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 Of the five cities included in this study, the City of Saskatoon: 

• relied the least on taxation to fund its 2010 operating budget; 
• budgeted for breakeven operations (i.e., did not budget for a 

withdrawal from the fiscal stabilization reserve); 
• budgeted for the second lowest property tax revenue per capita; 
• had the second lowest average assessed property value; 
• had the highest budgeted contributions to reserves (as a percentage 

of total operating expenditures);  
• had the second lowest budgeted withdrawals from reserves (as a 

percentage of total operating revenue); and 
• had the lowest utility-supported debt levels per capita and the 

lowest total debt levels per capita. 
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City of Saskatoon Municipal Services 
Benchmark Project 
Report Highlights 

Purpose of the Project 

The objective of the project was to identify and quantify the factors contributing to different 
property tax rates between Saskatoon and the cities of Regina, Winnipeg, Edmonton and 
Calgary. 

What Internal Audit Found 

• Of the five cities included in this study, the City of Saskatoon relied the least on taxation to 
fund its 2010 operating budget. 

• The Cities of Regina ($2.516 million), Winnipeg ($5.283 million), Edmonton ($24.218 
million) and Calgary ($28.483 million) budgeted withdrawals from their fiscal stabilization 
reserves in 2010.  The City of Saskatoon budgeted for breakeven operations. 

• The City of Saskatoon budgeted for the second lowest property tax revenue per capita. 
• Average assessed property value in Saskatoon is higher than Regina, lower than Winnipeg 

and significantly lower than Edmonton and Calgary. 
• The City of Saskatoon’s budgeted contributions to reserves (as a percentage of total 

operating expenditures) are the highest of the five cities. However, Saskatoon’s budgeted 
withdrawals from reserves (as a percentage of total operating revenue) are second lowest. 

• The City of Saskatoon has the third lowest tax-supported debt levels per capita and the 
lowest utility-supported debt levels per capita.  

• Regarding Police Services, the City of Saskatoon’s general source funding per capita and 
number of police officers per 100,000 population are comparable to the other cities. 

• Regarding Fire & Protective Services, the City of Saskatoon’s operations are comparable to 
the other cities on a per capita basis. 

• The City of Saskatoon’s general source funding per lane kilometer for summer road 
maintenance is the second lowest of the five cities examined. 

• Regarding winter road maintenance, the City of Saskatoon’s general source funding per 
capita and general source funding per lane kilometer is comparable to Regina and Calgary, 
but lower than Winnipeg and Edmonton.  

• Regarding Transit Services, the City of Saskatoon’s general source funding per capita and 
ridership per hour of service is the highest of those transit systems that do not operate light 
rail transit. General source funding per rider and per hour of service are among the highest in 
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relation to the other cities with the exception of Winnipeg which receives significant 
provincial grant funding for its transit system. 

• The City of Saskatoon’s general source funding per capita for Solid Waste Collection is the 
lowest of the three cities that participated in this portion of the project.  Tonnes collected per 
1,000 population is comparable to Regina; Winnipeg has a significant commercial waste 
collection program.  

• Regarding Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management, the City of Saskatoon’s budgeted 
general source funding per capita is the second lowest of the five cities, but budgeted general 
source funding per acre is in the mid-range. 

• The City of Saskatoon budgeted the second highest general source funding per capita for its 
indoor and outdoor leisure centres. However, Saskatoon’s facilities are also the most utilized 
as measured by admissions and registrations per 1,000 population. 

• The City of Saskatoon budgeted the second highest general source funding per capita for its 
libraries. However, Saskatoon’s libraries are also the most utilized as measured by number of 
items circulated per capita. 
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Chapter 1   Introduction 
 

Background 
At its meeting on July 21, 2010, City Council was presented with the second-annual multi-city 
benchmarking report that identified and quantified the factors contributing to different property 
tax rates between Saskatoon and four other cities (i.e., Regina, Winnipeg, Edmonton and 
Calgary).   

The report was well received and a decision was made to continue with the annual updates.  In 
August 2010, Garman, Weimer & Associates Ltd. was engaged to conduct the 2010 update. 

Key items 
• Population figures are according to the following information sources: 

o Saskatoon: 218,900 (City Planning Branch, December 31, 2009 Census Estimate) 
o Regina: 193,884 (July 1, 2009 estimate1) 
o Winnipeg: 675,100 (Office of the CFO, July 1, 2009 Estimated Population) 
o Edmonton: 782,439 (Municipal Census, April 2009) 
o Calgary: 1,065,455 (Municipal Census, April 2009) 

 
• Approved operating budget figures have, in some cases, been reallocated among or between 

program areas and/or line items in order to ensure “like programs” are being compared.  
These figures may not specifically match those presented in the operating budgets approved 
by each city’s City Council. 
 

• Regarding utilities/special operating agencies, only those amounts received as a return from, 
or paid as support to, the utility/agency are included in this analysis. 
 

• Citizen survey results are taken from the latest available survey reports. 
o Saskatoon: Annual Civic Services Satisfaction Study (November 2009) 
o Regina: 2009 Summer Survey (August 2009) 
o Winnipeg: 2009 Citizen Survey (August 2009) 
o Edmonton: 2009 Citizen Satisfaction Survey (July 2009) 
o Calgary: 2009 Citizen Satisfaction Survey (September 2009) 

 
• Certain figures have been rounded to the nearest thousand dollars and/or percentage point.

                                                 
1 Estimate calculated as the proportion of the city of Regina’s population to the census metropolitan area population as reported by Statistics Canada in the 2001 and 2006 census applied to the 
“Annual Demographic Estimates: Subprovincial Areas” effective July 1, 2009 (released by Statistics Canada February 3, 2011). 
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Chapter 2   Where does each City’s money come 
from? 
 

Figure 1: City of Saskatoon 2010 Budgeted Revenue Sources 
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Figure 2: City of Regina 2010 Budgeted Revenue Sources 
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Figure 3: City of Winnipeg 2010 Budgeted Revenue Sources 
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Figure 4: City of Edmonton 2010 Budgeted Revenue Sources 
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Figure 5: City of Calgary 2010 Budgeted Revenue Sources 
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Budgeted Operating Revenue for 2010 
Provincial legislation requires municipalities to budget enough operating revenue to balance their 
annual operating budget.  In 2010, the city that had to generate the most revenue per capita to 
fund its activities was the City of Edmonton; the city that had to generate the least revenue per 
capita was the City of Winnipeg. 

