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Executive Summary 
 

In general, the City’s costs per capita are higher than the survey average for a number of 

the Community Service operations.  The following table summarizes the operating costs 

per person using the MPMP data for parks, recreation programming and facilities.    

 

Further, the cost of cemetery operations is amongst the highest in the survey. 

 

 

Municipality

MPMP Parks 

Operating 

Costs per 

Person

MPMP 

Recreation 

Programs 

Operating 

Costs per 

Person

MPMP 

Recreation 

Facilities 

Operating 

Costs per 

Person

MPMP 

Subtotal per 

Person

Amherstburg 22$                 5$                  34$              61$                  

Cobourg 59$                 9$                  5$                72$                  

St. Thomas 39$                 8$                  39$              86$                  

Leamington 16$                 -$               77$              93$                  

Fort Erie 34$                 2$                  61$              97$                  

Brockville 57$                 1$                  47$              105$                

East Gwillimbury -$                9$                  99$              108$                

Niagara-on-the-Lake 52$                 8$                  55$              115$                

Georgina 41$                 21$                75$              137$                

Orangeville 16$                 11$                113$            139$                

Whitchurch-Sotuffville 11$                 15$                118$            143$                

Woodstock 40$                 6$                  98$              143$                

Belleville 42$                 13$                94$              150$                

Tillsonburg 20$                 99$                114$            233$                

Average 40$                 15$                74$              120$                

Stratford 52$                 22$                77$              151$                
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The City’s portfolio of services in some areas is higher than is seen in a number of 

municipalities which is one of the driving factors in higher than average costs.  For 

example, the number of hectares of open space is higher than the survey average.  The 

City has a greater number of arena facilities and services.  These services are well 

utilized.   

 

As well, the City’s recreation programming services are higher than a number of 

municipalities surveyed.  For example, a number of municipalities have moved away 

from being a direct service provider of day camps and they allow community agencies to 

take on this role.   

 

Further, the City’s fees for day camp programs are the lowest in the survey and 

significantly lower than similar day camp programs offered by the Y.  This also impacts 

the cost of service.   

 

A best practice for facility rehabilitation and renewal is to initiate a program of 

contributing annually to reserves.  Industry standards suggest that 1.5%-3.0% of the 

annual replacement value of a facility, based on insurance coverage rates, ensure that 

necessary funds are available, on an ongoing basis, to keep facilities at operating 

efficiently.  This would be equivalent to spending or setting aside approximately 

$300,000-$600,000 annually to maintain the existing facilities.  Based on this standard, 

there are insufficient funds currently being allocated to ongoing maintenance of the large 

portfolio of recreation facilities.    

 

From a cost of service perspective, there appears to be opportunities within this 

Department to revisit practices, service delivery alternatives, synergies within the 

Corporate and user fee policies to reduce the overall burden on the taxpayer and/or 

rationalize the current practices. 
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From the analysis undertaken, comparing Stratford to 9 other municipalities, several 

factors indicate that the City is operating Transit services at a higher average cost 

structure due to: 

 

• Higher operating hours 

• More buses per serviced population 

• Utilization of all standard transit vehicles 

• Lower than average fare per trip 

• Lower utilization per vehicle than most municipalities 

• Lower than average revenue per cost ratio 

• Higher taxpayer per capita and per $100,000 of assessment 

• Highest gross expenditures per capita 

• Highest number of accessible vehicles but lower than average trips per hour 

 

Individually, the factors noted above may not necessarily lead one to conclude that a 

further detailed review would be advisable as there might be some inclination to try to 

explain these one by one.  However, the sum total of the various observations and 

analysis lead us to conclude that there is merit in undertaking a more detailed analysis of 

this section.  The review, in addition to undertaking a more detailed financial and 

operational analysis should focus on structure, people, processes and alternative service 

delivery options, user fees and strategies to reduce the overall cost of service.  In the 

context of such a review, insights pertaining to operating anomalies and policies should 

serve to explain some of the high level findings. 
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SWOT Analysis 

Key Strengths 

 

• Significant portfolio of services and facilities available for the residents of Stratford 

• Some of the facilities have been recently renovated or are in the process of major 

refurbishment—Allman Arena.  Plans are in place for the Dufferin Arena, tennis 

courts and retrofits to the pool building 

• Fees are being reviewed on an annual basis 

• Staffing levels at the arenas appear to be consistent with industry standards 

• High level of transit service for the residents of Stratford 

• High level of recreation programs available for the residents of Stratford 

 

 

 

 

Key Weaknesses 

• Insufficient capital replacement reserves or reserve contributions to adequately 
maintain the facilities 

• Higher than average cost of service in several areas including recreation, cemeteries 
and transit 

• Fees are generally lower than the majority of other municipal comparators which is 
contributing to the higher cost of service 
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Key Opportunities 

 

• Opportunity for additional events in the community halls with an increased focus on 

marketing 

• Additional opportunities to contract out some services—managed competition is 

needed 

• Potential to increase revenues by offering ancillary services in the cemetery 

operations and rationalizing fees in day camps 

• Opportunity to revisit the City’s role in day camp provision of service 

• User fees in some areas are well below industry standards (day camps) and should 

be rationalized to reduce taxpayer subsidies 

 

 

 

Key Threats 

• Aging infrastructure with no formalized financing plan to support refurbishment and 

replacement of the existing assets.   

• Addition of new facility places a strain on the budget 

• Increasing health and safety requirements 

• New demands for services 
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Review Process 
 
Discussions were held with the Department’s Management Team to 
undertake a high level review: 

 

The review of the Community Services Department focused on 
answering the following questions: 

• What are the current programs and services? 

• Does the program/service support the municipality’s priorities? 

• Are the program/service objectives currently being met?   

• What are the future challenges? 

• What are the annual resources/costs? 

• How is performance currently measured/tracked? 

• Are the service levels and standards defined?  What are they? 

• How is technology used to meet the demand for services? 

• How are user fees established and rationalized? 

It should be noted that, as this area developed a detailed Strategic 

Master Plan in late 2005, this high level review largely focused on 

the cost of service, service delivery and how services are provided 

rather than rationalizing the existing provision of service. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Programs and services 

• Staffing needs, roles and responsibilities 

• Physical assets—parks, cemetery, facilities, community 

centres, vehicles 

• Organizational structure 

• Major projects and priorities 

• Current and Capital Budgets 

• Strategic Master Plan 
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Organization Structure 

 
As shown above, the Community Services Department includes 5 

divisions: 

1. Marketing and Recreation 

2. Parks and Forestry 

3. Community Facilities 

4. Cemetery 

5. Transit (not shown above  - addressed later in the report) 

 

This was recently re-rationalized as follows: 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Director
Community Services
David St. Louis (248)

Clerk Secretary II
C. Robinson (243)

Manager
Marketing & Recreation
B. Hernden (286)

Clerk Secretary II (2)
C. Cowell (249)
D. Jacques (252)

Child/Youth
Services

Co-Ordinator
J. Otten ( 287)

Custodians (2)
(R. Doell, B. Nurse)

Manager
Parks & Forestry
Q. Malott (276)

Manager
Community Facilities

Vacant

Parkskeeper
Lead Hand
J. Roy

Arborist
S. Hummel

Parkskeepers (5)

P. Lawson, K. Whaling, 
P. Nevidomskis, T. Robinson

R. Bedford

Facilities 
Maintenance
R. Nicholls

Recration Facility
Operator II
S. Fulton

Recreation Facility
Operator I
(11)

Manager
Cemetery

M. Dack (246)

Clerk Secretary II
J.  Chapman (247)

Cemetery Maintenance
Lead Hand

J. Brooks (260)

Cemetery Maintenance (3)
J. Eydt, J. Gale
M. Harvey

Deputy

Director

vacant

Manager

Parks & Forestry

Q. Malott

Manager

Community Facilities

B. Wilson

Manager

Cemetery

M. Dack

Transit

Supervisor

C. Matheson

Transit

Supervisor

H. Eaton

Manager

Transit

B. Schaefer

Director

Community Services

(Dan Martin  X245)
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Parks and Forestry Overview 
 

The parks and forestry division is responsible for the maintenance of  

45 City parks (24 neighbourhood, 16 City parks, 5 specialty parks), 

29 playground structures, natural areas, 8 km of pathways, sports 

fields and tree maintenance as well as horticulture and maintenance 

of all City gardens.  In addition, this division is also responsible for 

garbage collection in the parks on a daily basis, with scheduled 

overtime for weekends.  The Parks and Forestry Division is also 

responsible for landscape redevelopment and site plans.   
 

The Division includes a Manager, a Parks Lead Hand, an Arbourist 

and 6 Parks keepers that supervise students. 

 

Services are provided through a combination of full time, temporary 

staff, students and contracted services.  Grass cutting, tree removal 

and some pruning is undertaken through contracted services.  

Grass cutting of the boulevards is undertaken by staff.  In the 

Spring, the Horticultural Society assists in planting flowers but the 

ongoing maintenance is provided by staff and students.   

 

During the winter months, this Division also assists in snow plowing 

and removal at recreation locations, furniture repair and taking care 

of the swans.    

 

Some of the challenges that the Parks and Forestry Division faces 

include: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Increasing health and safety standards and training requirements 

• 30 year lifecycle for the replacement of playground equipment. 

This is generally considered too long but budget restraints 

prevent the City from shortening this replacement schedule 

• Old and aging tree population is a significant budget challenge 

• The growth of the City, with new subdivisions, places new 

demands for services (playgrounds, parks, recreation programs, 

etc.) 

• Imminent advance of emerald ash borer and probable removal of 

all ash trees 
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Parks and Forestry Budget 

 

As shown above, the budgeted net expenditures for Parks and 

Forestry operations in 2008 was $1.925 million.  The major items of 

expenditure are salaries, wages and benefits (51%) and contracted 

services (30%).  The net expenditures increased 2.8% from 2007-

2008, driven by staff related costs and a reduction in the amount of 

funds that were transferred from reserves.   

 

The Division has limited reserves available for capital .  This 

includes: 

 

• Parks General Capital   $66,400 

• Shakespeare Gardens Wall $12,000 

 

The City’s policies for parks and open spaces permit a full range of 

recreational uses, including public and private parks, private 

amenity spaces, conservation lands, golf courses (addressed 

separately), and passive green space such as cemeteries 

(addressed separately). 

