of any financial interests in subsidiary operations. For example, Edmonton and
Calgary have large financial interests in power companies.

Table Two: Revenue

These figures reflect the revenue gathering of a municipality as reported on the Statement of
Financial Activities or equivalent. All figures are normalized to the per household basis to allow
comparability between cities of different sizes.

e Total revenue is taken directly from the line item of the same name.
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e Net taxes include property and other taxes but excluding any taxes remitted to school
boards.
e Other government grants are grants from municipal, federal and provincial governments.
e User charges are any fee charged contingent upon the use of a service.
Development contributions are any fees charged contingent on the development of a property.

Table Three: Reporting Standards

These three figures are taken from the assessment of financial reporting standards discussed in
that section. The reference to either “2-factor” or “5-factor” analysis reflects whether the
analysis used for each figure involved two or five judgments or sub-factors. The comments,
where included, are qualitative observations regarding the standards of reporting.

Table Four: Expenditures by Object

These figures express the percentage of expenditures spent on select line items. A more
comprehensive discussion of how these figures were arrived at is included in the Expenditures by
Object section and in the discussion of the individual city graphs above. The word in
parentheses after the title of this table reflects whether the expenditure by object figures
reported were for total consolidated or for operating expenditures.

Table Five: Expenditures by Function

This table contains expenditure figures from the Statements of Financial Performance or
equivalent, expressed as a percentage of total expenditure.

e In the case of capital and operating expenditure, figures may also be taken from the
Expenditures by Object section of the financial statements.

¢ General government expenditure is a line item that appears in all municipal financial
statements and covers the cost of running a democracy (i.e., running a city council) and
the administrative costs not allocated to any particular activity.

e Protection to persons and property is a figure that sometimes appears verbatim in the
statement of financial activity. In other cases, it is synthesized from contributing line
items, usually fire and police, but in some cases it includes ambulance services.

e Recreation and culture is a line item that usually appears verbatim in the financial
statements. However, in some cases, it is disaggregated and a synthesized figure
including items such as libraries and parks is consolidated into the figure recorded here.

Core and Non-core expenditures are summations of a range of items found in the Statements of
Financial Activity and judged either a core role of municipal government or a non-core role. A
full explanation of this distinction and the rationale behind it can be found in the expenditure
section of this report.
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Ajax

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Financial assets/household 2006 $ 3,993 Sa_Iaries and 2006 47.0%
2007 $ 3,994 benefits/household 2007 45.6%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 2,501 Contracted 2006 6.8%
2007 $2,178 services/household 2007 5.4%
. 2006 Goods and 2006 1.4%
Capital assets/household 2007 i materials/household 2007 1.1%
2006 507 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 i 461 combined/household 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,586 Interest expense/household 3883 11;;/:
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 1,639 Grants to other 2006 10.8%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 10.0%
Total revenue/household ;882 i 5122(5) Expenditures by ﬂ'_mCtlon
L Percentage capital 2006 32.6%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,190 eXpenditUrE/househOId 2007 36.0%
2007 $ 1,284 Percentage operating 2006 67.4%
Other government 2006 $ 84 expenditure/household 2007 64.0%
grants/household 2007 $ 9 General government 2006 17.4%
User charges/household ;883 i ggg expgnditurg 2007 15.4%
Protection services 2006 30.3%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 30.3%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 21 Recreation and culture 2006 30.1%
expenditure/household 2007 28.2%
. . ; 2006 52.3%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 54 55 99,
General accountability standards 7.0 Non-core 2006 47.8%
Appropriate compliance 0.8 expenditure/household 2007 44.1%
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.9

Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
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Aurora

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,294 Salaries and 2006 31.3%
inancial assets/Nousenold 5007 $ 4,753 benefits/household 2007 31.4%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,061 Contracted 2006 36.3%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 2,323 services/household 2007 35.9%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 1.4%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 1.3%
2006 $ 981 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 903 combined/household 2007 0.0%
o,
Investment in 2006 $ Interest expense/household gggg 8'80//0
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ L 70
Grants to other 2006 8.6%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 11.0%
Total revenue/household ;883 $ ;’gég Expendltures by function
$ 3, Percentage capital 2006 22.5%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,378 expenditure/household 2007 21.6%
2007 $ 1,466 Percentage operating 2006 77.5%
Other government 2006 $ 65 expenditure/household 2007 78.4%
grants/household 2007 $ 52 General government 2006 11.8%
User charges/household 2006 $ 964 expenditure 2007 11.1%
2007 $ 1,282 Protection services 2006 15.5%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 15.5%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 34.4%
- ) ; expenditure/household 2007 28.7%
o)
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household -2005 53.80/0
General accountability 4.0 2007 60.2%
standards : Non-core 2006 46.2%
Appropriate compliance 3.4 expenditure/household 2007 39.8%
Total financial disclosure 4.8
assessment )

Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
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Financial position

Barrie

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 5,539 Salaries and 2006 40.3%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 5,040 benefits/household 2007 48.0%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,834 Contracted 2006 16.0%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 3,021 services/household 2007 17.3%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 13.6%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 15.5%
Long-term 2006 $ 347 Goods and services 2006 29.6%
debt/household 2007 $ 314 combined/household 2007 32.8%
0,
Investment in 2006 $2,184 Interest expense/household 5883 %)4550/0/0
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $2,189 Grants to other 2006 14.5%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 17.7%
Total revenue/household ;883 3 j’ggg Expenditures by function
$ 4, Percentage capital 2006 37.8%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,676 eXpenditUre/household 2007 37.6%
2007 $ 2,864 Percentage operating 2006 62.2%
Other government 2006 $ 151 expenditure/household 2007 62.4%
grants/household 5882 $ 89877 General government 2006 10.1%
User charges/household = == $ 957 expenditure 2007 6.5%
$ 95 Protection services 2006 21.6%
Development 2006 $ 535 expenditure/household 2007 21.6%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 366 Recreation and culture 2006 16.4%
expenditure/household 2007 12.3%
. . C di h hold 2006 64.3%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 ore expenditure/househo 2007 71.7%
General accountability 4.0 Non-core 2006 35.6%
standards ' expenditure/household 2007 28.3%
Appropriate compliance 2.2 )
Total financial disclosure Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
assessment 4.4
a _ I
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Belleville

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 3,271 Salaries and 2006 37.4%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 3,762 benefits/household 2007 39.9%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,783 Contracted 2006 22.8%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 2,954 services/household 2007 12.7%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 2.0%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 2.0%
Long-term 2006 $ 1,314 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
debt/household 2007 $ 1,305 combined/household 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,269 Interest expense/household 5883 21301;/;)
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 610 Grants to other 2006 16.2%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 22.9%
Total revenue/household |-2228 $ 4,829 Expenditures by function
2007 $ 4,890 - 5
5006 $ 2,754 Percentage capital 2006 28.0%
Net taxes/household L expenditure/household 2007 15.7%
2007 $ 2,912 - o
Other government 5006 $ 567 Percentage operating 2006 100.0%
expenditure/household 2007 84.3%
grants/household 2007 $ 475 o
2006 $ 1,113 General gov_ernment 2006 9.2%
User charges/household 5007 $ 1’150 expenditure 2007 9.1%
! Protection services 2006 22.5%
Development 2006 $ 36 expenditure/household 2007 22.5%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 11.3%
R dard daed €7 expenditure/household 2007 10.2%
eporting standards j e t 0
po g sta a judg out © Core expenditure/household 2006 56'30/0
General accountability 4.0 2007 61.1%
standards ) Non-core 2006 43.7%
Appropriate compliance 0.4 expenditure/household 2007 38.9%
Total financial disclosure 3.8 )
assessment : Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
- _ )
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Financial position

Brampton

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (total)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 6,495 Salaries and 2006 43.1%
2007 $ 6,650 benefits/household 2007 43.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 2,937 Contracted 2006 34.2%
2007 $ 3,657 services/household 2007 39.3%
Capital assets/household 2006 $ 33 Goods and 2006 0.0%
2007 $ materials/household 2007 0.0%
Long-term 2006 $ Goods and services 2006 0.0%
debt/household 2007 $ combined/household 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 61 Interest expense/household 2006 0'2:/0
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 2007 0.2%
Grants to other 2006 20.5%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 15.7%
Total revenue/household ;883 i 2’;22 Expendltures by ﬂ'_mCtlon
L Percentage capital 2006 38.5%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,448 eXpenditUre/household 2007 38.3%
2007 $ 1,616 Percentage operating 2006 61.2%
Other government 2006 $ 35 expenditure/household 2007 61.7%
grants/household 2007 $ 20 General government 2006 6.9%
User charges/household ;883 i gg; expenditure 2007 7.1%
Protection services 2006 12.9%
Development 2006 $ 706 expenditure/household 2007 12.9%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 302 Recreation and culture 2006 34.5%
expenditure/household 2007 36.5%
. . . 2006 57.9%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 54 59 2%
General accountability 4.6 Non-core 2006 41.8%
standards ’ expenditure/household 2007 44.0%
Appropriate compliance 1.4
Total financial disclosure 38 Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor
assessment ) Comment: An average overall performance only.
4 )
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Financial position

Brantford

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (total)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 5,360 Salaries and 2006 36.6%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 5,875 benefits/household 2007 38.9%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,568 Contracted 2006 26.6%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 2,491 services/household 2007 30.7%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 0.4%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0.3%
Long-term 2006 $ 495 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
debt/household 2007 $ 461 combined/household 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,485 Interest expense/household 5883 11:13;/;
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 850 Grants to other 2006 14.2%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 13.7%
Total revenue/household |-2228 $ 6,488 Expenditures by function
2007 $ 7,123 - 5
5006 $2.697 Perce_ntage capital 2006 19.4%
Net taxes/household L expenditure/household 2007 17.7%
2007 $ 2,968 - o
Other government 2006 $ 1,344 Percen_tage operating 2006 100.0%
L expenditure/household 2007 82.3%
grants/household 2007 $1,762 o
5006 $ 1,341 General gov_ernment 2006 6.7%
User charges/household 2007 $ 1’400 expenditure 2007 6.7%
t Protection services 2006 17.8%
Development 2006 $ 121 expenditure/household 2007 17.8%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 90 Recreation and culture 2006 11.6%
. . expenditure/household 2007 11.5%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 _ 2006 43.8%
— Core expenditure/household o
General accountability 4.0 2007 49.1%
standards ) Non-core 2006 56.2%
Appropriate compliance 1.0 expenditure/household 2007 50.9%
Total financial disclosure 4.0 ]
assessment : Type of reporting assessment used:
e ™
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Burlington