Of note, the Cities of Regina ($2.516 million), Winnipeg ($5.283 million), Edmonton ($24.218 
million) and Calgary ($28.483 million) budgeted for a withdrawal from their fiscal stabilization/ 
general purpose reserve, whereas the City of Saskatoon did not budget for a withdrawal from the 
fiscal stabilization reserve. 
Table 1: 2010 Budgeted Operating Revenue 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

Taxation $144,249.0 45.7% $146,978.3 50.4% $476,143.6 58.5% $858,158.0 50.6% $1,136,157.0 51.8% 

Grants in Lieu of Taxes 4,453.2 1.4% 10,178.4 3.5% 30,278.9 3.7% 23,361.0 1.4% 10,736.0 0.5% 

Utilities/Special Operating 
Agencies 

66,401.3 21.0% 46,309.9 15.9% 70,898.2 8.7% 294,136.0 17.3% 294,770.9 13.4% 

Self-Generated Revenue 45,170.0 14.3% 44,570.3 15.3% 101,029.0 12.4% 318,982.0 18.8% 499,591.0 22.8% 

Government 
Support/Grants 

39,635.2 12.6% 34,390.2 11.8% 102,252.0 12.6% 127,197.0 7.5% 67,608.0 3.1% 

Reserves 6,323.6 2.0% 2,559.7 0.9% 17,210.0 2.1% 39,913.0 2.4% 138,392.0 6.3% 

Other Revenue 9,431.6 3.0% 6,471.4 2.2% 15,494.3 2.0% 34,113.0 2.0% 46,861.1 2.1% 

 $315,663.9 100.0% $291,458.2 100.0% $813,306.0 100.0% $1,695,860.0 100.0% $2,194,116.01 100.0% 

Per Capita $1,442 $1,503 $1,205 $2,167 $2,059 

1 Effective September 30, 2010 

Taxation 
The largest component of taxation revenue in each city is property taxes, generally followed by 
business taxes for those cities that levy such a tax. 
Table 2: 2010 Taxation Revenue Sources 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Property Taxes  
(municipal and library) 

$144,041.8 $658.03  $143,305.8 $739.13 $385,701.4 $571.32 $816,285.0 $1,043.26  $940,257.0  $882.49 

Business Taxes - - - - 56,416.2 83.57 32,267.0  41.24  186,000.0  174.57 

Special Taxes 1 - - 3,072.5 15.85 26,600.0 39.40 - - - - 

Local Improvement Levy 2 - - - - 1,370.0 2.03 9,606.0  12.28  9,900.0  9.29 

Amusement/Entertainment 
Taxes 

53.6  0.24  600.0 3.09 5,850.0 8.67 - - - - 

Other Taxes (net) 153.6  0.70  - - 206.0 0.31 - - - - 

 $144,249.0 $658.97 $146,978.3 $758.07 $476,143.6 $705.30 $858,158.0  $1,096.78  $1,136,157.0  $1,066.35 
 

1 The City of Regina levies a special tax against all properties that abut an alley.  The tax funds the maintenance and reconstruction of alleys.  The assessable rates for 2010 are $2.72/ft for paved 
and upgraded alleys and $1.71/ft for gravel alleys.  The City of Winnipeg reallocated to the operating budget a portion of the frontage levy previously recorded in the Water and Sewer Utility. 
2 Local Improvement Levies are collected from property owners adjacent to local improvements.  Property owners can pay for the full cost of their share of the work when the work is completed 
or over time through local improvement levies.  The Cities of Saskatoon and Regina record these amounts as revenue in their capital budgets. 
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Property Taxes 

Property taxes are determined by applying the following formula to each taxable property in the 
city: 

Taxable Assessment x Mill Rate x Mill Rate Factor 

The taxable assessment for an individual property is determined in accordance with Provincial 
legislation.  In Saskatchewan, Alberta and Manitoba, a market value assessment system is in 
place.  In Alberta, legislation requires municipalities to update property assessments every year; 
in Manitoba assessments are updated every two years.  In Saskatchewan, property assessments 
are updated every four years. 

The taxable assessment is then multiplied by a percentage determined by each Province.  For 
2010, the Provincial percentages for the most common classes or property in each city are as 
follows: 

• Saskatchewan – Saskatoon and Regina 
o 70% for residential, condominium and multi-unit residential property. 
o 40% for non-arable land. 
o 55% for other agricultural property. 
o 75% for elevators, rail right-of-ways and pipelines. 
o 100% for all other commercial and industrial property. 

 
• Manitoba – Winnipeg 

o 45% for residential. 
o 26% for farm property. 
o 65% for institutional, legislative buildings and other property. 
o 50% for pipelines. 
o 25% for railways. 
o 10% for designated recreational properties (e.g., golf courses). 
o 0% for designated higher education property. 

 
• Alberta – in Edmonton and Calgary, 100% of the taxable assessment is subject to taxation. 

The mill rate is applied to the taxable assessment to determine the total property tax revenue that 
will be generated.  In Saskatoon and Regina, a separate mill rate is set for libraries. 

A mill rate factor may then be applied to redistribute property tax revenues between different 
property classes.  In Edmonton and Calgary, rather than utilizing mill rate factors, different mill 
rates are set for different classes of property. 
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The 2010 mill rates and mill rate factors, if applicable, are as follows: 

Table 3: 2010 Property Tax Factors 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Mill Rate 

Municipal 11.09 13.9797 15.295 Single family residential 
and farmland 4.7308 

Other residential 5.4404 
Non-residential 12.4654 

Residential 3.1380 
Farm land 12.7139 

Non-residential 9.9087 

Library 1.25 1.5401 Included above Included above Included above 

Mill Rate Factors 

Residential and 
Condominiums 

0.9456 0.90059 - - - 

Multi-Unit Residential 0.9623 0.90059 - - - 

Commercial, Industrial 
and Agricultural 

1.1612 1.22945 - - - 

Privately-Owned Light 
Aircraft Hangar 

0.6619 - - - - 

Golf Courses - 0.92187 - - - 

 

Often, property taxes are expressed in terms of effective taxes for a property valued at $100,000 
for each class of property.  In the following table, effective property taxes are presented for five 
common property classes. 

Table 4: 2010 Effective Property Taxes per $100,000 Assessed Value – Municipal and Library 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Residential $817 $978 $688 $473 $314 

Condominiums $817 $978 $688 $544 $314 

Multi-Unit Residential $831 $978 $688 $544 $314 

Commercial and 
Industrial 

$1,433 $1,908 $994 $1,247 $991 

Agricultural $788 $1,049 $398 $473 $1,271 

 

Based on the table above, one might conclude that property owners in Saskatoon, Regina and 
Winnipeg are more heavily taxed than Edmonton and Calgary.  However, it is also important to 
take into account the assessed value of property subject to taxation in each city.  Cities with a 
larger assessment roll (i.e., property tax base) may be able to adopt lower mill rates in order to 
generate the required level of property tax revenue. 
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Table 5: 2010 Assessed Value – Total, Per Capita and Average 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Preliminary Assessment 
Roll 

$ 11,867,458,932 $ 11,209,155,949 $55,548,224,557 $125,260,830,709 $199,509,139,289 

Preliminary Assessment 
Roll per Capita 

$ 54,214 $ 57,814 $ 82,281 $160,090 $187,253 

Average Assessment per Property Class 

Residential  $ 120,900 $ 100,500 $ 204,500 $ 304,800 $374,000 

Condominiums $ 92,300 $ 85,800 $ 190,200 n/a $233,000 

Multi-Unit Residential $ 770,500 $ 631,500 $ 1,122,200 $ 2,716,200 n/a 

Non-Residential, 
Commercial and 
Industrial  

$ 972,300 $ 1,414,000 $ 1,291,400 $ 2,340,800 $3,987,800 

 

Business Taxes 

Business taxes are levied in Winnipeg, Edmonton and Calgary.  For these cities, business taxes 
can represent a significant proportion of total taxation revenue – 12% in Winnipeg, 4% in 
Edmonton and 16% in Calgary. 

