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The City of Greater Sudbury - Core Services Review - Final Report

Disclaimer

This report is based on information and documentation that was made available to KPMG at the date of this report. KPMG has not audited nor

otherwise attempted to independently verify the information provided unless otherwise indicated. Should additional information be provided to KPMG

after the issuance of this report, KPMG reserves the right (but will be under no obligation) to review this information and adjust its comments

accordingly.

Pursuant to the terms of our engagement, it is understood and agreed that all decisions in connection with the implementation of advice and

recommendations as provided by KPMG during the course of this engagement shall be the responsibility of, and made by, the City of Greater Sudbury.

KPMG has not and will not perform management functions or make management decisions for the City of Greater Sudbury.

This report may include or make reference to future oriented financial information. Readers are cautioned that since these financial projections are

based on assumptions regarding future events, actual results will vary from the information presented even if the hypotheses occur, and the variations

may be material.

Comments in this report are not intended, nor should they be interpreted, to be legal advice or opinion.

KPMG has no present or contemplated interest in the City of Greater Sudbury nor are we an insider or associate of the City of Greater Sudbury.

Accordingly, we believe we are independent of the City of Greater Sudbury and are acting objectively.
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Executive Summary

This report was prepared to assist the City of Greater Sudbury (the “City”) with the assessment and identification of opportunities to re-allocate 

resources to optimize services with the limited budget the City has available. 

Our top 10 opportunities are listed below. From these 10 opportunities alone we estimate recurrent potential savings of around $4 million per year of the 

operating budget which the City can use to allocate to other services, which may increase based on further study from the City.

In order to get to our top 10 opportunities we used a framework across a range of criteria to score the opportunities out of 35 points. The highest scoring 

opportunity was 25. This demonstrates that the City has already undertaken substantial efforts to review services, adjust service levels and take 

advantage of opportunities to re-allocate resources to those areas that need it. Compared to other municipalities, the City is well positioned to take 

further advantage of the opportunities we have identified.

The City’s and Towns of the former Regional Municipality of Sudbury merged to form the City of Greater Sudbury in 2001. This substantially increased 

the geographic area, number of roads, assets and facilities that the City was responsible for. This is particularly notable when compared to comparable 

municipalities. The merger had an impact on infrastructure and assets and while reviews have been undertaken on winter road maintenance and 

facilities within public works, a comprehensive assessment across the City has not been performed. There remains a number of aging and lower utilized 

facilities which the City should look to close or repurpose. Through rationalization of facilities, the City can focus its operational maintenance spend, 

resources and capital investments to providing modern, up-to-date, multi-use facilities without a significant impact on the taxation levy.

Digitization remains a key area of focus for municipalities across Ontario, as they look to take advantage of digital offerings to improve the overall 

services and accessibility of information to their residents, as well as the data and information available internally for management to inform decision 

making. The City has already begun its journey through use of improved payment opportunities however there remain further opportunities ahead 

through provision of further online opportunities (application and submission of permits/marriage licenses) as well as the implementation of a time and 

attendance system for time and activity reporting. 

Executive Summary, Background and Scope

Executive Summary

1. Rationalize facilities 2. Creation of a digital city
3. Implementation of a 

lean management system
4. Review of school board 

agreements
5. Modernizing phone 

systems

6. Review user fees and 
cost recovery

7. Expand facilities 
management systems

8. Optimize office space
9. Review maintained 
parkland requirements

10. Outsource ski hills
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Executive Summary (cont.)

Other opportunities look to address the City’s current service levels and whether they should continue to be delivered, in particular within recreational 

services where there are opportunities to consider outsourcing services to the private sector or other third party organizations, especially given these 

are not essential or mandatory services provided by the City. The City should look to address this as part of their review of user fees and cost recovery 

targets. Taking advantage of opportunities can help the City in realigning costs and resources into other areas of the organization where further 

investments are needed. The City has already approved a budget for City wide LED street lighting project in the 2020 budget. 

As part of our review we also assessed the provision of long term care at Pioneer Manor. There have been questions about whether Council should 

continue to partly fund and operate this facility given there is no mandatory requirement for the City to do so. If Council wanted to end the City’s funding 

for this service, Ministry approval would be required. It would also involve a five-year transition period that would include public consultation. The 

Ministry could elect to reassign funding to another community where there was a recognized long term care need. 

Considering Pioneer Manor is the single largest provider of care home beds in the Greater Sudbury area, this would have a significant effect on the 

community, including an increased burden on hospitals within the Sudbury area. A lower risk option for Council could be to explore 

collaboration/partnership opportunities that reduced the corporation’s net cost and/or further improved service quality.

Opportunities

• List of opportunities – Slide 14

• Top 10 opportunity scorecards – Slide 27

We applied KPMG’s public service delivery model framework to each opportunity listed in the report so the City can fully understand the changes being 

proposed for the City’s overall service delivery model. Opportunities were identified from a working session held by KPMG with City staff, and from 

benchmarking and financial analysis undertaken by KPMG as well as leading practices from other municipalities. Opportunities were then grouped into 

five categories: top opportunities, opportunities underway, continuous improvement opportunities, opportunities requiring further follow up, and 

opportunities that do not merit further action.  As well as identifying opportunities under the seven key service areas, KPMG also identified opportunities 

outside of the seven areas which have also been included in this report.

Executive Summary, Background and Scope

Executive Summary



7© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

Executive Summary, Background and Scope

Background and Scope
Project Objectives

KPMG was engaged by the City of Greater Sudbury to undertake an in-depth analysis of key service areas determined by City Council. The overall goal 

of this review was to create sub-service profiles for each of the key areas (seven services areas: Long Term Care, Parks, Recreation, Arenas, Facilities 

Management, Road Maintenance and Community Grants) and conduct a comprehensive, data-driven evaluation process to examine the strategic 

alignment, relevance, effectiveness, efficiency and sustainability of these programs and services. Our aim was to identify ways in which the services 

can be streamlined or altered to in order to better align costs and improve efficiency across the City. We also gave consideration to other areas outside 

of these seven, and included opportunities that presented themselves throughout our work. A further key area of this review was to consider the City’s 

enterprise systems, identifying opportunities to support and enhance routine time, attendance and activity reporting.

Specific project objectives included the following:  

1. Facilitate review – We conducted a comprehensive review and detailed analysis of the relevance, efficiency and effectiveness of the City’s 

services including a review of comparable municipalities (where data is available) and other insights from our global team as relevant. As part of 

this, consider all aspects of the City’s services including delivery methods, service expenditure and revenue streams as well as the current systems 

in place to track time, attendance and activity reporting.

2. Identify opportunities – We explored opportunities based on leading edge practices globally (public, private, not-for-profit) and define options for 

sustainable approaches to service delivery and levels, as well as systems to enhance improved data collection in relation to time attendance and 

activity reporting; and

3. Prioritize opportunities – We provided guidance to the City’s Senior Management team on implementation and prioritization of new, innovative 

and/or leading service delivery models that may help realign costs, reallocate resources and/or improve service delivery methods. 

Project Principles

• Due to the tight project schedule, we leveraged existing sources of consultation from Council and City staff to inform the work of the Service Review. 

We used the City’s service profiles as a basis for our work and develop sub-service profiles for each of the areas in scope. We met with City staff to 

identify efficiencies and opportunities for improving the overall delivery of these services. 

• The framework and approach was based on leading practice from municipal or other levels of government experience and/or private sector.

• While these reviews often go by many different names – including service efficiency reviews, value for money audits and cost saving studies – they 

all share the same goal: to determine if a city is delivering its services to its customers in the best possible manner and further, to determine if there 

are more efficient, effective or economical means to delivering municipal services. For simplicity, this will be called a ‘Core Service Review’.  
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Project Initiation
Service Profile/ 
Benchmarking

Opportunity Prioritization Final Report

Executive Summary, Background and Scope

Background and Scope
Project Timing

This engagement commenced on October 21, 2019, and was completed when the final report was submitted to the City on 8 January, 2020. The

diagram below depicts the key phases as outlined in the Project Charter: 

1. Met with Project Team to clarify 

expectations, refine lines of 

inquiry, held initial meetings to 

understand services, identify 

additional data requirements and 

develop a work program for 

subsequent phases of the 

engagement.

2. Collected relevant information 

on current methods of service 

delivery and conducted 

stakeholder engagement 

exercises. Surveyed five 

comparator municipalities to 

benchmark City services.

3. Development of an inventory of 

opportunities and associated 

rankings.

4. Developed and presented a 

final report with an 

implementation plan & 

recommendations.



Methodology for 
Formulating 
Opportunities

The City of Greater Sudbury

Core Services Review
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Formulation of Opportunities

Methodology
KPMG’s experience has shown that most jurisdictions are pursuing the 

transformation of their public services using traditional approaches such as 

rapid cost reduction or across the board cuts. We believe that there is an 

opportunity for municipalities to look beyond doing a little bit less with 

slightly fewer staff. Instead, municipalities should look at their need to 

reduce spending as an opportunity to capitalize on new technologies, 

governance models and financing mechanisms that can help re-shape 

government. KPMG, in partnership with the University of Toronto, 

developed a framework (shown adjacent) that capture new public sector 

delivery models. The framework was developed based on the key insights 

from leading practices reports and consultations with industry leaders 

throughout the globe.

The Core Services Review Project Team used this framework to analyze 

possible opportunities for change in the City of Greater Sudbury’s service 

delivery models. Each of the opportunities were categorized according to 

the framework so that the Project Team could fully understand the 

changes being proposed for the City’s service delivery.

Few students of public administration believe that the footprint of 

government, how government is organized or its relationship with the 

public will look the same ten years from now as it does today. 

Governments are having change forced upon them by fiscal challenges on 

the one hand and technological and social evolutions on the other.  These 

new public service delivery models will help local governments manage 

this change and ensure that they are not only effective and efficient,  but 

also sustainable into the future.
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Formulation of Opportunities

Methodology
The development of opportunities and their subsequent prioritization involved the following major work steps:

1. Review of Sub-Service Profiles & Benchmarking

The first major step in developing the list of opportunities was the review of the City’s inventory of programs and services detailed in the City’s Service 

Profiles for each of the seven service areas. Through a series of meetings with City staff, KPMG confirmed the sub-service types and service levels 

for each of the City’s identified services and the financial resources required to deliver them.  

In parallel to the service profile analysis, KPMG undertook a jurisdictional review for the City. The jurisdictional review consisted of an analysis of 

financial statements, Ontario Financial Information Returns and Census data of five comparable municipalities selected by the City (Thunder Bay, 

London, Guelph, Regina, Windsor). The goal of the benchmarking was to identify areas where the City’s performance indicators vary substantially 

from other municipalities.  

2. Opportunity Identification 

Using this initial analysis, the second step in the Service Delivery 

Review was for KPMG to work with the City’s project team to identify 

potential opportunities to improve operations through the following types 

of opportunities:

• Elimination or transfer services, or increased cost recovery 

• Re-engineered services to increase efficiency and effectiveness

• Alternative service delivery approaches

• Changed service levels

Opportunities to 

Eliminate, or 

Transfer Services, 

or Increase Cost 

Recovery 

Opportunities to 

Change Service 

Levels

Re-engineering 

Opportunities to 

Increase Efficiency

and Effectiveness

Opportunities to 

Reduce Costs 

through Alternative 

Service Delivery 

Approaches
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Formulation of Opportunities

Methodology
3. Opportunities Ranking 

Opportunities were evaluated and scored using the criteria below and then grouped into categories of top opportunities, opportunities underway, 

continuous improvement opportunities, opportunities requiring further follow up, and opportunities that do not merit further action based upon the New 

Public Sector Delivery Model.  

Assessment Criteria Description

Operating $ Impact Estimated impact on operating budget

Capital $ Impact Estimated impact on capital requirements 

Barriers To Implementation 

Barriers, issues or obstacles to implementing the opportunity. 

• Political

• Legal

• Labour and Contractual Obligations

• Capital Costs

Recent Reviews Recent reviews or studies conducted that provide insights on the opportunity.

Comparator Analysis 
An assessment of service performance against comparable competitors, industry standards or leading 

practices. 

Strategic Program Alignment The opportunity aligns with the objectives and values of the City, the service, the Official Plan and/or 

Council priorities. 

Client/ Customer Impact The impact of the opportunity on the number of clients, customers and/or people and the extent of the 

impact. 
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Formulation of Opportunities

Methodology
Through a series of meetings and working sessions with the City’s management team and staff interviews, KPMG developed a list of 100 opportunities 

for improved efficiency and effectiveness in the delivery of the City’s services. These opportunities were in turn evaluated and scored using KPMG’s 

assessment criteria (operating/capital $ impact, barriers, comparator analysis, strategic alignment, citizen impact).  Based upon this scoring, the 100 

opportunities were grouped into the following categories.

Opportunity Type Description
Number

Top 10 Opportunities These opportunities scored the highest in the evaluation and represent the 

opportunity for the greatest operating and/or capital efficiencies.
10

Opportunities Underway These opportunities are either underway or are being initiated in the near future.  

Accordingly, there is limited value in considering these opportunities for further in 

depth analysis by KPMG.

6

Opportunities Requiring Further Study These opportunities were ranked lower than the Top 10 Opportunities. They will 

require further study by the City to determine whether implementation is 

warranted.

71

Opportunities for City Building These are opportunities that would require significant capital and extends beyond 

one term of Council, and require the City to conduct in-depth analysis on the 

opportunity for implementation. The opportunities may not necessarily generate 

cost savings, but are considered important long-term business investments for the 

City to achieve their strategic priorities.

4

Opportunities Which Do Not Merit 

Further Follow-Up Action

These opportunities were rated “No Further Action” for the following 

reasons: another opportunity addresses the issue better, they would have too 

great an impact on clients, the barriers to implementation are too significant, or 

simply the ideas lack sufficient merit to pursue.

9



List of 
Opportunities

The City of Greater Sudbury

Core Services Review
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Top 10 Opportunities
These opportunities were scored as our “Top 10” opportunities. Further details of the top 10 opportunities can be found in the “Top 10 

Opportunity Scorecard” section of our report.

Ref 

No.
Opportunity Description

Estimated cost saving

for re-allocation

1 Facilities Rationalization
Rationalize the number of city-owned and run facilities with the aim of disposing of the resulting excess 

capacity across facilities and office buildings.
$1,000,000

2 Create a Digital City
By prioritizing new and existing digitization projects, the city can leverage technology to improve the 

delivery of both client facing and internal services.
$600,000

3
Lean Management 

System
Through implementation of a lean management system (or other business innovation methods), the 

City can implement opportunities for efficiency, including those identified by front-line employees.
$350,000

4
Review Shared Use 

Agreements
The pricing charged and services provided by the City through shared use agreements of arenas and 

recreation facilities should be reviewed.
$175,000

5
Modernize Phone 

Systems
A telephone modernization plan could not only save on operational costs compared to a traditional desk 

phones but also enable a more flexible work environment.
$75,000

6
Review User Fees & 

Cost Recovery
Fee structures charged to users for arenas and recreation facilities should be reviewed and aligned with 

cost recovery rates for recreation facilities.
$245,000

7
Expand Facilities 

Management Systems
Facilities management services such as remote monitoring and automation for HVAC systems could be 

expanded to arena and recreation facilities.
$156,000

8 Optimize Office Space
Explore opportunities to optimize office space through consolidated seating arrangements, introducing 

flexible/remote working locations, and moving from paper-based document storage.
$193,000

9
Review Maintained 

Parkland Requirements
Hectares of parkland maintained by the City far exceed established service levels and benchmarking 

averages and could be naturalized to standard levels.
$980,000

10 Outsource Ski Hills
The operation of ski hills is a service uniquely offered by the City which could be outsourced to a private 

or not-for-profit third-party provider.
$243,000
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Underway
These opportunities are either underway or are being initiated in the near future.  Accordingly, there is limited value in considering these 

opportunities for further in-depth analysis by KPMG.

Ref No. Opportunity Current Status 

11
Increase community outreach and digitize citizen 

engagement 
The City has initiatives underway to shift citizen interaction online including the implementation of a 

new CRM system.

12
Improve the data analytics functionality for the 

Roads department
An extensive study was performed prior to acquiring the Cityworks platform for which a steering 

committee is driving the development.

13 Implement LED street lighting
A business case for LED street lighting from 2015 has been updated to reflect current costs and 

savings which is under review. Council approved the project in the budget for 2020.

14
Develop a self serve online HR system to reduce 

administrative paper processing

HR has developed a Human Capital Management plan which recommends, among other steps, the 

implementation of self service so that employees and supervisory personnel can perform routine 

payroll, benefits and HR process work electronically

15
Review employees benefits and the cost of benefits 

provided
For non-union staff, a recent benefits review has led to changes being made recently. This 

opportunity has been reviewed and addressed.

16
Review the mix of contracted vs internal staff 

utilized for winter maintenance
Work around this opportunity has recently been performed to consider the level of snow removal 

which is contracted out.
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

17
Conduct an energy efficiency audit of 

Pioneer Manor

Pioneer Manor consists of both old and newer build areas. Conducting an energy efficiency audit, 

particularly of those older built areas, will help identify opportunities for energy savings. 

18
Review the service level for delivery of 

street sweeping

There has been no recent review undertaken of the City’s street sweeping program. There are 

possible opportunities to improve the efficiency and service of the current program.

19
Explore joint procurement opportunities with 

other public sector entities

The City hold a number of procurement contracts with external providers however has not 

historically looked at opportunities to share procurement services with other public sector or local 

organizations. 

20
Outsource management of the community 

grant programs

In 2018, the City spent over 1500 hours of time in the overall management of grants. The City 

should consider outsourcing the management of grants to a third party. 

21
Outsource facility management and 

maintenance activities

Facility Management and Maintenance is currently undertaken by City staff. There are possible 

opportunities for cost savings through outsourcing management of facilities to third parties. 