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
i ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 3,722 Salaries and 2006 69.5%
inancial assets/Nousenold 5007 $4,167 benefits/household 2007 69.6%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 1,715 Contracted 2006 13.6%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 2,020 services/household 2007 13.5%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 12.3%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 11.9%
Long-term 2006 $ 674 Goods and services 2006 25.9%
debt/household 2007 $ 763 combined/household 2007 25.4%
o,
Investment in 2006 $1,676 Interest expense/household 5883 21070/{3
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 1,707 Grants to other 2006 1.0%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 1.1%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’ggg Expenditures by function
$ 2, Percentage capital 2006 29.1%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,327 expenditure/household 2007 20.7%
2007 $ 1,447 Percentage operating 2006 70.9%
Other government 2006 $ 167 expenditure/household 2007 79.3%
grants/household 2007 $ 98 General government 2006 15.6%
User charges/household 2006 $ 327 expenditure 2007 16.0%
2007 $ 367 Protection services 2006 19.1%
Development 2006 $ 170 expenditure/household 2007 19.1%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 82 Recreation and culture 2006 30.9%
- ) expenditure/household 2007 27.6%
0,
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2006 53.40/0
General accountability 2007 56.2%
standards no data Non-core 2006 46.6%
Appropriate compliance no data expenditure/household 2007 43.8%
Total financial disclosure dat )
assessment no data Type of reporting assessment used:
4 2
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Financial position

Caledon

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 2,664 Salaries and 2006 59.4%
2007 $ 2,713 benefits/household 2007 57.6%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 634 Contracted 2006 11.0%
u 2007 $ 882 services/household 2007 6.7%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 22.8%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 31.1%
Long-term 2006 $ 42 Goods and services 2006 33.9%
debt/household 2007 $ 71 combined/household 2007 37.7%
. o,
Investment in 2006 $ Interest expense/household 5883 23'130//0
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ = 70
Grants to other 2006 1.9%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 1.5%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’gig Expenditures by function
$ 2, Percentage capital 2006 27.3%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,257 expenditure/household 2007 25.9%
2007 $ 2,933 Percentage operating 2006 72.7%
Other government 2006 $ 823 expenditure/household 2007 74.1%
grants/household 2007 $ 124 General government 2006 13.4%
User charges/household 5006 $ 310 expenditure 2007 12.0%
007 $ 377 Protection services 2006 15.6%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 15.6%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 29.7%
expenditure/household 2007 33.3%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;gg;ﬁ gg-%o
General accountability : 0°
standards 0.5 I_\lon—core 2006 44.6%
Appropriate compliance 3.4 expenditure/household 2007 46.3%
Total financial disclosure 3.6 Type of reporting assessment used:
assessment )
s R
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Cambridge

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (no data)
Financial assets/household 2006 $ 3,732 Salaries and 2006 53.0%
2007 $ 3,541 benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 1,685 Contracted 2006 23.7%
2007 $ 1,734 services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 0.1%
apital assets/househo 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
Long-term 2006 $ Goods and services 2006 0.0%
debt/household 2007 $ combined/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,244 Int/er:‘est Hold 5883 > 0-00/8 5
e expense/househo unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household 2007 $1,291 Grants to other 2006 27.7%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household ;883 i ;"1‘23 Expenditures by function
5006 5 1’208 Percentage capital 2006 28.6%
Net taxes/household 2007 $ 1’243 expenditure/household 2007 33.2%
Other government 2006 5 '95 Percentage operating 2006 71.4%
grants/household 5007 s 72 expenditure/household 2007 66.8%
2006 $ 445 General government 2006 23.3%
User charges/household 2007 $ 497 expenditure 2007 23.6%
Protection services 2006 15.4%
Development 2006 $ 59 expenditure/household 2007 15.4%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 126 Recreation and culture 2006 18.8%
expenditure/household 2007 24.0%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household gggs ig.gz;o
General accountability 4.0 L0
standards . Non-core 2006 45.1%
Appropriate compliance 52 expenditure/household 2007 50.3%
Total financial disclosure 4.4 Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
assessment
s R
Cambridge 2007
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Financial position

Chatham-Kent

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (total)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 2,437 Salaries and 2006 36.4%
2007 $ 2,691 benefits/household 2007 38.7%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 3,418 Contracted 2006 26.9%
2007 $1,473 services/household 2007 23.3%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 3.0%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 2.9%
2006 $ 3,418 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 3,401 combined/household 2007 0.0%
. 0,
Investment in 2006 $ 1,202 Interest expense/household 3883 11;3:0//:
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 746 Grants to other 2006 11.7%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 12.8%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’gég Expenditures by function
$5, Percentage capital 2006 19.4%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,889 eXpenditUre/household 2007 15.5%
2007 $ 2,310 Percentage operating 2006 80.6%
Other government 2006 $2,173 expenditure/household 2007 84.5%
grants/household 588; $1,913 General government 2006 1.7%
User charges/household = == $190694 expenditure 2007 1.4%
$1,05 Protection services 2006 16.8%
Development 2006 $ 177 expenditure/household 2007 16.8%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 208 Recreation and culture 2006 6.6%
expenditure/household 2007 6.5%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;gg;ﬁ gtl)-go;o
General accountability 70
standards 4.0 Non-core 2006 49.6%
Appropriate compliance 1.0 expenditure/household 2007 49.0%
Total financial disclosure 4.0 Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
assessment )
4 ™
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Financial position

Clarington

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 3,203 Salaries and 2006 59.9%
2007 | $ unknown benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 1,836 Contracted 2006 5.0%
2007 | $ unknown services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2006 $ Goods and 2006 29.0%
2007 | $ unknown materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
2006 $ 700 Goods and services 2006 34.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 | $ unknown combined/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 416 Int/er:‘est Hold gggg > 2-50/8 5
PP expense/househo unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household | 2007 | § _ unknown Grants to other 2006 3.6%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household 5883 5 $ jrlllké:\iwn Expendltures by_funCtlon
Percentage capital 2006 30.7%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,058 expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
2007 | $ unknown Percentage operating 2006 69.3%
Other government 2006 $ 104 expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
grants/household 2007 | $ unknown General government 2006 13.5%
User charges/household 2006 $ 305 expenditure 2007 unknown 0.0%
2007 | $  unknown Protection services 2006 | unknown 0.0%
Development 2006 | $ unknown expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 | $ unknown Recreation and culture 2006 35.8%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core 2006 50.4%
General accountability standards no data expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Appropriate compliance no data I_\lon—core 2006 49.6% 5
Total financial disclosure assessment no data expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%

Type of reporting assessment used:

' _ )
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Financial position

Cornwall

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 3,343 Salaries and 2006 unkn(gwn
2007 $ 3,458 benefits/household 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $1,182 2007 43.2%
2007 $ 1,366 unknown
5006 5 Contracted 2006 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2007 5 services/household 5007 6.3%
unknown
Long-term debt/household 2006 3 128 Goods and 2006 0.0%
2007 $ 133 materials/household 5007 15'_) 20,
Investment in 2006 $1,303 unkr;ov:n
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ Goods and services 2006 0.0%
combined/household - g
Revenue 2007 21.5%
2006 unknown
2006 $ 7,961 Interest expense/household 0.0%
Total revenue/household 2007 $ 7,461 2007 0.1%
2006 $ 2,456 Grants to other 2006 0.0%
Net taxes/household 2007 $ 1,676 organizations/household 2007 17.5%
Other government 2006 $ 3,065
grants/household 2007 $ 2,489 Expenditures by function
User charges/household 5883 $ 1’2;2 Percentage capital 2006 11.2%
$1, expenditure/household 2007 11.1%
Development 2006 $ Percentage operating 2006 88.8%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ expenditure/household 2007 88.9%
] ] General government 2006 4.7%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure 2007 4.8%
General accountability Protection services 2006 15.3%
standards 4.0 expenditure/household 2007 15.3%
Appropriate compliance 2.2 Recreation and culture 2006 6.6%
Total financial disclosure expenditure/household 2007 6.7%
assessment 4 Core expenditure/household 2006 40.1%
2007 40.7%
. . Non-core 2006 59.9%
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor expenditure/household 2007 50.3%
4 I
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Greater Sudbury

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 2,836 Salaries and 2006 39.6%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 3,357 benefits/household 2007 41.9%
0,
Liabilities/household ;883 i ;’gig Contracted 2080 un?(}?o@n
5006 '$ services/household 2007 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ Goods and 2006 0.0%
2006 $ 693 materials/household 2007 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 15557 $ 587 Goods and services 2006 | 34.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,183 combined/household 5882 303.5://0
subsidiaries/household 27D
ubsidiaries/hou 2007 $ 1,164 Interest expense/household 2007 0.4%
Grants to other 2006 26.0%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 24.5%
Total revenue/household 2006 $ 7,091
2007 $ 7,374 Expenditures by function
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,366 Percentage capital 2006 15.8%
2007 $ 2,515 .
expenditure/household 2007 14.6%
Other government 2006 $ 3,045 -
Percentage operating 2006 84.2%
grants/household 2007 $ 3,034 -
expenditure/household 2007 85.4%
2006 $1,272
User charges/household 2007 $ 1,359 General government 2006 4.7%
L expenditure 2007 4.7%
Development 2006 $ Protection services 2006 13.7%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ expenditure/household 2007 13.7%
. ] Recreation and culture 2006 6.6%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure/household 2007 6.7%
General accountability . 2006 45.9%
<tandards 5.8 Core expenditure/household 2007 26.6%
Appropriate compliance 1.6 Non-core 2006 45.0%
Total financial disclosure 48 expenditure/household 2007 53.4%
assessment )

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: Minimal reporting with only bare compliance.
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Guelph

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,714 Salaries and 2006 41.9%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 4,442 benefits/household 2007 44.7%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,281 Contracted 2006 14.8%
1abliities/houseno 2007 $ 4,065 services/household 2007 13.0%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 13.3%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 11.7%
2006 $ 2,413 Goods and services 2006 28.1%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 2,196 combined/household 2007 24.7%
0,
Investment in 2006 $1,582 Interest expense/household 5883 22;0/{;’
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,625 Grants to other 2006 26.1%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 25.9%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’ggg Expenditures by function
$6, Percentage capital 2006 18.9%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,666 eXpenditUre/household 2007 21.8%
2007 $ 2,870 Percentage operating 2006 81.1%
Other government 2006 $1,391 expenditure/household 2007 78.2%
grants/household 2007 $ 1,363 General government 2006 9.3%
User Charges/househo|d 2006 $ 1’216 expenditure 2007 12.6%
2007 $ 1,221 Protection services 2006 17.1%
Development 2006 $ 246 expenditure/household 2007 17.1%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 317 Recreation and culture 2006 8.2%
expenditure/household 2007 7.9%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2208 55.0%
— 2007 53.1%
General accountability 5
standards 7.0 Non-core 2006 23.0%
i o)
Appropriate compliance 52 expenditure/household 2007 46.9%
Total financial disclosure .
assessment 5.4 Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
e ™
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Financial position

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Halton Hills

Expenditures by object (no data)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 4,135 Sa_laries and 2006 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ 4,092 benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 1,505 Contracted 2006 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ 1,530 services/household 2007 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2006 $ Gpods and 2006 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ materials/household | 2007 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 2006 $ 315 Good_s and services 2006 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ 258 combined/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,913 Int/e:r:'est o 2006 untnown 0.0%
A expense/househo 2007 unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 1,970 Grants to other 2006 0.0%
Revenue °r9a”'zatggs/h°”5eh 2007 unknown 0.0%
2006 $ 2,264
Total revenue/h hol
otel revenue/housenold | 2007 $ 2,176 Expenditures by function
2006 $ 1,156 .