In May 2007, Edmonton’s City Council approved the elimination of business taxes over a four-
year period 2008-2011. 

Table 6: 2010 Business Tax Factors 

 Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Business Tax Rate 6.39% 2.125% 6.73% 

Basis of Tax Area x Annual rental value 
(estimated net rent + costs to occupy 

premises) 

Area x net annual rental rate 
(annual rental value excluding operating 

and occupancy costs) 

Area x net annual rental rate 
(annual rental value excluding operating 

costs) 

Number of Businesses Subject 
to Tax 

12,065 approx. 19,800 approx. 25,400 approx. 

 

Amusement/Entertainment Taxes 

The City of Saskatoon levies an amusement tax on the entrance/admission fee to the annual 
Saskatoon Prairieland Exhibition.  The tax is 9% of the entrance/admission fee, with 5% of that 
amount retained by the Saskatoon Prairieland Exhibition Corporation as a commission. 

The City of Regina levies an amusement tax on commercial movie theatres.  The tax is 10% of 
ticket sales, with 1/10th of that amount retained by the theatre as a commission. 

The City of Winnipeg levies an entertainment tax on certain venues hosting a performance with a 
ticket price of at least $5.00 (i.e., entertainment facilities with fixed seating capacity of at least 
5,000 and for-profit cinemas of all sizes).  The tax is 10% of the admission price and funds are 
allocated to a reserve to support arts and culture in Winnipeg. 
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Grants in Lieu of Taxes 
Grants in lieu of taxes are typically grant payments to municipalities from senior levels of 
government.  Although senior government is exempt from taxes levied by local taxing 
authorities, it does make grant payments for government owned/managed properties. 

In the City of Saskatoon, a grant in lieu is also paid by the Land Bank ($293.2). 

Table 7: 2010 Grants in Lieu of Taxes 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Property Taxes $4,160.0 $19.00 $10,178.4 $52.50 $29,111.1  $43.12 $23,138.0  $29.57  $10,736.0  $10.08 

Business Taxes - - - - 1,167.8  1.73 223.0  0.29  - - 

Civic Programs/Agencies 293.2  1.34  - - - - - - - - 

 $4,453.2 $20.34 $10,178.4 $52.50 $30,278.9  $44.85 $23,361.0  $29.86  $10,736.0  $10.08 

 

Utilities/Special Operating Agencies 
The City of Saskatoon has established five utility funds – Water, Wastewater, Storm Water, 
Light & Power and Transit.  General revenues from these utilities include grants in lieu of taxes, 
a return on the City’s investment in the Light & Power utility and an administrative cross-charge 
to cover the costs of providing certain corporate support services (e.g., legal, payroll, purchasing, 
accounts payable, etc.).  Franchise fees are also received from SaskPower (10% surcharge and 
5% of electricity sales) and SaskEnergy/TransGas (5% of the cost of supply and delivery).  At its 
meeting on March 3, 2008, City Council approved the annual transfer of a portion of the 
accumulated return on investment from land development activities to general revenues. 

The City of Regina has established two utility funds – Water and Sewer.  The utilities pay the 
City a “utility surplus transfer” equal to 7.5% of the budgeted utility revenues for the prior year 
and a “utility administration charge” to fund similar corporate costs as detailed above equal to 
5% of the budgeted utility expenditures for the prior year.  SaskPower provides all electrical 
services in the City of Regina and pays the City a 10% surcharge and 5% payment in lieu of 
taxes; SaskEnergy and TransGas franchise fees are calculated in the same manner as for 
Saskatoon. 

The City of Winnipeg has established four utility funds – Waterworks, Sewage Disposal, Transit 
and Solid Waste Disposal – and four special operating agencies – Fleet Management, Winnipeg 
Parking Authority, Golf Services and Animal Services.  General revenue from these entities 
include grants in lieu, a return on the City’s investment (Winnipeg Parking Authority and Solid 
Waste Disposal only) and an administrative cross-charge to fund corporate costs (see above).  
Electrical and natural gas franchise fees are calculated based on 2.5% of domestic consumption 
(excluding for the purpose of heating) and 5% on other than domestic consumption.  On 
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February 27, 2002, the City of Winnipeg approved Manitoba Hydro’s proposal to purchase 
Winnipeg Hydro.  Terms include annual payments to the City - $25 million/year for the first 5 
years; $20 million/year for years 6-9 and $16 million/year for year 10 in perpetuity. 

The City of Edmonton has established three utility funds – Sanitary Drainage, Land Drainage 
and Waste Management – and three municipal enterprises – Land Development, Municipal Land 
Use Property and Fleet Services.  General revenue from these entities includes a return on the 
City’s investment (Land Development and Drainage only) and a “local access fee” from the 
Sanitary Drainage utility (in essence, payments in lieu of taxes) equal to 8% of qualifying 
revenues.  EPCOR, a wholly-owned subsidiary of the City of Edmonton, provides water and 
electricity services within the city.  General revenue from this subsidiary includes dividends 
(based on a percentage of ongoing budgeted earnings), transfer fees and franchise fees.  In 
addition, in 1995, the City of Edmonton sold its telephone utility for $470.2 million.  The 
proceeds have been placed in an endowment fund and annual dividends support general 
municipal operations. 

The City of Calgary has established two utility funds – Water Services and Water Resources.  
General revenue from the utilities include dividends and franchise fees.  Electricity is provided 
by ENMAX, a wholly-owned subsidiary of the City.  General revenue from this subsidiary 
includes an annual dividend which is determined by ENMAX board policy and franchise fees. 

Table 8: 2010 Utility/Special Operating Agency Revenue 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per  
capita 

$ Per  
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Electricity $50,135.0 $229.03 $28,261.5 $145.76 $41,329.0 $61.22 $207,156.0 1 $264.76 $135,775.0 $127.43 

Natural Gas 7,605.5  34.74  8,655.0  44.64 7,844.0  11.62 44,380.0  56.72 63,000.0  59.13 

Water/Wastewater 7,318.4 33.43 9,393.4 48.45 18,076.5  26.78 14,902.0  2 19.05 79,342.9  74.47 

Land 1,000.0  4.57  - - - - 3,000.0  3.83 - - 

Transit 342.4  1.56  - - 1,332.9  1.97 - - - - 

Solid Waste 
Disposal 

- - - - 2,273.8  3.37 - - - - 

Parking - - - - 42.0  0.06 - - 16,215.0  15.22 

Telecommunications - - - - - - 24,698.0  31.57 438.0  0.41 

 $66,401.3 $303.33 $46,309.9 $238.85 $70,898.2  $105.02 $294,136.0  $375.93  $294,770.9  $276.66 

1 Represents revenue from EPCOR which provides both water and electricity services. 
2 Represents revenue from drainage services only (i.e., wastewater). 