22 Conduct a city-wide fleet utilization study

While the City has undertaken fleet utilization studies in the past, these have not been undertaken 

across all vehicle types. Undertaking a full city wide study will help identify those lower utilized 

vehicles which may no longer be needed.

23
Review revenue/cost recovery activities 

across the City (e.g. street fees)

The City has not recently reviewed its cost recovery activities. For certain services, e.g. street 

fees, it is expected that costs have not historically been recovered in full.

24
Establish Council approved service level 

standards for all customer facing services

A number of services provided by the City do not have clearly defined and approved service 

levels. Having services levels approved will ensure consistency and common understanding as to 

how the City should deliver its services. 

25
Enhance leadership training for front line 

staff

There is opportunity to increase investment in front line leadership staff and provide an enhanced 

level of leadership training. 

26
Revise French languages services policy to 

enable more efficient methods of translation

The City should consider using artificial intelligence to translate documents rather than a certified 

translator, which will help reduce costs of translating documents. 

27
Partner with communities to improve pool 

services

The City should consider improving partnerships with communities and other organizations (e.g. 

universities) to improve pool services and share costs. 



18© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

28
Review the feasibility of using electric 

vehicles in the municipal fleet

The City does not use electrical vehicles in its fleet. There is an opportunity to use electrical 

vehicles to help reduce emissions and fuel costs.

29
Outsource disability management services 

to a third party

Disability management services are currently provided by in house staff however there is an 

opportunity to outsource this service to a third party.

30

Explore potential for multi-use recreational 

facilities and move away from single use 

facilities

There are a number of aging and lower utilized facilities across the City. There is an opportunity 

for the City to assess recreational services on offer and deliver centralized, multi-use recreational 

facilities at an improved service level. 

31
Review quality control measures for large 

procurement contracts

There is an opportunity to review how quality control measures are carried out across the City, in 

particular across larger contracts where purchasing are responsible for quality control. 

32

Review services classified as “non-

essential” and consider the impact of 

privatizing such services

There is an opportunity for the City to review those services classified as “non essential” (e.g. 

fitness centers, pools, ski-hills) and determine whether these can be privatized. 

33

Perform a deep dive of revenue generated 

vs cost of running trailer parks and fitness 

centers

The City should assess whether the costs of running trailer parks and fitness centers are worth 

the revenue generated from these services, or whether services can be outsourced or privatized 

to reduce costs. 

34
Provide cross training to City staff for 

enhanced skillsets

Training is currently undertaken in silo across the City with limited cross training undertaken. 

There is an opportunity to provide more cross training options for staff to enhance and share 

skillsets across the organization.

35

Assess staffing models for parks and 

arenas to identify greater efficiencies 

between seasons

The City currently deploys staff across arenas and park on a seasonal basis however there is an 

opportunity to review how the City deploy its staff in order to be more efficient in between 

seasons.

36
Expand the business innovation group 

across the City

The City currently has a business innovation group within growth and infrastructure. There is an 

opportunity to expand this group and introduce a corporate wide innovation team.
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

37
Implement paid parking for all municipal 

parking lots

The City currently provides free parking across a number of parking lots. There is an opportunity 

to implement paid parking across these lots to generate additional income for the City. 

38
Outsource engineering of roads to a third 

party

Road engineering is currently provided by in house City staff. There is an opportunity to 

outsource the engineering of roads to a third party.

39 Rationalize the number of pools 

The City has five pools however there is an opportunity to rationalize the number of pools given 

the aging conditions of some of the facilities, low cost recovery rates and increased number of 

outdoor lakes across the City.

40
Standardize IT systems used across the 

City

There is an opportunity to standardize IT systems used across the City to allow for greater 

efficiencies (e.g. backing up of data/costs of implementing)

41
Centralize the management and monitoring 

of City facilities

Management of City facilities is currently undertaken across various areas of the City with 

different staff responsible for different facilities. There is an opportunity to centralize this function 

to help reduce operating costs and allow for a more streamlined approach to facility management.

42
Review seasonal/part time employees and 

consolidate roles to full time positions

The City currently has a high amount of seasonal and part time staff which results in increased 

hiring and training costs for staff. There is an opportunity to consolidate roles to full time positions 

where possible to help reduce some of these costs.

43
Implement an issues management group 

across the City

Senior Management currently spend a large amount of time dealing with issues, taking time away 

from their other duties. The City should consider implementing an issues management group to 

help improve the coordination and management of issues.

44
Combine the service delivery of museums 

and libraries

Museum and library services are currently delivered by separate teams, however there is an 

opportunity to combine the delivery of these services to help reduce operating costs. 

45
Discontinue curb-side waste pick up in non-

commercial areas

There is an opportunity to eliminate curb side waste pick up in non commercial areas in order to 

reduce the amount of resources and costs in delivering this service. 
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

46
Incentivize the use of eco-friendly options 

for property owners

The City should consider implementing an incentive program for property owners who use eco-

friendly, green initiatives to help reduce their carbon footprint and lower energy needs. This will 

help promote a green and eco-friendly mindset amongst City residents.

47
Discontinue community grant funding 

programs

The City should consider the appropriateness of providing community grants given this is not a 

common service provided by other municipalities, and requires City time and resource to manage 

and oversee grants.

48 Implement a 4-day working week
There is an opportunity to implement a four day working week to help improve productivity and 

flexibility amongst City workers.

49
Monitor security of facilities internally from a 

single location 

The City currently pays fees for monitoring of security across each building, however there is an 

opportunity to consolidate this from a single location to help reduce the monthly monitoring costs.

50

Review purchasing agreements and assess 

the total cost of acquisition alongside the 

purchase price

The City should review purchasing agreements to assess the total cost of acquisition of products 

or services, not just the up-front costs. In some instances, lower priced goods/services may not 

be the best solution in the longer term, and as such it is important to consider total cost of 

ownership prior to purchasing. 

51
Contract out accounts payable, payroll, and 

other back-office functions

There is an opportunity to review the service delivery models of the City’s back office functions 

with the aim of contracting these out to a third party in order to reduce costs. 

52
Eliminate print advertising in favour of 

digital communications

The City should consider eliminating print advertising and move to a more digital approach to 

advertising and communicating with residents.

53 Review naming rights of City buildings
The City has a number of buildings with historical naming rights attached to them which have not 

been recently reviewed. 

54
Consolidate/restructure departments to 

better align with activities

A number of departments across the City perform closely related work however currently work 

independently from one another. There is an opportunity to review how these departments are 

structured and consolidate work where appropriate.
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

55 Rationalize the number of community halls
The City should consider rationalizing the number of community halls given the aging conditions 

of some of the halls, in particular those with lower utilization figures. 

56
Prepare a comprehensive facilities master 

plan

The City does not have a facilities master plan. Developing a facilities master plan will help 

provide a framework for future investment into the City’s facilities, programs and services.

57
Conduct regular reviews of land use 

planning fees

The City does not regularly review its land use planning fees and should consider implementing 

periodic reviews to help assess the appropriateness of the fees in place. 

58 Sell or close the long-term care home

There is an opportunity to sell or close the long term care home given this is not a service 

commonly provided by other municipalities and may provide a decrease in the tax levy. However, 

the City should consider the negative impact on residents, partnerships and the healthcare 

system in the Greater Sudbury area this would cause.

59
Outsource the management of tourism to 

an independent corporation

Management of tourism is currently provided by City staff however there is an opportunity to 

outsource this service to a third party to help reduce costs.

60
Re-assess the classification of arena 

employees (e.g. maintenance employees)

Arena employees are currently all classified as maintenance employees. The City should review 

the classification of arena staff as some staff will need to be paid at different rates than others.

61
Monetize/sell City ownership in the local 

distribution company

There is an opportunity for the City to sell or monetize its ownership in the local distribution 

company

62 Privatize waste collection There is an opportunity for the City to privatize the collection of waste to help reduce costs

63
Perform an internal review of outdated 

policies

The City has a number of outdated policies and procedures. There is an opportunity to review 

these procedures and bring them up to date and aligned with current practices.  

64
Implement a single staff training group 

within the City

There is an opportunity for the City to implement a single staff training group that standardizes 

and delivers training across the City (e.g. first aid)
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

65
Review the use of City vehicles vs paying 

staff mileage for personal vehicles

The City should consider the costs and benefits of continuing to use its own vehicles, or allowing 

staff to use their own personal vehicles and paying staff for mileage.

66 Review buy/lease options for City vehicles

There is an opportunity for the City to review the buy/lease options for City vehicles, in particular 

light vehicles where there may be an opportunity to outsource or lease these (including 

maintenance).

67 Lease out excess fire hall buildings
There is an opportunity for the City to review the excess fire hall buildings and lease space out in 

order to bring in additional revenue.

68
Consider post-implementation reviews of 

capital projects

The City does not undertake post-implementation reviews of capital projects. There is an 

opportunity to undertake these reviews to help identify lessons learnt and opportunities for 

process improvement.

69
Privatize functions like security, energy 

management, facilities, and event planning

There is an opportunity for the City to reduce costs through privatizing functions (e.g. security and 

event planning). This will allow the City to allocate resources to other services provided across 

the organization. 

70
Outsource management of the long term 

care home

There is an opportunity for the City to outsource the management of the long term care home 

given the time currently spent by City staff in overseeing the management and operations of the 

home. 

71
Offer City employees discounted transit 

passes to promote green transportation

The City does not offer any discounted transit passes to staff. There is an opportunity to 

implement discounted rates for staff in order to promote eco friendly and green initiatives. 

72 Review flexible/remote working options
The City should consider opportunities for implementing flexible and remote working options with 

the aim of reducing space at office locations and building a more productive work force.

73 Implement bi-weekly garbage collection
The City has recently moved to a one garbage bag limit per household. The City should assess 

the appropriateness of this and consider if collection should be moved to bi-weekly.

74

Develop in-house solutions for buildings 

maintenance for less reliance on out-

sourced staff

There is an opportunity for the City to make better use of in-house expertise for building 

maintenance and reduce the reliance placed on third party staff.
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

75
Have one department responsible for snow 

plowing of City arena's and facilities

Plowing of arena’s and facilities are currently undertaken by multiple departments. There is an 

opportunity to consolidate snow plowing under one department in order to provide a more 

efficient service.

76 Review how parking lots are plowed

There are currently no clearly defined service level agreements for plowing of parking lots. The 

City should review the current service delivery method and assign clear service agreements and 

ensure these are managed centrally within the organization. 

77
Explore micro transit and similar public 

transit models 

There is an opportunity for the City to explore micro transit opportunities and consider new, 

flexible transit models in order to improve the efficiency and accessibility of transit services. 

78
Change service level standards for fire 

services

There is an opportunity for the City to review its service level standards for fire services and 

assess whether there are more appropriate standards to adopt. 

79

Evaluate the supply and demand of 

recreational services considering 

demographic changes

The City has historically provided a number of recreational services. There is an opportunity for 

the City to review the supply and demand for these services and assess whether services should 

still be provided by the City, or if they can be privatized. 

80
Review winter maintenance for non-

municipal roads

The City currently plow around 50km of un-owned roads. There is an opportunity for the City to 

asses whether resources should still be allocated to clearing these roads given they are not City 

owned. 

81
Use a rate based system for solid waste 

and storm water systems

There is an opportunity for the City to use a rate based system for solid waste and storm water 

systems.

82 Eliminating area ratings There is an opportunity for the City to eliminate area ratings across the organization

83 Review the fees charged to groups that rent 

space in Pioneer Manor from the city

The City currently charge fees to organizations who use space within Pioneer Manor, however 

these are currently below the market rate. There is an opportunity for the City to review the fees 

charged with the aim of increasing fees received. 

84
Move away from ward based council There is an opportunity for the City to consider how its Council is structured and assess whether it 

should move away from a ward based council. 
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Requiring Further Study
These opportunities are not candidates for further in-depth analysis, but may warrant follow-up study by staff to determine whether 

implementation is warranted. 

Ref No. Opportunity Additional comments

85
Rationalize the number of playgrounds The City currently has a larger number of playgrounds per 100,000 population when compared to 

other municipalities. There is an opportunity for the City to assess the number of playgrounds 

used and rationalize the number of playgrounds in operation.

86
Review recreational programming services There is an opportunity for the City to review the recreational programming services offered and 

undertake a cost benefit analysis on these services, with consideration of other service delivery 

methods available. 

87

Offer services (long term care, corporate

services like Finance and HR, fleet 

management etc.) to other municipalities

The City should consider whether its services can be offered to other municipalities with the aim 

of bringing in additional income from providing these services to other organizations. 
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities for City Building
These opportunities that would require significant capital and extends beyond one term of Council, and require the City to conduct in-depth 

analysis on the opportunity for implementation. The opportunities may not necessarily generate cost savings, but are considered important 

long-term business investments for the City

Ref No. Opportunity Opportunity Description

88
Have a single digital tool for applying for and 

managing grants
An integrated portal for managing grants can create efficiencies in the management and assessment 

of grant applications and enable faster communication with other municipal departments.

89 Retrofit ice plants to generate hydro savings
A large upfront capital investment would be required to retrofit ice plants at arenas but this 

opportunity would result in long-run operating cost reductions through energy savings.

90
Invest in innovative delivery methods for park 

services
Modernizing park service delivery methods (such as using a smart waste management system) can 

create efficiencies in how park services are delivered.

91
Perform upgrades to promote energy savings in 

City facilities
Due to the age of numerous City buildings, energy saving efficiencies can be realized from a City-

wide energy efficiency assessment and upgrades.
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Opportunities & Prioritization 

Opportunities Which Do Not Merit Further Follow-Up Action At This Time
These opportunities were rated “No Further Action” for the following reasons: another opportunity addresses the issue better, they would 

have too great an impact on clients, the barriers to implementation are too significant, or simply the ideas lack sufficient merit to 

pursue.Despite this, the City should consider reviewing these opportunities at a later date should circumstances or services change.

Ref No. Opportunity Rationale

92 Implement internal transit system for staff An internal transit system would have a negative operating impact with no positive impact on clients.

93
Review the subsidized culvert program and either 

increase charges or remove program
Minimal financial benefit with negative impact on clients.

94 Develop a waste for energy facility
Would require a large capital outlay for energy generation which may not be strategically in line with 

the City’s Official Plan.

95 Fully outsource trailer parks Minimal financial benefit as the trailer park tax levy is currently very low.

96
Encourage staff to identify cost savings/efficiencies 

through incentives
Other opportunities such as energy efficiency audits and facilities rationalization already address this.

97
Decrease the service level for residential street 

plowing 
Minimal financial benefit with negative impact on clients.

98 Convert remote roads into seasonal use only Minimal financial benefit with negative impact on clients.

99 Have residents plow their own sidewalks Minimal financial benefit with negative impact on clients.

100
Bring sidewalk maintenance to the minimum 

maintenance standard. 
Minimal financial benefit with negative impact on clients.



Top 10 Opportunity
Scorecards

The City of Greater Sudbury

Core Services Review
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Top 10 Opportunity Scorecards 

How to read the Scorecard (page 1)

Estimated Savings

The estimated savings 

recognized through 

implementation of the 

opportunity, including the 

department, opportunity type 

and budget implications 

Opportunity Description

A detailed description of the 

opportunity in question 

including 

Current Service Level

The service type and service 

level of the department the 

opportunity falls under

Comparative Summary

Any related performance 

statistics or benchmarking of 

the service the opportunity 

falls under. Comparator 

municipalities included: 

Thunder Bay, Regina, 

Windsor, London and Guelph 

where relevant data was 

available. For more details, 

see “Benchmarking & 

Performance Perspectives”.

Disruption Gauge

The potential disruption faced by the City in 

implementing the opportunity. This is based on an 

average score of external impact, internal impact, risk 

and strategic alignment. This is explained in more detail 

on the “assessment criteria” slide. 
Opportunity Title

Opportunity title 

and number 

reference



29© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

Top 10 Opportunity Scorecards 

How to read the Scorecard (page 2)

Risks/Barriers

A summary of the potential 

risks and barriers to 

implementing the opportunity

HR/Internal Impact

A summary of the HR and 

internal impact faced when 

implementing the 

opportunity.  

Strategic Alignment 

How the opportunity aligns 

with the City’s strategic 

direction

External Impact

A summary of the external 

impact on City staff or 

residents when implementing 

the opportunity 

Estimated Timeline of Savings

The estimated timeline that the opportunity can be 

implemented and achieve budget savings. This is 

based on a three point scale which is explained further 

on the assessment criteria slide. 

. 

Opportunity Title

Opportunity title 

and number 

reference

Rating

How the opportunity was rated per the relevant 

assessment criteria on the next slide.
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Assessment Criteria Description Ranking

External Impact The impact of the opportunity on the 

number of clients, customers and/or 

people and the extent of the impact. 

1. Positive impact / neutral (off-setting) positive and negative impacts

2. Negative impact on a few clients

3. Negative impact on a number of clients

4. Strong negative impact on large number of clients

Internal Impact The impact of the opportunity on the 

number of staff and the extent of the 

impact. 

1. Positive impact / neutral (off-setting) positive and negative impacts

2. Negative impact on a few staff

3. Negative impact on a number of staff 

4. Strong negative impact on large number of staff

Risks / Barriers to 

Implementation

Barriers, issues or obstacles to 

implementing the opportunity.

1. No significant barriers

2. Minor barriers which are not expected to prevent implementation

3. Moderate barriers

4. Numerous significant barriers that likely could not be overcome, 

even with time and corporate focus

Strategic Alignment The opportunity aligns with the 

objectives and values of the City’s 

Strategic Plan and/or a council 

priority(ies). 

1. Opportunity strongly aligned with Strategic Plan

2. Opportunity moderately aligned with Strategic Plan

3. Opportunity moderately contradicts with Strategic Plan

4. Opportunity strongly contradicts with Strategic Plan

Disruption Gauge Overall disruption to the organization Average of assessment criteria rankings for external impact, internal 

impact, risks and strategic alignment. 