Net taxes/household 5007 $ 1,241 Percentage capital 2006 26.3%
Other govenment 2006 $ ,148 expenditure/household 2007 31.2%
grants/household 2007 $ 129 Percen_tage operating 2006 73.7%

5006 $ 372 expenditure/household 2007 68.7%
User charges/household =545 $ 382 General government 2006 15.0%
expenditure 2007 11.2%
‘Development 2006 $ 217 Protection services 2006 14.2%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 190 expenditure/household 2007 14.2%
. . Recreation and culture 2006 29.4%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure/household 2007 31.2%
General accountabilit ; 2006 54.0%
<tandards Y 4.0 Core expenditure/household 2007 53 3%
Appropriate compliance 4.6 Non-core 2006 46.3%
Total financial disclosure 59 expenditure/household 2007 44.0%
assessment )
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
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Hamilton

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,831 Salaries and 2006 47.5%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 5,100 benefits/household 2007 50.3%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,166 Contracted 2006 12.0%
abiiities/houseno 2007 $ 4,144 services/household 2007 13.0%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 18.7%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 18.9%
2006 $ 1,792 Goods and services 2006 30.7%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 1,854 combined/household 2007 31.9%
Investment in 2006 $ 882 Interest expense/household 5883 (}(?;/{f
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 919 Grants to other 2006 18.5%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 17.8%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’ggg Expenditures by function
$6, Percentage capital 2006 21.1%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,888 eXpenditUre/household 2007 18.1%
2007 $ 2,976 Percentage operating 2006 79.2%
Other government 2006 $1,784 expenditure/household 2007 81.9%
grants/household 588; i 1!33? General government 2006 6.2%
User charges/household L expenditure 2007 6.1%
2007 $1,170 Protection services 2006 15.7%
Development 2006 $ 153 expenditure/household 2007 15.7%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 234 Recreation and culture 2006 8.8%
expenditure/household 2007 9.5%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;88? gg.;o;o
General accountability 58 d t°
standards ) Non-core 2006 ng Ooa/ a
Appropriate compliance 2.1 expenditure/household 2007 4% Og/
Total financial disclosure 4.2 =70
assessment )

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A fair compliance standard but with little

imagination by way of additional supplementary information.
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Financial position

Kawartha Lakes

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

. 2006 $ 2,126
Financial assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
. 2006 $ 3,155

Liabilities/household 2007 | $ unknown
_ 2006 $
Capital assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $ 1,504
Long-term debt/household 2007 | $ unknown
Investment in 2006 $
subsidiaries/household 2007 | $  unknown
Revenue
2006 $ 3,759
Total revenue/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $1,763
Net taxes/household 2007 | $ unknown
Other government 2006 $ 1,095
grants/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $ 741
User charges/household = 0o nknown
Development 2006 $
contributions/ household 2007 $ unknown

Reporting standards judged out of 7

General accountability standards no data
Appropriate compliance no data
Total financial disclosure assessment no data

Type of reporting assessment used:

Expenditures by object (no data)

Salaries and 2006 39.5%
benefits/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Contracted 2006 15.4%
services/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Goods and 2006 21.1%

materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
Goods and services 2006 36.5%
combined/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Interest 2006 2.6%
expense/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Grants to other 2006 21.4%
organizations/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%

Expenditures by function

Percentage capital 2006 21.7%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Percentage operating 2006 78.3%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
General government 2006 9.8%
expenditure 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Protection services 2006 | unknown 0.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Recreation and culture 2006 6.3%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Core 2006 53.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Non-core 2006 60.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
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Kingston

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,195 Salaries and 2006 39.6%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 4,237 benefits/household 2007 45.2%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,272 Contracted 2006 11.9%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 5,743 services/household 2007 11.7%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 13.1%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 13.5%
2006 $ 2,257 Goods and services 2006 25.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 2,349 combined/household 2007 25.2%
o,
Investment in 2006 $ 337 Interest expense/household 5883 21260/{?
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 586 Grants to other 2006 23.3%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 27.4%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 ;’8‘1‘(5) Expenditures by function
$7, Percentage capital 2006 26.4%
Net taxes/househo|d 2006 $ 2’492 eXpenditUre/househOId 2007 36.5%
2007 $ 2,641 Percentage operating 2006 73.0%
Other government 2006 $2,163 expenditure/household 2007 63.5%
grants/household 588; i 1'322 General government 2006 6.6%
User charges/household g expenditure 2007 5.4%
2007 $ 1,916 Protection services 2006 15.0%
Development 2006 $ 83 expenditure/household 2007 15.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 51 Recreation and culture 2006 10.4%
expenditure/household 2007 17.1%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2208 44.3%
— 2007 38.0%
General accountability
standards 0.5 Non-core 2006 65.2%
Appropriate compliance 52 expenditure/household 2007 52.2%
Total financial disclosure 3.2
assessment ' Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
e _ )
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Kitchener

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position

Expenditures by object (total)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 3,877 Salaries and 2006 33.5%

2007 $ 3,836 benefits/household 2007 33.8%

Liabilities/household 2006 $ 1,706 Contracted 2006 0.0%

2007 $1,771 services/household 2007 0.0%

Capital assets/household 2006 $ 169 Goods and 2006 0.6%

2007 $ materials/household 2007 0.7%

2006 571 Goods and services 2006 65.1%

Long-term debt/household 5,7 i 682 combined/household 2007 | 64.7%

Investment in 2006 $1,914 Interest expense/household 3883 (())g://o

idi H . 0

subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 1,899 Grants to other 2006 0.0%

Revenue organizations/household 2007 0.0%
Total revenue/household ;882 i g’:;g Expenditures by ﬂ'_mCtlon

L Percentage capital 2006 26.8%

Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,827 eXpenditUre/household 2007 26.8%

2007 $ 1,045 Percentage operating 2006 73.2%

Other government 2006 $ 70 expenditure/household 2007 73.2%

grants/household 2007 $ 30 General government 2006 11.1%

User charges/household ;883 3 2$007 expenditure 2007 10.1%

L Protection services 2006 10.4%

Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 10.4%

contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 19.4%

expenditure/household 2007 19.2%

Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;88;3 gi-;lgo

General accountability 3.4 d 9

standards : Non-core 2006 | "0 o

Appropriate compliance 3.3 expenditure/household 2007 Gé 83/

Total financial disclosure 42 L

assessment )

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A good compliance standard but with little
imagination by way of additional supplementary information.
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London

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 3,604 Salaries and 2006 40.6%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 4,240 benefits/household 2007 37.6%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,365 Contracted 2006 20.2%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 4,725 services/household 2007 24.3%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 17.8%
apital assets/houseno 2007 $ materials/household 2007 17.8%
2006 $ 2,168 Goods and services 2006 37.4%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 2,220 combined/household 2007 42.1%
o,
Investment in 2006 $1,332 Interest expense/household 5883 1120/{?
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,362 Grants to other 2006 20.2%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 18.8%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’ggg Expenditures by function
$5, Percentage capital 2006 16.1%
Net taxes/household 2006 $2’524 eXpenditUre/household 2007 20.7%
2007 $ 2,623 Percentage operating 2006 83.4%
Other government 2006 $1,134 expenditure/household 2007 78.9%
grants/household 588; illlllgf General government 2006 7.8%
User charges/household : expenditure 2007 7.8%
2007 $1,174 Protection services 2006 17.4%
Development 2006 $ 242 expenditure/household 2007 17.4%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 215 Recreation and culture 2006 7.9%
expenditure/household 2007 8.0%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 3882 ggzojo
General accountability standards 5.8 = 7D
: : Non-core 2006 46.0%
Appropriate compliance 1.4 nditure/h hold 2007 24 20,
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.4 EXpendIture/NOUseno £ 70

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A bare minimum compliance standard and with
little imagination by way of additional supplementary information.
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Markham

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 6,443 Salaries and 2006 38.5%
inancial assets/Nousenold 5007 $ 7,006 benefits/household 2007 62.8%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,693 Contracted 2006 18.6%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 3,002 services/household 2007 17.9%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 19.4%
apital assets/houseno 2007 $ materials/household 2007 18.2%
2006 $ Goods and services 2006 38.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ combined/household 2007 36.2%
o,
Investment in 2006 $ 2,149 Interest expense/household 5883 (?020/{?
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $2,295 Grants to other 2006 0.0%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 0.1%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 2’22; Expenditures by function
$ 2, Percentage capital 2006 30.5%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,162 expenditure/household 2007 35.2%
2007 $ 1,239 Percentage operating 2006 69.5%
Other government 2006 $ 53 expenditure/household 2007 64.8%
grants/household 2007 $ 44 General government 2006 17.3%
User charges/household  [-220° 3600 expenditure 2007 16.2%
2007 $ 655 Protection services 2006 14.9%
Development 2006 $ 185 expenditure/household 2007 14.9%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 585 Recreation and culture 2006 28.4%
expenditure/household 2007 22.6%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household | —2208 55.8%
T 2007 61.0%
General accountability 5
standards 3.4 Non-core 2006 86.4%
i o)
Appropriate compliance 1.4 expenditure/household 2007 39.0%
Total financial disclosure 3.3
assessment )

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A good standard with useful additional
information