 
 
 
 



 

Municipal Services Benchmark Project 2010 Page 9 
 

Self Generated Revenue 
Various services provided by each municipality are funded in whole or in part through fees paid 
directly by the user.  Some services are expected to be self-sufficient, while others are only 
expected to recover a portion of their total costs from users.  Also included are revenues 
representing a fine or penalty for non-compliance with a law or bylaw.  Examples of services 
reflected in this category include: 

• Public and/or specialized transit fares and charters. 
• Land sales. 
• Leisure facility admission, registration and rental fees (e.g., indoor leisure centres, outdoor 

pools, ice rinks, sportsfields). 
• Parking meter, permit and ticket revenue. 
• Traffic violations (manual and automated). 
• Landfill tipping and recycling program fees. 
• Cemetery grave, interment and monument sales. 
• Zoning, sub-development and discretionary use fees. 
• Golf course green fees and cart rentals. 
• Zoo admissions. 
• Building, plumbing and electrical permits. 
• Business licenses. 
• Animal licenses and tickets. 
• Medical response service fees. 

Table 9: 2010 Self Generated Revenue 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

Leisure Facilities $11,494.6 25% $7,641.0 17% $13,973.0 14% $37,227.2 12% $34,584.0 7% 

Parking Services 1 7,746.2  17% 3,359.8  8% - - 20,712.0  6% - - 

Land Sales, Licensing and 
Permitting 2 

6,548.8  14% 5,694.2  13% 3,165.0  3% - - 42,680.0  9% 

Police 5,567.7  12% 4,294.2  10% 22,750.0  23% 62,344.0  20% 53,353.0  11% 

Landfill and Recycling 2 4,868.2  11% 8,373.1  19% 520.0  1% - - 86,271.0  17% 

Building, Plumbing and Electrical 
Permitting 

2,500.0  6% 1,406.1  3% 13,246.0  13% 32,918.0  10% 49,611.0  10% 

Transit 3 244.3  1% 6,883.0  15% - - 109,226.0  34% 150,292.0  30% 

Medical Response - - - - 20,959.0  21% - - - - 

All Other 6,200.2  14% 6,918.9  15% 26,416.0  25% 56,554.8  18% 82,800.0  16% 

 $45,170.0 100% $44,570.3 100% $101,029.0  100% $318,982.0  100% $499,591.0  100% 

Per Capita $206.35 $229.88 $149.65  $407.68  $468.90  
1 The Cities of Winnipeg and Calgary operate parking services as special operating agencies/authorities. 
2 The City of Edmonton operates land services and landfill and recycling as utilities; the City of Winnipeg operates its recycling and waste minimization programs as special operating agencies. 
3 The Cities of Saskatoon and Winnipeg operate public transit services as utilities and therefore only specialized transit service revenue is presented for the City of Saskatoon; the Cities of 
Regina, Edmonton and Calgary operate public transit services as civic programs and therefore both public and specialized transit service revenue is presented. 
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Government Grants/Support 
Both the Provincial and Federal governments provide grant funding to municipalities to aid in 
the delivery of certain programs and/or to support general operations.   

Table 10: 2010 Government Grants/Support 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Support for General Operations $29,230.0 $133.53 $25,896.9 $133.57 $69,657.0  $103.18 $3,485.0  $4.45  $2,323.0  $2.18 

Program Specific Support 10,405.2 47.53 8,493.3  43.81 32,595.0  48.28 123,712.0  158.11  65,285.0  61.27 

 $39,635.2 $181.06 $34,390.2 $177.38 $102,252.0  $151.46 $127,197.0  $162.56  $67,608.0  $63.45 

 

Reserve Funding 
Municipalities establish reserves to fund future expenditures (e.g., equipment replacement) and 
to minimize the effect of significant fluctuations in revenues and expenses at both the program 
level and corporate level (e.g., stabilization).  In order to balance their operating budget, the 
Cities of Regina, Winnipeg, Edmonton and Calgary have budgeted a withdrawal from their fiscal 
stabilization reserve. 

Table 11: 2010 Reserve Funding 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Program specific reserve funding 

Program Specific 
Reserve Funding 

$6,323.6 $28.89 $43.5 $0.22 $10,127.0  $15.00 $15,695.0  $20.06  $108,909.0  $102.22 

General purpose reserve funding 

• Fiscal Stabilization/ 
General Purpose 

- - $2,516.2 $12.98 $5,283.0  $7.83 $24,218.0  $30.95  $28,483.00 $26.73 

• Other - - - -     1,800.0           2.67 - - 1,000.0 0.94 

 $6,323.6 $28.89 $2,559.7 $13.20 $17,210.0  $25.50 $39,913.0  $51.01  $138,392.0  $129.89 

Stabilization, Capital and 
Special Purpose Reserve 
Balances at December 31, 
2009 

$ 67,018.0 $ 306.16 $ 88,123.0 $ 454.51 $ 258,667.0 $ 383.15 $ 198,839.0 $ 254.13 $ 951,628.0 $ 893.17 
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Other Revenue 
For the most part, the majority of other revenue is interest earnings.  We note that the City of 
Winnipeg allocates interest earnings on reserve balances to the applicable reserve, not to general 
operations. 

  Table 12: 2010 Other Revenue 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Interest Earnings $8,329.6 $38.05 $5,141.1 $26.52 $4,440.0 $6.58 $23,261.0  $29.73  $39,993.0  $37.54 

Tax Penalties 980.0  4.48 975.0  5.03 5,700.0 8.44 - - 5,934.0  5.57 

Other 122.0  0.56 355.3  1.83 5,354.3 7.93 10,852.0  13.87  934.1 0.87 

 $9,431.6 $43.09 $6,471.4 $33.38 $15,494.3 $22.95 $34,113.0  $43.60  $46,861.1  $43.98 

Cash, Cash Equivalents 
and Bonds at December 
31, 2009 

$ 367,707.0 $ 264,535.0 $ 470,629.0 $ 999,096.0 $ 609,207.0 
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Chapter 3   Where does each City’s money go? 
 

Figure 6: City of Saskatoon 2010 Budgeted Expenditures 
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Figure 7: City of Regina 2010 Budgeted Expenditures 
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Figure 8: City of Winnipeg 2010 Budgeted Expenditures 
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Figure 9: City of Edmonton 2010 Budgeted Expenditures 
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Figure 10: City of Calgary 2010 Budgeted Expenditures 
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Budgeted Operating Expenditures for 2010 
With the exception of Edmonton, each city allocates the greatest proportion of its operating 
budget spending to protecting persons and property.  Of note, the City of Edmonton operates all 
of its Environmental Health services (e.g., water, wastewater, solid waste collection and 
disposal) as utilities. 