 

 

 
 

 
 
In 2008 the budget 
net levy 
requirements to 
support parks and 
forestry activities 
was $1.925 million 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

% of 2008 

Budget 2007 2008 2009 2010

% change 

2007-2008

% change 

2008-2009

% change 

2009-2010

Budget Budget Budget Budget

Parks and Forestry

Salaries, Wages, Benefits 51% 1,192,540$  1,235,214$  1,314,975$  1,354,430$  3.6% 6.5% 3.0%

Services - Other 30% 750,000$    710,290$    782,600$    805,900$    -5.3% 10.2% 3.0%

Vehicle and Equipment Expenses 11% 303,400$    273,500$    283,450$    291,400$    -9.9% 3.6% 2.8%

Materials, Miscellaneous Expenses 4% 93,200$      97,670$      95,530$      97,920$      4.8% -2.2% 2.5%

Utilities 2% -$           45,440$      -$           -$           

Transfers to Reserves 2% 42,400$      43,700$      45,000$      46,400$      3.1% 3.0% 3.1%

Total Expenses 100% 2,381,540$  2,405,814$  2,521,555$  2,596,050$  1.0% 4.8% 3.0%

Transfers from Reserves 20% (127,000)$   (95,000)$     (95,000)$     (95,000)$     -25.2% 0.0% 0.0%

Recoveries 24% (115,000)$   (115,000)$   (115,000)$   (115,000)$   0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Rentals, Leases 17% (76,900)$     (80,800)$     (83,200)$     (85,700)$     5.1% 3.0% 3.0%

City Own Vehicle Revenue 40% (190,000)$   (190,000)$   (190,000)$   (190,000)$   0.0% 0.0% 0.0%

Total Revenues 100% (508,900)$   (480,800)$   (483,200)$   (485,700)$   -5.5% 0.5% 0.5%

Net Expenditures 1,872,640$  1,925,014$  2,038,355$  2,110,350$  2.8% 5.9% 3.5%
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Benchmarking—Parks 

 

The City’s operating costs per person are amongst the highest in 

the survey for parks maintenance.  This is, however, attributed in 

part to a higher than average number of hectares that the City 

maintains.  The gross operating cost per hectare is below the survey 

average. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Costs for parks 
maintenance are 
above the survey 
average 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: 2006 FIR 

 

MPMP Parks 

Operating Costs 

per Person

Hectares of 

Open Space

Gross 

Operating 

Costs per 

Hectare

Amherstburg 22$                     93 5,171$         

Belleville 42$                     209 8,536$         

Brockville 57$                     551 1,648$         

Cobourg 59$                     69 15,620$       

Fort Erie 34$                     96 7,958$         

Georgina 41$                     152 10,997$       

Grimsby 35$                     68 10,127$       

Leamington 16$                     50 7,237$         

Niagara-on-the-Lake 52$                     51 11,204$       

St. Thomas 39$                     71 18,847$       

Tillsonburg N/A 74 3,927$         

Whitchurch-Stouffville 11$                     73 3,947$         

Woodstock 40$                     293 4,101$         

Average 37$                     142 8,409$         

Median 40$                     74                 7,958$         

Stratford 52$                     185 7,959$         
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Community Facilities Overview 
 

 

This Division is responsible for the maintenance of 30+ municipal 

recreation and community facilities including: 

 

This Division includes 14 full-time positions including a Manager, a 

Facilities Maintenance Operator, a Facilities Operator I and 11 

Recreation Facility II Operators.  In addition, the Division employs 

14 students in the summer and 16 students in the winter to work 

with the full-time staff. 

 

The Division provides most services internally but contracts out 

some services such as concessions, plumbing, electrical, ammonia 

refrigeration plants and HVAC periodic maintenance and repairs.  

The balance of concessions will be contracted out next year.   There 

are opportunities for additional contracting of services such as 

cleaning of washrooms and painting. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
The City has a 
significant portfolio 
of recreation 
facilities and 
services 
 
 
 
 
 

• Two single pad arenas (Dufferin and Allman) 

• Rotary Complex (twin pad arena and a community hall) 

• Kiwanis Community Centre 

• Lions Pool 

• Two outdoor sports complexes (4 lit soccer fields and 5 lit ball 

diamonds) 

• Picnic areas 

• Three public washrooms 

• Swan pen 

• Band shell 

• Tom Patterson Theatre 

• Two large fountains  

• Cemetery office and mausoleums, chapel 

• Transit garage office 
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Asset Inventory and Maintenance 

 
The Community Services Department has a large portfolio of 

assets.  Based on estimates provided by the City, the total asset 

value for this portfolio is approximately $24.4 million, of which $20.6 

million is related to facilities.   

 

As will be discussed throughout this report, while there is a 

replacement program that is functioning well for vehicle 

replacements, the buildings are not yet on a full lifecycle basis. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

A 5 year capital budget should be prepared for all assets maintained 

by the Community Services Department.  Recognizing that there 

may be some funding challenges, criteria should also be established 

and approved by Council to assess priorities.  For example, the 

criteria could be: 

1. Health and Safety 

2. Required maintenance/replacement 

3. Maximize life expectancy 

4. New growth 

 

Parks buildings, play structures, sports field accessories, lighting 

systems and irrigation systems are in the process of being fully 

inventoried and assessed for adequacy as part of the PSAB project.  

As well, condition assessments have been undertaken on a number 

of facilities.  Once completed, the data would then be used to 

forecast the spending needs over time for sustainability.  This will 

take further time and resources to fully develop the database. 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Department has 
taken steps to 
prepare an 
inventory of assets 
and identify future 
capital 
needs...further 
efforts will be 
needed to help 
prioritize capital 
projects 
 

 Estimated Replacement 
Value 

Furniture & Accessories 502,795$                       

Supplies & Small Equipment 435,813$                       
Equipment 2,236,444$                    

Hardware and Software 129,475$                       
Vehicle 448,538$                       

Building 20,647,300$                  

Total 24,400,365$                  
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There is a need to develop a facility lifecycle maintenance plan for 

each facility.  Without an action plan, maintenance becomes 

reactive rather than proactive.   

 

Like other municipalities, the City of Stratford faces an aging 

infrastructure and increased operating cost pressures and yet has 

the need to contain tax increases. Capital refurbishment/

replacement will become increasingly critical. The implementation of 

an integrated building condition assessment, preventative 

maintenance and reserve fund planning program will need to be 

explored sooner rather than later.   

 

Some of the challenges that the Community Facilities Division faces 

include: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Division will 
continue to face 
challenges with 
respect to the 
limited availability 
of reserves and 
capital required for 
some of the aging 
facilities 

• An expanding portfolio 

• The need for an improved 20 year plan to ensure that the 

facilities are maintained on a lifecycle basis.  Currently, staff 

described the approach as being in crisis management due to 

limited funds 

• Limited building reserves— the following table summarizes the 

existing reserves to support recreation facilities: 

 

 

 

 

Reserves Dec. 31, 2007

Recreation Dept Office Equipment 10,001$          

Allman Arena 81,711$          

Kiwanis Community Centre 104,022$        

Lions Pool 22,896$          

Badminton/Volleyball Court Upgrades 22,896$          

Secondary Facilities - Community Services 6,791$            

National Stadium 1,646$            

Tom Patterson Theatre 65,000$          

Total Reserves 314,963$        
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Recreation Facilities Budget 

 

The recreation facilities 2008 budget was $1.2 million, of which, 

39% is to support the arena operations.  The Community Hall and 

Community Centre make up an additional 21% of the total budget.   

 

Approximately 50% of the total gross expenditures are related to 

salaries, wages and benefits.  Utilities comprise 24% of the total 

2008 budgeted expenditures.  There are no budgeted transfers to 

reserves for these facilities and this will continue to pose a 

challenge in terms of ongoing maintenance.   

 

The Division is generally allocated $90,000 per year as part of the 

capital program, but there is no rationalization as to whether the 

amount is sufficient.  The Department is also able to apply for 

additional capital funds on a corporate priority basis. 

 

A best practice for facility rehabilitation and renewal is to initiate a 

program of contributing annually to reserves.  Industry standards 

suggest that 1.5%-3.0% of the annual replacement value of a 

facility, based on insurance coverage rates, ensures that necessary 

funds are available, on an ongoing basis, to keep facilities operating 

efficiently.  This would be equivalent to spending or setting aside 

approximately $300,000-$600,000 annually to maintain the existing 

facilities. 

 

 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Ongoing capital 
funding for existing 
facilities and the 
new facility is 
insufficient 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

% of 2008 

Budget 2007 2008 2009 2010

% change 

2007-2008

% 

change 

2008-

% 

change 

2009-

Budget Budget Budget Budget

Allman Arena 12% 109,600$      150,632$         155,151$        159,805$      37.4% 3.0% 3.0%
Dufferin Arena 7% 44,100$        88,082$           90,724$          93,446$        99.7% 3.0% 3.0%
Rotary Complex Twin Pad Arena 20% 226,213$      241,187$         248,423$        255,876$      6.6% 3.0% 3.0%
Rotary Complex Community Hall 11% 120,276$      135,700$         137,407$        141,529$      12.8% 1.3% 3.0%
Kiwinis Community Centre 10% 131,800$      124,176$         128,130$        131,855$      -5.8% 3.2% 2.9%
Lions Pool 11% 126,450$      130,200$         134,106$        138,129$      3.0% 3.0% 3.0%
Recreation Administration 8% 129,500$      98,581$           101,539$        104,585$      -23.9% 3.0% 3.0%
Recreation Other - Sports Fields, Miscell 21% 229,950$      264,007$         271,927$        280,085$      14.8% 3.0% 3.0%

Total Net Expenditures 100% 1,117,889$   1,232,565$      1,267,406$     1,305,309$   10.3% 2.8% 3.0%
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Benchmarking—Facilities 

 

As shown below, the gross operating expenditures per capita are 

below average in comparison to a number of other municipalities 

surveyed.  This reflects the cost on a per capita basis. 

 

The City has undertaken energy audits and has implemented a 

number of energy efficiencies within the facilities that have helped to 

keep costs under control.   

 

As will be discussed in further detail in the next section of the report, 

while the City is at the average cost of service, it appears that the 

City has higher service levels in that there is a greater proportionate 

number of facilities 

(e.g. arenas).  As 

such, caution should 

be exercised in 

evaluating the cost of 

service. As discussed 

previously,  this may 

indicate that the City 

is not spending 

sufficient funds to 

maintain the facilities. 

 

Staff  specif ically 

identified problems 

with respect to the 

existing allocation of 

funds to maintain the 

significant portfolio of 

facilities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
While costs are 
comparable to 
other 
municipalities 
surveyed, there is 
concern that 
insufficient funds 
are being allocated 
to ongoing 
lifecycle 
maintenance of 
these facilities 
 
 
 

Municipality

MPMP Recreation 

Facilities Operating 

Costs per Person

Amherstburg 34$                           

St. Thomas 39$                           

Brockville 47$                           

Niagara-on-the-Lake 55$                           

Grimsby 59$                           

Fort Erie 61$                           

Georgina 75$                           

Leamington 77$                           

Belleville 94$                           

Woodstock 98$                           

East Gwillumbury 99$                           

Orangeville 113$                         

Tillsonburg 114$                         

Whitchurch-Stouffville 118$                         

Average 77$                           

Median 76$                           

Stratford 77$                           

Source: 2006 FIR 
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Recommendations—Recreation Facilities 
 
 
That the individual building replacement reserves be 
consolidated into one building maintenance reserve to provide 
the necessary flexibility to allocate funds to the various 
buildings, on a corporate priority basis. 
 