' ™
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Milton

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 7,529 Salaries and 2006 56.2%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 9,252 benefits/household 2007 63.8%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,578 Contracted 2006 20.0%
labilities/househo 2007 $ 5,154 services/household 2007 26.1%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 6.0%
2006 $ 1,047 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household = $ 1,380 combined/household 2007 32.1%
0,
Investment in 2006 $ 2,142 Interest expense/household 5883 8;0/{;)
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $2,216 Grants to other 2006 13.4%
organizations/household 2007 3.2%
Revenue
Total revenue/household 3883 3 g’gig Expenditures by function
$5, Percentage capital 2006 51.7%
Net taxes/household ;883 $ 1/835 expenditure/household 2007 47.7%
$ 1, Percentage operating 2006 48.1%
Other government 2006 $ 214 expenditure/household 2007 52.3%
grants/household 2007 $ 124 General government 2006 14.8%
User charges/household 5883 $ g;‘g expenditure 2007 20.1%
$ Protection services 2006 11.9%
Development 2006 $ 1,000 expenditure/household 2007 11.9%
contributions/ household | 2007 $2,177 Recreation and culture 2006 20.0%
expenditure/household 2007 26.2%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household | —2228 64.7%
— 2007 53.5%
General accountability
4.0 Non-core 2006 41.1%
standards dit h hold 5
Appropriate compliance 52 expenditure/househo 2007 46.5%
Total financial disclosure 4.4
assessment i Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
e _ )
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Financial position

Mississauga

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (total)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 5,773 Salaries and 2006 | unknown 0.0%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 5,950 benefits/household 2007 57.3%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,406 Contracted 2006 | unknown 0.0%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 2,627 services/household 2007 22.3%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 | unknown 0.0%
apital assets/househo 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0.0%
2006 $ Goods and services 2006 | unknown 0.0%
Long-term debt/household = $ combined/household 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 843 Interest 2006 | unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household expense/household 2007 0.3%
/ 2007 $ 857 Grants to other 2006 0 0.0%
organizations/household | 2007 10.9%
Revenue
Total revenue/household 3883 3 2’232 Expenditures by function
$2, Percentage capital 2006 23.8%
Net taxes/household 2006 $1,113 expenditure/household 2007 22.4%
2007 $ 1,159 Percentage operating 2006 76.2%
Other government 2006 $ 187 expenditure/household 2007 77.6%
grants/household 2007 $ 49 General government 2006 17.9%
User charges/household 5883 $ 22; expenditure 2007 19.2%
$ Protection services 2006 15.8%
Development 2006 $ 274 expenditure/household 2007 15.8%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 281 Recreation and culture 2006 23.1%
expenditure/household 2007 23.5%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household gggs gg.go;o
General accountability standards 3.4 £ 7D
: P Non-core 2006 36.9%
Appropriate compliance 2.9 nditure/h hold 2007 27 8%
Total financial disclosure assessment 3.4 EXpENAItUre/NOUSENO 070
Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A good standard with additional useful
information provided, for example the statistics report is very informative
a o )
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Financial position

Newmarket

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

- 2006 $ 4,030
Financial assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
I 2006 $2,977

Liabilities/household 2007 | % unknown
] 2006 $
Capital assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $1,778
Long-term debt/household 2007 | $ unknown
Investment in 2006 $ 2,024
subsidiaries/household 2007 | $  unknown
Revenue
2006 $ 2,638
Total revenue/household 2007 | $  unknown
2006 $1,159
Net taxes/household 2007 | $ unknown
Other government 2006 $ 45
grants/household 2007 | $  unknown
2006 $ 913
User charges/household 2007 | $  unknown
Development 2006 $ 134
contributions/ household 2007 $ unknown

Reporting standards judged out of 7

General accountability standards no data
Appropriate compliance no data
Total financial disclosure assessment no data

Type of reporting assessment used:

Expenditures by object (no data)

Salaries and 2006 55.7%
benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Contracted 2006 29.0%
services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Goods and 2006 10.9%

materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
Goods and services 2006 39.9%
combined/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Interest 2006 3.4%
expense/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Grants to other 2006 0.0%
organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%

Expenditures by function

Percentage capital 2006 46.2%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Percentage operating 2006 53.8%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
General government 2006 12.8%
expenditure 2007 unknown 0.0%
Protection services 2006 unknown 0.0%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Recreation and culture 2006 42.9%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Core 2006 44.3%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Non-core 2006 23.5%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
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Niagara Falls

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $4,171 Salaries and 2006 48.7%
inanclal assets/housenold 5007 $ 5,052 benefits/household 2007 48.3%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 3,116 Contracted 2006 26.1%
1abliities/houseno 2007 $ 2,793 services/household 2007 25.5%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 19.2%
apital assets/houseno 2007 $ materials/household 2007 19.3%
2006 $ 961 Goods and services 2006 45.3%
Long-term debt/household =555 $ 972 combined/household 2007 | 44.8%
0,
Investment in 2006 $1,226 Interest expense/household 5883 11720/{?
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,332 Grants to other 2006 4.8%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 5.2%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 ?Z?Z Expenditures by function
$5, Percentage capital 2006 30.8%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,735 eXpenditUre/household 2007 26.3%
2007 $ 1,685 Percentage operating 2006 69.2%
Other government 2006 $ 153 expenditure/household 2007 73.7%
grants/household 2007 $ 1,250 General government 2006 11.8%
User charges/household 2006 $ 1,289 expenditure 2007 10.6%
2007 $ 1,310 Protection services 2006 12.7%
Development 2006 $ 18 expenditure/household 2007 12.7%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 10.1%
expenditure/household 2007 13.5%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2208 76.5%
— 2007 74.1%
General accountability 5
standards 4.0 Non-core 2006 28.3%
i o)
Appropriate compliance 1.0 expenditure/household 2007 25.9%
Total financial disclosure 4.0
assessment ) Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
4 _ )
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Financial position

North Bay

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

i ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 3,547 Salaries and 2006 47.6%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 3,957 benefits/household 2007 46.8%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,556 Contracted 2006 11.1%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 3,457 services/household 2007 11.5%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 13.3%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 12.5%
2006 $ 1,264 Goods and services 2006 24.4%
Long term debt/household =70 $ 2,006 combined/household 2007 24.1%
0,
Investment in 2006 $ 1,007 Interest expense/household 3883 1120//:
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,069 Grants to other 2006 26.2%
organisations/household 2007 27.5%
Revenue
Total revenue/household 5883 3 2’82(1) Expenditures by function
$ 5, Percentage capital 2006 29.0%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,041 expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ 2,188 Percentage operating 2006 71.0%
Other government 2006 $ 1,451 expenditure/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
grants/household 2007 $ 1,263 General government 2006 3.0%
User Charges/hOUSeho|d 2006 $ 902 eXpenditUre 2007 unknown 0.0%
2007 $ 907 Protection services 2006 unknown 0.0%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 8.5%
expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
. . Core 2006 71.7%
Reportlng standards JUdged out of seven expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
General accountability standards 4.0 Non-core 2006 no data 0.0%
Appropriate compliance 1.0 expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.0

Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
/
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Financial position

Oakuville

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

. . 2006 $ 5,753
Financial assets/household 2007 $ 6,211
L 2006 $ 2,797
Liabilities/household 2007 $3.133
. 2006 $
Capital assets/household 2007 $
2006 $ 431
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 609
Investment in 2006 $ 2,738
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 2,766
Revenue
2006 $ 2,902
Total revenue/household 2007 $ 2,939
2006 $ 1,596
Net taxes/household 5007 $ 1,690
Other government 2006 $ 140
grants/household 2007 $ 69
2006 $ 567
User charges/household 2007 $ 616
Development 2006 $ 232
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 203

Reporting standards judged out of 7

General accountability standards 4.6
Appropriate compliance 1.6
Total financial disclosure assessment 3.7

Expenditures by object (operating)

Salaries and 2006 67.0%
benefits/household 2007 71.1%
Contracted 2006 20.7%
services/household 2007 18.5%
Goods and 2006 9.9%
materials/household 2007 8.0%
Goods and services 2006 30.6%
combined/household 2007 26.5%
2006 0.9%
Interest expense/household 5007 0.9%
Grants to other 2006 1.3%
organizations/household 2007 1.1%
Expenditures by function
Percentage capital 2006 31.0%
expenditure/household 2007 27.9%
Percentage operating 2006 69.1%
expenditure/household 2007 72.1%
General government 2006 17.5%
expenditure 2007 14.0%
Protection services 2006 16.6%
expenditure/household 2007 16.6%
Recreation and culture 2006 28.0%
expenditure/household 2007 31.6%
. 2006 54.0%
Core expenditure/household 2007 53.8%
Non-core 2006 65.4%
expenditure/household 2007 46.2%

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: An average overall standard but with little useful

additional information
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Financial position

Oshawa

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 1,897 Salaries and 2006 63.1%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 1,849 benefits/household 2007 63.7%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 3,517 Contracted 2006 0.0%
labilities/househo 2007 $ 3,479 services/household 2007 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 29.2%
apital assets/houseno 2007 $ materials/household 2007 26.8%
2006 $ 1,804 Goods and services 2006 29.2%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 1,756 combined/household 2007 26.8%
Investment in 2006 $ 498 Interest expense/household 3883 ;f;/:
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 553 Grants to other 2006 2.9%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 4.1%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 2’222 Expenditures by function
$ 2, Percentage capital 2006 49.2%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,494 eXpenditUre/household 2007 18.4%
2007 $ 1,598 Percentage operating 2006 50.8%
Other government 2006 $ 59 expenditure/household 2007 81.6%
grants/household 2007 $ 10 General government 2006 11.6%
User charges/household 2006 $ 142 expenditure 2007 17.7%
2007 $ 123 Protection services 2006 18.0%
Development 2006 $ 59 expenditure/household 2007 18.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 131 Recreation and culture 2006 52.8%
expenditure/household 2007 32.6%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2208 34.6%
— 2007 48.5%
General accountability
standards 4.0 Non-core 2006 45.3%
Appropriate compliance 52 expenditure/household 2007 51.5%
Total financial disclosure
4.4 .
assessment Type of reporting assessment used:
4 I
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Financial position

Ottawa

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,396 Salaries and 2006 53.9%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 4,689 benefits/household 2007 55.3%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 5,449 Contracted 2006 4.3%
labilities/househo 2007 $ 5,768 services/household 2007 4.7%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 18.5%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 17.6%
2006 $ 2,230 Goods and services 2006 22.9%
Long-term debt/household =555 $ 1,377 combined/household 2007 22.3%
o,
Investment in 2006 $ 827 Interest expense/household 3883 ;go//:
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 872 Grants to other 2006 16.9%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 16.5%
Total revenue/household 2998 $ 6,851 Expenditures by function
2007 $ 7,042 . unknown
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,266 Perce_ntage capital 2006 0.0%
2007 $ 3,357 expenditure/household 2007 18.4%
Other government 2006 $ 1,516 Percentage operating 2006 0 0.0%
grants/household 588; i 11‘5‘3‘7‘ expenditure/household 2007 81.6%
User Charges/househo|d ! General government 2006 5.3%
2007 $1,724 expenditure 2007 5.2%
Development 2006 $ 149 Protection services 2006 16.7%
contributions/ household | 20g7 $ 224 expenditure/household 2007 16.7%
Recreation and culture 2006 8.5%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure/household 2007 9.0%
0,
General accountability standards 3.4 Core expenditure/household ;ggs ggéoz
Appropriate compliance 1.9 . T
Total financial disclosure assessment 3.1 I_\Ion core 2006 57.2%
expenditure/household 2007 45.0%