Table 13: 2010 Budgeted Operating Expenditures 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

General Government 
Services 

$26,545.2 8.4% $41,508.4 14.2% $81,150.5 10.0% $300,597.0 17.7% $290,366.0 13.2% 

Protection of Persons 
& Property 

102,596.5 32.5% 93,770.2 32.2% 324,441.9 39.8% 456,331.0 26.9% 569,575.0 26.0% 

Transportation 48,410.6 15.3% 53,551.4 18.4% 135,586.3 16.7% 459,327.0 27.1% 461,902.0 21.1% 

Environmental Health 7,734.9 2.5% 9,666.2 3.3% 25,724.8 3.2% - - 109,102.0 5.0% 

Societal Services 1,294.7 0.4% 1,213.7 0.4% 13,785.4 1.7% 61,238.8 3.6% 11,330.0 0.5% 

Planning & 
Development 

22,886.5 7.3% 23,067.3 7.9% 60,003.2 7.4% 98,847.0 5.8% 193,706.0 8.8% 

Recreation & Cultural 
Services 

50,951.1 16.1% 42,458.5 14.6% 87,827.3 10.8% 202,766.2 12.0% 185,073.0 8.4% 

Debt Servicing 13,250.2 4.2% 4,616.1 1.6% 82,966.4 10.2% 95,267.0 5.6% 111,041.0 5.1% 

Reserve Contributions 41,994.2 13.3% 21,606.4 7.4% 1,820.2 0.2% 21,486.0 1.3% 262,021.0 11.9% 

 $315,663.9 100.0% $291,458.2 100.0% $813,306.0 100.0% $1,695,860.0 100.0% $2,194,116.0 100.0% 

 

General Government Services 
Several services provided by each city are related to the general operations of the municipality.  
These services are generally supportive in nature and can not always be allocated to specific 
programs cost-effectively.  Examples of such services include: 

• Legislative services (e.g., Mayor’s Office, Councillors, Committees, Advisory Boards). 
• Administrative services (e.g., City Manager’s Office, City Clerk’s Office, Human Resources, 

City Solicitor’s Office). 
• Financial services (e.g., Comptroller’s Office, Treasurer’s Office, Purchasing, Inventory 

Management, Investment Services). 
• Assessment. 
• Common services (e.g., Corporate Information Services, Facility Operations and 

Maintenance, Energy Management). 

Table 14: 2010 General Government Services 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

General Government Services $26,545.2 $121.27 $41,508.4 $214.09 $81,150.5  $120.21 $300,597.0  $384.18  $290,366.0  $272.53 
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Protection of Persons & Property 
The largest components of the Protection of Persons & Property cost category are Police, Fire 
and, in the City of Winnipeg, Medical Response Services.  The City of Calgary accounts for the 
operation of its 9-1-1 communication centre in a separate program area – Public Safety 
Communications. 

  Table 15: 2010 Protection of Persons & Property 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Police $66,423.9 $303.44 $60,529.3 $312.19 $187,413.2  $277.61 $297,457.0  $380.17  $350,255.0  $328.74 

Fire 34,785.4  158.91 32,057.4  165.34 94,213.4  139.55 155,208.0  198.36  172,217.0  161.64 

Medical Response Services - - - - 41,340.3  61.24 - - - - 

Public Safety 
Communications Centre 

- - - - - - - - 30,005.0  28.16 

Other (e.g., Animal Control, 
Emergency Measures) 

1,387.2  6.34 1,183.5  6.10 1,475.0  2.18 3,666.0  4.69  17,098.0  16.05 

 $102,596.5 $468.69 $93,770.2 $483.63 $324,441.9  $480.58 $456,331.0  $583.22  $569,575.0  $534.59 

 

Transportation 
The largest components of the Transportation cost category are Transit and Street Maintenance.  
Regarding Transit services, the Cities of Edmonton and Calgary operate both buses and light rail 
transit (LRT) systems; the Cities of Saskatoon, Regina and Winnipeg do not have LRT systems. 

  Table 16: 2010 Transportation 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Transit 1 
(conventional and/or specialized) 

$20,891.4 $95.44 $25,098.1 $129.45 $43,202.0  $63.99 $260,554.0  $333.00  $310,772.0  $291.68 

Street Maintenance  
(winter and summer) 

13,493.1 61.64 16,045.4  82.76 69,821.7  103.42 102,627.0  131.16  83,243.0  78.13 

Other (e.g., street lighting, 
parking, traffic signals, planning 
and management) 

14,026.1 64.08 12,407.9  64.00 22,562.6  33.42 96,146.0  122.88  67,887.0  63.72 

 $48,410.6 $221.16 $53,551.4 $276.21 $135,586.3  $200.83 $459,327.0  $587.04  $461,902.0  $433.53 
1 The Cities of Saskatoon and Winnipeg operate public transit services as utilities and therefore only public transit subsidies and, for the City of Saskatoon, specialized transit service operating 
costs, are presented; the Cities of Regina, Edmonton and Calgary operate public transit services as civic programs and therefore both public and specialized transit service operating costs are 
presented. 
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Environmental Health 
The Environmental Health cost category includes solid waste services (i.e., collection and 
disposal), environmental services (e.g., waste minimization/recycling) and land drainage/flood 
control for the City of Winnipeg.  The City of Edmonton operates all of these services through 
utilities and therefore does not appear in the table below.  The City of Winnipeg operates its 
recycling and waste minimization programs through a special operating agency. 

  Table 17: 2010 Environmental Health 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Solid Waste Services $6,568.7 $30.01 $9,138.9 $47.14 $21,347.0 $31.62 $100,599.0 $94.42 

Environmental Services 1,166.2  5.33 527.3    2.72 - - 8,503.0  7.98 

Land Drainage/Flood 
Control 

- - - - 4,377.8 6.48 - - 

 $7,734.9 $35.34 $9,666.2 $49.86 $25,724.8  $38.10  $109,102.0  $102.40 

 

Societal Services 
The main components of the Societal Services cost category are Cemeteries and Housing 
Initiatives.  Included in other expenditures for the City of Winnipeg are the costs associated with 
enforcing the Manitoba Public Health Act (i.e., public health inspection services at inner-city 
food establishments; inspecting public and semi-public swimming, wading and whirlpools; 
inspecting daycares and resident care facilities; enforcing standards for residential rental 
properties; regulating body modification establishments (tattooing, piercing)). 

  Table 18: 2010 Societal Services 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Cemeteries $960.7 $4.39 $1,053.7 $5.43 $1,663.7  $2.46 $2,400.8  $3.07 $3,289.0  $3.09 

Housing 124.0  0.57 160.0  0.83 3,649.0  5.41 55,338.0  70.73  8,041.0  7.55 

Other 210.0  0.96 - - 8,472.7  12.55 3,500.0  4.47  - - 

 $1,294.7 $5.92 $1,213.7 $6.26 $13,785.4  $20.42 $61,238.8  $78.27 $11,330.0  $10.64 

 

Planning & Development 
The Planning & Development cost category includes costs associated with planning, developing 
and maintaining land and encouraging economic development.  There is a wide variety in the 
costs associated with Land Planning and Management and Permitting in each city, both in total 
and per capita.  Factors that may be contributing to these differences include the level of 
permitting activity, the types of permits issued by each city and the rate of growth.  In 2009: 
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• The City of Saskatoon issued 3,550 permits (value $537.9 million); the City administers the 
building and plumbing permitting processes; there were 1,428 housing starts in the census 
metropolitan area. 