That Community Services develop a consistent process and 
procedure to support major capital projects identified by the 
community.  It is recommended that the Department support 
projects in the following situations: 

 

That a capital financing plan be prepared for the replacement/

refurbishment of Community Services facilities. 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• When there is a demonstrated need for the facility or 

project based on the results of a needs assessment or 

feasibility study 

• Sufficient market demand to ensure the financial viability 

of the project, including ongoing operating costs 

• When the project addresses an identified need and 

provides benefits to the community 

• When the project is a priority in view of other municipal 

obligations 

• When there is a demonstrated community support 

including a willingness to raise funds 
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Arenas 

 

The City of Stratford operates three arenas with four ice pads (the 

fifth is in the process of being closed).  

 

The budgeted revenues as a percentage of expenditures range from 

61%-70% for the arena operations.  This is considered a reasonable 

recovery of revenues in relation to expenditures for arena 

operations.   

 

A benchmark that is used in the industry is to calculate the subsidy 

per hour. The table below reflects the taxpayer subsidy required for 

every hour of activity.  The subsidy per hour ranges from $40 to 

$70.   

 

 

The City makes every effort to match staff hours to arena utilization, 

and therefore there are virtually no hours where staff is working at 

the arena when there is no ice rental time booked. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Arena operations 
have an 
appropriate 
revenue to expense 
ratio 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2008 Taxpayer Subsidy Per
Budgeted Subsidy Hour Utilized

Allman Arena 150,632$                 2165 70$                  
Dufferin Arena 88,082$                   2109 42$                  
Rotary Complex Twin Pad Arena 241,187$                 6099 40$                  

Total 2007 Hours 
Utilized
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The following summarizes some of the key findings for arena 
operations: 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
There are 
significant issues 
with respect to the 
short and long 
range maintenance 
of the City’s 
recreation assets 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• The City’s arenas single pad facilities are more expensive to 

operate than twin pad arenas. 

• The Allman Arena is currently in the process of a major 

refurbishment and there are plans to refurbish the Dufferin Arena 

in the near future. 

• The arena capital reserves are low, creating a challenge to 

finance capital projects. 

• The long-term capital cost of upgrading and/or replacing arenas 

will require tax-base support.  Prudent financial planning is 

important to ensure that financing is available when it is required. 

• Utilities represent a large proportion of the annual arena operating 

costs and these are expected to rise in the future.  Energy audits 

have been conducted quite extensively on the majority of 

recreation facilities. 

• There has been an increase in the Minor Sports and Public/

Separate School usage of our facilities.   

• Minor Groups have been given more Prime Time Ice 

• Public/Separate Schools are using more weekday ice 

time 

• There has been a decrease in the Adult User Groups due to the 

fact that their times have been being moved later in the evening 

(earlier time given to Minor Groups). 
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As shown on the graph below, the City has a higher proportionate 

number of arenas than industry standards which is typically 

identified as one arena for every 15,000 people.  Stratford’s ratio is 

one arena for every 7,600 population reflecting a higher level of 

service than the majority of the municipalities surveyed (based on 

the four ice pads currently in operation).   

 
 

Ratio of arenas per population 

 

Staffing at the arenas is consistent with practices in other municipal 

operations.  This includes 2 dedicated employees at each pad for 

the evening shift.  In addition, there are 3 operators and a lead hand 

for the day rentals. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City’s level of 
service is higher 
than the majority of 
municipalities 
surveyed 
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The following table provides a comparison of the fee schedule for 
arena rentals: 
 

 

The adult prime time arena fee in the City of Stratford is amongst 

the lowest in the survey, however, the minor sports/youth fee is 

close to the survey average.  Consistent with the practice in most 

municipalities, a lower fee is charged for non-prime time usage and 

minor sports. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City’s adult 
prime time fee is 
lower than the 
majority of 
municipalities 
surveyed 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Adult Prime 

Time

Adult Non-

Prime Time

Minor Sports/ 

Youth

Minor Sports/ 
Youth Non-

Prime

Non-

Residential

Amherstburg 157$            137$          

Belleville 152$            97$            132$            

Brockville 148$            112$          112$            62$               

East Gwillimbury 103$            165$          

Essex 158$            144$          

Fort Erie 159$            80$            114$            56$               169$            

Georgina 162$            90$            122$            90$               

Grimsby 210$            99$            135$            60$               280$            

Halton Hills 208$            177$          

Kingston 200$            129$          130$            106$             

Leamington 155$            143$            

Niagara-on-the-Lake 137$            110$          149$            

Tillsonburg 152$            

St. Mary's 137$            85$            113$            71$               

Average 160$            119$          125$            74$               199$            

Median 156$            111$          126$            67$               169$            

Stratford 145$            121$          121$            



Page 16 

 

 

 

High Level—Operational Review 

Community Services Department 

Community Services Department 

Pricing Policies—Arenas 
 
Pricing policies are being set in communities for the following 
reasons: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
While fees are 
regularly reviewed 
by the City, there 
does not appear to 
be an underlying 
pricing policy upon 
which fees are 
established in the 
arenas 

• Financial pressures on municipalities resulted in a need to ensure 
that operating deficits are minimized 

• Arena facilities have become more costly to users.  Due to the 
greater demand for prime time ice, programs are being assessed 
and user fees are a way of controlling demand 

• User needs are more sophisticated and municipalities are 
expected to change their services accordingly 

• Fixed costs such as insurance, utilities and in some cases, wages 
have escalated beyond what the user can afford 

• Communities are sensitive to being competitive to the private 
sector 

A pricing policy should include: 
 

• Statements related to the level of accepted subsidy for youth and 

adult activity in municipal arenas.  The key value, which one 

generally finds in a subsidy policy, is that adults are charged 

100% and youths are subsidized.  The level of this subsidy 

depends on the acceptable level of deficit within arenas. 

• A statement which would indicate that the City would be sensitive 

to the pricing of other not-for-profit and private operators 

• A statement which would place a financial obligation on the users 

to maintain and replace exiting facilities.  An hourly dollar value is 

established and when collected will be held in reserve funds 

dedicated to major maintenance or replacement items. 

 
In establishing pricing policies, the City should: 

• Be sensitive to the needs of the residents and the benefits the 
community derives from balanced recreation programs 

• Consider the need to increase usage and develop new users of 
the arenas 

• Identify the need for a phase-in policy 

• Maximize accessibility   
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Recommendations—Arenas 
 

That the City establish a pricing policy, which would establish 

the maximum subsidy rate for youth and adult activity in 

arenas. This would provide the benchmark to establish user 

fees at the arenas. 

 

That arena user fees be reviewed and consideration be given to 

allocating a portion of the user fee revenues for capital 

improvements and that this money be set aside in a reserve 

fund for future requirements. 
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Golf Course 
 

The City of Stratford also owns a municipal golf course managed by 

a Board of elected members.  This is a nine hole golf course on 29.0 

ha of land.  According to the Strategic Master Plan undertaken in 

the fall of 2005, the existing municipal golf course is in good 

condition and has over 600 members.  The Golf Course Association 

signs a lease with the City and is required to pay $17,500 in leasing 

costs in 2008. 

 

Municipal ownership of a golf course is somewhat unique.  The 

following table summarizes the findings of a municipal comparator 

survey to identify who is responsible for the operation of the 

municipal golf course, whether the golf course operates at a profit or 

requires taxpayer subsidy and includes some general comments. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
There is no 
taxpayer subsidy 
for the golf course 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Management Operations Financial Comments

Brampton City City Generates a profit

Brantford

Management 

Board City Generates a profit

Hamilton City City

Self-sustaining, 
collectively generates 

a surplus

Kitchener City City Generates a profit

Budget includes equivalent 

property taxes, income taxes, 
must recover all operating capital 

and admin costs so that it is 

operating on the same playing 

field as a private club

London City City Generates a profit
Courses are allocated all 
overhead and capital

Mississauga City City Generates a profit High quality course

St. Catharines City City Mandate to breakeven

Stratford

Board of 

Directors

Board of 

Directors No taxpayer subsidy

Operates as a separate entity but 

the fees and budget are approved 

by Council

Thunder Bay

Enterprise 
System

Enterprise 
System

Mandate to breakeven 
or earn a profit

Operations are allocated full cost 
of service (overhead and capital).

Toronto Pirvate Sector Pirvate Sector Generates a profit 

Management contract paid - 5 

courses

Vaughan Pirvate Sector Pirvate Sector Generates a profit High quality course

Windsor City City Generates a profit

Kingston City City Taxpayer subsidy Review was undertaken 
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As shown in the survey, of the 13 municipal golf course operations, 

only one municipality is operating with a taxpayer subsidy.  The vast 

majority have a mandate to operate on a self-sufficient basis, 

consistent with the practice in the City of Stratford, or to generate a 

profit. 

 

The majority of municipalities surveyed saw merit in their 

municipality operating a golf course geared to providing access for 

those who can not afford to play on other courses, and to support 

the overall growth of the industry but that taxpayers should not be 

subsidizing operations.  There is recognition that the presence of 

the City golf course promotes growth in the industry by offering 

affordable golf to juniors that may not otherwise be able to afford to 

play.   

 

In addition to the costs included in the analysis of the City’s 

operations, municipally operated golf courses enjoy a number of 

benefits in comparison to their private sector counterparts in terms 

of operating costs.  These include: 

• No property taxes 

• No income taxes 

• Lower cost of financing capital  

• Administrative synergies  

 

As such, this provides municipalities with the ability to price the 

product at lower levels since they are not subject to taxes. 

Therefore, the absence of these costs alone lowers the cost of 

operations for municipal golf courses and creates unfair competition.  

At minimum, it is for this reason, most municipal golf course 

operations are required to operate on a break even basis (including 

capital and overhead costs).   

 

Some municipal golf courses are required to generate a surplus, 

equivalent to the property taxes that would be paid if the facility 

were privately operated.  Some have gone so far as to ensure that 

there is a level playing field by setting policy statements defining 

what costs will be included in the municipality’s budget that must be 

recovered from revenues. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Consideration 
should be given 
to recovery of 
other costs/
benefits that the 
golf course 
receives to 
ensure a 
competitive 
environment is 
maintained with 
the private sector  
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As an example, the City of Kitchener owns and operates two golf 

courses.  A report was prepared several years ago, as a result of 

concerns raised by the National Golf Course Owners Association 

(Southwest Ontario Chapter), regarding the City’s unfair operating 

advantage.  As a result of these discussions, the City changed it’s 

accounting and operating practices and reached an agreement with 

the Association. 

 

One of the Association’s main issues was that the City’s municipal 

golf  courses have financial and operational advantages due to 

corporate support systems and taxation. The main considerations 

that the Association wanted addressed to level the playing field 

were as follows: 

As such, the City moved to a process where all assessments are 

allocated to the City and dividends therefore must be paid to the 

municipality.  

 

If Stratford’s golf course was operated by the private sector, 

property taxes would be paid to the City.   

 

Recommendation—Golf Course 

 

That the City complete an analysis to determine if the current 

lease payment is recovering the full cost of service in a 

competitive environment to ensure that there is a level paying 

field. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Assessing costs equivalent to municipal taxes 

• Assessing costs equivalent to income taxes 

• Continued implementation, regular review and expansion, 
where appropriate, of an internal charges system for corporate 
staff support  
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Marketing and Recreation Overview 
 
Recreation Programs consist of the following: 

As stated in the Strategic Master Plan, the City’s role in the delivery 

of leisure services is significant.  This includes the co-ordination and 

advertising of programs in community centres, delivery of programs 

and aquatic facilities, and bookings within the arenas; supporting the 

reciprocal agreements amongst the YMCA, the Avon Maitland 

District School Board and the Huron-Perth Catholic District School 

Board; and special event organization and management. 