Estimated Timeline of Savings 

Achieved

Estimated timeline that the 

opportunity can be implemented and 

achieve budget savings

1. Short-Term: 2021 – 2022 Budget

2. Mid-Term: 2023 – 2024 Budget

3. Long-Term: 2025 & Beyond 

Top 10 Opportunity Scorecards 

Assessment Criteria
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

> $1,000*

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $9,131

Current Revenue $3,863

Current Net Levy (A) $5,268

Est. Cost Savings (B) > $1,000

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$4,268

Percentage of 

Savings (B/A)

19%

Current FTE 18.0

Estimated figure subject to increase 

based on further study conducted by 

the City. Savings to be recognized 

across multiple departments e.g. 

Recreation

Department

Facilities Management

Opportunity Type

Alternative Service Delivery

Opportunity Description

Rationalize number of facilities and dispose of the 

resulting excess capacity across City facilities

The City currently manages over 600 facilities across all 

services.

• Since the amalgamation of towns and cities to form the 

City of Greater Sudbury, there has not been a detailed 

assessment of the number of facilities in place and 

whether all facilities are needed. 

• In addition, management of these facilities is not 

centralized within facilities management rather is spread 

across services such as arenas, recreation, and fire 

services. As part of this opportunity, management of 

these facilities should be centralized under a single 

group/function.

• Through rationalization of facilities, the City can focus its 

operational maintenance spend and capital investments 

to providing modern, up-to-date, multi-use facilities 

without a significant impact on the taxation levy.

• Our review identified facilities with low utilization and cost 

recovery percentages including two arenas, four 

community halls/centers and two pools. Further details 

can be seen in the relevant sub service profiles.

Current Service Level

S
e
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Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

Mandatory

Disruption Gauge

Opportunity #1
Facilities Rationalization

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted:

• The City of Greater Sudbury has the most indoor 

recreation space out of it’s comparators with total of 

approximately 114,000 m2 compared to comparators at 

an average of 78,000 m2.

• Sudbury is in line with it’s comparators at a recreation 

facility expense per indoor recreation square meter at 

$137/m2.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Facilities 

Management
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Risk / Barriers

Reputational Risk: There is a minor risk to the reputation of the City if citizens 

perceive a facility rationalization initiative to be reducing the levels of service 

across services operated out of these facilities.

Service Delivery Risk: Due to the low utilization rates of certain facilities and the 

ability to consolidate services at other facilities, no service delivery risk is 

anticipated.

No significant financial risks were identified.

External Impact 

This opportunity would have a minor negative short term impact for residents in 

wards where surplus/end-of-life facilities are disposed of. This would be offset 

by the higher level of service which could be provided to better maintain other 

facilities due to the operating savings realized from this rationalization.

Internal Impact

The City recognizes its responsibilities and obligations under the Employment 

Standards Act, the Ontario Labour Relations Act and Collective Agreements. The 

City will put strategies in place to assess and manage the impact on staff before 

pursuing any opportunity.

This opportunity is expected to have a minor negative impact on some part time 

employees whose hours may be reduced due to the lower number of post-

rationalization facilities the City would have to maintain.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is not strongly aligned with the City’s objective to develop 

recreation facilities however, rationalization would enable improved 

maintenance and better service provision for multi-use recreation facilities.

2022 - 2023 Budget2021

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #1
Facilities Rationalization

Rating: 2 Rating: 3

Rating: 2 Rating: 3



33© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$600

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $6,719

Internal Recoveries $6,555

Current Revenue $163

Current Net Levy (A) $ 0

Est. Cost Savings (B) $600

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

Note (a)

Percentage of Savings (B/A) Note (a)

Current FTE 34.0

Note (a) Operating savings to be realized in

the various areas where the applications or

systems are implemented, e.g. customer

self-service or process efficiency. The IT

department may need to carry costs

relating to licensing and IT support and

therefore budget reduction is not expected

in this department.

Department

Corporate Services

Opportunity Type

Digitization

Opportunity Description

Create a digital city by levering technology

Many opportunities were raised in relation to how technology 

can improve efficiency in service delivery and improve 

internal processes. These include:

• Implementing a time and attendance system for more 

effective analysis and decision making. A separate 

assessment was performed for this opportunity which 

considered options for either enhancing PeopleSoft or 

issuing an RFP for a new time and attendance vendor. 

The assessment concluded that PeopleSoft should be 

enhanced due to it being a quicker and more cost 

effective solution with strong internal knowledge which 

would meet the identified requirement. Estimated costs 

for this endeavor would be between $1.7M and $2.1M 

and take approximately 16 months to implement.

• Provide citizens with online access to municipal services 

such as marriage licenses, building applications, grant 

applications, and recreational activity bookings.

• Utilize technology in the delivery of support services such 

as facility management (see opportunity #6).

• Having more digital processes across the City will help 

reduce some of the staffing costs and allow for improved 

access to data for decision making.

Current Service Level
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Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

Mandatory

Opportunity #2
Create a Digital City

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted:

• Greater Sudbury has a cost for information technology 

per supported municipal full time equivalent (FTE) of 

$3,404 which is lower than the average of cost of $3,626 

for comparators.

• Greater Sudbury has the highest number of IT devices 

per supported full time equivalent (FTE) of 1.21 devices 

compared to the average of 0.84.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Disruption Gauge

Information 

Technology
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The City recognizes its responsibilities and obligations under the Employment 

Standards Act, the Ontario Labour Relations Act and Collective Agreements. The 

City will put strategies in place to assess and manage the impact on staff before 

pursuing any opportunity.

This opportunity may have a significant impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, staffing levels and reporting structure. Also changes on how 

people work need to be considered and change management and training 

processes will need to be considered.

Internal Impact

Risk / Barriers

The opportunity is strongly aligned to council strategy and direction, since it is 

likely to create operating efficiencies, improve processes across various 

departments and modernize interaction with citizens.

External Impact

When a digital strategy is pursued, new opportunities are created but new risks 

are introduced that need to be managed.  Risks related to security, data 

management, and continuity of services need to be managed.  If services are 

outsourced, third party risks need to be considered and managed.

A transition to a more digital way of operating would require upfront costs to 

implement time, attendance and activity reporting systems for better ongoing 

decision making.

A large number of citizens will be positively impacted as they will have the ability 

to access information and/or perform transactions in a more convenient manner.

Strategic Alignment

2022-2025 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #2
Create a Digital City

Rating: 2 Rating: 1

Rating: 2 Rating: 1



35© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$100 - $500

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Total Operating 

Expensing

$588,922

Total Operating 

Revenue

$316,306

Operating Net 

Budget (A)

$272,616

Est. Cost Savings (B) Up to $500

Est. Revenue Increase $0

Adjusted Net Budget 
(A-B)

$272,116

Percentage of 

Savings (B/A)

Up to 0.2%

Current FTE 2,020

Department

All Departments

Opportunity Type

Digitization

Opportunity Description

Implement a Lean Management System

Numerous opportunities were identified to improve efficiency 

and effectiveness during the opportunity workshop. 

Embedding a lean management system will help capture 

these ideas, increase the number of improvements which are 

identified and facilitate decisions in terms of what 

improvements to make, increase buy-in from employees, as 

well as the likelihood of implementation.

Implementing a lean management system would functionally 

change how the municipality operates as projects would 

always be viewed through a quality lens. This will allow the 

City to regularly address and focus on areas or services 

where there may be inefficiencies and undertaking further 

deep dive analysis into these areas. 

Successful implementation of lean systems in other 

organizations have been lead by small project teams to pilot 

the program and prove that savings and efficiencies can be 

realized. In addition, a focused buy-in by leadership to the 

program has been a critical success factor.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #3
Lean Management System

Comparative Summary

The City of Fredericton in New Brunswick has been a notable 

example of successful implementation of a lean management 

system. In 2012 the City formed an Improvement and 

Innovation department to implement Lean Six Sigma 

projects.

The County of Frontenac in Ontario has also been noted to 

use a lean methodology.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Disruption Gauge

N/A
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Risk / Barriers

Failure by upper management to buy into a lean program on a long-term basis is 

a risk to successful lean implementation.

Implementation of a lean management pilot team will require funding to be 

allocated to staff training and dedicated individuals to ensure appropriate 

oversight of lean projects.

If lean initiatives are managed well, the risks to Service Delivery, Finances, and 

Reputation are low.

External Impact 

The implementation of a Lean Management System does not directly impact 

external customers, but may have a positive indirect impact through improved 

processes that may lead to better and more responsive customer interaction.

Internal Impact

The City recognizes its responsibilities and obligations under the Employment 

Standards Act, the Ontario Labour Relations Act and Collective Agreements. The 

City will put strategies in place to assess and manage the impact on staff before 

pursuing any opportunity.

This opportunity has minimal negative impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, staffing levels or reporting structure.

Strategic Alignment

The opportunity is currently strongly aligned to council strategy and direction, 

since it is likely to create operating efficiencies and improve processes across 

various departments.

2022-2024 Budget2021

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #3
Lean Management System

Rating: 1 Rating: 1

Rating: 2 Rating: 1
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EST. REVENUE INCREASE

($,000s)

$175

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $10,293

Current Revenue $5,085

Current Net Levy (A) $5,208

Est. Revenue Increase 
(B)

$175

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$5,033

Percentage of Net 

Levy Decrease (B/A)

3.4%

Current FTE 35.0

Note – Budgeted figures shown above 

include figures for only the Community 

Arenas and Playfields sub-services.

Department

Community Development

Opportunity Type

Alternative Financing

Opportunity Description

Review the joint arrangement with school boards for the 

shared use of facilities.

The City provides access to arenas, parks, and various 

facilities to local schools at a zero or reduced fee. In addition, 

the City also made use of school board facilities with 410 

bookings in 2019. Neighbourhood Playground programs 

hosted by the City at 6 schools in 2018 could reasonably be 

relocated to City facilities.

• The City's Parks Services section performs all field 

maintenance (cutting, lining, garbage pick up, portable 

toilet unit provision, etc.) when school play fields are 

booked for City programming.

• There is no active agreement in place between the City 

and any of the four school boards. Bookings are being 

made at the same rates and terms from the original 

agreement dating back to the early 2000’s.

• Based on still providing school boards with a discount of 

20%, the City could increase revenues by $175k.

• By establishing an updated consolidated agreement with 

all school boards, the City could ensure equitable terms 

and assist in cost recovery to lower the net levy.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #4
Shared Use Arrangements

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted that Greater Sudbury has a cost for recreation 

programs and facilities per participant visit of $10.57 

compared to the average of $16.67.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Community

ArenasPools

Playfields
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Risk / Barriers

Financial Risk: Implementing an updated, consolidated shared use agreement 

may result in lower utilization of recreational facilities by school boards.

No significant reputational or service delivery risks were identified.

External Impact 

This opportunity will have a small negative impact on school boards whose 

costs to utilize municipal recreation facilities is adjusted to be in line with cost 

recovery targets. This would be offset by a positive impact to users of the 

recreation facilities as such facilities could be better maintained.

Internal Impact

This opportunity is expected to have no material impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, current staffing levels, or current reporting structure.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is strongly aligned with the City’s Strategic Plan to provide a 

healthy community, accessible recreation facilities and sound municipal 

infrastructure.

2021 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #4
Shared Use Arrangements

Rating: 1 Rating: 2

Rating: 1 Rating: 2
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$50 - $100

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Department

Corporate Services

Opportunity Type

Digitization

Opportunity Description

Remove desk phones and move to mobile workforce

• The City’s IT department currently services 1593 office 

phones as well as 851 cell phones, with and without data 

plans. Phone plan and device costs are paid for by user 

departments.

• A telephone system modernization plan is currently being 

worked on with an RFP in review. This RFP requires 

softphone capabilities for a variety of mobile and desktop 

devices.

• Switching away from traditional desk phones in favour of 

more mobile options would support a more flexible work 

environment to support opportunities such as optimizing 

office space.

• We note that at the time of the report, an RFP has been 

issued for a provider which would enable softphone 

capabilities. Savings realized from this opportunity will be 

driven by the scope of work of the successful bidder.

Current Service Level

S
e

rv
ic

e
 T

y
p

e

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

Mandatory

Disruption Gauge

Opportunity #5
Modernize Phone Systems

Comparative Summary

The trend for comparator municipalities is to be moving away 

from traditional desk-based phones to either VoIP (Voice 

over Internet Protocol) or other internet based solutions such 

as Google Voice or Skype. From our analysis, a number of 

municipalities are in the process of modernizing their phone 

systems.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Information 

Technology

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $6,719

Internal Recoveries $6,555

Current Revenue $163

Current Net Levy (A) $ 0

Est. Cost Savings (B) < $100

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

Note (a)

Percentage of Savings (B/A) Note (a)

Current FTE 34.0

Note (a): Operating savings are to be 

realized in various areas where applications 

/systems are implemented.  The IT 

department may need to carry costs 

relating to licensing and IT support and 

therefore budget reduction is not expected 

in this department.
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Risk / Barriers

Service Delivery Risk: Provided that an appropriately thought out plan is 

developed to transition users to softphones, this opportunity presents minimal 

service delivery risks.

No significant financial or reputational risks were identified.

External Impact 

This opportunity will not have a direct impact on external users.

Internal Impact

This opportunity is likely to have a positive impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities as work flexibility is increased. 

No material impact was noted for current staffing levels, or reporting structure for 

this opportunity .

Strategic Alignment

The opportunity is strongly aligned to the City’s strategic plan as it is likely to 

create operating efficiencies and improve processes across various 

departments.

2021 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #5
Modernize Phone Systems

Rating: 1 Rating: 2

Rating: 1 Rating: 1
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$245

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $6,803

Current Revenue $2,816

Current Net Levy (A) $3,987

Est. Cost Savings (B) $0

Est. Revenue Increase $245

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$3,742

Percentage of 

Savings (B/A)

6.1%

Current FTE 7.0

Note - Budgeted figures shown above 

are for the Recreation service but 

savings would also apply to the arena 

and playfields sub-services.

Department

Community Development

Opportunity Type

Increase Cost Recovery

Opportunity Description

Review recreational user fees and establish cost 

recovery targets

• There is currently no framework to guide what portion of 

recreation costs should be recovered via user fees versus 

what should be paid for via a tax levy.

• Including a capital replacement fee in the charge for use 

of certain facilities would ensure that facilities at the end 

of their useful life can be replaced/renovated to maintain 

the expected level of service.

• Setting cost recovery targets based on comparator 

standards can assist the City in aligning fees charged to 

users with municipal standards.

• If the City were to increase their cost recovery rates by 

1% up to the comparator average of 29%, it could earn an 

additional $245k to reduce the burden on tax levies from 

user paid services.

• Based on only a 1% increase, it is evident that there is 

substantial revenue to be obtained from ensuring that 

cost recovery targets are appropriately defined. Additional 

savings may be realized from facility rationalization if 

supply is adjusted to meet demand for recreational 

facilities.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #6
Review User Fees & Cost Recovery

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted :

• The City of Greater Sudbury recovers an average of 28% 

of its total recreation costs through user fees and service 

charges. This is slightly below the comparator average of 

a 29% cost recovery rate.

• Being considered a low-cost provider of recreation and 

park facilities, the expectation would be for the City to be 

recovering a higher than average percentage of it’s 

operating costs if user fees were more in line with 

comparator levels .

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Pools

Recreation 

Interest

Fitness 

Centers

Youth 

Centers

Trailer 

Parks

Ski Hills
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Risk / Barriers

Financial Risk: Increasing user fees and charges too much would result in lower 

utilization of related facilities and overall lower the costs recovered for the 

facilities.

Reputational Risk: Increasing user fees to realize higher facility cost recovery 

rates will damage the City’s reputation with resident who utilize these facilities 

and services. 

No service delivery risks were identified for this opportunity.

External Impact 

Adjusting user fees to align with cost recovery targets will have a negative 

impact on a number of users in the short run. This will be partially offset by a 

long run positive impact through improved provision of recreation and other 

services.

Internal Impact

This opportunity is expected to have no material impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, current staffing levels, or current reporting structure.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is aligned with the City’s Strategic Plan to provide accessible 

recreation programs and sound municipal infrastructure.

2021 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #6
Review User Fees & Cost Recovery

Rating: 2 Rating: 2

Rating: 1 Rating: 3
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$156

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Department

Facilities Management

Opportunity Type

Alternative Service Delivery

Opportunity Description

Expand facilities management systems including 

revising preventative maintenance plans and 

implementing automated systems 

• Of the City’s facilities, 10 buildings are currently managed 

via a building automation system to monitor alarms and to 

control HVAC systems.

• Outside of this are approximately 100 buildings which 

may benefit from the efficiencies of having an automation 

system to manage heating/cooling which the facility is not 

being used.

• To implement such a system efficiently, the management 

of such facilities would need to be centralized as they are 

currently managed by a variety of departments such as 

EMS services and parks & recreation.

• Benefits of implementing such a system include, more 

efficient management and energy savings from only 

heating and cooling facilities when they are in use.

• Using an estimated savings of between 5% and 10% on 

the energy costs of fitness centers, arenas, and 

community halls an estimated operating cost saving of 

$156k could be realized.

Current Service Level

S
e

rv
ic

e
 T

y
p

e

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

Mandatory

Disruption Gauge

Opportunity #7
Expand Facilities Management Systems

Comparative Summary

In comparison with other municipalities the City of Sudbury 

showed a lower kWh energy consumption per square foot 

(25.5 kWh) of HQ buildings compared to the average of 28.6 

kWh. This is partially attributed to the energy savings realized 

from the automated facility management systems.

The industry standards for savings realized on facility 

management systems is between 5 and 10% on energy 

costs.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Facilities 

Management

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $10,297

Current Revenue $5,335

Current Net Levy (A) $4,962

Est. Cost Savings (B) $156

Est. Revenue Increase $0

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$4,356

Percentage of 

Savings (B/A)

3.2%

Current FTE 31.4

Note – Budget shown relates to 

recreational facilities and community 

halls where energy related cost 

savings could be realized.
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Risk / Barriers

Financial Risk: This opportunity would require an upfront investment to install and 

update facility management system. Return on this investment would only be 

realized through efficiencies and energy savings over a number of years. To 

ensure that this opportunity realizes a benefit, the City should firstly perform a 

facility rationalization so as not to upgrade facilities which will not be held for the 

entirety of the payback period of the project.