• The City of Regina issued 2,307 permits (value $458 million); the City administers the 
building and plumbing permitting processes; there were 930 housing starts in the census 
metropolitan area. 

• The City of Winnipeg issued 9,480 permits (value $1.111 billion); the City administers the 
building, plumbing and electrical permitting processes; there were 2,033 housing starts in the 
census metropolitan area. 

• The City of Edmonton issued 9,537 permits (value $2.448 billion); the City administers the 
building and mechanical (i.e., plumbing, gas, sewer/water, heating, ventilation, air 
conditioning and electrical) permitting processes; there were 6,317 housing starts in the 
census metropolitan area. 

• The City of Calgary issued 15,125 permits (value $3.658 billion); the City administers the 
building, electrical, mechanical (i.e., heating, ventilation and air conditioning), plumbing and 
gas permitting processes; there were 6,318 housing starts in the census metropolitan area. 

Table 19: 2010 Planning & Development 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Land Planning and 
Management 1 

$6,155.8 $28.12 $7,669.3 $39.56 $6,932.8  $10.27 - - $44,445.0  $41.71 

Parks and Open Space 10,589.4  48.38 11,542.6  59.53 37,657.4  55.78 $44,437.0  $56.79  79,562.0  74.67 

Permitting 3,481.4  15.90 1,651.7  8.52 14,310.3  21.20 37,674.0  48.15  61,896.0  58.09 

Economic Development 2,659.9  12.15 2,203.7  11.37 1,102.7  1.63 16,736.0  21.39  7,803.0  7.32 

 $22,886.5 $104.55 $23,067.3 $118.98 $60,003.2  $88.88 $98,847.0  $126.33 $193,706.0  $181.79 
1 The City of Edmonton operates land services as a utility. 

Recreation & Cultural Services 
The Recreation & Cultural Services cost category includes a wide variety of services such as 
indoor and outdoor leisure facilities, golf courses, skating rinks, athletic fields, zoos, museums, 
galleries, libraries, conference centres, sports and entertainment centres and support for sport, 
arts and culture organizations.  This is an area in which there is great variety in the manner in 
which cities deliver services (i.e., civic program incorporated non-profit organization, 
partnership, etc.).  In addition, the extent to which there are opportunities offered by the private 
sector (e.g., private skating rinks, fitness centres, etc.) and the philosophy adopted by the city 
(e.g., to deliver, facilitate or support the provision of services) greatly affect the level of 
municipal involvement. 
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Table 20: 2010 Recreation & Cultural Services 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

Recreation & 
Cultural Services 

$50,951.1 $232.76 $42,458.5 $218.99 $87,827.3  $130.10 $202,766.2  $259.15  $185,073.0  $173.70 

 

Debt Servicing and Debt Levels 
Debt servicing costs include both principal repayments and interest charges.  There are vast 
differences in debt servicing costs per capita which may be due to differences in the nature of 
debt outstanding – tax supported or utility supported.  Standard and Poor’s has issued a AAA 
credit rating to the City of Saskatoon, a AA+ rating to the Cities of Regina and Calgary, and a 
AA Stable rating to the City of Winnipeg; the City of Edmonton received a AA High rating from 
Dominion Bond Rating Service. 

Table 21: 2010 Debt Servicing and Debt Balances 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per capita $ Per capita 

Tax Supported Debt 
Servicing Costs 

$13,250.2   $60.53 $4,616.1 $23.81 $82,966.4  $122.89 $95,267.0  $121.76  $111,041.0  $104.22 

Tax Supported Debt $ 68,825.0 1 $ 314.41 $ 32,500.0 $ 167.63 $ 195,489.0 $ 289.57 $ 867,315.0 $ 1,108.48 $ 756,533.0 $ 710.06 

Special Operating 
Agency Debt 

- - - - 72,845.0 107.90 - - - - 

Utility Supported 
Debt 

46,516.0 212.50 74,100.0 382.19 211,158.0 312.78 625,251.0 799.11 1,705,317.0 1,600.55 

Balances as of 
December 31, 2009 

$ 115,341.0 $ 526.91 $ 106,600.0 $ 549.82 $ 479,492.0 $ 710.25 $ 1,492,566.0 $ 1,907.59 $ 2,461,850.0 $ 2,310.61 

1 Approximately $14.7 million of this total balance is Gas Tax supported debt (i.e., gas tax funds are used to fund principal and interest payments). 

Reserve Contributions and Balances 
As described in Chapter 2, municipalities establish reserves to fund future expenditures and to 
minimize the effect of significant fluctuations in revenues and expenses at both the program level 
and corporate level.  

Table 22: 2010 Reserve Contributions and Balances 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per 
capita 

$ Per capita $ Per capita 

Reserve Contributions $41,994.2   $191.84 $21,606.4 $111.44 $1,820.2  $2.70 $21,486.0  $27.46  $262,021.0 1 $245.92 

Balances as of December 
31, 2009 

$ 67,018.0 $ 306.16 $ 88,123.0 $ 454.51 $ 258,667.0 $ 383.15 $ 198,839.0 $ 254.13 $ 951,628.0 $ 893.17 

1 Includes $1,266.0 depreciation/depletion.
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Chapter 4   Which programs in each City need 
General Source funding to operate? 
 

Figure 11: City of Saskatoon 2010 General Source Funded Programs 
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Figure 12: City of Regina 2010 General Source Funded Programs 
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Figure 13: City of Winnipeg 2010 General Source Funded Programs 
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Figure 14: City of Edmonton 2010 General Source Funded Programs 
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Figure 15: City of Calgary 2010 General Source Funded Programs 
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General Source Funded Programs 
As mentioned in Chapter 2, some civic services are funded in whole or in part through fees paid 
directly by the user and certain programs receive grant funding to aid in the delivery of their 
programs.  Considering both these revenue sources and operating expenditures on a program by 
program basis allows for an assessment of how much each individual program either contributes 
to or draws from general revenue sources. 

Often, individual programs that draw from general revenue sources are called “mill rate funded” 
programs.  However, since the mill rate (and resulting property taxes) are only one source of 
funding for such programs, the term “general source” programs is used in this report. 

Of the five cities included in this study, the City of Regina had to fund the highest proportion of 
its total 2010 operating budget from general source funding. 

Table 23: 2010 General Source Funding for Program Areas 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

General Government 
Services 

$42,442.6 16.6% $55,651.6 23.7% $89,079.0 13.9% $336,436.0 27.2% $468,045.0 30.8% 

Protection of Persons & 
Property 

93,802.1 37.0% 84,343.6 35.8% 256,715.0 39.9% 374,749.0 30.3% 474,546.0 31.2% 

Transportation 52,685.8 20.8% 38,743.0 16.5% 150,337.0 23.4% 325,693.0 26.3% 296,933.0 19.6% 

Environmental Health 5,828.0 2.3% 6,145.1 2.6% 18,615.0 2.9% - - 44,495.0 2.9% 

Societal Services 507.9 0.2% 340.8 0.1% 16,790.0 2.6% 11,193.0 0.9% 4,043.0 0.3% 

Planning & Development 16,676.0 6.6% 18,324.9 7.8% 36,689.0 5.7% 60,000.0 4.8% 103,066.0 6.8% 

Recreation & Cultural 
Services 

41,822.7 16.5% 31,729.6 13.5% 74,730.0 11.6% 129,400.0 10.5% 127,561.0 8.4% 

 $253,765.1 100.0% $235,278.6 100.0% $642,955.0 100.0% $1,237,471.0 100.0% $1,518,689.0 100.0% 

Percentage of Total 
Operating Budget 

80% 81% 79% 73% 69% 
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Chapter 5   Where does that additional General 
Source funding come from? 
 