 

The Division is also responsible for organizing and managing the 

participation of the Stratford and District Leisure Activity Council, 

which represents many of the Community’s service providers. 

Projects of the Leisure Activity Council include: the Leisure Activity 

Handbook, the Leisure Activity Calendar; Parade of Lights, 

Winterfest, workshops, and newspaper columns.  The Leisure 

Activity Council is comprised of nineteen public service agencies, 

ranging from the Stratford Community Services Department, the 

Family YMCA of Stratford-Perth, the Stratford Perth Museum and 

Community Living Stratford and Area. These organizations are 

responsible for their individual services, i.e. registration, scheduling, 

resources, etc. 

 

This Division includes a Manager, two clerk secretaries, a child/

youth coordinator and two custodians, in addition to 45 summer 

students and part-time labourers.  

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Marketing and 
recreation 
programming 
includes a wide 
range of services 
that are directly 
delivered by the 
Department 
 
 
 

• Child & Youth Services Programs (i.e. Summer Camp, 
Leadership Development, PA Days, Teen Dances, etc.) 

• Youth Centre (Lease of facility; Agreement for services with 
YMCA) 

• Community Programs (i.e. Hoops for Fun, Parade of Lights, 
Winterfest) 

• Senior Citizens Programs (i.e. Lakeside Seniors has 21 clubs 
and activities and 5 Committees) 
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Recreation Program Budget 

 

 

As shown above, the budgeted net expenditures for Recreation 

Programming in 2008 was $312,000.  Approximately 71% of the 

costs are related to staffing.  The budgeted revenues as a 

percentage of expenditures is 28%. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

% of 2008 2007 2008 2009

% change 

2007-2008

% change 

2008-2009

Budget Budget Budget Budget

Salaries, Wages and Benefits 71% 304,404$     306,856$     316,062$    0.8% 3.0%

Services - Other 29% 120,700$     127,350$     131,171$    5.5% 3.0%

Total Expenditures 425,104$     434,206$     447,232$    2.1% 3.0%

Rentals and Recreation Program User Fees (119,000)$    (122,570)$    (126,247)$   3.0% 3.0%

Net Expenditures 306,104$     311,636$     320,985$    1.8% 3.0%
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Benchmarking 

 

The following provides the operating costs per person in the City of 

Stratford compared to a number of other municipalities.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Costs will be influenced by a number of factors including the number 

and type of programming available, the level of subsidy and user 

fees and the availability of other service providers in the community 

which will impact the programs offered.  As shown in the table 

above, the number of hours of registered programs in Stratford is 

the highest in the survey which helps to explain, in part, the higher 

operating costs per person, due to the fact that the vast majority of 

recreation programs are provided with a taxpayer subsidy.  The City 

offers a significant number of programs at the KCC to seniors and 

the Lakeside Seniors Association. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The cost per capita 
in Stratford is the 
highest in the 
survey but so are 
the hours of 
registered 
programs 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Municipality

MPMP Recreation 

Programs 

Operating Costs 

per Person

MPMP # of 

hours in 

registered 

programs

Brockville 1$                          N/A

Fort Erie 2$                          19,877                

Amherstburg 5$                          4,342                  

Woodstock 6$                          N/A

Niagara-on-the-Lake 8$                          N/A

St. Thomas 8$                          N/A

Cobourg 9$                          N/A

East Gwillumbury 9$                          N/A

Orangeville 11$                        66,000                

Belleville 13$                        N/A

Whitchurch-Stouffville 15$                        N/A

Grimsby 20$                        48,546                

Georgina 21$                        N/A

Average 10$                        

Stratford 22$                        91,223                
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Types of Day Camp Programs Offered 

• Little Adventures—Ages 4-6 

• Wondering Minds—Ages 4-9 

• Adventure Cravers—Ages 7-13  

• Sports Enthusiasts—Ages 7-13 

The total available spaces for day camp programs is close to 950 

spaces over a 9 week period.  On average, the camps 

accommodate 120+ campers a week.  The programs also offer free 

extended hours starting at 7:45 am and ending at 5:15 pm. 

 

Benchmarking Fees—Day Camp Programs 

 

User fees are reviewed on an annual basis.  The following table 

provides a comparison of some of the standard child/youth 

recreation day camps: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Stratford’s fees are 
the lowest in the 
survey of 
municipalities 
 
 
A number of 
municipalities no 
longer provide this 
service where there 
are alternate 
service providers 
in the community 
 
 
 

Day Camp Fee 

Per Week Comments

Woodstock 85$                   

Amherstburg 90$                   Free extended hours

Belleville 95$                   Also have non-resident fee

Brantford 110$                 Considering non-resident fee

Georgina 115$                 $15 for extended hours for the week

East Gwillimbury 115$                 Some are provided for $92

Grimsby 120$                 Non-residents pay 20% premium

St. Mary's 125$                 Charge $5/day for extended hours

Orangeville 165$                 Charge non-resident fee $33 extra

St. Thomas N/A

Don’t run any programs.  Y is 

responsible for programming

Brockville N/A

Don’t run any programs.  Y is 

responsible for programming

Fort Erie N/A

Don’t run any programs.  Y is 

responsible for programming

Niagara-on-the-Lake N/A

Don't run any programs.  Provided 

by community groups

Average 113$                 

Stratford City programs 72$                   Free extended hours

Stratford Y programs 120$                 

Also provide speicalized camps for 

$220 per week
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The City of Stratford has the lowest fees of all municipalities 

surveyed and is over $50 per week lower than a similar service 

provided by the Y in the City of Stratford. 

 

Day camp programs should ensure that all members of the 

community, regardless of social and economic background, are 

provided with an opportunity to participate.  This is generally 

accomplished by providing grants through various social agencies 

whereby campers are not required to pay for the service. 

 

Beyond those campers that are subsidized, due to an inability to 

pay, there is no formal policy in place to identify the extent to which 

the City is willing to subsidize the programs. It should also be noted 

that the City does not charge a non-resident fee.  Given the level of 

subsidy, this should be considered as a general policy decision and 

is the practice employed in a number of other municipalities.  

Further, the overall fee structure should be reviewed given that it is 

the lowest in the survey and significantly lower than that charged by 

the Y in the City of Stratford. 

 

If the City were charging fees consistent with the survey average, 

assuming the similar enrollment to current levels, this would 

generate an additional $39,000.  If the fee were set at the fee level 

of the Y, this would generate even more revenues. 

 

 

 

Service Delivery Alternatives 

There is a wide range of approaches to providing recreation day 

camp programs.  In general, the municipalities that were contacted 

indicated a need for the municipality to ensure that sufficient 

affordable opportunities are available within the community to meet 

the needs of children and youths.  These are available through 

social program subsidies regardless of who provides the program. 

 

Diversity in programming was also identified as an overall objective, 

however, municipalities that have reviewed their service portfolio 

and the local markets in the last few years did not necessarily 

believe that the municipality needs to be the direct service provider.   

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Day camp fees 
should be reviewed 
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The trend in the municipal sector appears to be a shift away from 

directly providing the service, to instead, playing a role in 

supporting, facilitating and augmenting the existing services 

provided and defined by the community through a community 

development based approach.  The role that a municipality plays is 

also largely dependent on what services are already available and 

provided by agencies in the community.  Municipalities without Y 

programs tended to provide more services than those with active 

community recreation programming. 

 

Partnering With Other Service Providers 

 

A number of municipalities, particularly those offering specialized 

programs, do so in partnership with other service providers to 

enhance the services and avoid duplication.  Examples include the 

City of Barrie and the City of Hamilton where they have partnered 

with the private sector as well as with art galleries and museums to 

deliver quality programs.   

 

The City of Cambridge has partnered with the YMCA to provide arts 

camps.  The City of St. Catharines partners with the YMCA to offer 

special needs programs and the City makes every effort to avoid 

directly competing with the YMCA in the provision of services.  The 

City of Oshawa has partnered with the private sector in the provision 

of specialty camps.  The City of Stratford also has some reciprocal 

agreements with the Y. 

 

 
Competition With Other Service Providers 

 

A number of municipalities have taken an approach to providing 

only services where other agencies are not active and there is a 

recognized need where others cannot meet the existing demand for 

service.  Many of these municipalities have restricted their 

programming to offering basic camp programs and are moving away 

from or are not providing specialty camps.   

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
A number of 
municipalities have 
moved away from 
directly providing 
day camp 
programs when 
other service 
providers are in the 
community 
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Community Development Approach 

Some municipalities that have taken what is referred to as the 

“Community Development” approach to providing recreation 

programs.  The City of Kitchener, for example, provides many of its 

recreation opportunities through neighbourhood associations, where 

volunteers determine the types of program needs and also provide 

the staffing.  The City plays a supportive role in providing the 

facilities, fields and also some assistance in registrations.  The City 

is a direct service provider in a limited number of camps. 

 

The City of Niagara Falls, Niagara-on-the-Lake, St. Thomas,  

Brockville and Fort Erie indicated that they do not directly provide 

day camp programs.  These services are provided by the Y and/or 

the Boys and Girls Club.  

 

Kawartha Lakes underwent a full review of its Parks, Recreation and 

Culture Department and concluded that the City should focus its 

efforts on assisting established organizations to better co-ordinate, 

plan and deliver their services in a collective and advantageous 

fashion as well as working with new and emerging interests to 

develop community programs.  The City of Kawartha Lakes does 

not have a YMCA, however, the Boys and Girls Club is providing 

many of the same programs as the City in terms of day camps as 

well as other smaller operators.  The City’s intention, moving 

forward, is to provide future programming through other agencies 

and to support program development primarily by improving 

marketing and program support.  The City relies to the greatest 

extent possible on other providers to meet community programming 

demands. 
 

The role of the City of Stratford in ensuring that there are sufficient 

programs available to meet the public policy objectives is vital.  

There is no legal or mandatory requirement that the City provide 

child/youth recreation day camp programs.  As shown previously in 

the report, not all municipalities surveyed directly provide these 

services however the majority of the municipalities ensure that 

sufficient, affordable services are available within the community.  

This can mean that the municipality monitors the availability of 

services provided, develops community partnerships or follows a 

community development model.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
A number of 
municipalities do 
not directly provide 
day camp 
programs where 
there are other 
service providers 
in the community 
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One of the key questions, given that recreation day camps are not a 

mandated service of the City, is whether the interests of the public 

could be met by the private sector, non-profits and other service 

agencies if the municipality exited the business?  

 

Recommendations—Marketing and Recreation 

 

That the City formalize a user fee policy for day camp 

programs.  The policy should consider access to subsidies, 

treatment of residents/non-residents and the degree of 

subsidization. 