No significant reputational or service delivery risks were identified.

External Impact 

This opportunity will not have a direct impact on external users.

Internal Impact

This opportunity is expected to have no material impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, current staffing levels, or current reporting structure.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is strongly aligned with the City’s Strategic Plan to support 

energy efficient projects and designs, for efficient use of resources, and making 

efficient use of existing infrastructure.

2022 - 2025 Budget2021

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #7
Expand Facilities Management Systems

Rating: 2 Rating: 2

Rating: 2 Rating: 1
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$193

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Department

Corporate Services

Opportunity Type

Increase Cost Recovery

Opportunity Description

Explore opportunities to minimize/optimize office space

• City administration operates out of multiple locations with 

the four primary office locations being: Tom Davies 

Square, The Provincial Building, Lionel E Lalonde Centre 

and the Transit Garage.

• In combination with other opportunities identified in this 

review such as instituting more flexible working 

environments and transitioning to digital to minimize 

physical document storage, the City would be able to 

optimize its office space usage. Excess office capacity 

could be leased out to other tenants as is being 

performed with exiting City owned floors in the Provincial 

Building.

• Savings were estimated assuming that the equivalent of 

space for 5% of the 500 employees at Tom Davis Square 

could be realized. If the average space utilized per person 

is 275 square feet and the market lease rate for excess 

space created is $28 per square foot, additional rental 

revenue of approximately $192,500 may be realized 

(subject to sufficient market demand). Note that estimated 

savings have been based on optimizing space at the Tom 

Davis Square location only, and additional savings may 

be recognized across other office locations.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #8
Optimize Office Space

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted :

• The City of Greater Sudbury has a gross square footage 

of headquarter (HQ) buildings of 157k square feet. This is 

above the average of 138k square feet for HQ buildings.

• The direct costs to operate HQ buildings for the City are 

$12.25 per square foot, which is above the average of 

$11.22 per square foot for comparators.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Facilities 

Management

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $9,131

Current Revenue $3,863

Current Net Levy (A) $5,268

Est. Cost Savings (B) $0

Est. Revenue Increase $193

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$5,075

Percentage of Savings 
(B/A)

3.7%

Current FTE 18.0

Note – Other financial alternatives can 

be considered if leadership 

determines to pursue this opportunity  
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Risk / Barriers

Service Delivery Risk: To ensure minimal disruption to customer and support 

service delivery, the City should only begin the office space optimization process 

sufficient telecommuting and digital solutions have been established.

No significant financial or reputational risks were identified.

External Impact 

This opportunity will not have a direct impact on external users.

Internal Impact

This opportunity is expected to have no material impact on current roles and job 

responsibilities, current staffing levels, or current reporting structure.

The transition to a more flexible work environment would have a minor positive 

impact on City employees who are .

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is strongly aligned with the City’s Strategic Plan for efficient use 

of resources and existing infrastructure.

2022 - 2024 Budget2021

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #8
Optimize Office Space

Rating: 1 Rating: 2

Rating: 2 Rating: 1
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$980 

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $4,921

Current Revenue $120

Current Net Levy (A) $4,801

Est. Cost Savings (B) $980

Est. Revenue Increase $0

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$3,821

Percentage of 

Savings (B/A)

20.4%

Current FTE 14.0

Note – Other financial alternatives can 

be considered if leadership 

determines to pursue this opportunity  

Department

Community Development

Opportunity Type

Change Service Level

Opportunity Description

Review parks/maintained parkland requirements

• The City maintains a total of 1,400 hectares of parkland 

over the municipal district. This service level of 7.3 

hectares per 1,000 residents is higher than the provision 

level of 4.0 hectares per 1,000 residents established by 

the City’s Parks, Open Space, and Leisure Master Plan.

• Despite the over provision of the service, maintained 

parkland is considered to be delivered below standard as 

maintenance efforts are stretched over a broad area.

• Naturalizing the excess 633 hectares of maintained 

parklands down to the approved service level could see 

the City realize savings of up to $1.8M per year in 

reduced operating/maintenance costs. If a portion of 

these savings were to be utilized to increase the service 

level for remaining parkland with an additional 30% 

budget per hectare, the net savings would approximate 

$980k.

• If the City were to explore opportunities in aligning the 

playgrounds, splash pads, non-motorized trails, and 

outdoor rinks to MBNCanada’s average levels per 1,000 

residents, further operational savings of up to $1.7M 

could be realized per year.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #9
Review Maintained Parkland Requirements

Comparative Summary

When comparing the City to other comparator municipalities, 

we noted :

• The City of Greater Sudbury the most maintained 

parkland per 100,000 population of its comparators at 867 

hectares compared to the average of 432 hectares.

• Of these comparators, Sudbury has the second lowest 

population at 161,531 compared to the average of 

224,184 people as per the 2018 Financial Information 

Returns.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Parks / 

Parkland
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Risk / Barriers

Financial Risk: No significant financial risks were identified.

Reputational Risk: Naturalizing parkland will have a short term negative impact 

on the City’s reputation with residents utilize such parkland.

Service Delivery Risk: This opportunity represents an overall reduction in parks 

service levels.

External Impact 

Naturalizing parkland to align with established provision levels will have a 

negative impact on a number of users in the short run. This will be partially 

offset by a long run positive impact through overall improved maintenance of 

parkland and other services.

Internal Impact

The City recognizes its responsibilities and obligations under the Employment 

Standards Act, the Ontario Labour Relations Act and Collective Agreements. The 

City will put strategies in place to assess and manage the impact on staff before 

pursuing any opportunity.

This opportunity is expected to have a minor negative impact on current staffing 

levels if fewer hectares of parkland are required to be maintained. No material 

effect on current roles and job responsibilities or reporting structure is anticipated.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is aligned with the City’s active park provision targets and 

parkland provision levels as outlined in the City’s Parks, Open Space, and 

Leisure Master Plan (2014).

2021 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #9
Review Maintained Parkland Requirements

Rating: 2 Rating: 3

Rating: 2 Rating: 3
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ESTIMATED SAVINGS

($,000s)

$243

INTERNAL IMPACTEXTERNAL IMPACT

Budget Impact ($,000s)

Current Total Cost $671

Current Revenue $428

Current Net Levy (A) $243

Est. Cost Savings (B) $243

Est. Revenue Increase $0

Adjusted Net Levy 
(A-B)

$0

Percentage of Savings 
(B/A)

100%

Current FTE -

Note – Other financial alternatives can 

be considered if leadership 

determines to pursue this opportunity  

Department

Community Development

Opportunity Type

Change Service Level

Opportunity Description

Outsource ski hills to private sector/third party

• The City of Greater Sudbury owns and operates 2 ski 

hills, Adanac and Lively, which run at an annual cost of 

$671k to the City with $243k impacting the net levy for tax 

payers .

• Operation of ski hills is not a service offered by local 

municipalities in North Eastern Ontario but rather 

operated by a private or not-for-profit third party.

• If an appropriate provider can be sourced, the City can 

maintain ownership of the land, provision of the service to 

the community while making funds available for re-

allocation to other services.

Current Service Level
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Opportunity #10
Outsource Ski Hills

Comparative Summary

City operated Ski hills are a unique and discretionary service 

offered by the City of Greater Sudbury. We did not identify 

other municipalities in northeastern Ontario which offer ski 

hills as a municipal service.

RISK
STRATEGIC 

ALIGNMENT

Ski 

Hills
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Risk / Barriers

Financial Risk: No significant financial risks were identified.

Service Delivery Risk: There is a minor service delivery risk which the transition 

from a city operated facility to an outsourced operation is made. This risk can be 

mitigated through identifying a qualified supplier and ensuring that operations are 

appropriately transitioned in the off-season.

Reputational Risk: There is a minor reputational risk to the City due to the 

potential reduction in staffing levels related to the ski hills.

External Impact 

There will be no external impact if a provider with the appropriate background 

and expertise can be sourced to operate the ski hills.

Internal Impact

The City recognizes its responsibilities and obligations under the Employment 

Standards Act, the Ontario Labour Relations Act and Collective Agreements. The 

City will put strategies in place to assess and manage the impact on staff before 

pursuing any opportunity.

This opportunity is expected to have a minor negative impact on current staffing 

levels if a third party provider does not employ the same number of staff as the 

city currently does. No material effect on current roles and job responsibilities or 

reporting structure is anticipated.

Strategic Alignment

This opportunity is aligned with the City’s Strategic Plan of promoting a healthy 

community with accessible recreation programs and facilities. 

2021 Budget2020

Public Consultation Implementation EST TIMELINE OF 

SAVINGS

Opportunity #10
Outsource Ski Hills

Rating: 2 Rating: 3

Rating: 2 Rating: 2
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Comparative Analysis – Why Compare to Other Communities
For the purposes of the project, five comparator communities were selected as municipal comparators based on population growth, urban/ rural 

characteristics and geography:

The primary purpose of the comparative analysis is to understand the performance of comparator municipalities and to identify opportunities to change 

how the City’s organization is aligned to deliver municipal services.

 Communities with similar financial benchmarks/service levels – insight into operating efficiencies

 Communities with different financial benchmarks/service levels – opportunities to change existing organizational structure/processes 

to reflect common service levels

Comparing financial performance and taxation levels has both benefits and risks

 Provides insight into affordability issues; what a peer municipality can achieve with the same resources

 Assumes that all variables are the same (assessment base, non-taxation revenues)

 Assumes that taxation and service levels in other communities are ‘right’

Municipality Population
2

Households
2

Area Square KM
1

1 City of Greater Sudbury 161,531 75,612 3,228.35 

2 Thunder Bay 107,909 50,388 328.60

3 Regina 234,1773 95,1943 179.97

4 Windsor 224,134 99,325 146.38

5 London 393,167 176,859 420.35 

6 Guelph 131,790 56,636 87.22

1Statistics Canada census profile, 2016 census data
2Source – 2018 Financial Information Returns, Schedule 2
32018 MBNCanada Performance Measurement Report
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Summary of General Themes
A summary of the general themes around the benchmarking and financial analysis can be seen in the table below:

Our benchmarking analysis has been split into three areas, financial perspectives, staffing perspectives and benchmarking of services. Further details 

can be found on the following slides.  

General Themes

Municipal Debt  - The City of Greater Sudbury’s debt position when considered on a per household basis is the lowest of the comparator group.  A 

low debt position provides flexibility to the City in managing the capital demands related to growth.

Staffing Levels - The City’s full time staffing levels have remained fairly consistent over the last five years, with a slight increase in part time staff 

across 2017 and 2018. The staffing complement per 1000 households for the City of Greater Sudbury (26) is less than the average (29.8).

Winter and Road Maintenance - The City of Greater Sudbury’s winter maintenance expense of $5,208/km is greater than the average for 

comparator municipalities of $3,454/km. However, the City’s net road maintenance expense per lane km of $6,042/km is lower than the average of 

$9,163/km.

Discretionary Reserves - The discretionary reserve and reserve position of Greater Sudbury has decreased by 5% from 2014 to 2018. A lower 

discretionary reserve balance provides the City with limited flexibility in managing the capital demands resulting from growth. Additionally, the 

percentage of reserves relative to the value of the City’s tangible capital assets of 14% is lower than the comparator average of 19%.

Parks and Recreation – The City of Greater Sudbury’s parks and recreation costs per household ($133 and $31 respectively) are lower than the 

average of the comparator municipalities in both cases. The City’s recreational programming cost per household is the lowest of the comparator 

group. 

Recreational User Fees - The City of Greater Sudbury recovers a percentage of operating costs from user fees and service charges (28%) in line 

with the average of comparator municipalities (29%).

Taxation Levels - The City of Sudbury’s Residential taxes per household were the second lowest of the comparator municipalities in 2019 at $2,805 

per household. The relationship between the comparator municipalities with respect to residential taxes per household has remain consistent for the 

past three years.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Overview of the City’s Financial Performance
The City’s 2018 Financial Information Return reflects a total municipal levy of approximately $268 million.

Over the period of 2009 – 2018, the City’s municipal levy increased by an average of $7.9 million or 3.51% per year.  In comparison, the Ontario Consumer Price Index 

increased on average 2.4 annually since 20091, reflecting the increasing cost of local government services and the growth in the City’s physical operations and assets.

Steady and predictable increases in the levy builds confidence and sustainability in the City’s financial plan from residential, commercial and industrial ratepayers.  

1Source – Statistics Canada. Table 18-10-0005-01 Consumer Price Index, annual average, not seasonally adjusted
2 Source – Municipal Financial Information Returns (Schedules 22 & 24)
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Municipalities in Canada are 

not allowed to budget for an 

operational deficit. 

Nonetheless, if we look at 

their financial statements we 

can understand if the 

municipality is financing 

budget deficits through the 

use of reserves or debt 

financing.  

Over the short term the 

financing of budget deficits is 

sustainable, but prolonged 

use of reserves or debt will 

place a municipality in a 

financially exposed position.
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Revenue Expenditures Surplus (deficit)

Source: Greater Sudbury Financial Statements

Reported Operating Results (In Millions)
Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives 
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Operating Capital

Between 2013 and 2018, the 

City of Greater Sudbury’s 

operating and capital 

expenditures have been 

consistent year over year.

In 2015 and 2016 there were 

a slight decrease in both the 

capital and operating 

expenditures of the City.

Source: Greater Sudbury Financial Statements

Operating & Capital Expenditures (In Millions)
Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives 
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives 

Municipal Debt per Household (2018)
This financial indicator 

provides an assessment of 

the City’s ability to issue 

more debt by considering 

the existing debt load on a 

per household basis. High 

debt levels per household 

may preclude the issuance 

of additional debt.

Greater Sudbury has the 

lowest level of debt per 

household at $4,084, well 

below the average debt per 

household of the comparator 

group of $6,234. 

A lower debt per household 

level indicates the City has 

increased flexibility in the 

use of debt as a financing 

tool for future capital 

projects.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Discretionary Reserves per Household (2018) 
Greater Sudbury holds the 

second lowest amount of 

discretionary reserves per 

household among the 

comparator group.  

The discretionary reserve 

position illustrated in this 

graph does not include 

development charges, gas 

tax, and park land reserves.

In practical terms, a stronger 

discretionary reserve 

position will provide Sudbury 

more flexibility in financing 

options for new 

infrastructure.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Discretionary Reserves 2014 – 2018
The discretionary reserve 

and reserve position of 

Greater Sudbury has 

decreased by 5% from 2014 

to 2018. 

The discretionary reserve 

position illustrated in this 

graph does not include 

development charges, gas 

tax, and park land reserves.

Decreasing discretionary 

reserves over time is an 

indicator that the City’s 

flexibility for financing from 

reserves is becoming more 

restricted.



61© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Reserve Position Relative to Tangible Capital Assets (2018)
When a municipality’s total 

reserve position (obligatory 

reserve funds, discretionary 

reserves and reserves) are 

expressed as a percentage 

of its tangible capital assets, 

it provides an indication of its 

ability to finance the 

replacement of its tangible 

capital assets from internal 

sources.  

Greater Sudbury’s total 

reserve position (14%) is 

much lower than the 

comparator average of 19%.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Residential Taxes per Household (Average/Typical Property) 

Source: KPMG Analysis of Tax 

Information for the selected municipalities

The City of Sudbury’s 

Residential taxes per 

household were the second 

lowest of the comparator 

municipalities in 2019 at 

$2,805 per household.

The relationship between the 

comparator municipalities 

with respect to residential 

taxes per household has 

remain consistent for the 

past three years.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Historical Staffing Levels By Type 2014 - 2018

When viewed over the past 

five years, the staffing levels 

for full-time employees has 

been stable. 

The part-time staffing levels 

has been increasing starting 

in 2017.   
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives 

Full Time Staffing Complement (2018) Per 1000 Households

The staffing complement per 

1000 households for the City 

of Greater Sudbury (26) is 

less than the average (30.1)

City FTE’s per 1,000 Households
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Council Size

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has the average number of 

councilors.

Council Size
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Council Size per 1,000 Households

Greater Sudbury has 0.17 

councilors per 1,000 

households which is about 

the average number of 

elected on a per household 

basis.

Council Size per 1,000 Households
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Within the next 6 years, 352 

employees of the City will be 

eligible to retire on the 

earliest potential retirement 

date without penalty. This 

represents nearly 16% of all 

employees at the City. This 

is lower than recent findings 

of approximately 20%, when 

this analysis was conducted 

for other municipalities.

Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Retirement Profile of Current City Employees
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Retirement Profile of Current City Employees by Position Level
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As noted in the previous 

slide, within the next six 

years, 352 employees of the 

City will be entitled to retire 

without penalty.

Between now and 2025, an 

increasing proportion of 

these employees will be at 

the supervisor level.

Employees Eligible for Full Pension by Position Level
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Greater Sudbury had a 

much higher arts, heritage & 

festival grant per capita of 

$37.82 in 2018 compared to 

the comparator average of 

$13.68.

This large variance is 

attributable to the $5.5 

million contribution from 

Greater Sudbury to the 

Place des Arts project which 

was included in the 

calculation of these figures 

for 2018.

Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Community Grants
Arts, Heritage & Festival Grants per CapitaArts, Heritage & Festival Grants per Capita
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Road Maintenance
Road Maintenance Expense per Lane km (less net revenue)

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a net road maintenance 

expense per lane km of 

$6,042/km which is lower 

than the average of 

$9,163/km.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Winter Road Maintenance
Portion of Winter Maintenance Expense per Lane km

The City of Greater 

Sudbury’s road winter 

maintenance expense of 

$5,208/km is greater than 

the average for comparator 

municipalities of $3,454/km
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Bridges and Culverts
Cost per Square Meter of Bridges and Culverts

The City of Greater Sudbury  

has a cost per meter for 

bridges and culverts of $33 

which is the highest of 

comparator municipalities.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Storm Sewers
Cost per Storm Sewer Drainage km

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a cost per drainage km 

of $3,773 which is the 

second lowest of comparator 

municipalities.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Street Lighting
Street Lighting Cost per Lane km

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a street lighting cost per 

lane km of $1,006 which is 

lower than the average of 

comparator municipalities of 

$1,400
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Recreation – User Fees
Recreation User Fees as a percent of Operating Costs

The City of Greater Sudbury 

recovers a percentage of 

operating costs from user 

fees and service charges 

(28%) in line with the 

average of comparator 

municipalities (29%).
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Recreation – Revenue and Expenses
Recreation Program and Facilities - Expense and Revenue per Household

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has an average revenue per 

household of $100, lower 

than the average of 

comparator municipalities 

revenue per household of 

$106.

Total expense per 

household is $248, which is 

higher than the comparator 

average of $236.

This indicates that Sudbury 

has a greater than average 

net cost per household for 

recreation programs and 

facilities than the average of 

comparator municipalities.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Recreational Programming
Recreational Programming Cost per Household

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has the lowest recreational 

programming cost per 

household at $31 relative to 

comparator municipalities.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Recreational Programming
Total Cost for Recreation Programs and Facilities per Participant Visit

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a cost for recreation 

programs and facilities per 

participant visit of $10.57. 

This is lower than the 

average of $16.67 which is 

driven up by the high costs 

from Thunder Bay.

Excluding Thunder Bay, 

Sudbury is comparable in 

costs per visit of London and 

Windsor.

N/A



81© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Government Expenses
Government Expenses per Household

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a government expense 

per household of $551 which 

is lower than the comparator 

average of $719.

Of this, Corporate 

management makes up the 

greatest portion at $284, 

second to Thunder Bay at 

$503 per household.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Recreation / Facilities
Recreation Facilities Expense per Indoor Square Meter

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a recreation expense 

per indoor square meter of 

$137. This is the second 

lowest of comparator 

municipalities with an 

average of $184/m2.

In addition, Sudbury has the 

greatest recreation square 

meters to maintain at 114k 

m2 compared to an average 

of 78k m2.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Facilities
Gross Square Footage of Headquarter (HQ) Building

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a gross square footage 

of Headquarter buildings of 

157,308 which is higher than 

the comparator average of 

137,715 square feet.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Facilities
Direct Cost of Facility Operations per Square Foot of HQ Building

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has a total direct cost to 

operate its headquarter 

buildings of $12.25 which is 

above the average of $11.22 

for comparators.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Facilities
Equivalent kWh Energy Consumption per Square Foot of Headquarter Building

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has an energy consumption 

of 25.50 kWh per square 

foot for its headquarter 

buildings which is lower than 

the average of 28.64 kWh 

for comparators.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Asset Management
Net Book Value of Tangible Capital Assets as a percentage of Total Cost

The City ofThe City of Greater 

Sudbury’s net book value of 

tangible capital assets is 

currently around 49%, 4 % 

lower than the municipal 

average of 53% 
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Parks
Hectares of Maintained and Natural Parkland per 100,000 Population

The City of Greater Sudbury 

has the highest number of 

hectares of maintained 

parkland per 100,000 

population compared to 

comparator municipalities 

with a total of 867.

This is higher than the 

comparator average of 432 

hectares per 100,000 

population.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Park – Revenue and Expenses
Parks - Expense and Revenue per Household

The City of Greater Sudbury 

earns the average revenue 

per household for parks of 

$7. Total expenses are $133 

which is lower than the 

average of $144.
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Benchmarking & Performance Perspectives

Park – Cost per Household
Parks Cost per Household

The City of Greater Sudbury  

has a parks cost per 

household of $133, which is 

lower than the average of 

comparator municipalities of 

$144.
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Introduction

Service and Sub-Service profiles

The following slides highlight the service profiles for each of the seven areas under review. After each service profile, KPMG have formulated sub-

service profiles for each sub-service. The structure and layout of the service and sub-service profiles can be seen on the following two slides. A list 

of the services under review and their relevant sub-services are below. 

Service Sub-service

Community Grants Community Grants

Roads – Operations and

Maintenance

Roadways - Summer 

Maintenance

Roadways - Winter Maintenance

Storm Water Maintenance

Sidewalks and Bike Lanes

Street Lighting

Road Signage

Street Trees

Recreation

Pools

Ski Hills

Fitness Centers

Recreation Interest

Trailer Parks

Youth Centers

Service Sub-service

Facilities Management

Facilities Management

Capital Projects Management

Asset Management

Arenas

Community Arenas

Sudbury Community Arena

Community Halls

Parks

Parks/Parkland

Playgrounds & Splash Pads

Playfields

Community Centers and Halls

Non-motorized Trails

Outdoor Rinks

Long Term Care Long Term Care
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Service Profile 

Introduction

How to Read This Document – Service Profile Legend

Service Description

Narrative describing the 

nature of the service 

provided internally to 

the City and community. 

Information provided by 

the City.

Rationale

Justification for the 

assigned service type 

and service level. 

Based on information 

generated by KPMG 

and the City.

Service 

Characteristics

Factual information on 

organizational 

hierarchy, service type 

(public, internal), and 

2019 budget. 

Information provided 

by the City.

Visualization of Service Type and Service 

Level Assessment

Pictorial representation of sub-service 

activities for related service on the “service 

type continuum” (left) and service level (top). 

Provides a summary of the table on the 

second page of the Service Profile. Size and 

colour of circles indicate gross budget and 

funding source, respectively. 

Performance

Where provided by the City, key performance 

indicators, benchmarks, leading practices, and 

delivery against legislation/ targets/ customer 

expectations. Relevant information found as a result 

of KPMG research on comparable jurisdictions using 

publicly available data. 
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Introduction

How to Read This Document – Sub-Service Profile Legend

Sub-Service Attributes

Attributes for each of the sub-services are described 

in the sidebar including parent service, type, 

criticality, budget and staffing figures obtained from 

the City.

Sub-Service Outline

A description of the sub-service, 

activities included, service provider, 

and current level of service is 

shown in the top left of the profile.

Strategic Link

Provides information of 

how the sub-service is 

linked to the City’s 

Official Plan and 

council’s strategy.

Sub-Service Profile 

Benchmarking

Benchmarking 

figures relevant to 

the sub-service or a 

further financial 

breakdown is 

provided in tables in 

the bottom left of 

the profile.

Sub-Service Details

Other details such as 

governing policies, 

outputs, leading 

practices and 

opportunities identified 

have been provided.
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A =  Above standard

S =  At standard

B =  Below standard

Service level is assessed against service level source category of 

legislative requirements, council policies, industry standards, etc.

1. Mandatory – Legislatively required

2. Essential – Not legislatively required, but service is necessary for 

the municipality in order to operate reasonably

3. Traditional – Services that have been historically provided by the 

municipality

4. Other Discretionary – Unique service only provided by the 

municipality

Service Level Service Type

Introduction

How to Read This Document – Service Profile Legend

Each of the seven service profiles includes a “Visualization of Service Type and Service Level Assessment”, provided in pictorial form This 

assessment has been made by KPMG through discussions with City staff and examination of City service levels. This is shown in the top right hand 

corner of each service profile. The assessment looks at the service level and service type of each of the sub-services. Below we outline how this is 

determined. 
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Self Supporting

Less than 5% Tax 

Supported

Budget Total Cost

($,000s)

5% - 50% 

Tax Supported

50% - 90% 

Tax Supported

More than 90% Tax 

Supported 

• Less than $500

• $500 - $999

• $1,000 - $4,999

• $5,000 - $9,999

• More than $10,000

Budget figures on each service profile are based on the City’s 2019 Budget provided by the City to KPMG.

• Service Profile – Service Type and Service Level Assessment Diagram

• Shade of RED reflects the % of budgeted tax funding (% of property tax to total cost)

• Size of bubble reflects the size of each service area’s budgeted total cost

Introduction

How to Read This Document – Service Profile Diagram
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Service Profile

Community Grants

Service Description 

The City currently administer community grants and the 

Healthy Community Initiative Fund (HCI). This service 

utilizes a combination of municipal employee time as well 

as a large number of volunteer hours. 

Community grants provided by the City help support a 

variety of local groups and organizations

HCI funds support community based projects and initiatives 

helping to promote inclusiveness for the benefit of citizens. 

Budget* ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,688

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 95

Total Cost $ 1,783

Revenue $ (94)

Net Levy $ 1,689

Organizational Unit

Community Development

Enterprise Program

Leisure/Recreation

Service Type

Other Discretionary

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time -

Overtime -

No. Sub-Services

1

Service and activity levels

Service levels

The City receive/review applications and administer 

$600,000 of HCI funds and over $700,000 in annual grants.

Activity levels

• In 2018, the City approved 35 HCI capital applications 

with an average value of $12,663.

• In 2018, the City approved 98 HCI grant applications with 

an average value of $924.

In 2018, the City provided annual grants totaling $738,932 

to:

• 37 Neighbourhood Associations

• 9 Seniors Active Living Centers

• 16 Community Action Networks

• 6 Community Centers

• 3 Special Event Organizers

• 2 Youth Centers

• 8 Community Organizations

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

• Community Grants – Services have been assessed as 

discretionary as provision of community grants is not a common 

service provided by other municipalities. 

• Due to the overall service delivery model adopted by the City, 

number and dollar value of grants being administered, the 

current levels of service are deemed to be “above standard”

Community 

Grants

*Note that the Community Grants service profile prepared by the City of Greater Sudbury did not include Community Economic Development Grants 

which have been included in the analysis of the Community Grants sub-service profile.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City administer community grants and the Healthy 

Community Initiative Fund (HCI). This service utilizes a 

combination of municipal employee and volunteer time.

Current Level of Service – Above Standard

2018 data from grant recipients reported to Canadian Arts 

Data indicates that the Sudbury Arts and Culture Grant 

Program has:

• Provided a return of $7.85 for every $1 spent,

• Generated $4,547,748 in public sector revenue,

• Hosted 1,108 arts & culture activities for the public, and

• Created 579 new works and 208 staff positions.

Parent Service

Community Grants

Service Type

Other Discretionary

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,688

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 95

Total Cost $ 1,783

Revenue $ (94)

Net Levy $ 1,689

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time -

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• The Economic Development Fund is governed by the City 

council through a by-law.

• Tourism and Development grants are retroactively ratified 

with a by-law from city council.

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should consider the appropriateness of providing 

community grants given this is not a common service 

provided by other municipalities. Should the City decide to 

continue offering grants, there is an opportunity to outsource 

the management of these grants in order to reduce City time 

in managing grants. In addition, the City should utilize a 

single digital tool in order to manage applications. Further 

details can be seen in the opportunity section of our report. 

Strategic Link

While there are implied links to Community Grants in the 

strategic plan related to economic and community 

development, Community Grants are not specifically 

addressed in the Official Plan.

Outputs & Outcomes

• The ability to review grant applications and provide grant 

funds to eligible and deserving community groups.

• Community Grants support a variety of local groups and 

organizations

• Healthy Community Initiative funds support community-

based projects and initiatives that are affordable and 

promote inclusiveness for the benefit of citizens.

• HCI allocation of $50,000 per ward for projects that 

enhance and promote the advancement of Population 

Health priorities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Community Grants

Grant Program – 2018
Total 

Grants

Number 

of Grants

Employee 

Hours

Community Economic Development Fund $1,527,453 13 180

Arts & Culture Grant - Operating Stream $470,677 14 176

Art Gallery of Sudbury (Operating Grant) $200,000 1 7

Healthy Community Initiative Fund (HCI) $533,142 124 896

Annual Community Grants $657,151 44 204

Performance and Benchmarking

Note: While the original service profile prepared by City did 

not include Economic Development Grants, they have been 

included in our analysis below to provide a holistic 

representation of funds and effort toward Community Grants.

In 2018, the City granted a total of 362 grants across all grant 

types at a total cost of $3,887,313. A summary of the top five 

grant types by dollar value can be seen below, along with the 

number of employee hours utilized to manage grants. The 

City spent 1,564 hours of employee time in the overall 

management of grants



98© 2020 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Cooperative (“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved.

Service Profile

Roads – Operations and Maintenance

Service Description 

The City maintain and operate roadways, bridges, storm 

sewers, ditches, road culverts (except for drainage 

infrastructure – which is the responsibility of Conservation 

Sudbury), sidewalks, bike lanes on roadways, street 

lighting, road signage, street trees, and public works depots 

with a combination of internal and contracted resources.

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network and storm conveyance system is available 

throughout the community in a manner that preserves the 

health and safety of the community

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 32,737

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 6,864

Total Cost $ 39,602

Revenue $ (364)

Net Levy $ 39,237

Organizational Unit

Growth & Infrastructure

Enterprise Program

Transportation – Public 

Safety

Service Type

Mandatory

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing

Full Time 128

Part Time 42,284 Hrs

Overtime -

No. Sub-Services

7

Service and activity levels

Service levels

Operate and maintain approximately 3,600 lane km of 

roadways, 440 km of sidewalks, 458 km of storm drainage 

piping in accordance with applicable regulations, MMS, 

industry best practices and/or Council approved policy, with 

enough resources to ensure systems operate on a 24/7 

basis.

Activity levels

• Responded to an average of 15 major winter events 

annually on roadways and area sidewalks

• Repaired an average of 55,000 potholes annually

• Remove winter sand on all roadways via street sweeping 

within 9 weeks

• Paint approximately 75% of all special road markings

• Remove approximately 500 aged or fallen trees within 

the roadway

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

Road operation and maintenance (with the exception of Street 

Trees) is mandatory as per the Minimum Maintenance Standards 

and the Highway Traffic Act.

• Summer Maintenance – Delivered below standard as the City 

is behind on metrics such as weeks to remove winter sand, 

gravel road resurfacing, and mowing of grass shoulders. 

• Winter Maintenance – Despite meeting the minimum required 

maintenance standards, the expectations of citizens are not 

being met and thus the service is considered to be delivered 

below standard.

• Storm Water Maintenance – Delivered below standard as the 

City is behind on ditching and replacement of road culverts.

• Sidewalks and Bike Lanes - Delivered at standard.

• Street Lighting – Below standard as the City is not in 

compliance with UES RP8.

• Road Signage – Delivered at standard.

• Street Trees – Delivered below standard as the City is 

approximately two years behind on tree removal.

Storm Water 

Maintenance

Sidewalks and 

Bike Lanes

Road 

Signage

Street 

Trees

Summer 

Maintenance
Winter 

MaintenanceStreet Lighting
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate roadways with a combination 

of municipal employees and contracted staff for work 

requiring specialty skills and knowledge. This sub-service 

includes grass cutting, tractor mowing, street sweeping, 

maintenance of bike lanes, and maintenance of bridges and 

structures.

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Operate and maintain approximately 3,600 lane km of 

roadways at a total cost of $21,958 per lane km.

• Perform line painting and roadway paint markings once 

annually between May and November.

• Apply dust suppressants on 58% of gravel roads annually.

• Flail mowing of 50% of all grass shoulders and ditches 

annually vs target of 100%.

• Inspect and clean 100% of bridge foundations and bearings 

annually.

Overall, services are delivered below standard.

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 13,056

Internal 

Recoveries
$ (185)

Total Cost $ 12,871

Revenue $ (193)

Net Levy $ 12,678

Staffing

Full Time 34

Part Time 24,870 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Municipal Act

• Highway Safety Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways

• Active Transportation Maintenance Policy

• Ontario Structure Inspection Manual (OSIM) requirements

Leading Practices / Opportunities

We have included opportunities for road operations and 

maintenance in the opportunity section of our report. 

Examples of opportunities include outsourcing of engineering 

of roads and a review of the street sweeping services carried 

out by the City. The City should also assess whether remote 

roads can be converted to seasonal use only to assist with 

maintenance requirements, although this would have a 

negative impact on those residents using remote roads.

Strategic Link

Roadways summer and winter maintenance is addressed in 

the City of Greater Sudbury Official Plan as one of the 

infrastructure objectives to ensure that the existing 

transportation network is maintained in a state of good repair.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Roadways – Summer Maintenance

Performance and Benchmarking

The City of Greater Sudbury has a net road maintenance 

expense per lane km of $6,042/km which is lower than the 

average of $9,163/km.

Road Maintenance Expense per Lane km (less net revenue)

Thunder Bay $4,793

Windsor $5,736

Greater Sudbury $6,042

London $12,913

Guelph $16,333

AVERAGE $9,163
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate roadways through the use of 

municipal employees. 60% of snow plowing, bus stop 

clearing, and snow removal are contacted out by the City. 

This sub-service includes plowing, sanding, and salting of 

roads as well as sidewalk maintenance.

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Plowing, sanding and salting with response times of 8 

hours for class 1 to 3 roadways or 24 hours for class 4 to 6 

roadways following the end of the snow fall.

• Remove snow as required to maintain adequate safe sight 

lines at intersections, adequate roadway widths, and to 

remove snow banks.

• Perform winter maintenance on 80% of the sidewalk 

network, within 24 hours following the end of the snow fall.

Overall, services are delivered below standard.

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 12,428

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 4,832

Total Cost $ 17,260

Revenue $ (106)

Net Levy $ 17,154

Staffing

Full Time 47

Part Time 8,657 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Municipal Act

• Highway Safety Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways

• Internal Winter Maintenance Policies

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should undertake a review of the mix of internal vs 

contracted staff for winter maintenance with the aim of 

reducing the overall staff costs associated with winter 

maintenance. Other opportunities include making residents 

responsible for plowing their own sidewalks (although this 

would potentially have a negative impact on residents) and 

having one department responsible for plowing arenas and 

facilities. Further details can be found in the opportunities 

section of our report. 