Figure 16: City of Saskatoon 2010 General Source Funding 
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Figure 17: City of Regina 2010 General Source Funding 
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Figure 18: City of Winnipeg 2010 General Source Funding 
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Figure 19: City of Edmonton 2010 General Source Funding 
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Figure 20: City of Calgary 2010 General Source Funding 
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General Source Funding Sources 
The largest source of general source funding is taxation.  Of the five cities included in this study, 
the City of Saskatoon relied the least on taxation to fund its 2010 operating budget. 

Table 24: 2010 General Source Funding Sources 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

(in thousands) $ % $ % $ % $ % $ % 

Taxation $144,249.0 56.8% $143,905.8 61.1% $449,543.6 70.0% $858,158.0 69.2% $1,136,157.0 74.8% 

General Support/ 
Grants 

29,230.0 11.5% 25,896.9 11.0% 69,657.0 10.8% 3,485.0 0.3% 2,323.0 0.2% 

Grants in Lieu of 
Taxes 

4,453.2 1.8% 10,178.4 4.3% 30,278.9 4.7% 23,361.0 1.9% 10,736.0 0.7% 

Utilities/Special 
Operating Agencies 

66,401.3 26.2% 46,309.9 19.7% 70,898.2 11.0% 294,136.0 23.8% 294,770.9 19.4% 

Other Revenue 9,431.6 3.7% 6,471.4 2.8% 15,494.3 2.4% 34,113.0 2.8% 45,219.1 3.0% 

Reserve Funding - - 2,516.2 1.1% 7,083.0 1.1% 24,218.0 2.0% 29,483.0 1.9% 

 $253,765.1 100.0% $235,278.6 100.0% $642,955.0 100.0% $1,237,471.0 100.0% $1,518,689.0 100.0% 
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Chapter 6   A closer look at certain programs in 
each City 
 

The following comparisons and analyses exclude debt servicing costs and reserve contributions. 

Police Services 
For each city included in this study, the program that requires the largest proportion of general 
source funding is Police Services. 

Operating costs are partially funded through user fees (e.g., criminal record checks, alarm fees, 
seized vehicle compound fees, etc.), fines (e.g., traffic violations (both manual and automated)) 
and government grants. 

Although the City of Saskatoon has the second lowest general source funding requirement and 
number of police officers, when considered on a per capita basis, the City of Saskatoon is 
comparable to other cities.  The City of Calgary has the lowest number of police officers per 
100,000 population and also the lowest crime severity index.   

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Importance: 9.01 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.6 out of 10 
 
16% indicate crime/ 
policing is the single most 
important issue facing the 
city 

1 (very dissatisfied): 10.5 
2: 9.3 
3: 14.3 
4: 26.1 
5 (very satisfied): 39.9 
 
27.4% indicate crime/ 
policing is the single most 
important public issue 
facing the city 

Response to 911 calls 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 86% 
Efforts in crime control 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 75% 

Somewhat satisfied: 42% 
Very satisfied: 24% 

Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 88% 
 
15% indicate crime/safety/ 
policing is the most 
important issue facing the 
city 

 

Figure 21: Police Services - General Source Funding 
Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 22: Police Services - General Source Funding 
Required per Capita 
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Figure 23: Police Services – Number of Police Officers 
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Figure 24: Police Services – Police Officers per 100,000 
Population 
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Figure 25: Police Services – Dispatched Calls for Service 
per 1,000 Population (2009) 
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Figure 26: Police Services – Statistics Canada Crime Severity 
Index (2009) 
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Fire Services 
For Saskatoon, Regina, Winnipeg and Edmonton, the program that requires the second largest 
proportion of general source funding is Fire Services.  For Calgary, Fire Services requires the 
third largest proportion of general source funding, behind capital project financing costs. 

Although the City of Saskatoon has the second lowest general source funding requirement and 
number of full time equivalents, when considered on a per capita basis, the City of Saskatoon is 
comparable to other cities.  Of note, in the City of Winnipeg, both an EMS and Fire Services 
team are dispatched to all priority medical calls.  If these medical calls are excluded, dispatched 
calls per 1,000 population for Fire Services is 30.57 which is comparable to other cities. 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Importance: 9.0 out of 10 
Delivery: 8.44 out of 10 

1 (very dissatisfied): 0.4 
2: 0.4 
3: 13.4 
4: 51.6 
5 (very satisfied): 34.3 

Fire protection 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 93% 
Fire & safety education 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 92% 

Somewhat satisfied: 36% 
Very satisfied: 48% 

Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 99% 
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Figure 27: Fire Services - General Source Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 28: Fire Services - General Source Funding Required 
per Capita 
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Figure 29: Fire Services – Full Time Equivalents 
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Figure 30: Fire Services – Full Time Equivalents per 100,000 
Population 
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Figure 31: Fire Services – Population Served per Fire 
Hall/Station 
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Figure 32: Fire Services – Dispatches per 1,000 Population 
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Summer Road Maintenance 
Summer road maintenance activities (e.g., pothole repair, patching, street sweeping, etc.) are 
highly visible civic services and are subject to much discussion given our reliance on, and 
investment in, transportation infrastructure.  The proportion of general source funding for these 
services ranges from 1.9% (Winnipeg excluding debt) to 4.7% (Edmonton).   
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There is great variability in the levels of funding committed to summer road maintenance in each 
city.  Factors that may contribute to this include: 

• Classification and funding of roadway surface treatments as capital expenditures vs. 
operating expenditures. 

• Existing condition of transportation infrastructure, including the manner in which condition 
is measured and the thresholds or trigger points at which condition ratings change. 

• The magnitude of the roadway maintenance backlog/deferred maintenance/infrastructure 
deficit. 

• Environmental conditions (e.g., freeze/thaw cycles) and the impact on the useful life of the 
roadway. 

• The type of roadway surface material in use (e.g., concrete, asphalt). 
• Funding levels and funding sources to maintain or improve the condition of roadway 

infrastructure. 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Major roadways/freeways 
Importance: 8.63 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.44 out of 10 
Neighborhood streets 
Importance: 8.02 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.22 out of 10 
 

Streets & sidewalks 
1 (very dissatisfied): 16.5 
2: 26.3 
3: 35.7 
4: 17.5 
5 (very satisfied): 4.0 
 
22.9% indicate roads and 
sidewalks is the single most 
important issue facing the 
city 

Major streets 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 46% 
Residential streets 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 52% 

Summer road maintenance 
Somewhat satisfied: 26% 
Very satisfied: 5% 

City-operated roads & 
infrastructure 
Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 58% 

 

Figure 33: Summer Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 34: Summer Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding Required per Capita 
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Figure 35: Summer Road Maintenance – Lane Kilometers 
of Roadway 
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Figure 36: Summer Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding per Lane Kilometer 
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Winter Road Maintenance 
Winter road maintenance activities include sanding, snow plowing and snow removal.  With the 
exception of a very small dollar amount in the City of Winnipeg (0.1% of their program budget), 
winter road maintenance activities in each city are funded entirely from general revenue sources. 