 
That the following opportunities will be pursued with respect to 
day camp programs to: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Improve community partnering 

• Ensure subsidies continue to be available, regardless of the 
service delivery model employed 

• Identify capacity within the market to permit existing 
agencies to directly provide services on behalf of the City, 
where appropriate 

• Clearly define the City’s role in coordinating the provision 
of services, programming and other roles such as support 
and facilitation for other service providers 

• Avoid duplication and direct competition 

• Develop a business case as to why the City should 
continue to provide each of the programs  

• Develop a business case prior to expanding any existing 
services or developing new programs to offer.  The 
business case should include a market evaluation of other 
services currently provided by other agencies and the 
reason that the City also needs to provide these services 

• Specifically, it is recommended that formal discussions be 
held with existing service providers to review the above 
noted opportunities and provide an appropriate forum for 
input.   

• Review the current programs to ensure that they are 
consistent with the role and outcomes identified 
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That the City, as part of an overall corporate review determine 
whether the provision of custodian services through internal staff 
resources is the most efficient and cost effective approach. 
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Lions Pool 
 

The Lions Pool is an historic outdoor public swimming pool.  It 

provides swimming lessons, public swimming, special events and 

private pool rentals.  The pool operates from mid July to Labour Day 

weekend. 

 

The following are the budgeted revenues and expenditures for the 

pool operation: 

 

As illustrated above, there is a net taxpayer subsidy of $130,200 or 

approximately $420 per capita.  The above figures do not include 

any provision for replacement/refurbishment of the infrastructure.  

According to  the Capital Budget, $112,000 is required in 2009, 

$16,000 in 2010 and $258,00 in 2011. 

 

A review of the pool operations should be conducted to determine if 

the objectives of the pool are being achieved in the most effective 

and cost efficient way.  The review should examine how effective 

the operations are in achieving its objectives (program activity 

trends), an assessment of the private or not for profit sector 

potential of providing the services, identifying the level and trend of 

costs and staffing resources. 

 

Recommendation 

 

That a review of the pool operations be conducted to determine 

if the objectives of the pool are being achieved in the most 

effective and cost efficient way.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

% of 2008 

Budget 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget

Salaries, Wages and Benefits 56% 141,450$         115,620$         119,089$         122,661$         126,341$         
Services- Other 29% 59,200$           60,500$           62,315$           64,184$           66,110$           
Miscellaneous Expenses 15% 1,000$             32,080$           33,042$           34,034$           35,055$           

Total Expenses 100% 201,650$         208,200$         214,446$         220,879$         227,506$         

Total Revenues (75,200)$         (78,000)$         (80,340)$         (82,750)$         (85,233)$         

Net Expenditures 126,450$         130,200$         134,106$         138,129$         142,273$         
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Cemetery Service Overview 
 

Avondale cemetery is operated by the Community Services 

Department.  Avondale is 105 acres; 65 are active acres and 40 

acres are yet to be developed.   

 

This is the only full service active cemetery in the City of Stratford 

and, as such, does not have to directly compete with the private 

sector or not-for-profit cemeteries.   

 

The cemetery offers a variety of interment options: 

• Traditional burial 

• Cremation lots 

• Columbariums 

• Mausoleums 

• Interment rights (burials) 

• Interment rights certificates 

• Disinterments 

• Chapel memorial services 

 

 

Based on information contained in the Strategic Master Plan for 

Leisure Services and Facilities, staff indicated that one of the 

strengths is that the cemetery is in good condition and does not 

require further improvements.  No other references were made in 

the Strategic Master Plan with respect to the cemetery operations. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Municipality 
provides all the 
traditional 
services of a 
public cemetery, 
however, some 
municipal 
cemeteries have 
broadened their 
scope of 
products and 
services to 
improve 
customer service 
and to maximize 
revenues 
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Government and Legislation—Cemeteries  

 
Government and legislation that impacts the operations of municipal 

cemeteries include the Cemeteries Act, Planning Act, Environmental 

Protection Act, the Pesticide Act and policy established by City 

Council. 

 

In accordance with the Cemeteries Act, cemeteries are mandated to 

establish a Perpetual Care Fund whereby a percentage of the sale 

of every lot/grave is to be placed in a trust fund and the interest 

used to offset maintenance costs.   

 

The minimum allocation required by this legislation varies by 

product.  The municipality must allocate 40% of the sale price for 

interment rights in the ground.  The minimum required for crypts is 

20% of the sale price and for niche space the requirement is 15% of 

the sale price.   

 

The balance in the City’s trust fund is approximately $1.5 million 

where the interest is available to fund ongoing maintenance costs.  

The balance in the trust fund has continued to escalate, providing 

additional annual interest revenues to offset, in part, the care and 

maintenance costs.   

 

However, the reserve is inadequate to fully fund the cost of care and 

maintenance services.  This is due, in part, to the fact that 

contributions to these funds have not been in place since the 

inception of the cemetery operations.  This is not a unique situation, 

as many municipal cemeteries have inadequate care funds, 

particularly when they are responsible for pioneer cemeteries.  The 

City is fortunate in that it is not responsible for the maintenance of 

any pioneer or inactive cemeteries. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
In accordance 
with the 
Cemeteries Act, 
the Municipality 
currently 
contributes the 
minimum 
requirement to 
the Trust Funds 
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Cemeteries—Staffing and Service Delivery 

 
There are 5.5 full time staff that are directly involved in supporting 

the Cemetery operations.  Administration includes a cemetery 

manager and a part time secretary who is responsible for keeping 

the records up to date and answering phone inquiries.  The 

secretarial position is shared with the Transit operations. 

 

The cemetery operations also include a cemetery maintenance lead 

hand and 3 full time cemetery maintenance staff.  In addition, this 

Division hires students (4-6) in the summer to cut grass and to 

provide general assistance. 

 

Staff recently updated and improved their computer program 

records to ensure accuracy and to speed up access to the 

information. 

 

The cemetery operations are largely independent of the rest of the 

Department and the City.  For example, a cemetery is responsible 

for its own grass cutting, snow removal and grounds maintenance.  

As time permits, the Cemeteries Division also assists the rest of the 

Community Services Department with respect to winter 

maintenance operations.    The Division also has a backhoe which 

is used by the rest of the Department as is the leaf removal 

machine. 

 

Flower purchases and tree purchases are co-ordinated with the 

Parks and Recreation Board.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
With the exception 
of using students, 
all services are 
provided internally 
by staff 
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Budget Analysis—Cemeteries 

 

Salaries and wages comprise the largest expenditure in the 

cemetery operations, accounting for 55% of total expenditures in 

2008.  This includes administrative and operations staff to perform 

the burial and maintenance activities.   

 

The largest source of revenues is related to burials.  In addition, the 

City annually transfers the interest in the perpetual care fund toward 

care and maintenance costs. 

 

The net cost to the taxpayer based on the 2008 budget is $323,000. 

As will be discussed in the benchmarking section of the report, 

some municipalities are able to operate at a break even basis, with 

a small profit or with minimal taxpayer subsidy.  However, this is 

contingent on a number of factors that will be discussed in further 

detail. 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
Taxpayer subsidy 
for the cemetery 
operation is 
approximately 
$323,000 

% of total FINAL FINAL PROJECTED

2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 % change % change % change

Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010

SALARIES, WAGES AND BENEFITS 55% 501,700$    515,168$    530,623$    546,542$    562,938$    3% 3% 3%

VEHICLE RELATED EXPENSES 11% 134,000$    100,000$    70,600$      72,718$      74,900$      -25% -29% 3%

CITY OWNED RENTAL EXPENSE 16% 144,200$    148,526$    152,982$    157,571$    162,298$    3% 3% 3%

TRANSFER TO RESERVES 7% 61,491$      63,336$      65,236$      67,193$      69,209$      3% 3% 3%

SERVICES - OTHER 11% 110,000$    104,000$    107,120$    110,334$    113,644$    -5% 3% 3%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 100% 951,391$    931,030$    926,561$    954,357$    982,988$    -2% 0% 3%

CEMETERY USER FEES - P CARE INTEREST 13% (77,250)$     (79,568)$     (81,955)$     (84,413)$     (86,946)$     3% 3% 3%

RENTALS AND LEASES - BURIALS 49% (303,540)$   (300,000)$   (309,000)$   (318,270)$   (327,818)$   -1% 3% 3%

CONTRIBUTION FROM RESERVES 13% (115,000)$   (80,000)$     (50,000)$     (51,500)$     (53,045)$     -30% -38% 3%

CITY OWN RENTAL REVENUE 24% (144,200)$   (148,526)$   (152,982)$   (157,571)$   (162,298)$   3% 3% 3%

TOTAL REVENUES 100% (639,990)$   (608,094)$   (593,936)$   (611,754)$   (630,107)$   -5% -2% 3%

TOTAL NET EXPENDITURES 311,401$    322,936$    332,624$    342,603$    352,881$    4% 3% 3%
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Benchmarking—Cemeteries 

The table above provides an overview of some comparable 

cemetery operations.  As shown above, while the City has a 

relatively large cemetery, the number of interments is lower, which 

has an impact on the cost of service.  Approximately 40% of the 

City’s cemetery is yet to be developed.  With only one cemetery, the 

City does not incur travel time between several cemeteries as is the 

case in a number of municipalities such as Brantford and Chatham-

Kent. 

 

As shown above, the most comparable operation appears to be the 

City of Brantford which is managing 3 cemeteries (90 acres).  

However, Brantford’s cemetery operation is maintained by only 2 full 

time maintenance staff and has a higher number of interments.   

 

Brantford, similar to Stratford, does not contract out any services 

and utilizes summer students, which is also the practice in the City 

of Stratford.  Grass cutting is largely provided across the survey by 

summer students.  Given the relatively lower number of interments 

and, in comparison to other operations, the staffing levels in 

Stratford appear high and should be rationalized. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staffing levels in 
Stratford appear 
high and should be 
rationalized 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Municipality

# of active 

cemeteries

# of inactive 

cemeteries

total 

acres

2007 # of 

interments

# of Admin 

Staff

# of Mte 

Staff

Contracted 

Services Students

Brockville 1                   60           200                1.0               2.0            None Yes

Brantford 3                   1                 90           350                3.0               2.0            None Yes

Oakville 2                   6                 45           286                2.0               2.0            Yes

Chatham-Kent 6                   numerous 299         700                3.6               3.0            

 all grass cutting and 

some contract assist 

for burials No

Waterloo 2                   40           400                4.0               6.0            Yes

St. Thomas 2                   50           1.0               3.0            No

Timmins 2                   1                 78           320                1.0               4.0            

 contracts openings 

and closings Yes

Average 95           376                2.2               3.1            

Median 55           350                2.5               2.5            

Stratford 1                   -              105         245                1.5               4.0            None 4-6
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The net operating cost of operations of cemeteries is impacted by a 
number of factors including: 

• The layout of the cemetery 

• The type of markers (with upright being more costly) 

• The presence on ancillary services to generate revenues 

• How services are provided 

• The level of activity 

• The size of the cemetery 

• User fees 

 

As shown above, the cost in Stratford is relatively high.  While a 

detailed review was not part of the scope of this study, some of the 

factors that may be contributing to this include a lower ratio of user 

fees to expenditures (which appears to be driven by higher 

expenditure levels rather than low revenues), the lack of ancillary 

revenue generators and higher staffing levels.  Further analysis is 

recommended on this operation to better understand whether there 

are opportunities to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of this 

operation. 