Strategic Link

Roadways summer and winter maintenance is addressed in 

the City of Greater Sudbury Official Plan as one of the 

infrastructure objectives to ensure that the existing 

transportation network is maintained in a state of good repair.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Roadways – Winter Maintenance

Performance and Benchmarking

The City of Greater Sudbury’s road winter maintenance 

expense of $5,208/km is greater than the average for 

comparator municipalities of $3,454/km.

Winter maintenance costs make up 85.4% of the total road 

maintenance costs (less user fees charged).

Winter Maintenance Expense per Lane km

Windsor $2,163

Thunder Bay $2,170

Guelph $3,256

London $4,474

Greater Sudbury $5,208

AVERAGE $3,454
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate storm sewers, ditches, and 

road culverts under 3 meters (except for drainage 

infrastructure) with a combination of internal and contracted 

resources for specialist jobs. This includes all linear systems 

in the right of way, and bridges.

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Operate and maintain approximately 458 km of storm 

drainage piping with enough resources to ensure systems 

operate on a 24/7 basis.

• Clean and inspect 10% of storm sewers annually.

• Flail mowing of 50% of grass shoulders and ditches at least 

annually vs target of 100%.

• Ditching on 4% of ditches annually vs target of 10%.

• Replace approximately 3% of road crossing culverts 

annually vs target of 5%.

Overall, services are delivered below standard as the City is 

behind on ditching and replacement of road culverts.

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 2,418

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 1,389

Total Cost $ 3,808

Revenue -

Net Levy $ 3,808

Staffing

Full Time 26.03

Part Time 5,298 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• The Municipal Act

• Ontario Water Resources Act.

• Sewer Use By-law 2010-188

• Minimum Maintenance Standards (MMS)

Leading Practices / Opportunities

There is currently no clearly defined service levels for storm 

water maintenance. The City should ensure clearly defined 

service levels are implemented and approved by Council. 

There is also an opportunity to review the subsidized culvert 

program with the aim of either increasing charges or 

removing the program in order to better manage costs. 

However there may be a negative impact on residents in 

pursuing this opportunity, and minimal financial benefit to the 

City. Further details of our opportunities can be seen in the 

opportunity section of our report. 

Strategic Link

The City plan outlines the objectives for storm water 

maintenance to: reduce damage from flooding, ensure the 

quality of storm water reaching lakes and rivers meets 

acceptable criteria, utilize best practices during construction, 

and build resiliency to climate change.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s storm conveyance 

system preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Storm Water Maintenance

Cost per Storm Sewer Drain km
Urban Cost per 

Drainage km

Drainage

(kms)

Guelph $2,662 606

Greater Sudbury $3,548 469

Thunder Bay $4,082 659

London $9,756 1,619

Windsor $12,063 1,237

AVERAGE $6,442 918

Performance and Benchmarking

The City’s cost per storm sewer drain km is below the 

average of $6,442 for comparator municipalities. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate sidewalks (including curb and 

gutter maintenance) utilizing municipal employees with a mix 

of full and part time staff. Any sidewalks that are off-road are  

maintained by Leisure Services.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Operate and maintain approximately 440 km of sidewalks 

in accordance with applicable regulations, MMS, industry 

best practices and/or Council approved policy, with enough 

resources to ensure systems operate on a 24/7 basis.

• Replace 2.5% of all curb and sidewalk annually vs target of 

5%.

Overall, services are delivered at standard compared to other 

municipalities. 

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 784

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 682

Total Cost $ 1,467

Revenue -

Net Levy $ 1,467

Staffing

Full Time 10.84

Part Time 2,187 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• The Municipal Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards (MMS)

• Winter Control Policy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should consider bringing winter maintenance of 

sidewalks closer to the minimum maintenance standards, 

however should note the possible negative impact this will 

have on residents as time taken to clear sidewalks will 

reduce. Other opportunities around sidewalks and road 

maintenance and operations in general can be seen in our 

opportunity section. 

Strategic Link

The City plan outlines the following objectives for sidewalks 

under ‘active transportation’: pedestrian networks will be 

maintained and expanded throughout the city, maximize 

separation between pedestrians and vehicle traffic, and that 

sidewalks shall be built and maintained to a standard that 

facilitates mobility for persons with disabilities.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Sidewalks

Performance and Benchmarking

The City currently maintain approximately 440km of 

sidewalks, which equates to 272km per 100,000 population. 

This figure is below the average of the municipal 

comparators. (note figures below are estimated)

Maintained sidewalk km’s per 100,000 population

Greater Sudbury 272

London 381

Guelph 493

Windsor 413

Thunder Bay 416

AVERAGE 395
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate street lighting which has been 

contracted out to Greater Sudbury Utilities for performing 

maintenance and upgrades. The City is also contracted to 

maintain the streetlight inventory database and the repairs 

and maintenance of the street lights. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• The city is to be in compliance with the requirements of the 

Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) of North America's 

RP8.

• The city is currently not in compliance with RP8 however, 

when they perform large retrofits of roadway, they will bring 

the street lights up to standard.

Overall, given the City is not in compliance with all relevant 

standards, services have been assessed as below standard. 

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 3,074

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 7

Total Cost $ 3,081

Revenue -

Net Levy $ 3,081

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time -

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Municipal Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways

• The Illuminating Engineering Society (IES) of North 

America's Recommended Practice 8 (RP8), Roadway 

Lighting (ANSI-IES RP-8-18).ANSI-IES RP-8-18

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should consider implementing LED street lighting, 

and we understand work/discussions are currently ongoing 

around this with a project being budgeted for in the 2020 

budget. We have included a summary of all opportunities 

raised across the road operations and maintenance service 

area within the opportunity section of this report. 

Strategic Link

Street lighting has been identified as a focus point in the 

Community Improvement Project Area under the City Plan.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Street Lighting

Street Lighting Cost per Lane km

Thunder Bay $738

Greater Sudbury $1,006

Windsor $1,669

London $1,730

Guelph $1,860

AVERAGE $1,400

Performance and Benchmarking

The City’s street lighting cost per lane km is $1,006, the 

second lowest of the comparator municipalities and 

approximately $400 lower than the average
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate road signage utilizing full time 

municipal employees. Traffic light maintenance is contracted 

out to a third party.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• While the minimum standard is not currently met, an 

approach has been adopted to identify the highest risk 

areas to be addressed first.

As a result the City are, overall, delivering services at 

standard when compared to other municipalities. 

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 213

Internal 

Recoveries
$ (60)

Total Cost $ 153

Revenue -

Net Levy $ 153

Staffing

Full Time 2.38

Part Time -

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Municipal Act

• Highway Safety Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways

• Active Transportation Maintenance Policy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

We did not identify any opportunities within road signage as 

part of our audit. However, we identified opportunities across 

other areas of road operations and maintenance. Please 

refer to the opportunity section of our report for further 

information. 

Strategic Link

While it is not specifically addressed in the Official Plan, 

Road Signage forms part of meeting the transportation 

objectives of the City plan.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Road Signage

Breakdown of Road Signage sub-service costs

Revenues -

Salaries $118,580

Materials $94,450

Contracting Costs -

Energy Costs -

Internal Recoveries $(60,300)

NET LEVY $152,730

Metric Service Level Activity Level

Replace or repair regulatory 

road signage
10% 5%

Performance and Benchmarking

As per the graph below, the City currently replace or repair 

5% of regulatory road signage each year compared with a 

10% service level standard. As stated above, the City has 

adopted an approach to ensure high risk areas are 

addressed first to minimize the risk of disruption. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain street trees as part of the roads operation 

and maintenance service. Maintenance and removal of street 

trees is undertaken by municipal employees with a low 

percentage of work contracted out to a third party. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• On average, the city removes 100 more aged or fallen trees 

from roadways than the service level but plants 200 less 

new trees than the service level.

• While street tree pruning is considered to be up-to-date, the 

department is approximately two years behind on tree 

removal. As such, the City currently deliver street tree 

services below standard.

Parent Service

Roads – Operations and 

Maintenance

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 763 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 200 

Total Cost $ 963 

Revenue $ (65) 

Net Levy $ 897 

Staffing

Full Time 7.25

Part Time 1,660 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Municipal Act

• Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways

• Street Tree By-law

Leading Practices / Opportunities

We did not identify any opportunities within street trees as 

part of our audit. However, we identified opportunities across 

other areas of road operations and maintenance. Please 

refer to the opportunity section of our report for further 

information. 

Strategic Link

The Sudbury Official Plan notes street trees as part of a 

streetscape beautification program to enhance the aesthetic 

of the City’s major roads.

Outputs & Outcomes

Maintenance and operation of the City’s roadways and 

associated infrastructure ensures that a transportation 

network is available throughout the community in a manner 

that preserves the health and safety of the community, 

prevents negative impacts to the environment, and provides 

for a sustainable and growing economy.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Street Trees

Breakdown of Street Trees sub-service costs

Revenues $(65,270)

Salaries $562,370

Materials $82,980

Contracting Costs $117,320

Internal Recoveries $199,950

NET LEVY $897,350

Metric
Service 

Level

Activity 

Level

Aged or fallen trees to remove 400 500

New trees to plant 500 300

Performance and Benchmarking

Service and activity metrics, along with the sub service costs 

can be seen in the tables below
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Service Profile

Recreation

Service Description 

The City provides recreation programming and oversees 

operation of:

• Five pools

• Two ski hills and ski hill programming 

• Five fitness centers

• Day camps and summer playground programming

• Three seasonal trailer parks; and

• Six youth drop-in centers.

Recreational programming provides opportunities for 

citizens to access physical recreation and leisure activities.

Budget ($,000s)*

Operating 

Costs
$ 6,515

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 288

Total Cost $ 6,803

Revenue $ (2,816)

Net Levy $ 3,987

Organizational Unit

Community Development

Enterprise Program

Leisure/Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing *

Full Time 7

Part Time 157,030 Hrs

Overtime 220 Hrs

No. Sub-Services

6

Service and activity levels

Service levels

• 18,720 hours of operation across five (5) pools, capacity 

of 87,200 aquatic lessons

• 819 hours ski hills operation, capacity of 6,700 ski 

lessons

• 11,154 hours of fitness centers operation

• 1,100 day camp and 1,200 summer playground spaces 

available

• 100 seasonal campground spaces

• 4,095 hours of youth center operation

Activity levels

• Number of public swim visits - 49,993

• Number of aquatic lesson registrations – 71,782

• Number of ski lesson registrations – 1,647

• 887 day camp & 835 summer playground registrations

• Number of participant visits for directly provided 

registered programs (2018) – 139,031

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

All Recreation sub-services provided by the City are considered 

to be traditional services. 

• Pools – Considered to be delivered below standard due to the 

quality of features available at pools (accessibility, all gender 

change rooms, age of facilities, etc.) despite the surplus of 

pools available.

• Ski Hills – Delivered above standard due to ski hill operation 

not being a typical service provided by municipalities as well as 

the availability of hills and lessons.

• Fitness Centers – Considered to be delivered at standard.

• Recreation Interest – Considered to be delivered at standard.

• Trailer Parks – Delivered above standard due to the number of 

sites available.

• Youth Centers – Considered to be delivered at standard.

Pools

Ski Hills

Fitness 

Centers

Recreation 

Interest
Trailer 

Parks

Youth 

Centers 

* These figures differ from what was reported originally on the service profile prepared by the City due to the cost categorization of community halls to the Arenas service profile.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreational programming and oversees 

operation of 5 pools utilizing municipal employees with a mix 

of full and part time employees. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• 18,720 hours of operation across five (5) pools, capacity of 

87,200 aquatic lessons.

• Number of Public Swim Visits per Capita: 0.33 

(MBNCanada average 1.11)

• Utilization rate for directly provided registered programs: 

70.8% (MBNCanada average 75.0%)

• Number of aquatic lesson registrations – 71,782

• The Therapeutic Pool Feasibility Study (2014) suggested a 

provision standard of one (1) indoor aquatic center per 

25,000 population. (currently a surplus of 0.5 facilities).

Overall services are delivered at below standard due to the 

quality of features available to citizens. 

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 3,220

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 114

Total Cost $ 3,334  

Revenue $ (1,241)

Net Levy $ 2,093

Staffing

Full Time 5

Part Time 63,234 Hrs

Overtime 150 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

We identified opportunities to review the recreational user 

fees and cost recovery requirements. Based on 2018 data, a 

number of pools have a low cost recovery % and with a 

number of outdoor lakes also available to citizens, the City 

should consider reviewing the delivery of pool services. Other 

opportunities can be seen in the opportunity section of the 

report. 

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Aquatic programs and recreational swimming (drop‐in) are 

priority areas for direct programming offered by the City’s 

Leisure Services Division.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Pools

2018 Actual Data
Revenue

($,000)

Expenses

($,000)

Recovery 

%

HARC Pool 550 1,382 39.8

Gatchell Pool 55 525 10.5

Dow Pool 204 439 46.6

Nickel District Pool 297 574 51.8

Onaping Pool 46 285 16.2

AVERAGE 231 641 33.0

Performance and Benchmarking

Along with the metrics above, we have outlined the 2018 cost 

recovery rates across each pool below.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreational programming and oversees 2 

ski hills. This sub-service is provided by part-time municipal 

employees.

Current Level of Service – Above Standard

• Utilization rate for directly provided registered programs: 

70.8% (MBNCanada average 75.0%)

• Recreation User Fees as a Percent of Operating Costs: 

39.5% (MBNCanada average 28.7%)

• 819 hours ski hills operation, capacity of 6,700 ski lessons.

• Number of ski lesson registrations – 1,647

Overall, services are delivered above standard

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Other Discretionary

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 658

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 13

Total Cost $ 671  

Revenue $ (428)

Net Levy $ 243

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 14,646 Hrs

Overtime 70 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should consider outsourcing the provision of ski hills 

to a third party given this is not an essential service 

commonly provided by other municipalities. This will help 

identify budget savings which can be used to improve other 

services across the City. Further details of opportunities 

within recreation can be seen in the opportunities section. 

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Downhill skiing and snowboarding lessons are priority areas 

for direct programming offered by the City’s Leisure Services 

Division.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Ski Hills

2018 Actual Data
Revenue

($,000)

Expenses

($,000)

Recovery 

%

Adanac Ski Hill 338 679 57.2

Lively Ski Hill 11 157 6.7

Ski Hill
Recommended 

Provision1

Current 

Provision2

Utilization 

Rate

Adanac Ski Hill 49,000 11,239 22.9

Lively Ski Hill 10,430 1,563 15.0

TOTAL 59,430 12,802 21.5

Based on this data, capacity exceeds demand by 4.6 times

1 Per ANCAM Solutions annual comfortable carrying capacity
2 2018-2019 season data

Performance and Benchmarking

Along with the metrics above, we have outlined the 2018 cost 

recovery rates across each ski hill and the utilization rates.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreational programming and oversees 5 

fitness centers. These centers are run by a mix of full and 

part time municipal employees with the exception of one 

center which is contracted out.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Recreation User Fees as a Percent of Operating Costs: 

39.5% (MBNCanada average 28.7%)

• 11,154 hours of fitness centers operation.

• 462,134 visits from membership and drop-in participation.

Fitness centers are currently delivered at standard

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,293

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 125

Total Cost $ 1,419   

Revenue $ (412)

Net Levy $ 1,007

Staffing

Full Time 2

Part Time 24,206 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

Given the competition from the private sector, the City should 

consider whether it should still be in the business of offering 

fitness center services. The City should perform a deep dive 

of revenue generated vs cost of running fitness centers and 

assess whether services can be monetized or privatized. 

Further details can be seen in the opportunity section.

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Fitness and active living programs for all ages are priority 

areas for direct programming offered by the City’s Leisure 

Services Division.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Fitness Centers

Breakdown of Fitness Centers sub-service costs

User Fee Revenue $(401,451)

Licensing, Lease, and Other Revenues $(5,000)

Admin Revenue Allocation $(5,153)

Salaries & Benefits $912,519

Materials $139,360

Energy $235,741

Rent & Financial Expense $2,575

Purchased Services $8,609

Admin Expense Allocation $105,935

Internal Recoveries $125,373

NET LEVY $1,007,064

Performance and Benchmarking

We were unable to identify any detailed benchmarking or 

performance statistics around fitness centers. A breakdown 

of the associated costs can be seen below
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreational programming and oversees 

day camps and summer playground programming. These 

activities are run by municipal employees on a part time 

basis. 

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Utilization rate for directly provided registered programs: 

70.8% (MBNCanada average 75.0%)

• Recreation User Fees as a Percent of Operating Costs: 

39.5% (MBNCanada average 28.7%)

• 1,100 day camp and 1,200 summer playground spaces 

available

• 887 day camp & 835 summer playground registrations

• Number of participant visits for directly provided registered 

programs (2018) – 139,031

Services are currently being delivered at standard

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,007

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 25

Total Cost $ 1,033    

Revenue $ (569)

Net Levy $ 463

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 47,089 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should review the overall supply and demand of 

recreational services including day camps and summer 

playground programming. There is an opportunity to assess 

whether the City should continue to provide all recreational 

services which are not classified as “essential services” to 

citizens. Further details can be found in the opportunity 

section of our report. 

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Summer camp programs for children and youth is a priority 

area for direct programming offered by the City’s Leisure 

Services Division.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Recreation Interest

Recreational Programming Cost per Household

Greater Sudbury $31

Windsor $32

Thunder Bay $77

Guelph $79

London $84

AVERAGE $61

Performance and Benchmarking

The City has the lowest recreational programming cost per 

household from the comparator municipalities listed below. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreation programming and oversees 3 

seasonal trailer parks: Centennial Park, Ella Lake 

Campground, and Whitewater Lake Trailer Park. The 

management of these trailer parks is contracted out under 

purchase and service agreements.

Current Level of Service – Above Standard

• Recreation User Fees as a Percent of Operating Costs: 

39.5% (MBNCanada average 28.7%)

• 100 seasonal campground spaces.

Services are considered to be delivered above standard due 

to the number of sites available compared with other 

municipalities. 