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A very high standard of disclosure and
presentation with useful additional information including extensive intelligble reporting of performance

measures
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Peterborough

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 | $ unknown Salaries and 2006 unknown 0.0%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 8,230 benefits/household | 2007 37.5%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 | $ unknown Contracted 2006 unknown 0.0%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 4,018 services/household 2007 30.7%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 | $ unknown Goods and 2006 unknown 0.0%
apital assets/househo 2007 $ materials/household 2007 1.4%
debt/h hold 2006 | $ unknown Goods and services 2006 unknown 0.0%
Long-term debt/household = $ 1,655 combined/household | 2007 0.0%
Investment in 2006 | $ unknown Interest 2006 unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household expense/household 2007 19.9%
/ 2007 $ 5,065 Grants to other 2006 0 0.0%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 10.5%
2006 | $ _unknown Expenditures by function
Total revenue/household =52 5 6,808 p u y Tu o
2006 | % ur’1known Percentage capital 2006 unknown 0.0%
Net taxes/household 5007 $ 2,467 expenditure/household 2007 17.2%
Other government 2006 $  unknown Percentage operating 2006 0 0.0%
grantS/hOusehold 2007 $ 2 375 expenditure/househ0|d 2007 8280/0
2006 $ ur’1known General government 2006 unknown 0.0%
User charges/household 2007 $ 1,429 expenditure 2007 3.2%
2006 | s ’ " Protection services 2006 | unknown 17.6%
‘Development unknown expenditure/household | 2007 17.6%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 41 Recreation and culture 2006 | unknown 0.0%
. . expenditure/household 2007 8.4%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core 5006 T unknown 0.0%
General acco_untability _standards 4.0 expenditure/household 2007 44.8%
Appropriate compliance 1.0 Non-core 2006 no data 0.0%
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.0 expenditure/household 2007 55.2%
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
4 7
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Pickering

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 4,492 Salaries and 2006 61.2%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 4,493 benefits/household 2007 70.4%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,068 Contracted 2006 3.3%
labilities/househo 2007 $ 1,909 services/household 2007 4.0%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 33.1%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 23.3%
2006 $ 342 Goods and services 2006 36.4%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 303 combined/household 2007 27.3%
0,
Investment in 2006 $1,197 Interest expense/household 5883 880/{;’
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $ 1,266 Grants to other 2006 2.4%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 2.3%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’cl)ég Expenditures by function
$ 2, Percentage capital 2006 14.2%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,142 eXpenditUre/household 2007 17.3%
2007 $ 1,250 Percentage operating 2006 85.8%
Other government 2006 $ 335 expenditure/household 2007 82.7%
grants/household 2007 $ 74 General government 2006 27.1%
User charges/household 2006 $ 248 expenditure 2007 20.8%
2007 $ 270 Protection services 2006 25.4%
Development 2006 $ 72 expenditure/household 2007 25.4%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 68 Recreation and culture 2006 29.5%
expenditure/household 2007 30.3%
. . 5
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 2008 | 46.9%
— 2007 52.0%
General accountability 5
standards 4.0 Non-core 2006 52.4%
i o)
Appropriate compliance 1.0 expenditure/household 2007 51.8%
Total financial disclosure 4.0
assessment ) .
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
s T R
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Financial position

Richmond Hill

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (operating)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 7,707 Salaries and 2006 50.9%

2007 $ 8,123 benefits/household 2007 52.8%

Liabilities/household 2006 $ 2,501 Contracted 2006 28.1%

2007 $ 2,924 services/household 2007 29.0%

. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 16.8%

Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 16.9%

2006 Goods and services 2006 44.9%

Long-term debt/household 2007 i combined/household 2007 45.9%

Investment in 2006 $ Interest expense/household 2006 O'O:/O

subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 2007 0.0%

Grants to other 2006 2.2%

Revenue organizations/household 2007 0.2%
Total revenue/household 5883 i g'ggg Expenditures by fL.mCtlon

L Percentage capital 2006 18.7%

Net taxes/household 2006 $1,116 expenditure/household 2007 21.1%

2007 $1,214 Percentage operating 2006 81.3%

Other government 2006 $ 9 expenditure/household 2007 78.9%

grants/household 2007 $ 49 General government 2006 16.5%

User charges/household (002 i o1 expenditure 2007 | 16.5%

Protection services 2006 13.4%

Development 2006 $ 246 expenditure/household 2007 13.4%

contributions/ household | 2007 $ 182 Recreation and culture 2006 29.6%

expenditure/household 2007 32.9%

Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household 3006 >4.8%

General accountability standards 4.6 007 53.0%

A iate compliance 59 Non-core 2006 50.3%

~PPropTa b iture/household 2007 | 49.5%

Total financial disclosure assessment 4.8 expenditure/house 2 70

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: Minimalist accounts, compliance based with little
additional useful information
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Sarnia

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 2,301 Salaries and 2006 65.4%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 2,493 benefits/household 2007 66.3%
N 2006 $ 3,521 Contracted 2006 7.5%
Liabilities/household 2007 $ 3,531 services/household 2007 7.3%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 19.8%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 20.3%
2006 $ 2,288 Goods and services 2006 27.2%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 2,093 combined/household 2007 27.6%
o,
Investment in 2006 $1,274 Interest expense/household 3883 56220//:
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,302 Grants to other 2006 1.1%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 0.9%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 g’;gg Expenditures by function
$3, Percentage capital 2006 15.5%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,565 eXpenditUre/household 2007 17.1%
2007 $ 1,636 Percentage operating 2006 84.5%
Other government 2006 $ 307 expenditure/household 2007 82.9%
grants/household 588; i 32; General government 2006 8.1%
User charges/household expenditure 2007 8.4%
2007 $ 1,120 Protection services 2006 33.3%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 33.3%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 8.9%
expenditure/household 2007 8.2%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;gg;ﬁ gi-go;o
General accountability standards 4.0 = 7D
: : Non-core 2006 45.6%
Appropriate compliance 2.2 diture/h hold 2007 19.0%
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.4 EXpendIture/NOUseno 2 70
Type of reporting assessment used:
4 _ I
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Sault Ste Marie

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (total)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 1,671 Salaries and 2006 37.5%
inancial assets/Nousenold 5007 $ 1,943 benefits/household 2007 43.0%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,337 Contracted 2006 35.6%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $ 2,445 services/household 2007 26.6%
. 2006 $ Goods and 2006 0.5%
Capital assets/household 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0.5%
2006 $ 549 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 $ 797 combined/household 2007 0.0%
o,
Investment in 2006 $1,799 Interest expense/household 5883 11(;53?0//;
subsidiaries/household :
/ 2007 $1,791 Grants to other 2006 11.4%
Revenue organizations/household 2007 12.6%
Total revenue/household 5883 3 EIZ% Expenditures by function
$5, Percentage capital 2006 26.4%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 2,358 expenditure/household 2007 16.3%
2007 $ 2,431 Percentage operating 2006 73.6%
Other government 2006 $1,852 expenditure/household 2007 83.7%
grants/household ;88; i 1'5;3 General government 2006 8.1%
User charges/household L expenditure 2007 7.7%
2007 $ 1,408 Protection services 2006 20.5%
Development 2006 $ expenditure/household 2007 20.5%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 14.7%
expenditure/household 2007 8.6%
. . o
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;gg;ﬁ gg.go;o
General accountability standards 7.0 N 2006 31.80/0
Appropriate compliance 1.0 d_ton—c/:ﬁre hold 2007 40'50/°
Total financial disclosure assessment 5.0 EXpendIture/NOUseno 2 70
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor
4 _ ™
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Financial position

St Catherines

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $1,417 Salaries and 2006 64.0%
inancial assets/househo 2007 | $ unknown benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ Contracted 2006 11.3%

abtiities/houseno 2007 | $ unknown services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 20.3%
apital assets/houseno 2007 | $  unknown materials/household | 2007 0 0.0%
2006 $ Goods and services 2006 31.6%
Long-term debt/household =772 $  unknown combined/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,025 Int/egest hold gggg . 2-70/8 5o
subsidiaries/household €XPENSE/NOUSENO UNKNOWITULD Y0
/ 2007 | unknown Grants to other 2006 0.4%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household 5883 $ 2,2ko1 Expenditures by function
$ _unknown Percentage capital 2006 | unknown 0.0%
2006 $1,108 expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Net taxes/household 2007 $ Percentage operating 2006 0 0.0%
unknown expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Other government 2006 $ 197 General government 2006 9.9%
grants/household 2007 | $  unknown expenditure 2007 | unknown 0.0%
User charges/household 2006 $ 562 Protection services 2006 unknown 0.0%
2007 | $  unknown expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Development 2006 $ 63 Recreation and culture 2006 19.3%
contributions/ household | 2007 | $  unknown expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Core 2006 68.2%
; : expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Reporting standgrds judged out of 7 Non-core 2006 SO
General accountability standards no data expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Appropriate compliance no data
Total financial disclosure no data Type of reporting assessment used:
assessment
e _ I
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Thunder Bay

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position Expenditures by object (operating)
Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $6,118 Salaries and 2006 56.0%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 6,040 benefits/household 2007 47 1%
R 2006 $ 7,539 unknown
Liabilities/household 2007 $7.482 Contracted 2006 0.0%
. 2006 $ services/household unknown
Capital assets/household 2007 5 2007 0.0%
2006 $ 4,492 Goods and 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household = $ 4,692 materials/household 2007 | 00.0%
. Goods and services 2006 18.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 1,516 .
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 1,530 combined/household 2007 28.3%
’ 2006 3.2%
Interest expense/household
Revenue 2007 2.5%
Grants to other 2006 0.0%
Total revenue/household 5883 i g,‘g‘gg organizations/household 2007 0.0%
5006 $2.674 Expenditures by function
Net taxes/household L -
2007 $ 2,738 Percentage capital 2006 22.6%
Other government 2006 $ 2,176 expenditure/household 2007 16.8%
grants/household 2007 $ 2,140 Percentage operating 2006 77.4%
User charges/household 2006 $ 1,369 expenditure/household 2007 83.2%
9 2007 $ 1,444 General government 2006 5.3%
Development 2006 $ expenditure 2007 5.0%
contributions/ household 5007 Protection services 2006 12.8%
$ expenditure/household 2007 12.8%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Recrez(ajt_ion aﬂd cul';]urlz 2006 7.22/0
General accountability standards 4.0 expenditure/househo 200/ 8.1%
- - . 2006 35.5%
Appropriate compliance 0.8 Core expenditure/household 2007 36.5%
Total financial disclosure assessment 3.9 Non-core 2006 48.0%
Type of reporting assessment used: 2-factor expenditure/household 2007 63.5%
4 I
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Financial position