 
 
 
 
 
Stratford’s 
cemetery 
operations are  
more costly than 
the other 
municipalities 
surveyed 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Municipality

2006 

Population

# of active 

cemeteries

total 

acres User Fees

2006 Subtotal 

Expenditures

User Fees as a 

% of  

Operating 

Expenditures

Brockville 21,957             1                    60           117,271$           211,925$         55%

Brantford 90,192             3                    90           343,774$           417,362$         82%

Oakville 165,613           2                    45           640,047$           696,715$         92%

Chatham-Kent 108,177           6                    299         755,303$           849,063$         89%

Waterloo 97,475             2                    40           1,110,443$        962,963$         115%

St. Thomas 36,110             2                    50           N/A 71,864$           N/A

Timmins 42,997             2                    78           399,500$           417,854$         96%

Average 93           88%

Median 60           89%

Stratford 30,461             1                    105         338,573$           643,492$         53%
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Another measure of the cost of service is the gross and net 

operating expenditures per interment.  As shown on the following 

table, the costs in Stratford are significantly higher and merit further 

investigation. 

While there may be justifiable reasons for the higher than average 

costs, given the significant disparity between the City’s costs and 

the rest of the survey, further analysis is required.   

 

There are a number of different service delivery models that are 

employed by municipalities in the management of cemetery 

operations.  The next page provides some highlights where the 

operations are either self sustaining or close to self sustaining.  

Whether the cemetery is municipally operated, operated by a not-

for-profit or the private sector, does not necessarily determine 

whether the cemetery operates at a breakeven or not.  This is 

determined by a number of factors including the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the operations as well as the product offerings. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Operating costs 
per interment are 
high in the City of 
Stratford 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Municipality

2007 # of 

interments

2006 Subtotal 

Expenditures

Gross 

Operating 

Expensese 

Per Interment

Operating 

Expenditures 

Less Revenues 

per Interment

Brockville 200                211,925$         1,060$           473$                   

Brantford 350                417,362$         1,192$           210$                   

Oakville 286                696,715$         2,436$           198$                   

Chatham-Kent 700                849,063$         1,213$           134$                   

Waterloo 400                962,963$         2,407$           (369)$                  

St. Thomas 71,864$           N/A N/A

Timmins 320                417,854$         1,306$           57$                     

Average 376                534,982$         1,662$           129$                   

Median 350                557,039$         1,213$           198$                   

Stratford 245                643,492$         2,626$           1,245$                
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Municipally Operated 

 

The City of Waterloo is considered by many of the municipalities 

contacted to be a leader in cemetery operations.  They have been 

developing business plans for a number of years and are operating 

on a self-sustaining basis.  They have implemented a Continuous 

Improvement Plan to track the cost of services to ensure that fees 

are based on a 100% cost recovery basis.  

 

The City of Brantford operates close to a break even position.  The 

City is responsible for the operations and maintenance of three 

active cemeteries (90 acres).  Their share of the local market is 

approximately 40%, competing largely against one private and two 

Catholic cemeteries.  The City instituted a planting and flowerbed 

program to generate additional revenues. These programs include 

planting and maintaining flowerbeds on graves and renting hanging 

baskets and plant stands.  The cemetery employs a student each 

year to maintain the flowers.  The City also has a memorial tree and 

bench program and also generates additional revenues through the 

use of a premium pricing structure based on the location within the 

cemeteries.  Brantford’s operating costs are very low. 

 

Not-For-Profit 

 

St. Thomas is operated by a not-for-profit and includes two active 

cemeteries and 50 acres. The operating cost to the City is 

approximately $72,000.  The City of London’s cemetery is also 

operated by a not-for-profit organization on a self-sustaining basis. 
 

 

Commission 

 

The City of Guelph is quite unique in that the operations are 

provided through a Commission.  There are two active cemeteries 

(80 acres). Guelph is also recognized as a leader in the industry.  

This operates at no cost to the City.   
 
As indicated by the director of operations, the ancillary services are 
critical to the financial viability of the operations.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are a number 
of self-sustaining 
operations, under 
various 
management 
models 
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User Fees and Ancillary Services—Cemeteries 

 
The City of Stratford is currently in the process of updating their 

cemetery fees.  While a detailed review of cemetery user fees was 

not completed as part of the scope of this review, the user fees are 

comparable to other municipalities surveyed.  However, there are 

opportunities to increase revenues through various means. 

 

A number of municipalities have instituted variable rates within their 

municipal cemetery operations.  Variable rates are charged for the 

following situations: 

To date, Stratford has not broadened their product and service 

offerings.  This appears to be due to a concern regarding competing 

with the private sector.  Some additional services provided by other 

municipal cemetery operations include: 

• Shrub removals 

• Memorial trees 

• Memorial benches 

• Wreath sales 

• Plaque/scroll sales 

• Vault installations 

• Garden services 

• Dedication flower beds 

• Urn sales 

• Scattering gardens 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Charging a 
premium to non 
residents is 
appropriate given 
that there is 
significant 
taxpayer subsidy 
for this operation 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• Based on whether the individual is a resident vs. non-resident—

Depending on the level of subsidy from the general tax base, 

some municipalities charge a premium to non-residents to reduce 

the amount funded from local taxpayers.  This is not currently the 

practice in the City of Stratford. 

• To recognize different/preferred locations within a cemetery 

• For flat marker sites versus upright marker sites – in some cases 

these have an additional foot of length while in others it is to 

recognize the higher costs of care and maintenance for the 

upright stones 

• Depending on whether it has a liner or not 
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Recommendations—Cemeteries 

 

Given the significant level of taxpayer subsidy and the higher 

than average costs, it is recommended that a more detailed 

review be undertaken on the cemetery operation with a focus 

on: 

• Alternative service delivery models 

• Staffing levels 

• Operating practices 

• Ancillary services 

• Contracting versus in house services 

• Establishing non-resident fees 
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Transit  
 
Discussions were held with the Director of Community Services and 
the Supervisor of Transit to undertake a high level review of: 

• Level of service and level of activity 

• Organizational structure 

• Major projects and priorities 

• Current and Capital Budgets 

 

The review of the Transit operations focused on answering the 
following questions: 

• What are the current programs and services?   

• Is the demand for service aligned to the level of services? 

• What type of vehicles are currently being deployed? 

• How efficient are the current services being delivered? 

• How is performance currently measured/tracked? 

 
The intent is to plan within the confines of the present staffing 
compliment and budget. 
 
 
Key documents were reviewed including: 

• Organization Chart 

• Operating and Capital Budget 

• FIRs 

• Fares 

• CUTA data (Canadian Urban Transit Association) 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The City provides 
both accessible 
and conventional 
service to the 
urban transit 
service area 
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Staffing and Services Overview 
 
The City of Stratford has both transit and accessible transit service.  

Transit is part of the Community Services Department and, with the 

exception of contracting some vehicle maintenance; all services are 

provided by City staff.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The staff complement includes a Manager of Transit position 

(currently vacant) and two supervisory positions; one for transit and 

one for parallel transit services.  The Department includes part time 

and full time drivers, two mechanics and two bus maintenance 

workers.  The mechanics in Transit also provide service to the rest 

of the Community Services Department.  Most maintenance work is 

undertaken by City staff, however, some large work is contracted 

out.   

 

From a benchmarking perspective, the City’s current management 

organization structure appears to include a larger number of 

management and supervisory positions than a number of other 

municipalities surveyed.  It should be noted, however, that a number 

of the municipalities contract out accessible service.  Given the 

vacancy in the Manager’s position, this is an appropriate time to 

review the management requirements in this area.  Further, given 

the potential synergies in combining fleet management services, as 

will be discussed in the Corporate Report, alternative corporate 

reporting relationships should be considered for Transit operations. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The management 
structure should be 
reviewed in light of 
the current 
vacancy...further, 
as part of the 
overall corporate 
organization 
structure and 
opportunities with 
respect to fleet 
management, it 
may be appropriate 
to consider 
alternative 
corporate reporting 
options 
 
 
 
 
 

Manager
Transit

Vacant (263)

Transit
Supervisor

C. Matheson (264)

Parallel Transit 
Supervisor 
H. Eaton (347)

Transit Drivers
Dispatch/

Operations Clerk
M. Foley

Parallel Transit 
Drivers

Mechanics (2)
S. Belanger
D. Watt

Bus Maintenance Worlers (2)
R. MacPherson

P. Kelly
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The current hours of operation are: 

 

 

There is a difference between the hours of operation for standard 

transit and parallel transit. However, as will be discussed in the 

benchmarking section of the report, this is a common practice but 

one that may require further consideration in the future in relation to 

the direction of the new Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities 

Act (AODA) Service Standards.   

 

Any increase in the hours of operation will have an impact on the 

net cost to the taxpayers as accessible service has a higher level of 

taxpayer subsidy. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Hours of operation 
differ between the 
two services, 
indicating that the 
weekly total hours 
in transit is 94 
hours compared 
with 58 in the 
parallel service 
area 
 
 

 Transit Parallel 

Monday 06:00-22:00 08:20-16:40 

Tuesday 06:00-22:00 08:20-16:40 

Wednesday 06:00-22:00 08:20-16:40 

Thursday 06:00-22:00 08:20-16:40 

Friday 06:00-22:00 08:20-16:40 

Saturday 06:00-20:00 08:40-16:00 

Sunday N/A 08:40-16:00 
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Budget Analysis 

 

The net levy for the provision of transit services is $1.4 million and 

an additional $0.26 million for accessible service.  The vast majority 

of the budget for both transit and parallel transit services is related 

to salaries, wages and benefits.  User fee revenues generated from 

transit services are 48% from transit fares; 49% are from bus 

passes/ticket revenues and the remaining 3% is from charters/

advertising revenues.  As stated in the City’s budget document, the 

following issues have been identified as budget drivers in the 

upcoming years: 

• Union contract expired April 30/08 

• Increased budget cost due to AODA legislation 

• Increased costs due to stricter emission standards 

 

 
 
 
 
 
The budgeted 2008 
revenues as a 
percentage of 
expenditures is 
34% and 15% 
respectively for 
transit and parallel 
transit services 
 
 
 

% FINAL FINAL PROJECTED % Change % Change % Change

TRANSIT BUDGET of 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010
Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget

F.T. SALARIES & WAGES, BENEFITS 70.5% 1,442,846$  1,490,200$  1,534,906$  1,580,953$  3.3% 3.0% 3.0%

MATERIALS, OFFICE SUPPLIES, GENERAL ADMIN COSTS 0.6% 12,030$       12,161$       12,546$       12,943$       1.1% 3.2% 3.2%