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 145

Internal 

Recoveries
-

Total Cost $ 145    

Revenue $ (140)

Net Levy $ 5

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 2,266

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

There is an opportunity to undertake a deep dive of the 

revenue generated vs the cost of running trailer parks. As 

with the other areas of recreational services, the City should 

assess whether services should still be provided or if there is 

an opportunity to monetize of privatize those “non essential” 

services. Further details can be seen in the opportunities 

section. 

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Trailer Parks

Financial Breakdown for Trailer Parks

Licensing & Lease Revenues $(139,355)

Additional User fees less admin allocations $(393)

Campground Expenses $144,171

Internal Recoveries $255

NET LEVY $4,678

It should be noted that electrical upgrades are required for 

Trailer Parks with an estimated cost of $427,000 budgeted 

for 2021.

Performance and Benchmarking

We were unable to identify any detailed benchmarking or 

performance statistics around trailer parks. A breakdown of 

the associated costs can be seen below
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Sub-Service Description 

The City provides recreation programming and oversees 6 

youth drop-in centers. These programs and centers are run 

by municipal employees on a part time basis. 

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Utilization rate for directly provided registered programs: 

70.8% (MBNCanada average 75.0%)

• Recreation User Fees as a Percent of Operating Costs: 

39.5% (MBNCanada average 28.7%)

• 4,095 hours of youth center operation

• 139,031 participant visits for directly provided registered 

programs (2018).

• 8,248 visits from drop-in participation (2018).

Services are currently delivered at standard.

Parent Service

Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 192

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 10

Total Cost $ 201

Revenue $ (25)

Net Levy $ 177

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 5,589 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Affordable Access to Recreation Strategy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should assess whether services should still be 

provided or if there is an opportunity to monetize of privatize 

those “non essential” services. Should the City continue with 

the delivery of youth centers it should asses whether space 

can be utilized in existing community centers (arenas and 

halls) for these activities (and other recreational services 

where appropriate) rather than having their own dedicated 

facilities. Further details can be seen in the opportunities 

section. 

Strategic Link

This is part of Council's strategic priority of Creating a 

Healthier Community and advancing the Population Health 

Priority of Play Opportunities.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities supporting Council's 

strategic priority of Creating a Healthier Community and 

advancing the Population Health Priority of Play 

Opportunities.

• The City may also be the preferred provider due to reasons 

of accessibility, affordability, safety, and/or mandate 

alignment.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Youth Centers

Financial Breakdown for Youth Centers

Provincial Grants & Subsidies $(24,000)

Salaries & Benefits $139,666

Materials $33,615

Net Admin Allocation $17,672

Internal Recoveries $9,634

NET LEVY $176,587

Performance and Benchmarking

We were unable to identify any detailed benchmarking or 

performance statistics around youth centers. A breakdown of 

the associated costs can be seen below
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Service Profile

Facilities Management

Service Description 

The following activities are the responsibility of facilities 

management: 

• Responsible for the day to day operation and 

maintenance of various facilities. 

• Oversee the planning, design and management of capital 

projects required to preserve and/or improve municipal 

facilities.

• Lead the development of the corporate asset 

management plan and assist in supporting asset 

investment decisions.

• Responds to preventative and emergency work orders in 

order to maintain equipment, provide janitorial and 

grounds maintenance, and comply with various 

legislation and regulations as it relates to facility 

management.

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 10,376

Internal 

Recoveries
$ (1,245)

Total Cost $ 9,131

Revenue $ (3,863)

Net Levy $ 5,268

Organizational Unit

Corporate Services

Enterprise Program

Corporate

Service Type

Essential

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing

Full Time 18

Part Time 5,981 Hrs

Overtime 155 Hrs

No. Sub-Services

3

Service and activity levels

Service levels

• Respond to 1,000 priority one and two service requests 

in one hour or less 95% of the time

• Respond to 1,000 priority three service requests in two 

days 80% of the time

• Ensure 100% compliance with facility regulations

Activity levels

• 1,232 priority one and two service requests in one hour 

or less 95% of the time

• 765 priority three requests in two days 80% of the time

• 100% compliance with facility regulations

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

Facilities management is split up into three core sub services:

• Facilities Management – Providing day-to-day maintenance to 

critical building infrastructure. Facilities Management  is an 

essential sub-service which is delivered at standard.

• Capital Projects Management – Ensuring that capital projects 

are managed is an essential sub-service and is delivered at 

standard.

• Asset Management – This is a mandatory service under the 

Ontario Asset Management regulation, which states that 

municipalities must comply with asset management 

requirements and maintain an up to date asset management 

plan. Overall, services are delivered at a standard service level. 

Asset 

Management

Capital Projects 

Management

Facilities 

Management
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Sub-Service Description 

The City are responsible for the operation and maintenance 

of facilities. It responds to preventative and emergency work 

orders to maintain equipment, provide janitorial and grounds 

maintenance, and complies with relevant legislation.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Responds to 1,232 priority 1 and 2 (critical/urgent) service 

requests in one hour or less 95% of the time (target 1,000).

• Responds to 765 priority 3 (normal) service requests in 2 

days 80% of the time (target 1,000).

• Responds to 3,382 priority 4 and 5 (low/minor) service 

requests within 5 days 80% of the time (target 3,500).

• Completed work on 5,379 work orders within 1-20 day 

targets (target 5,500).

• Ensure 100% compliance with facility regulations 

(A.O.D.A., O.B.C., E.S.A, Ontario Regulation 588/17).

Overall, services are delivered at standard. 

Parent Service

Facilities Management

Service Type

Essential

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 9,854

Internal 

Recoveries
$ (1,245)

Total Cost $ 8,609 

Revenue $ (3,783)

Net Levy $ 4,826

Staffing

Full Time 13

Part Time 5,981 Hrs

Overtime 155 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Electrical Safety Authority (E.S.A), Ontario Building Code 

(O.B.C), Fire code, and Accessibility for Ontarians with 

Disability Act (A.O.D.A).

• The Ontario Asset Management Planning for Municipal 

Infrastructure regulation.

• The Sudbury Asset Management policy.

Leading Practices / Opportunities

Following the amalgamation of City’s to form the City of 

Greater Sudbury, the City took on a large number of existing 

facilities, some of which are aging and not being utilized to 

their full potential. There is an opportunity to rationalize the 

number of facilities and consider adopting multi purpose 

facilities in order to provide better overall services to citizens. 

Further details can be found in the opportunities section. 

Strategic Link

The City’s strategic plan mentions sustainable facility 

development between the government, private, and non-

profit sectors.

Outputs & Outcomes

Ensures compliance with various legislation and regulations 

as it relates to facility management. Access to expertise in 

design, management and trades increase responsiveness 

and effectiveness of preventive maintenance and capital 

refurbishments leading to accessible, safe, clean and 

sustainable facilities.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

Internal

Sub-Service Profile

Facilities Management

Recreation Facilities Expense per 

Indoor Square Meter

Indoor rec 

space m2 Cost per m2

London 95,419 $ 116.58

Greater Sudbury 113,577 $ 136.50

Thunder Bay 42,589 $ 178.03

Windsor 109,176 $ 187.35

Guelph 27,330 $ 299.93

AVERAGE 77,618 $ 183.68

Performance and Benchmarking

The City’s cost per square meter of recreation facilities is 

around $50 below the average of its comparators
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Sub-Service Description 

The City oversee the planning, design and management of 

capital projects required to preserve and/or improve 

municipal facilities. This is managed by a dedicated 

municipal employee.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Dedicate 6,500 hours of staff time to support for 

approximately 60 facility capital projects.

• Completed approximately 83 (2018), 50 (2017), 90, (2016) 

capital projects annually.

Overall, services are delivered at standard. 

Parent Service

Facilities Management

Service Type

Essential

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 404

Internal 

Recoveries
-

Total Cost $ 404 

Revenue -

Net Levy $ 404

Staffing

Full Time 4

Part Time -

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Electrical Safety Authority (E.S.A), Ontario Building Code 

(O.B.C), Fire code, and Accessibility for Ontarians with 

Disability Act (A.O.D.A).

• City of Greater Sudbury Safe Work Policy and Procedures 

Manual

• City of Greater Sudbury Facilities Standard Operating 

Procedures Manual

Leading Practices / Opportunities

There is an opportunity for the City to undertake post 

implementation reviews of all capital projects of all sizes. This 

will help the City identify whether projects were managed 

appropriately and whether any risks associated with delivery 

were addressed, and help with the management of future 

projects. Further details can be seen in the opportunity 

section of this report. 

Strategic Link

Capital Projects Management is a required component in 

delivery of the City’s Long-Term Financial Plan to monitor 

and manage development and improvement projects.

Outputs & Outcomes

Capital project management ensures all projects are 

managed appropriately including associated risks with 

delivery. As a result, the City are able to deliver on capital 

projects, such as new constructions, expansions, renovations 

or replacement of existing or new facilities. 

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

Internal

Sub-Service Profile

Capital Projects Management

Capital Project Metrics 2017 2018 2019

Number of active capital 

projects
26 45 21

Total capital project 

budget
$4,417,952 $1,419,276 $9,820,604 

Percentage of capital 

projects completed
88.5% 75.6% 28.6%

Number of outstanding 

capital projects
3 11 15

Performance and Benchmarking

The table below outlines the number of active capital 

projects, associated costs and capital project completion 

statistics for the past three years. 

The City has completed an average of around 30 capital 

projects per year in the last three years. However, there 

remain a number of delayed projects, with 29 projects currently 

outstanding over the last three years alone. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City lead the development of the corporate asset 

management plan and assist in supporting asset investment 

decisions. 

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Ensure 100% compliance with facility regulations 

(A.O.D.A., O.B.C., E.S.A, Ontario Regulation 588/17)

• 100% compliance with facility regulations (A.O.D.A., 

O.B.C., E.S.A, Ontario Regulation 588/17)

Overall, services are delivered at standard. 

Parent Service

Facilities Management

Service Type

Mandatory

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 117

Internal 

Recoveries
-

Total Cost $ 117 

Revenue $ (80)

Net Levy $ 37

Staffing

Full Time 1

Part Time -

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Ontario Regulation 588/17 (Asset Management)

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City are planning to implement an asset management 

software as currently only manual methods are maintained. 

This is scheduled to be approved in 2020. 

Opportunities were identified within facilities management 

and management of City assets, including reviewing naming 

rights of City buildings, preparation of a facilities master plan, 

and improving of the use of automation within City buildings 

to help identify energy savings. 

Further details can be found in the opportunity section of our 

report. 

Strategic Link

The Sudbury Official Plan considers asset management 

plans in ensuring that major development projects are 

financially stable.

Outputs & Outcomes

The City’s asset management plan outlines the City’s 

anticipated infrastructure investment requirements, which in 

turn allows the City to meet its stated mission and mandate 

by supporting the delivery of services to its residents.
Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

Internal

Sub-Service Profile

Asset Management

Reserve position relative to tangible capital assets (2018)

Thunder Bay 13%

Greater Sudbury 14%

Guelph 27%

Windsor 13%

London 28%

AVERAGE 19%

Performance and Benchmarking

The table below outlines the City’s reserve position relative to 

its tangible capital assets in 2018. 

The City's total reserve position is lower than the comparator 

average of 19%. This table provides an indication of the City’s 

ability to finance the replacement of its tangible capital assets 

from internal sources. Other benchmarking statistics can be 

found in the benchmarking section of our report.  
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Service Profile

Arenas

Service Description 

The City operate and maintain 16 ice pads across 14 

municipal arenas, including 7 with community halls 

attached. The City also oversee the agreement with the 

Sudbury Wolves Hockey Club for the use and occupation of 

the Sudbury Community Arena.

Arenas provide opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities. 

Budget ($,000s) *

Operating 

Costs
$ 9,307

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 568

Total Cost $ 9,875

Revenue $ (5,835)

Net Levy $ 4,040

Organizational Unit

Community Development

Enterprise Program

Leisure/Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing *

Full Time 35

Part Time 59,500 Hrs

Overtime 2,747 Hrs

No. Sub-Services

3

Service and activity levels

Service levels

• Provide 16 pads across 14 facilities

• Total of 51,100 hours available for programming and 

rentals

• Hosted 79 ticketed events at the Sudbury Community 

Arena with a total ticket capacity of 311,600

• Operate 7 community halls available for programming 

and third party booking

Activity levels

• 30,600 hours of ice time rented (2018)

• 190,100 number of tickets sold for Sudbury Community 

Arena events

• 9,700 hours of event bookings and programming at arena 

community halls

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

Community Arenas – Community arenas are a traditional 

service provided by municipalities. Despite the number of facilities 

available, the service is considered below standard due to facility 

conditions and age.

Community Halls – Community Halls are a traditional service 

and, as with community arenas, are considered to be delivered at 

a below standard service level due to the aging condition of some 

of the City’s facilities. 

Sudbury Community Arena – The Sudbury Arena is a 

traditional service currently delivered at a standard service level. 

Community 

Arenas

Community 

Halls
Sudbury 

Community Arena

* These figures differ from what was reported originally on the service profile prepared by the City due to the cost categorization of community halls to the Arenas service profile.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City operate and maintain 15 ice pads across 13 

municipal arenas (excluding the Sudbury Community arena). 

Services are provided by a mx of full and part time staff. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Total of 51,100 hours available for programming and

rentals with 30,600 hours of ice time rented in 2018.

• For the 2018-2019 season there was a total of 5,892

participants. There is a city-wide demand for 14.5 rinks,

indicating a surplus of approximately 1.5 pads.

Services are currently delivered below standard

Parent Service

Arenas

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 7,494

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 486

Total Cost $ 7,981  

Revenue $ (4,669)

Net Levy $ 3,312

Staffing

Full Time 29

Part Time 37,917 Hrs

Overtime 2,250 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Ice Allocation Guidelines

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City has previously looked into 3rd parties to manage 

arenas however there was not much interest at the time, 

however there is an opportunity for this to be reconsidered. 

There is an opportunity to rationalize the number of facilities 

(including arenas), especially given there are some low 

utilized arenas and arenas with a low cost recovery 

percentage. Implementation of multi-pad facilities could also 

be considered as the older facilities have a very low recovery 

rate with 30% of their costs relating to energy. New facilities 

would require a capital outlay but provide operational savings 

in the long term.

Further details of our opportunities can be seen in the 

opportunity section of our report. 

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

• Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities.

• Provides economic benefits though semi-pro sporting 

events, tournaments, concerts, conferences, and other 

tourism events.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Community Arenas

Arenas
2017

Utilization

2018 

Utilization

2019 

Utilization

2019 Cost 

Recovery* 

%

Cambrian 85.1% 87.3% 88.8% 76.3%

Capreol #1 45.5% 37.3% 37.3%
54.1%

Capreol #2 61.2% 63.4% 59.0%

Carmichael 90.3% 90.3% 88.1% 60.7%

Centennial 75.4% 61.2% 58.2% 59.2%

Chelmsford 79.1% 76.1% 77.6% 59.1%

Dr. Ed Leclair 82.1% 84.3% 83.6% 58.5%

Garson 87.3% 91.8% 88.1% 63.4%

GM Countryside #1 87.3% 85.8% 84.3%
101.5%

GM Countryside #2 83.6% 84.3% 83.6%

I.J. Coady 58.2% 40.3% 32.8% 41.0%

McClelland 85.1% 86.6% 85.1% 63.3%

Raymond Plourde 76.1% 81.3% 80.6% 61.9%

T.M. Davies 87.3% 87.3% 87.3% 50.6%

Toe Blake 91.8% 90.3% 91.0% 56.5%

Performance and Benchmarking

The table below shows the 2017-2019 utilization figures and 

2019 cost recovery rates across City arenas

* Community arena cost recovery percentages include all allocated expenses (salaries, direct material costs, energy, rent, and internal recoveries). These figures do not include capital costs for the facility.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City oversees the agreement with the Sudbury Wolves 

Hockey Club for the use and occupation of the Sudbury 

Community Arena. Municipal employees provide customer 

service, facility cleaning, and operate the Zamboni. Certain 

maintenance work such as refrigeration, HVAC, and 

electrical is contracted out.

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Hosted 79 ticketed events at the Sudbury Community 

Arena with a total ticket capacity of 311,600.

• 190,100 number of tickets sold for Sudbury Community 

Arena events.

Services are delivered at standard

Parent Service

Arenas

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,667

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 82

Total Cost $ 1,748  

Revenue $ (1,117)

Net Levy $ 631

Staffing

Full Time 6

Part Time 18,426 Hrs

Overtime 456 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

• Ice Allocation Guidelines

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City has previously looked into 3rd parties to manage 

arenas however there was not much interest at the time, 

however there is an opportunity for this to be reconsidered. 

There is an opportunity to rationalize the number of facilities 

(including arenas), especially given there are some low 

utilized arenas and arenas with a low cost recovery 

percentage. Implementation of multi-pad facilities could also 

be considered as the older facilities have a very low recovery 

rate with 30% of their costs relating to energy. New facilities 

would require a capital outlay but provide operational savings 

in the long term. Further details of our opportunities can be 

seen in the opportunity section of our report. 

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Provides opportunities for citizens to access physical 

recreation and leisure activities.

Provides economic benefits though semi-pro sporting events, 

tournaments, concerts, conferences, and other tourism 

events.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Sudbury Community Arena

Arenas 
2017

Utilization

2018 

Utilization

2019 

Utilization

2019 Cost 

Recovery 

%

Sudbury Community 

Arena
91.0% 92.5% 91.8% 67.7%

Average of 

remaining Arenas
78% 76% 75% 27%

Performance and Benchmarking

The table below shows the 2017-2019 utilization figures and 

2019 cost recovery rates for the Sudbury Community Arena 

compared with the average of the remaining figures seen on 

the previous slide. 

The Sudbury Community Arena is the City’s most utilized 

arena over the last three years and its cost recovery is over 

twice the average of the other arenas. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City operate and maintain 7 community halls attached to 

municipal arenas. Services are delivered by City part time 

staff. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Operate 7 community halls available for programming and 

third party booking.

• 9,700 hours of event bookings and programming at arena 

community halls.