Toronto

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

. . 2006 $ 5,766
Financial assets/household 5007 $ 6.304
o 2006 $ 8,122
Liabilities/household 2007 $ 0,183
. 2006 $
Capital assets/household 2007 $
2006 $2,173
Long-term debt/household 2007 $2.651
Investment in 2006 $ 1,980
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 1,098
Revenue
2006 $ 8,180
Total revenue/household 2007 $ 8,481
2006 $ 2,955
Net taxes/household 5007 $ 3,062
Other government 2006 $ 2,167
grants/household 2007 $ 1,865
2006 $ 1,778
User charges/household 2007 $ 1,890
Development 2006 $ 187
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 527
Reporting standards judged out of 7
General accountability standards 4.6
Appropriate compliance 4.0
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.2

Expenditures by object (total)

Salaries and 2006 45.1%
benefits/household 2007 44.5%
Contracted 2006 12.2%
services/household 2007 13.3%
Goods and 2006 2.3%
materials/household 2007 2.3%
Goods and services 2006 0.0%
combined/household 2007 0.0%
2006 12.5%
Interest expense/household 5007 12.1%
Grants to other 2006 16.7%
organizations/household 2007 16.8%
Expenditures by function
Percentage capital 2006 17.6%
expenditure/household 2007 19.8%
Percentage operating 2006 82.4%
expenditure/household 2007 80.2%
General government 2006 6.6%
expenditure 2007 6.1%
Protection services 2006 15.7%
expenditure/household 2007 15.7%
Recreation and culture 2006 8.6%
expenditure/household 2007 9.0%
Core 2006 52.3%
expenditure/household 2007 53.6%
Non-core 2006 no data 0.0%
expenditure/household 2007 46.4%

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A poor standard of financial reporting, improved
somewhat with additional useful information ... though bare compliance reporting only. (Audit opinion on
public copy of statements is unsigned).
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Financial position

Vaughan

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 9,205 Salaries and 2006 36.6%
2007 $10,343 benefits/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 4,738 Contracted 2006 20.5%
2007 $ 5,668 services/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 0.2%
apital assets/househo 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
2006 $ 754 Goods and services 2006 0.0%
Long-term debt/household 5,7 $ 821 combined/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 3,041 Int/ehrest hold gggs - 0-90/8 5o
PP expense/househo unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household 2007 $ 3,280 Grants to other 2006 26.6%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household 5883 i g’zgg Expenditures by ﬂ'_mCtlon
L Percentage capital 2006 27.1%
Net taxes/household 2006 $ 1,411 eXpenditUre/household 2007 19.3%
2007 $ 1,526 Percentage operating 2006 72.9%
Other government 2006 $ 2 expenditure/household 2007 80.7%
grants/household 2007 $ 74 General government 2006 5.9%
User charges/household 5883 i ggg expenditure 2007 | 12.1%
Protection services 2006 16.0%
Development 2006 $ 379 expenditure/household 2007 16.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ 212 Recreation and culture 2006 28.3%
expenditure/household 2007 23.2%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core expenditure/household ;gg;ﬁ 22-(752;0
General accountability standards 4.6 : 0°
Appropriate compliance 1.1 I_\lon—core 2006 48'10/°
Total financial disclosure assessment 3.4 expenditure/household 2007 35.4%

Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: Minimalist accounts, compliance based but in
spite of this and with the inclusion of some additional useful information they achieve a good score.

Vaughan 2007

1.22
0.96

0.51

o @ & & & & &
& (5,0" R - & & @ & F
& %\"'b é@ _ q}’r} ,\\%0 eé\ 6{35 SQP (\Q}Q
@‘9\ 'b‘Q\\ o~ (\CJ\ \"» \va (\t} ,.?_S\ N
O & & KO O 3 <& .
> & ocprg fS‘@? & P
A o X
<9 o P 9 Q_e‘c,‘
.
Policy Series No. 52 December 2008 71 Local Government Performance Index 2008




Financial position

Waterloo

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Salaries and 2006 40.0%
benefits/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Contracted 2006 0.0%
services/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Goods and 2006 5.0%

materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
Goods and services 2006 52.6%
combined/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Interest 2006 0.3%
expense/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Grants to other 2006 0.0%
organizations/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%

Expenditures by function

. 2006 $ 3,315
Financial assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
____ 2006 $ 2,646

Liabilities/household 2007 | $ unknown
_ 2006 $
Capital assets/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $ 313
Long-term debt/household 2007 | $ unknown
Investment in 2006 $ 1,612
subsidiaries/household 2007 | $  unknown
Revenue
2006 $ 2,600
Total revenue/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $1,177
Net taxes/household 2007 | $ unknown
Other government 2006 $ 126
grants/household 2007 | $ unknown
2006 $ 983
User charges/household = 0o Nknown
Development 2006 $ 83
contributions/ household 2007 $ unknown

Reporting standards judged out of 7

General accountability standards no data
Appropriate compliance no data
Total financial disclosure assessment no data

Percentage capital 2006 18.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Percentage operating 2006 82.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
General government 2006 6.3%
expenditure 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Protection services 2006 | unknown 0.0%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Recreation and culture 2006 32.3%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Core 2006 58.1%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Non-core 2006 34.1%
expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%

Type of reporting assessment used:
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Financial position

Welland

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 3,370 Salaries and 2006 unknown 0.0%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 3,395 benefits/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 2,368 Contracted 2006 unknown 0.0%
abtiities/houseno 2007 $2,411 services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 unknown 0.0%
apital assets/houseno 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
L debt/h hold 2006 $ 1,325 Goods and services 2006 unknown 0.0%
ong-term debt/household =70 $ 1,375 combined/household [ 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ Interest 2006 unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household expense/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
/ 2007 $ 1,360 Grants to other 2006 0 0.0%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household (502 i 2070 Expenditures by function
2006 $ 1:163 Percentage capital 2006 25.3%
Net taxes/household 2007 $ 1,152 expenditure/household 2007 20.8%
Other government 2006 $ 240 Percentage operating 2006 74.7%
grants/household 2007 $ 174 expenditure/household 2007 79.2%
2006 $ 401 General government 2006 18.4%
User charges/household 2007 $ 422 expenditure 2007 16.2%
5006 $ Protection services 2006 15.7%
; _tI)Det\_/eIopn;ent hold expenditure/household 2007 15.7%
contributions/ househo 2007 $ 6 Recreation and culture 2006 15.2%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure/household 2007 18.8%
. 2006 65.9%
General accountability standards 4.0 Core expenditure/household =745 64.5%
Appropriate compliance 3.4 Non-core 2006 50.4%
Total financial disclosure assessment 4.8 expenditure/household 2007 35.5%
Type of reporting assessment used:
r R
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Whitby

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Financial position

Expenditures by object (no data)

Financial assets/household 2006 $ 4,276 Sa_laries and 2006 69.1%
2007 | $ unknown benefits/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/household 2006 $ 2,342 Contracted 2006 12.6%
2007 | $ unknown services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital assets/household 2006 $ Goods and 2006 14.4%
2007 | $ unknown materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
2006 Goods and services 2006 27.0%
Long-term debt/household 2007 | $ uiknown combined/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 999 Int/er:‘est Hold gggg > 0-00/8 5
e expense/househo unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household | 2007 | $ _ unknown Grants to other 2006 3.9%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
2006 $ 2,190 ; ;
Total revenue/household =5 /o4 © Expenditures by function
2006 $ 1,246 Percentage capital 2006 34.1%
Net taxes/household 2007 | $  unknown expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Other government 2006 $ 109 Percentage operating 2006 65.9%
grants/household 2007 | $ unknown expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
2006 $ 311 General government 2006 11.6%
User charges/household =545 $  unknown expenditure 2007 | unknown 0.0%
5006 $ 148 Protection services 2006 unknown 0.0%
‘Development expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
contributions/ household | 2007 | $  unknown Recreation and culture 2006 37.5%
. . expenditure/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Reporting standards judged out of 7 Core 5006 49 6%
General accountability standards no data expenditure/household 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Appropriate compliance no data Non-core 2006 52.2%
Total financial disclosure no data expenditure/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
assessment

Type of reporting assessment used:
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Financial position

Windsor

To be read in conjunction with the Guide to City Reports

Expenditures by object (no data)

Fi ial ts/h hold 2006 $ 1,685 Salaries and 2006 unknown 0.0%
inancial assets/housenold 5007 $ 1,978 benefits/household | 2007 | unknown 0.0%
Liabilities/h hold 2006 $ 4,825 Contracted 2006 unknown 0.0%
1abilities/houseno 2007 $ 5,396 services/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
Capital ts/h hold 2006 $ Goods and 2006 unknown 0.0%
apital assets/househo 2007 $ materials/household 2007 0 0.0%
debt/h hold 2006 $ 1,336 Goods and services 2006 unknown 0.0%
Long-term debt/household = $ 1,325 combined/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Investment in 2006 $ 2,021 Interest 2006 unknown 0.0%
subsidiaries/household expense/household 2007 unknown 0.0%
/ 2007 $2,171 Grants to other 2006 0 0.0%
Revenue organizations/household | 2007 unknown 0.0%
Total revenue/household (502 i 2279 Expenditures by function
2006 $ 3:104 Percentage capital 2006 19.7%
Net taxes/household 5007 $3,178 expenditure/household 2007 18.8%
Other government 2006 $ 2,084 Percentage operating 2006 80.3%
grants/household 2007 $ 2,125 expenditure/household 2007 81.2%
2006 $ 1,534 General government 2006 8.4%
User charges/household 2007 $ 1,632 expenditure 2007 7.6%
2006 $ Protection services 2006 18.8%
‘Development expenditure/household 2007 18.8%
contributions/ household | 2007 $ Recreation and culture 2006 7.6%
. . i 0,
Reporting standards judged out of 7 expenditure/household ;ggé 411;';02
General accountability standards 5.8 Core expenditure/household =745 45.8%
Appropriate compliance 2.4 Non-core 2006 36.7%
Total financial disclosure assessment 5.1 expenditure/household 2007 54.2%
Type of reporting assessment used: 5-factor Comment: A poor standard of minimalist accounts,
compliance based with little additional useful information.
a )

Windsor 2007
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LGPI Public Financial Disclosure Assessments

Introduction to the assessment framework

In this, the second year of the LGPI project, an expanded evaluation process was used for
assessing the quality, completeness and accuracy of the 2007 public financial disclosures of the
66 Canadian municipalities surveyed.