UTILITIES 1.4% 34,505$       30,661$       31,581$       32,528$       -11.1% 3.0% 3.0%

OTHER STAFFING COSTS, TRAINING, MEMBERSHIPS 0.8% 14,626$       16,805$       17,309$       17,828$       14.9% 3.0% 3.0%

SERVICES - OTHER 5.7% 139,050$     120,000$     123,600$     127,308$     -13.7% 3.0% 3.0%

TRANSFERS TO RESERVES 0.5% 44,921$       10,000$       15,000$       20,000$       -77.7% 50.0% 33.3%

EQUIPMENT AND VEHICLE EXPENSES 19.4% 431,000$     410,000$     418,600$     422,308$     -4.9% 2.1% 0.9%

R&M - BUILDINGS AND EQUIPMENT (EXCLUDES VEHICLES) 1.2% 41,200$       25,000$       25,750$       26,523$       -39.3% 3.0% 3.0%

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 100.0% 2,160,178$  2,114,826$  2,179,291$  2,240,391$  -2.1% 3.0% 2.8%

TRANSIT FARES 48% (370,800)$    (340,000)$    (350,200)$    (360,706)$    -8.3% 3.0% 3.0%

BUS PASSES/TICKET REVENUE 49% (370,800)$    (350,000)$    (360,500)$    (371,315)$    -5.6% 3.0% 3.0%

CHARTERS/ADVERTISING REVENUE 3% (20,600)$      (24,000)$      (24,720)$      (25,462)$      16.5% 3.0% 3.0%

CITY OWN RENTAL REVENUE 0% (8,240)$        -$             -$             -$             

TOTAL REVENUES 100% (770,440)$    (714,000)$    (735,420)$    (757,483)$    -7.3% 3.0% 3.0%

NET EXPENDITURES 1,389,738$  1,400,826$  1,443,871$  1,482,908$  0.8% 3.1% 2.7%

% FINAL FINAL PROJECTED % Change % Change % Change

PARALLEL TRANSIT of 2008 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010

Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget Budget

F.T. SALARIES & WAGES, BENEFITS 84% 256,357$     264,048$     271,969$     280,128$     288,532 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

MATERIALS, OFFICE SUPPLIES, GENERAL ADMIN COSTS 1% 3,800$         2,391$         2,462$         2,536$         2,612 -37.1% 3.0% 3.0%

UTILITIES 1% 2,750$         2,833$         2,917$         3,005$         3,095 3.0% 3.0% 3.0%

OTHER STAFFING COSTS, TRAINING, MEMBERSHIPS 2% 5,000$         5,135$         5,289$         5,448$         5,611 2.7% 3.0% 3.0%

TRANSFERS TO RESERVES 0% -$             -$             -$             -$             0

EQUIPMENT AND VEHICLE EXPENSES 12% 41,000$       39,000$       40,170$       41,375$       42,616 -4.9% 3.0% 3.0%

R&M - BUILDINGS AND EQUIPMENT (EXCLUDES VEHICLES) 0% 625$            -$             -$             -$             0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 100% 309,532$     313,406$     322,808$     332,492$     342,467 1.3% 3.0% 3.0%

TRANSIT FARES (47,600)$      (49,000)$      (50,500)$      (52,000)$      (52,000) 2.9% 3.1% 3.0%

NET EXPENDITURES 261,932$     264,406$     272,308$     280,492$     0.9% 3.0% 3.0%
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Based on feedback from management during the review, the City 

faces challenges with respect to maintaining sufficient qualified 

drivers.  

 

Upcoming Capital Requirements 

Transit has some significant capital requirements to support ongoing 

operations.  The following table summarizes the estimated 

replacement cost for the Department’s current inventory of assets.  

This includes vehicles, equipment and building. 

 

The City’s current fleet of vehicles include 15 transit buses that have 

an estimated replacement cost of $400,000 each (note that the 

accessible vehicles have been excluded from the above analysis as 

information was not available).  In 2008, the Capital Budget included 

the replacement of a 1981 model 40 ft bus and a 1998 Model 

Accessible Transit Bus which was funded from Gas Tax  Revenues.  

 

The average age of transit vehicles in the City of Stratford is 

relatively high but efforts are being made to replace vehicles on a 

lifecycle basis.  The City is replacing its transit vehicles with 35 foot 

buses that are smaller than the standard 40 foot buses used by 

some municipalities.  However, the City currently does not utilize 

any smaller community buses, which is a common practice in 

municipalities of similar service size.  As will be discussed in further 

detail in the benchmarking section of the report, this may account 

for higher than average costs in the City of Stratford. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Gas tax revenues 
are used to fund 
the replacement of 
transit vehicles 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The lack of 
community buses 
may contribute to 
higher costs of 
service in the City 
of Stratford 

 Total 2007 Estimated 
Replacement Cost 

Furniture & Accessories 13,825$                         

Supplies & Small Equipment 66,521$                         

Equipment 226,200$                       

Hardware and Software, Cell Phones 9,125$                           

Vehicle 6,080,000$                    

Building 1,457,300$                    

Total  7,852,971$                    
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Benchmarking—Transit 

 
The comparator municipalities were chosen on the basis of one or 
more of the following criteria: 

• Population 

• Geographic area, mix of urban and rural development 

• Service levels 

• How service is provided (contracted versus in-house) 

 

Benchmarking is common in the urban transit industry, as the 

performance of a transit system is easily quantifiable. It is based on 

a variety of data related to costs, revenues, resources (vehicle, 

employees), amount of service provided (hours, kilometres), and 

utilization (ridership).  

 

Performance indicators provide a more meaningful analysis 

because of the relationship between the make up of the two pieces 

of data and the effect one datum has on the other.  For example, 

total annual costs are not as meaningful as “costs per vehicle hour” 

or “costs per passenger”, where both the hours provided and 

passengers carried will affect the costs.  Another example is “riders 

per capita” being more meaningful than ridership on its own.  As 

such, the benchmarking section relied on the use of Canadian 

Urban Transition Association (CUTA—2006) statistics which are 

collected on an annual basis as well as the City’s financial 

information returns (FIRs—2006). 

 

The overall objective is to compare identified performance indicators 

with comparable peers.  Benchmarking was undertaken on key user 

fees, expenditures, availability of transit and operations.  Within this 

scope, more specific objectives included: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A number of key 
industry 
recognized 
indicators are 
available and have 
been used in the 
analysis to 
measure efficiency, 
effectiveness, 
service levels, 
revenues and 
expenditures 

• comparing the cost of the transit operation 

• identifying major areas of differences for Transit compared to the 
peer group transit systems 

• reviewing the operations, expenditures and revenues of the 
operations 

• better understanding of the reasons for the differences in 
services, costs, efficiencies and effectiveness of the operations 
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An analysis of operations was undertaken to understand the 

services provided in Stratford in comparison to other municipalities.  

This included a comparison of hours of operation, ridership, vehicle 

kilometres (routes), vehicle utilization and age of fleet. 

 

Revenues were analyzed on a per capita basis, average fare, 

revenues as a percentage of expenditures and fee schedule.  

Expenditures were compared on a per capita basis and, finally, the 

net operating cost of regular transit service was analyzed. 

 

There are a number of factors that impact the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the operations, including, but not limited to, the 

following: 

• Transit ridership 

• Level of transit investment 

• Service levels—routes, hours of operation, length of routes 

• Urban form 

• Density 

• Development patterns 

• Age of fleet 

• Distribution of demand 

• Fuel costs 

• Salary levels 

• Vehicle types 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There are many 
factors that impact 
the efficiency and 
effectiveness of  
services 
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General Operating Information 

Source:  CUTA 2006 

 

Stratford’s service area population is approximately 30,000 and this is very close to the 

peer group average.  Stratford’s service area is smaller than the group average and 

median but is close to a number of municipalities, including the City of Brockville and the 

City of Owen Sound.  In general, a lower service area (sq. km) will generally reduce the 

cost of service. 

 

As shown above, the City’s hours of operation is amongst the highest in the survey of 

municipal comparators, but is close to the level of service provided in the City of 

Belleville and the Town of Cobourg.  This will impact the overall cost of operations.   

 

The City also has one of the largest fleets of transit vehicles.  For example, the City of 

Stratford, with 15 buses has one bus for every 2,000 serviced population compared with 

a survey median of one bus for every 6,000 serviced population. 

 

Similar to the municipalities of Belleville, Woodstock and Owen Sound, all of Stratford’s 

transit vehicles are standard size, whereas the majority of municipal comparators use a 

mix of standard and community buses.  This will also be an impact on the cost of service 

in the City of Stratford. 

Municipality

2006 

Population

Service 

Area 

Population

Service 

Area Sq. 

Km

Hours per 

Week Total Buses

Standard 

Motor 

Buses

Small/ 

Community 

Buses

% of Fleet 

Standard

Buses per 

Serviced 

Population

Belleville 48,821           37,000         36.0           104          14               14             100% 2,643           

Brockville 21,957           19,128         20.3           71            3                 3                  0% 6,376           

Chatham-Kent 108,177         44,000         30.9           78            6                 6                  0% 7,333           

Cobourg 18,210           18,000         10.0           99            3                 1               2                  33% 6,000           

Fort Erie 29,925           20,000         168.0         66            2                 1               1                  50% 10,000         

Owen Sound 21,753           21,000         23.7           72            5                 5               100% 4,200           

St. Thomas 36,110           36,000         32.6           67            6                 1               5                  17% 6,000           

Welland 50,331           48,000         86.0           69            15               10             5                  67% 3,200           

Woodstock 35,480           35,000         34.0           70            11               11             100% 3,182           

Average 41,196           30,903         49.1           77 7 6 4 52% 5,437           

Median 35,480           35,000         32.6           71 6                 5               4 50% 6,000           

Stratford 30,461           30,000         21.9           94            15               15             -               100% 2,000           
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Service Levels and Utilization  

Source: CUTA 2006 

 

Service utilization is measured through two indicators:  regular service passengers per 

service population and regular service passengers per revenue vehicle hours.  Regular 

service passenger per serviced population is a good measure of ridership since it takes 

into account the population of the transit service area.   

 

As shown above, the City of Stratford has one of the highest passengers per population 

service area as well as above average passengers per total vehicle hours.  This reflects 

higher utilization of the service in Stratford in relation to the majority of the other 

municipal comparators.  Further, as expected, the total vehicle hours are above average 

which is consistent with higher hours of operation. 

 

However, the total vehicle kilometers per active vehicle is well below average indicating 

that the fleet size in the City of Stratford may be larger than required.  This again will be 

a factor in the cost analysis. 

 
 

Municipality

2006 

Population

Service 

Area 

Population

Service 

Area Sq. 

Km

Hours per 

Week

Passengers 

per 

Population 

Service Area

Passengers 

per Total 

Vehicle 

Hours

Tot. Veh. 

Kms. 