Services are currently delivered below standard due to the 

aging condition of some of the City’s community halls. 

Parent Service

Arenas

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 146

Internal 

Recoveries
-

Total Cost $ 146  

Revenue $ (48)

Net Levy $ 97

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 9,164 Hrs

Overtime 41 Hrs

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City should consider rationalizing the number of 

community halls given the aging conditions of some of the 

halls. In addition, the table opposite shows a range of 

revenues and bookings across the halls, ranging from around 

$2,000 - $12,000 and 90-225 respectively in 2018.  

There is also an opportunity to review the parks and arenas 

staffing models to identify ways to work more efficiently 

between seasons. 

Further details can be found in the opportunity section of our 

report. 

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Provides economic benefits though semi-pro sporting events, 

tournaments, concerts, conferences, and other tourism 

events.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Community Halls

Community Halls
2017 2018

Bookings Revenue Bookings Revenue

Capreol Community 

Centre
24 $1,229 87 $2,707

Centennial Community 

Centre
78 $6,037 140 $6,536

Chelmsford Community 

Centre
134 $1,030 178 $2,203

Dr. Edgar Leclair 

Community Centre
158 $9,599 223 $9,745

Garson Community 

Centre
131 $10,621 224 $11,675

McClelland Community 

Centre
68 $953 128 $1,839

TM Davies Community 

Centre
110 $6,997 181 $7,382

Performance and Benchmarking

The table below shows the booking and revenue figures for 

community halls for 2017 and 2019
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Service Profile

Parks

Service Description 

The City maintain and operate parkland, playgrounds, 

community centers, non-motorized trails, and outdoor rinks.

Each provides meaningful opportunities for social 

engagement and physical activity to residents and tourists, 

individuals and groups, young and old, and people of all 

abilities.

Services are provided by City employees with a mix of full 

and part time staff used. 

Budget ($,000s) *

Operating 

Costs
$ 10,349

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 1,340

Total Cost $ 11,689

Revenue $ (758)

Net Levy $ 10,931

Organizational Unit

Community Development

Enterprise Program

Leisure/Recreation

Service Type

Traditional

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e
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Service level

Mandatory

Staffing *

Full Time 31

Part Time 100,963 Hrs

Overtime -

No. Sub-Services

6

Service and activity levels

Service levels

The City's Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan 

Review (2014) established a provision level of 4.0 hectares 

of active (maintained) parkland per 1,000 residents.

Activity levels

• Current activity level of 1,400 hectares of maintained 

parkland, which equals 7.3 hectares per 1,000 residents.

• Within the 1,400 hectares of maintained parkland, the 

following amenities are provided:

• 177 km of non-motorized trails

• 190 playgrounds

• 166 playfields (baseball & soccer fields)

• 56 outdoor rinks

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

All Parks sub-services provided by the City are considered to be 

traditional services.

• Parks/Parklands – While the City is spending more than 

comparable municipalities due to the amount of parkland 

maintained, it is considered to be delivered below standard due 

to the challenges in servicing of 1400 hectares of maintained 

parkland.

• Playgrounds & Splashpads – Considered to be delivered at 

standard despite the high number of playgrounds services.

• Playfields – This sub-service is considered to be delivered 

below standard when compared to the standards set out by 

MBNCanada for premier facilities.

• Community Centers & Halls – Considered to be delivered at 

standard despite the high number of facilities available.

• Non-motorized Trails – Delivered at standard, however there 

are a high number of kilometers which cannot be consistently 

maintained.

• Outdoor Rinks – Delivered below standard as they are of a 

lower quality in comparison to other municipalities.

Parks / 

Parkland

Playgrounds & 

Splash Pads

Playfields

Non-motorized 

TrailsOutdoor 

Rinks

* These figures differ from what was reported originally on the service profile prepared by the City.

Community Centers 

and Halls
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and operate parkland. This sub-service is 

provided by municipal employees with the exception of grass 

cutting which is contracted out. While service levels have not 

been well defined, Sudbury is considered a low-cost provider.

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• The City's Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan 

Review (2014) established a provision level of 4.0 hectares 

of active (maintained) parkland per 1,000 residents. The 

current activity level of 1,400 hectares of maintained 

parkland, equals 7.3 hectares per 1,000 residents.

Services are currently delivered below standard.

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 4,330 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 591 

Total Cost $ 4,921  

Revenue $ (120)

Net Levy $ 4,801 

Staffing

Full Time 14

Part Time 37,351 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan Review 

(2014)

• Park Disposition Policy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

There is an opportunity for the City to reduce the number of 

maintained parkland across the City. A parks categorization 

system would also help categorize parks into maintains vs 

non-maintained given the opportunity to naturalize more 

areas. 

There are also additional opportunities associated with the 

parks service delivery profile, including investment in more 

innovative delivery methods for park services. 

Further details can be found in the opportunity section of our 

report. 

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Parks / Parkland

Parks Cost per Household

Greater Sudbury $133

AVERAGE (across five municipalities) $144

Statistic City MBNC Av.

Hectares of maintained parkland 

per 100,000

866.25 341.37

Operating costs of parks per 

capita

$60.97 $63.47

Operating cost per hectare of 

maintained and natural land

$2,456.02 $12,442.09

Performance and Benchmarking

The City has a larger number of hectares of maintained 

parkland per 100,000 compared with other municipalities. 
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and manage 190 playground structures 

and 14 splash pads. Services are provided by City staff with 

a mix of full time and part time employees. The service is 

classified as a traditional service delivered at a standard 

service level

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Within the 1,400 hectares of maintained parkland, there are 

190 playgrounds.

• Council has approved 60 new playground replacements.

• The City also operate 14 splash pads

When assessed against their comparators, services are 

currently being delivered at standard, however we note that 

the City currently have a larger number of playgrounds and 

splash pads compared to other municipalities

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 1,788 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 253 

Total Cost $ 2,041  

Revenue $ (29)

Net Levy $ 2,012 

Staffing

Full Time 6

Part Time 15,205 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan Review 

(2014)

• Parks By-law

• Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005

Leading Practices / Opportunities

The City currently has a larger number of playgrounds per 

100,000 population when compared to other municipalities. 

There is an opportunity for the City to assess the number of 

playgrounds used and rationalize the number of playgrounds 

in operation. Further details of our opportunities can be seen 

in the opportunity section of our report. 

Service levels for playgrounds and splash pads, along with 

other service areas, have not been clearly defined or 

approved by Council. The City should look to address this 

and have clearly defined, Council approved, service levels.

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Playgrounds & Splash Pads

Comparator Data Playgrounds Splash Pads

Sites per 100,000 

population (CGS)

117.28 8.64

Sites per 100,000 

population (MBNCan)

73.03 4.75

Difference 44.25 3.89

As per the above graph, the City currently have 44 additional 

playgrounds and 4 additional splash pads per 100,000 

population when compared to the average across other 

municipalities.  

Performance and Benchmarking
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Sub-Service Description 

The City maintain and manage 93 soccer fields and 73 

baseball diamonds. Services are provided by City employees 

mainly through the use of part time staff. Overall, services 

are delivered at a below standard service level when 

compared to other municipalities. 

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Within the 1,400 hectares of maintained parkland, there are 

166 playfields (baseball and soccer fields).

When assessed against their comparators, services are 

currently being delivered below standard. As shown below, 

the City fall below the MBNCan averages for premier 

baseball diamonds and soccer fields. 

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 2,074 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 238 

Total Cost $ 2,312  

Revenue $ (416)

Net Levy $ 1,896 

Staffing

Full Time 6

Part Time 28,744 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan Review 

(2014)

• Park Disposition Policy

Leading Practices / Opportunities

Playfields are currently charged on a per head basis however 

the City should consider charging on a per hour basis for 

ease of reporting. This is a practice commonly adopted by 

other municipalities.  

As previously outlined, the City should look to formalize their 

service levels and have these approved by Council.

As part of the review of parks and parkland requirements, the 

City should consider reviewing the conditions of their 

playfields to ensure they offer a similar number of premier 

fields compared to other municipalities. 

Further details can be seen in our opportunity section.

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Playfields

Comparator Data Ball 

Diamonds

Soccer Fields

Premier fields per 100,000 

population (CGS)

1.62 1.62

Premier fields per 100,000 

population (MBNCan)

2.67 3.96

Difference -1.05 -2.34

The City has more soccer fields and baseball diamonds per 

100,000 population than their comparators, however when 

assessing those classified as “premier” fields/diamonds, the 

City has fewer than comparator municipalities. 

Performance and Benchmarking
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Sub-Service Description 

In addition to the community halls located within arena 

facilities, stand-alone community centers and halls are 

available for public bookings and for City programs. 

Current Level of Service – At Standard

In 2018, community halls had an average utilization rate of 

20% based on an availability assumption of being available 

for 18 hours per day. 

Overall, services are delivered at standard

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 525  

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 25 

Total Cost $ 550  

Revenue $ (181)

Net Levy $ 369  

Staffing

Full Time -

Part Time 6,007

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan (2014)

• User Fee By-law (2017-24)

Leading Practices / Opportunities

An opportunity exists to rationalize the number of community 

halls provided by the City as indicated by the low average 

utilization of these halls/centers. This opportunity aligns with 

the potential to utilize multi-use as opposed to single-use 

facilities to realize operational cost savings.

As part of the opportunity to review the joint use 

arrangements with school boards, City run community 

programs could be provided from existing City facilities.

Further details of our opportunities can be seen in the 

opportunities section of our report. 

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Community Centers and Halls

Community Halls
2017

Utilization

2017

Revenue

2018

Utilization

2018

Revenue

Fielding Memorial 14% $12,365 16% $14,874

Dowling Leisure 4% $5,391 4% $5,553

Falconbridge 6% $3,440 2% $1,852

Onaping Community 1% $326 4% $970

Whitewater Lake 1% $138 3% $896

Comparator data 2017 2018

Total Bookings 1999 2142

Total Revenue $49,837 $56,235

The number of booking and revenue generated from 

centers/halls has remained fairly constant over the last two 

years.

Performance and Benchmarking

The table above shows the five lowest utilized centers/halls.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City currently maintain and operate 177km of non-

motorized trails. Services are delivered by City staff, the 

majority of which are part time staff. Services are currently 

delivered at standard when compared with other 

municipalities. 

Current Level of Service – At Standard

• Within the 1,400 hectares of maintained parkland, there are 

177 km of non-motorized trails.

Municipalities generally maintain their park and hiking trails at 

a standard level of service. 

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 664 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 94

Total Cost $ 758 

Revenue $ (6)

Net Levy $ 752 

Staffing

Full Time 2

Part Time 5,524 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan Review 

(2014)

• Park Disposition Policy

• Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005

Leading Practices / Opportunities

As per the data opposite, the City currently have a large 

number of trails which require resources to maintain and 

manage. As part of the City’s assessment of reviewed parks 

and maintained parkland, the City should review the number 

of trails they currently maintain. 

Further details of our opportunities can be seen in the 

opportunity section of our report

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Non-motorized Trails

Trail km’s per 100,000 population

Greater Sudbury 109.6

London 60.5

Guelph 84.9

Windsor 58.4

Thunder Bay 88.9

AVERAGE 80.5

Performance and Benchmarking

Despite delivering services at standard compared to other 

Municipalities, the City currently have the highest number of 

trail km’s per 100,000 population compared to the other 

municipalities benchmarked as part of our review. 

The City’s average km per 100,000 is 109.6 with the overall 

average at 80.5.
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Sub-Service Description 

The City currently maintain and operate 56 outdoor rinks. 

The service is provided by municipal employees with a high 

volunteer component. Services are currently delivered below 

standard due to the aging condition of some of the rinks used

Current Level of Service – Below Standard

• Within the 1,400 hectares of maintained parkland, there are 

56 outdoor rinks.

While the City has a larger than average number of rinks per 

100,000 population (see data below), the overall conditions 

of the rinks are below standard and as such, levels of service 

have been assessed as below standard compared to other 

municipalities. 

Parent Service

Parks

Service Type

Traditional

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 968 

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 138

Total Cost $ 1,106 

Revenue $ (6)

Net Levy $ 1,100 

Staffing

Full Time 3

Part Time 8,132 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Parks, Open Space and Leisure Master Plan Review 

(2014)

Leading Practices / Opportunities

As part of the parks and recreation user fee and cost 

recovery assessment, the City should consider reviewing the 

condition and number of outdoor rinks provided. 

In addition, the City should ensure that clearly defined, 

Council approved, service levels are put in place.

Further details can be found in the opportunity section of our 

report.

Strategic Link

Guiding principles of the City's Parks, Open Space and 

Leisure Master Plan Review (2014) state that the City will 

continue to be the primary provider of parks and leisure 

infrastructure within the community.

Outputs & Outcomes

Parks, open space, and leisure facilities are essential 

contributors to Greater Sudbury’s quality of life. Each 

provides meaningful opportunities for social engagement and 

physical activity to residents and tourists, individuals and 

groups, young and old, and people of all abilities.

Criticality

Non-Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Outdoor Rinks

Comparator Data Figures

Outdoor rinks per 100,000 population 

(CGS)

34.7

Outdoor rinks per 100,000 population 

(MBNCan)

11.9

Difference 22.8

Performance and Benchmarking

The City currently have around 23 additional outdoor rinks 

per 100,000 population when compared to the average 

across other municipalities. 

The City should assess whether the number of rinks are 

appropriate given the aging condition of some of those in 

operation. 
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Service Profile

Long-Term Care

Service Description 

Pioneer Manor is a 433-bed municipal facility that provides 

long-term care to residents as outlined by the Long-Term 

Care Homes Act (LTCHA), 2007. Service mandate is to 

provide care and accommodation to persons 18 years of 

age and older who are no longer able to manage in an 

independent setting.

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 36,197

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 1,514

Total Cost $ 37,711

Revenue $ (33,074)

Net Levy $ 4,636

Organizational Unit

Community Development

Enterprise Program

Long-Term Care

Service Type

Essential

Below Standard At Standard Above Standard

Essential

Traditional

Other

Discretionary

S
e

rv
ic

e
 t

y
p

e

Service level

Mandatory

Staffing

Full Time 256

Part Time 237,315 Hrs

Overtime -

No. Sub-Services

1

Service and activity levels

Service levels

• Pioneer Manor has 433 LTC beds (406 permanent long-

stay beds and 27 interim long-stay beds)

• 541 staff and 154 volunteers

• The City currently operates 30.3% of the available LTC 

beds within the Municipality

Activity levels

• 156, 248 resident bed occupancy days (2018)

• 130 new resident admissions and 120 internal transfers 

annually, = 2000 staff hours

• 824 Physiotherapy (PT) annual referrals, with ~ 48% on 

physio treatment programs

• 904 Occupational Therapy (OT) annual referrals, with ~ 

7700 treatment visits

• 5827 hours provided by volunteers in 2018

Rationale For Service Level Assessment & Service Type

The long-term care home is classified as an essential service and 

is considered to be delivered above standard due to the level of 

care provided and the relative cost to residents.

Long-Term 

Care
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Sub-Service Description 

This sub-service is provided by internal employees with 150-

155 volunteers providing enhanced services. Ground 

maintenance is contracted out (e.g. snow plowing and grass 

cutting). Occasionally agency staffing is used for support 

workers

Current Level of Service – Above Standard

Pioneer Manor has 433 beds and is typically at 98.5% 

occupancy. The kitchen prepares 3 meals and 2 snacks for 

all 433 residents at an average cost of $9.54 per day.

Services are currently delivered above standards.

Parent Service

Long-Term Care

Service Type

Essential

Budget ($,000s)

Operating 

Costs
$ 36,197

Internal 

Recoveries
$ 1,514

Total Cost $ 37,711  

Revenue $ (33,074)

Net Levy $ 4,636

Staffing

Full Time 256

Part Time 237,315 Hrs

Overtime -

Governing Bylaws/Policies

• Long-Term Care Homes Act (LTCHA), 2007

• Regulation 79/10.

• North East Local Health Integration Network (NELHIN) 

under the Local Health System Integration Act, 2006.

Strategic Link

The strategic plan does not speak to the Pioneer Manner 

directly however long term care is referenced through: quality 

of life specific to seniors, a healthy community, attracting 

business, and becoming a center of excellence in key areas.

Outputs & Outcomes

Pioneer Manor provides high quality medical and nursing 

care, therapy services, nutritional care and other related 

resident healthcare in a Long Term Care Home setting in 

accordance with the MOHLTC Act and regulations. Pioneer 

Manor is committed to promoting healthy aging and well-

being through programs and services that focus on all 

aspects of care (physical, emotional, spiritual, cultural, 

cognitive/ intellectual, social) and maximize or maintain the 

independence of the residents.

Criticality

Critical

Customer Group

External

Sub-Service Profile

Long-Term Care

LTC Home Availability
Licensed 

Beds

Monthly 

availability

Patients on 

waitlist

Elizabeth Centre 126 1 230

Espanola Nursing Home 62 0 44

Extendicare Falconbridge 232 3 35

Extendicare York 272 3 35

Manitoulin Centennial Manor 60 0 38

Manitoulin Lodge 58 1 9

Pioneer Manor 406 4 617

St.Gabriel’s Villa 128 1 388

St. Joseph’s Villa 128 1 656

Finlandia Hoivakoti 108 1 556

Wikwemikong Nursing Home 59 1 4

Source: North East Local Health Integration Network stats as of October 2019

Performance and Benchmarking

Pioneer Manor has a large number of licensed beds and 

patients on the waiting list when compared to other long term 

care homes. Leading Practices / Opportunities

While closing/selling the long term care home may provide a 

decrease in the tax levy, it would also have a significant 

negative impact on residents, partnerships and the 

healthcare system in the Greater Sudbury area. Potential 

savings would be offset to some degree by a loss of internal 

recoveries. Such a decision would not be in line with the 

City’s Official Plan. The City may be best suited by seeking 

additional funding from the MOHLTC and looking for 

innovative partnerships to reduce the burden on the tax levy.
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