The assessment process used is more objective this year. Only three of the 14 selected
assessment measures involve the use of judgments, and these are only applied to the larger city
assessments. The remaining tests are derived from observed and recorded (compliance-based)
assessment criteria.

Selection of a compliance-based approach is appropriate in the current Canadian context for it
acknowledges the fact that in Canada public sector accounting and other reporting is conducted
in compliance with (and denotes an adherence to) a form over substance emphasis.

Canadian municipal reporting is presently characterized by its legalistic form. Other jurisdictions
have advanced beyond this to more of a mixture of both form and substance. Form and
substance reporting arises from the inclusion of expanded financial and non-financial often
performance-related information. It invariably involves the use of judgments, the exercise of
which tend toward achieving improvements of both the quality and intelligibility of the finished
product.

Canadian municipal reporting has not, by world standards, advanced very far. The outgrowth of
purely financially based and legally compliant public reporting into its expanded role of triple
bottom line financial and non-financial performance measurement has yet to arrive in Canada.

Adherence by local government to codes of practice (the "forms”) is mandated from two
sources. A significant part of the compliance directives are set by provincial legislation as well
as at the behest of the public sector accounting standard setters.

To make the required fair and balanced LGPI assessments within the Canadian public sector
financial reporting environment, and given the existing emphasis upon compliance standards
rather than upon a wider (substance over form) framework, the scope and focus of this report is
toward assessments made principally on a compliance basis.

Two groups for assessment

The assessments of this section are set out to cover two separate groupings of municipalities:

e The first group, (Group I), numbers 44 municipalities. They comprise the largest
Canadian cities when measured by population numbers of over 150,000. The accounting
treatments, disclosures and accounting practices of this group have been analyzed for
compliance and in greater detail for matters of judgment relating to best practice. The
group includes mostly the same set of municipalities that were assessed in the first year
of the LGPI project. Their assessment this time includes a discovery of discernible
improvement trends (if any) over the course of the three years surveyed. Note: the
December 31, 2005, financial statements were reviewed last year (2007, Year 1 of the
LGPI). This year, both 2006 and 2007 financial statements are reviewed.
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e The second group, (Group II), of smaller Canadian cities totals 44. They are derived from
the expanded scope of this year’s LGPI to include if possible a total of the top 100 cities.
The second group has been analyzed with the same criteria used for the larger city group
but with the emphasis on compliance issues alone.

¢ While we intended at the outset to select the top 100, this has not been achieved as only
a total of 66 municipalities were able to provide adequate data. Adequacy for our
purposes meant that we were able to acquire, either from the municipal web site or
through direct enquiry, a set of 2007 audited financial statements in English.

A caveat relating to variable provincial reporting and other “local” requirements

There exist certain distinctive, provincially mandated local government accounting standards and
practices with which affected municipalities are bound to comply. The scrutiny and assessments
of the LGPI project and this report have excluded any detailed consideration of these.
Fortunately, these provincial directives are the exception rather than the rule for all but a few of
the critically important compliance standards that have been assessed and which are set at the
national level.

Missing data and the resulting non-assessments

As mentioned above, this year’s project was broadened to include the largest 100 Canadian
cities according to population numbers. In collecting data for the project, municipal web site-
based financial statements and other supplementary information were sought.

Questionnaires to elicit further information were sent to all 100 municipalities but only four
replies were received. Apart from the use of this questionnaire, with reply numbers proving to
be disappointing, the project team adopted the position that the data that would be used should
be confined to that which is readily available to the public.

After all, it is these taxpaying stakeholders, as users of the information, who are entitled to
excellent accountability relating to "their” finances. They are the people to whom the account
preparers address the annual (financial and other related) reports. This information needs to be
readily accessible. We found major gaps in these important accountabilities.

Our data is incomplete for a number of reasons, some of which have serious implications and
uncover a lack of public accountability in local governments.

To summarize: Our coverage arising from the data gathering described achieved the following
results:

e A group of 24 large municipalities provided adequate financial statements and comprised
the majority of the group of 29 units surveyed in the 2007 LGPI project;

¢ Five municipalities from this group failed to provide adequate data (for the reasons
detailed below) and were therefore not able to be fully assessed. Unfortunately, they
have not been assessed this year;

¢ A group of 44 smaller municipalities provided data that was sufficient for a compliance-
based assessment;

e Many of the remaining councils, including the five larger ones referred to (above), failed
for the following reasons to provide information capable of useful assessment:
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o French Canadian municipalities (apart from Montreal) failed to provide adequate
and complete information translated into English. While the 2007 project spent
considerable time and effort translating French reports, this year, we took the view
that this should be unnecessary. We look forward to receiving English versions. In
passing, it can be observed that many of these largely Quebec-based entities
received very poor assessments in 2007.

o Following strenuous efforts to obtain audited financial statements from the balance
of our sample (a group of about 25 smaller English-speaking units and some
French-speaking), we were unsuccessful in these endeavors. Late completion of
account preparation or audits or both were often given as explanations, although
our enquiries continued up until mid-October 2008, nine months after the balance
date.

o A small number of municipalities did not respond to any of our numerous attempts
to acquire the desired information. None of these municipalities provided
explanations for this stance. The Halifax Regional Municipality, whose balance date
is March 31, could not supply its statements in time for our assessment.

Our attempts to conduct our project using complete data have consequently been adversely
affected by these difficulties. A 66 per cent response rate, though adequate for gaining
averages for this study, is plainly unsatisfactory for local residents and must improve.

Preliminary observations as to the adequacy of the data and the standards of reporting

Although there are some (a small minority) municipalities in Canada that reach good standards
of reporting, none currently achieve best practice when judged on an international scale.
Reasons and evidence for this are reported in detail elsewhere but can be summarized as
follows:

¢ the low questionnaire response rate,
e the significant unavailability of public accountability information,
e other matters including the patchy audit coverage referred to later in this report, and

e both non-demanding national accounting-standard setters and provincial municipality
legislation.

The bar is set too low.

The sector shows ample evidence of settling for accountability and performance reporting
standards that in many parts of the world were discarded over 20 years ago. Included in this
category are the current advances of Canadian accounting standard setting that will result in
only a partial accruals basis of municipal accounting being achieved. The flawed tangible-asset-
accounting standard proposed for next year is a clear example of this malaise.

Municipal audit performance

The five generally accepted measurement criteria of performance include timeliness and quality.
For the purposes of this report, price, quantity and location will be ignored in order to
concentrate on the first two factors.
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In assessing audit performance, only one of the five verifiable performance measures (that of
timeliness) was recorded within our survey and indicated an overall good result. Completion and
sign-off of the audit opinion within 120 days of the balance date was deemed timely.

Of the 66 municipalities surveyed, only seven (11 per cent) failed to meet this timeliness
objective for their 2007 reports. This is an improvement upon results observed last year
(covering the 2005 reports).

Of those municipalities that failed to provide financial statements for our review, many (of the
remaining top 100) advised that their accounts and/or their audits were still incomplete.

In this context, no detailed evaluation of matters relating to the quality of municipal audits was
possible nor was it undertaken. Readers of this report are left to judge these issues from the
limited evidence that is advanced. The implications to audit quality of the following observations
and comments arise from any comparisons that might be made of Canadian audit practice when
compared to other jurisdictions. For example, the use made (or not) of appropriate audit
resources to adequately promote and monitor improved municipal performance.

To the extent that the following matters affect audit quality, the following observations can be
made:

e Most municipalities, particularly the larger units, employ internal auditors. Many have
also established their own audit committees. Municipal internal auditors appear to be
preoccupied with the prevention and detection of fraud and verification and compliance
matters. There is little evidence of the use of internal audit personnel or the appointment
of a performance auditor to conduct performance-improvement programs. This is hardly
surprising, as the sector shows little performance improvement culture.

e No doubt consultancy contracts are raised from time to time to investigate matters
pertaining to performance. This does not constitute hard evidence of a continuing
determination to embed a performance-based culture, as these initiatives by their nature
are more reactive and less habitual.

e External audits are conducted mainly by two large CA firms. There is some evidence of
provincial reviews of their work, a practice that is more common in other jurisdictions. In
general, the external auditors employed conduct their audits without this type of
supervision. A significant level of interest, control and involvement by other government
audit entities is fully justified, because of the use by municipalities of higher government
funding (provincial and federal transfers and subsidies).

¢ All audit procedures, irrespective of the size of the municipality, are conducted in
accordance with Canadian public sector auditing standards. Smaller municipalities
generally engage local CAs to conduct their audits. The quality of some of their public
accounts suggests that lower standards are accepted by auditors. Smaller city audit
practice is not the subject of higher government review. It is instead left to the
accounting profession to monitor and use sanctions over its members. It is not known to
what degree these sanctions, if any, are in use.

e Some evidence of these lower audit standards is revealed given the relatively large
number of municipal financial statements that were unavailable for our review. In other
cases, the financial reports of some other units exhibited deficiencies.
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e There were a small number of financial statements (leaving aside those that were
unavailable) that were not published on a web site or in an acceptable form. In addition
to the fact that public stakeholders are denied access to their basic accountability
documents, some of the unsatisfactory financial statements nevertheless bore the
signature and the unqualified audit opinion of an auditor.

e Municipal audits are compliance based in nature, as this is all that is demanded of them.
There is little or no observable audit coverage, nor is there a responsibility for issues of
improved municipal performance at every level including financial administration,
management and audit process. This prevailing performance-related deficiency by itself
may be contributing to the generally low audit standards.

e Only two of the 66 municipalities surveyed received qualified audit opinions for their 2007
annual reports. This is surprising, as there were many instances observed where (even
merely for compliance disclosure matters) a great variability of disclosure and application
of standards of financial reporting were apparently accepted without further (audit)
comment or actions.

e If the bar for municipal financial accounting and reporting has been set too low across
Canada, this is also true of municipal auditing standards. With apologies to the good ones
— those municipalities and practitioners who do a good job (of which there are some) —
based on the evidence reviewed, the audits of Canadian municipalities are not given the
importance they deserve. The result is an overall low standard.