/Active 

Vehicle

Total 

Vehicle 

Kilometres

Belleville 48,821           37,000         36.0           104          24.8 28.1         50,783 710,956      

Brockville 21,957           19,128         20.3           71            3.8 10.3         55,435 166,304      

Chatham-Kent 108,177         44,000         30.9           78            5.9 16.1         72,673 436,040      

Cobourg 18,210           18,000         10.0           99            4.0 9.0         54,051 162,152      

Fort Erie 29,925           20,000         168.0         66            1.2 7.3         58,216 116,432      

Owen Sound 21,753           21,000         23.7           72            11.6 17.9         63,348 316,740      

St. Thomas 36,110           36,000         32.6           67            9.4 24.9         35,746       321,710 

Welland 50,331           48,000         86.0           69            7.8 12.5         49,003 735,044      

Woodstock 35,480           35,000         34.0           70            7.6 12.5         39,689 436,576      

Average 41,196           30,903         49.1           77 8.4 15.4 53,216        377,995      

Median 35,480           35,000         32.6           71 7.6 12.5 54,051        321,710      

Stratford 30,461           30,000         21.9           94            19.9 19.7         37,768 566,519      
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Fares 
 
Like other municipalities, Stratford 
offers fare options to its passengers.  
Based on total revenues generated 
divided by ridership, Stratford’s 
average fare of $1.02 is the lowest in 
the peer group.  This is an indication 
of: 

• Lower than average fares; and/
or 

• Different mix of usage (monthly 
versus cash, students versus 
adult, etc.) 

 
 

Source: CUTA  2006 

 

 

As shown on the table below, while Stratford’s cash fares are consistent with the 

majority of the other municipalities surveyed, the monthly fares are well below the survey 

average and median.  Given that a significant portion of the fares are being generated 

from monthly ridership, this will contribute to a lower revenue to cost ratio. 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Municipality

Total Regular 

Service 

Passenger Trips

Regular Service 

Passenger 

Revenue

Average Fare 

Per Trip

Belleville                  917,258  $           1,360,023 1.48$                  

Brockville 73,223                  130,815$              1.79$                  

Chatham-Kent 257,488                372,724$              1.45$                  

Cobourg 72,372                  135,715$              1.88$                  

Fort Erie 23,243                  N/A N/A

Owen Sound 243,569                290,073$              1.19$                  

St. Thomas 228,223                334,566$              1.47$                  

Welland 371,776                601,067$              1.62$                  

Woodstock 265,987                355,962$              1.34$                  

Average 272,571                447,618$              1.53$                  

Median 243,569                345,264$              1.47$                  

Stratford                  595,890 610,146$              1.02$                  

22 rides 

Municipality

Adult Cash 

Fares

Student Cash 

Fares

Senior Cash 

Fares Adult Student Senior

Belleville 2.10$            1.75$                 1.75$               66.00$       50.00$    50.00$    

Brockville 2.10$            1.75$                 1.75$               66.00$       50.00$    50.00$    

Chatham-Kent 2.00$            1.75$                 1.75$               35.00$       27.00$    27.00$    

Cobourg 2.00$            2.00$                 2.00$               60.00$       50.00$    50.00$    

Fort Erie 2.00$            2.00$                 2.00$               None None None

Owen Sound 2.00$            1.50$                 2.00$               55.00$       30.00$    40.00$    

St. Thomas 2.50$            2.50$                 2.50$               60.00$       50.00$    50.00$    

Welland 2.50$            2.50$                 2.50$               69.00$       59.00$    52.00$    

Woodstock 2.00$            2.00$                 2.00$               50.00$       40.00$    40.00$    

Average 2.13$            1.97$                 2.03$               57.63$       44.50$    44.88$    

Median 2.00$            2.00$                 2.00$               60.00$       50.00$    50.00$    

Stratford 2.00$            1.75$                 2.00$               50.00$       35.00$    35.00$    

Monthly Passes
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R/C Ratio 
 

One method of measuring the financial 

performance of a system is the 

revenue/cost (R/C) ratio which is a 

measure of the percentage of 

operating costs recovered from 

passenger revenues.  For a system of 

Stratford’s size, a common target is an 

R/C ratio of 50%.   

 

In the case of the City of Stratford, 

revenues generated from user fees 

offset approximately 31% of the cost of 

transit service, with the remainder 

being paid for through the general levy 

(taxpayer subsidized).  The average of 

the peer group is 38%.  This indicates 

tha t  St ra tfo rd  taxpayer ’s  a re 

contributing more to transit operations 

than the survey average. 

 

Source: CUTA  

 
 
Municipal Operating Contribution 
per Capita 
 

Also, because Stratford has the 

highest operating cost per capita, the  

operating contributions on a per capita 

basis in its peer group is over double 

the survey average.   

 

Source:  CUTA 2006 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Low cost recovery and high municipal 
contributions in the City of Stratford 
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Gross and Net Expenditures Per 
Capita 
 

Gross expenditures per capita include 

all expenditures to determine the gross 

cost per population. Net expenditures  

reflect the gross expenditures less 

revenues.  As shown in the graph to 

the right, the net and gross cost per 

capita in Stratford is highest in the 

survey. 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Net Transit Costs per $100,000 of 
Assessment 
 

The following table provides a 

comparison of the cost to taxpayers 

based on $100,000 of assessment.  As 

shown, the cost to taxpayers in 

Stratford is the highest in the survey. 
 
 
 
 
 

Source: BMA Study—2006 
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Gross Expenditures Per Capita Transit Net Expenditures Per Capita

Municipality

Net Transit 

Costs per 

$100,000 

Assessment

Belleville 27$                

Brockville 34$                

Chatham-Kent 15$                

Cobourg 33$                

Fort Erie 8$                  

Owen Sound 59$                

St. Thomas 43$                

Welland 81$                

Woodstock 52$                

Average 39$                

Median 34$                

Stratford 90$                
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Cost Efficiencies and Labour Productivity 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Source: CUTA 2006 

 

 

From an efficiency perspective, which is measured by calculating the total direct and 

operating expenditures per vehicle hour, the City has higher than average costs.  This 

may be due to the fact that the City only utilizes standard buses, unlike a number of 

other municipalities that use a mix of standard and community buses. 

 

Labour productivity is also a measure used to assess performance.  As shown in the 

table above, labour productivity in Stratford is the lowest in the survey which is 

measured as revenue hours in relation to paid operating hours.  This indicates that the 

City has less productive revenue generating hours. 

Municipality

Tot. Dir. & 

Aux. Oper. 

Exp. /Tot. Veh. 

Hr.

Rev. & Aux. 

Rev. Hrs. / 

Oper. Paid 

Hr.

Belleville  $           76.29 0.75 

Brockville  $           53.51 0.79

Chatham-Kent  $           50.52 N/A

Cobourg  $           61.10 N/A

Fort Erie  $           40.28 0.91 

Owen Sound  $           68.11 N/A

St. Thomas  $           56.60 N/A

Welland  $           59.93 0.87 

Woodstock  $           61.95 0.96 

Average 58.70$            0.86               

Median 59.93$            0.87               

Stratford  $           66.03 0.74 
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Accessible Transit Operations 
 
The following table illustrates the system characteristics of the accessible transit 
operations used in the benchmarking.  

 

Source: CUTA 2006 

 

As shown above, the total vehicle hours of dedicated service in Stratford is the highest in 

the survey of comparable municipalities.  While the hours of operation are close to the 

average, the larger fleet of vehicles contributes to a higher cost to the taxpayer.   

 

The number of registrants per 1,000 of population in Stratford is slightly above the 

average.  Also, Stratford has a higher number of accessible passenger trips per 1,000 of 

population than the survey average.    

 

The parallel transit service is operated door to door.   

Municipality

# of 

Vehicles

Tot. Veh. 

Hrs - 

Dedicated 

Service

Registrants / 

1,000 

Population

Passengers  

per 1,000 

Population

Hours of 

Available 

Operation 

Per Week

Same as 

Transit 

Hours

Advanced Booking 

Notice, Minimum 

Notice for Reservation

Belleville 2                 4,994          15 302 56 Lower 7 days

Brockville 2                 5,271          28 969 71 Same 1 day, min. 1 hour

Chatham-Kent 3                 3,675          25 337 68 Lower 1 day, min. 24 hours

Fort Erie 2                 3,997          10 446 43 Lower 2 day, min. 24 hours

Owen Sound 1                 2,375          17 227 45 Lower 14 days, min. 1 hour

St. Thomas 2                 N/A 14 558 64 Lower 1 day

Welland 6                 5,917          27 365 69 Same 14 days, min. 24 hours

Woodstock 1                 1,560          12 420 40 Lower 1 day

Average 2 3,970          18 453 57

Median 2 3,997          16 392 60

Stratford 5                 6,240          20 537 58 Lower 12 days, min. 1 hour
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Financial Characteristics 

Source: CUTA 2006 

 

As shown above, with more vehicles, the total hours of service in the City of Stratford is 

higher than average.  In Stratford, the total hours of dedicated service was 6,240 in 2006 

compared with a survey average of 3,970.  However, the passengers per hour is below 

survey average which is another performance measure of the utilization of the system 

based on the hours of service provided.  Stratford has 5 vehicles and is only providing 

an average of 2.4 passengers per hour.  The average for municipalities of similar service 

population is the utilization of 2 vehicles and 2.8 passengers per hour.   

 

As shown above, most accessible services are provided by the private sector rather than 

the municipality.  The net operating cost/capita is second highest in Stratford when 

compared to the other municipalities included in the survey.  Further, the total 

expenditures per passenger is above average in Stratford.  

 

Municipality

# of 

Vehicles

Tot. Veh. 

Hrs - 

Dedicated 

Service

Passengers 

Per Hour Service Provider

Net 

Operating 

Cost / Capita

Total Exp./  

Passenger

Belleville 2                 4,994          2.3 Private Contractor 5.22$            18.79$       

Brockville 2                 5,271          3.5 Private Contractor 12.01$          13.92$       

Chatham-Kent 3                 3,675          4.0 Private Contractor 4.24$            15.29$       

Fort Erie 2                 3,997          3.1 Private Non-Profit 4.48$            12.05$       

Owen Sound 1                 2,375          2.1 Private + City 4.69$            23.71$       

St. Thomas 2                 N/A N/A Private Contractor 5.84$            13.47$       

Welland 6                 5,917          3.3 Municipality 5.93$            18.77$       

Woodstock 1                 1,560          1.0 Municipality 3.52$            10.99$       

Average 2 3,970          2.8 5.74$            15.87$       

Median 2 3,997          3.1 4.96$            14.61$       

Stratford 5                 6,240          2.4 Municipality 8.64$            18.96$       
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Annual Service Planning Procedures 
 
Best Practice 
 

Transit planning for conventional service is a continuous process 

that functions generally on an annual cycle, which also relates to the 

planning process of the daily operation.  It has feedback loops to 

engage operational staff and the public.  It integrates the results of 

the monitoring program to develop long-term plan changes.   
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Based on the analysis undertaken, there may be opportunities to 

rationalize and clarify the transit operations, programs, services and 

management structure to ensure that services are being provided in 

the most efficient and effective manner. 
 
 
Recommendations—Transit  
 
That, given the potential synergies in combining fleet 
management services on a corporate wide basis, alternative 
corporate reporting relationships should be considered for 
Transit operations. 
 
That the City develop a comprehensive set of minimum service 
and financial policies for the consideration of Council to 
ensure that the existing service levels have been rationalized 
and are being provided in an efficient and effective manner. 

 

That, with higher accessible hours of service, lower 

passengers per hour and a larger fleet, it may be an 

appropriate time to review the current accessible services 

provided. 
 
That the City introduce a formal performance system and 
annually undertake an analysis of the success in achieving 
these outcomes.   

 
 
 
 
 