Assessment scale used for disclosure and financial reporting standards

Given the reported deficiencies and the quality of audit and accounting practice currently in force
and inherent in the Canadian municipal accounting regime, a relatively undemanding scale of
assessment of Canadian practice has been used. This is intended to take some account of the
shortfall of current standards that remain well below those acceptable in other jurisdictions.

A 7-point scale is used for the 14 characteristics set as assessment criteria and include

e 1: Excellent: when judged against international public sector accounting reporting best
practice. This includes both financial and non-financial performance measurements.
Note: it was not anticipated that this standard would be achieved by any Canadian
municipality.

e 2 to 3: Good: when judged by Canadian municipal public sector standards and practice,
though currently exhibiting little if any evidence of non-financial performance
measurement.

e 3 to 4: Acceptable to average: barely acceptable when judged within the undemanding
context of Canadian standards.

e 6 to 7: Poor to unsatisfactory: an overall unacceptable standard reached for a variety
of reasons including omissions and errors that could materially affect the required true
and fair view of the financial statements.

On this scale, the LGPI Canadian scores range from a possible high of 2 to a low of 7.
The scoring of the smaller (Group II) municipalities is less complicated (see below).
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Assessments

The following table sets out the criteria for disclosure and financial reporting standards
assessments along with their details and comments. A chart detailing the scores achieved by

each group follows. This section concludes with the findings from this analysis.

Group I of 24 large Canadian Cities Assessments

Five tests of performance
relating to non-accounting
matters ... non-weighted,
three compliance based, with
one judgment

Assessment Details of actual Comments
Criteria assessment
General accountability
standards

Frontier LGPI
guestionnaire ... sent to all
100 municipalities and
returned completed

Only four completed
questionnaires were
received.

Information requested
concentrated upon gaining
an understanding of the
separate provincial
contexts in which
municipalities operate,
e.g., their compliance
codes. In addition, this
process could be used to
validate our preliminary
findings; for example, to
confirm the accuracy of
our assessments such as
involvement in
improvement programs,
etc.

This very low response
rate will no doubt be
judged from differing
standpoints. Frontier will
persist in the use of this
approach in the interests
of obtaining the
information necessary to
interpret existing local
(provincial) and national
standards. Without a
level of better co-
operation, the inference is
that of a general
unwillingness to raise the
standards that Frontier
has attempted to
encourage.

Completeness and
Timeliness of audit All
audit processes completed
to sign-off, audit opinions
unqualified and signed
off/published within 120
days of balance date.

All audits of this group
were completed and
unqualified audit opinions
issued. There were seven
cases where municipalities
failed to meet reasonable
timeliness completion
timetables.

Legislation in other
countries specifies the
120-day test. Failure to
observe such timetables
can indicate poor
administration (or worse)
of accounting and audit
procedures.
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Assessment
Criteria

Details of actual
assessment

Comments

Receipt of an accounting
award.

Ten members of this
group reported receiving
an award from the
Government Finance
Officers Association
(GFOA). No other
(international) awards for
financial reporting were
found by our survey.

Commendable though
receipt of these awards
appears to be, they are
distributed quite freely.
In some cases, recipients
report that they have
received theirs for 10
consecutive years.

* Receipt of award but
inconsistent with
standards achieved.

Of the group members
who received awards,
there were no occurrences
of substandard reporting

The GFOA award status
appears to be consistent
with good reporting.

Evidence of a municipality
embarking or currently
involved in a performance
improvement program,
business excellence or
similar scheme.

There was no evidence
that any municipality in
Canada was, by April
2008, involved in such
programs

Many
councils/municipalities in
other jurisdictions are
undertaking extensive
internationally recognized
improvement programs,
including for example, the
Baldridge Award process.

Added disclosure
accountability
standards

Two tests of disclosure
matters where their
inclusion suggests
progress with improved
accountability. Non-
weighted, one (early)
compliance based, with one
judgment * exercised.

* Inclusion of useful
supplementary financial,
non-financial and other
related information.

Only four (17 per cent) of
the group failed to include
(to varying degrees of
quality and completeness)
additional useful
explanatory information.
This is an area where some
improvement (since 2005)
has been observed. Many
municipalities are including
extensive additional useful
information in their annual
reports. These include
financial highlights,
statistical summaries,
economic data, etc.

This progress is very
encouraging, as it can
often be a first step to a
more comprehensive
reporting of municipal
performance, both of
financial and non-financial
measures.
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Assessment
Criteria

Details of actual
assessment

Comments

Accounting (on the
Statement of Financial
Position ... balance sheet)
for physical-tangible
assets. This is an early
adoption of parts of the
new standard.

Eight (33 per cent)
members of this group
(one partially) have
elected to disclose their
tangible assets. The
Canadian public
accounting-standard
setters, the PSAB and the
CICA, have set 2009 as
the date for the adoption
of a new standard
involving the recording
and valuation of municipal
assets. Many councils
have elected to commence
this process early.

Another encouraging
sign of recent progress
that indicates a
willingness to embrace
new concepts and to move
closer to the adoption of
more acceptable accruals-
based accounting
treatments.

Appropriate compliance
based indicators of
good or indifferent

accountability
standards

Seven tests of disclosure

matters largely of a

mandated compliance

nature where their
inclusion suggests
adherence to accepted
financial reporting
practice. Non-weighted,
with five compliance based,

with two judgments *

exercised.

These criteria were chosen
(from an extensive list)
for their perceived ability
to indicate good practice
by at least Canadian
standard compliance
levels. Any departures
from these standards
would be treated as
breakdowns in both
accounting and audit
standards.

Separate disclosure within
the detailed category of
municipal Expenditures by
Object for operating and
capital expenditures.

Eleven (46 per cent) of
this group appropriately
reported a breakout of
capital and operating
expenditures at this
category level.

Non-compliance leads to a
diminution of
accountability and a
possible breach of local
standards
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Assessment
Criteria

Details of actual
assessment

Comments

Complete disclosure within
the detailed category of
Amounts to be Recovered
in Future.

Eighteen (75 per cent) of
this group appropriately
reported a complete total
of the components
(including long-term debt
and pension fund
liabilities) within this
category level.

Non-compliance here has
more serious possible
consequences than just
accountability issues. In
certain circumstances, a
failure to correctly and
completely report this
total could result in a
misleading balance sheet
statement of (net)
Municipal Position.

Complete disclosure within
the detailed category of
Wages and Salaries for
Expenditures by Object.

Nine (37 per cent) of this
group appropriately
reported a complete total
of the components within
this category level.

Non-compliance leads to a
diminution of
accountability and a
possible breach of local
standards.

Complete disclosure within
the detailed category of
Pension Fund Liabilities.

Twenty-two (92 per
cent)of this group
appropriately reported a
complete total of the
components within this
category level

Non-compliance leads to a
diminution of
accountability and a
possible breach of local
standards. Note that
there are issues with the
standard of reporting
pension fund liabilities as
regards their
completeness.

Separate disclosure within
the correct categories of
operating and capital
expenditures.

Eighteen (75 per cent)of
this group appropriately
reported separate totals
for the split of capital and
operating expenditures.

A failure to correctly and
consistently distinguish
operating from capital
expenditure can lead to
serious issues of (lack of)
comparability and
performance assessment
within a municipality’s
statement of financial
performance Note that
one instance was
observed where a change
was made and this was
not adequately noted.
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Assessment
Criteria

Details of actual
assessment

Comments

*Qverall assessment of
good or indifferent
disclosures. For example,
presentation issues such
as a detailed breakdown
and notes supporting an
analysis of municipal
revenues, etc.

To varying (judged and
assessed standards)
Two (8 per cent)
municipalities received a
poor assessment

e Twelve (50 per
cent) municipalities
received an
average/acceptable
assessment

e Nine (37 per cent)
municipalities
received a good
assessment

e One (4 per cent)
municipality,
(Ottawa) received
an excellent
assessment

This is an encouraging
result. Itis an
improvement from the
first year of the project
when only five (16 per
cent) units scored
assessments of average or
above. This year, 10
scored such assessments
(44 per cent).

*Evidence of serious
errors and/or omissions

There were four observed
occurrences of financial
reporting that could
involve serious errors
and/or omissions.
Without further analysis, it
is difficult to tell from the
public record if this is the
case. At the very least,
the stakeholders require
further explanations.

Without more detailed
information and an audit
of these issues, they
remain unresolved. One
example involved the
apparent shift of operating
expenditure to capital
without adequate reasons
given and with no change
in this accounting policy
disclosed.

Combined Public
Financial Disclosure
Assessment The total

score for all three

aggregated test

Separate section (below)
refers

categories.
-
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The results of the compliance review for this group were as follows:

Assessment

Criteria
(for combined tests ... of
compliance only)

Details of actual
assessment

Comments

General accountability
standards

e Five (12 per cent)
were poor to
unsatisfactory

e Thirty-nine (89 per
cent) were
satisfactory

In this first year of
assessment for this group
of smaller municipalities,
the evidence for making
this appraisal is thin.

Added disclosure
accountability
standards
(confined to the recording
of tangible assets)

A total of 16 (36 per cent)
of the 44 municipalities
met this test.

This is encouraging
progress in meeting early
(some of) the 2009
tangible-asset standard
requirements.

Appropriate compliance
based indicators of
good or indifferent

accountability
standards

e Five or 11 per cent
scored 2 and over

e Fifteen or 34 per
cent scored 3 and
over

e Twenty-four or 55
per cent scored 4
and over

A better result arising as
much from the system of
scoring used and is
probably more favourable
than is warranted.

Combined Public
Financial Disclosure
Assessment total score
for all three aggregated
test categories

e Five or 11 per cent
scored 2 and over

e Seventeen or 39
per cent scored 3
and over

e Twelve or 27 per
cent scored 4 and
over

e Ten or 23 per cent
scored 5 and over

A normal/bell-shaped
curve showing an
acceptable average level
of compliance with
Canadian accountability
standards.

This group of 44 municipalities, larger in number than the other, comprises smaller
(measured by population numbers) units of local government.

As stated, the assessment of these was conducted solely on a compliance basis. No
judgments such as those used for first group of larger councils have been undertaken for
the following reasons.

The smaller councils (with some notable exceptions) report their finances in a wholly
compliant fashion, eschewing extended reportage of their performance or any inclusion
of additional information or, in some cases, they do not bother at all.

As anticipated, the basis of assessment chosen has proved to be less demanding than
that used for the larger group. For this reason, the scoring between the two (large and
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small) groups is NOT comparable. The septile scale used tends to overstate (artificially
improve) the scores of the smaller municipalities, likely by at least one septile step.
Note: The compliance assessments used for the small city group are exactly those
(without the denoted judgments) that were used to assess the larger city group.

Policy Series No. 52 December 2008 87 Local Government Performance Index 2008