There is great variability in the levels of funding committed to winter road maintenance in each 
city.  This is most likely due to the varied service levels adopted by each city.   

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Priority/ 
Category 1 

Freeways and major 
arterials 
Within 12 hrs. 
12% of network 

Freeways/expressways, 
major arterials and 
emergency routes 
Within 24 hrs. 
13% of network 

Regional streets and 
emergency route 
Within 36 hrs. 
23% of network 

Freeways, business 
areas, River Valley hills 
and bridges 
Within 48 hrs. 
4% of network 

High traffic arterials 
and CBD streets; 
designated emergency 
routes 
Within 24 hrs. 90% of 
the time if >5 cm; 24 
hrs. if <5 cm 
23% of network 

Priority/ 
Category 2 

Access to emergency 
locations and bus routes 
Within 36 hrs. 
22% of network 

Minor arterials, major 
collectors, downtown 
Within 36 hrs. 
11% of network 

Non-regional bus routes 
and collectors 
Within 36 hrs. 
24% of network 

Arterials 
Within 48 hrs. 
12% of network 

Designated medium 
volume streets 
Within 24 hrs. of 
Priority 1 90% of the 
time if >5 cm; within 5 
hrs of Priority 1 if <5 
cm 
33% of network 

Priority/ 
Category 3 

Minor arterials, 
collectors, streets 
adjacent to schools 
Within 72 hrs. 
10% of network 

Major collectors, 
industrial/commercial, 
transit and truck routes 
Within 48 hrs. 
18% of network 

Residential and low 
volume industrial 
Within 5 working days 
53% of network 

Collector I (carries 
traffic between arterials 
and locals) 
Within 48 hrs. 
2% of network 

Designated feeders, 
collectors and bus 
routes 
Within 2 days of 
Priority 2 90% of the 
time if >5 cm; within 
12 hrs of Priority 2 if 
<5 cm 
22% of network 

Priority/ 
Category 4 

- Minor collectors, major 
locals leading to school 
bus unloading zones 
Within 60 hrs. 
5% of network 

- Collector II (designated 
bus routes through 
residential areas) 
Within 48 hrs. 
11% of network 

- 

Overall 44% of network within 
72 hrs. 

47% of network within 
60 hrs. 

47% of network within 
36 hrs. 
100% of network 
within 5 working days 

29% of network within 
48 hrs. 

56% of network within 
48 hrs. 90% of the time 
if >5 cm 

Sidewalks Adjoining civic 
facilities, civic parks 
(incl. lit pathways) and 
city-owned property; 
leisure centres; fire 
halls; auditoriums. 
Within 48 hrs. 

Adjacent to city owned 
building, property and 
certain parking lots; 
certain bus stops; senior 
citizen complexes with 
more than 20 units. 
Within 72 hrs. 

Adjacent to priority 1 
and 2 streets and 
priority 3 streets near 
senior citizen 
complexes if >5 cm 
snowfall; within 36 hrs. 
Adjacent to priority 3 
streets if >8 cm 
snowfall; within 5 
working days. 

Adjacent to city owned 
land. 
Within 48 hrs. 

Specific locations in 
CBD; adjacent to city 
owned property; bus 
stops. 
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 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Ice & snow management 
Importance: 8.34 out of 10 
Delivery: 5.85 out of 10 

Snow removal 
1 (very dissatisfied): 13.7 
2: 21.4 
3: 34.5 
4: 25.2 
5 (very satisfied): 5.1 

Snow removal 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 83% 

Snow & ice management 
Somewhat satisfied: 28% 
Very satisfied: 9% 

n/a 

 

Figure 37: Winter Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 38: Winter Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding Required per Capita 
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Figure 39: Winter Road Maintenance – General Source 
Funding per Lane Kilometer  
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Figure 40: Winter Road Maintenance –Average Annual 
Snowfall (cm) 
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Transit 
The City of Saskatoon and the City of Winnipeg provide public transit services through utility 
funds.  These two cities provide an annual contribution to the utility from general revenue 
sources to help fund operations; any net deficit/surplus that results from operations is funded 
from/transferred to a stabilization reserve.  The other three cities provide public transit services 
as a civic program and any net deficit/surplus that results from operations is funded from/ 
contributed to general revenue sources. 

We note that the City of Winnipeg receives significant funding from the Provincial government 
for transit services (2010 budget $29.437 million – 22% of operating costs) which likely 
contributes to their significantly lower costs per capita, per rider and per hour of service.  In 
comparison, the City of Saskatoon budgeted to receive $538,900 from the Provincial government 
in 2010. 
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 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Public transportation/buses/ 
bus routes 
Importance: 6.81 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.3 out of 10 

Bus service 
1 (very dissatisfied): 7.9 
2: 19.1 
3: 33.9 
4: 30.0 
5 (very satisfied): 9.1 

Very satisfied and 
satisfied 78% 

Somewhat satisfied: 30% 
Very satisfied: 15% 

Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 67% 

 

Figure 41: Transit – General Source Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 42: Transit – General Source Funding Required per 
Capita 
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Figure 43: Transit –Budgeted Annual Ridership 
 
 

12,158,600 
7,600,000 

43,926,000 

68,540,000 

94,500,000 

‐

10,000,000 

20,000,000 

30,000,000 

40,000,000 

50,000,000 

60,000,000 

70,000,000 

80,000,000 

90,000,000 

100,000,000 

Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary

 

Figure 44: Transit – General Source Funding per Budgeted 
Ridership 
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Figure 45: Transit –Budgeted Annual Hours of Service 
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Figure 46: Transit – General Source Funding per Budgeted 
Hour of Service 
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Figure 47: Transit –Budgeted Ridership per Budgeted 
Hour of Service 
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Figure 48: Transit – Statistics Canada Mode Share (2006) 
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Solid Waste Collection 
Solid waste collection services require between 1.9% (Saskatoon) and 3.0% (Winnipeg and 
Calgary of general source funding.  The City of Edmonton operates its solid waste collection 
services through a utility and therefore is excluded from this analysis.   

We noted various approaches to residential waste collection services in each city: 

• City of Saskatoon: once a week in the summer and once every two weeks in the winter (with 
the exception of the Christmas season) using a fully automated system. 

• City of Regina: once a week using a fully automated system. 
• City of Winnipeg: 50 times per year using a combination of automated (39%) and manual 

(61%) systems. 
• City of Calgary: once a week using a combination of automated (45%) and manual (55%) 

systems; the process of converting to a fully automated system will be complete in 2011. As 
a result of the variances arising from the conversion process, the City of Calgary has asked 
not to be included in this portion of the analysis.  

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Front-street 
Importance: 6.91 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.27 out of 10 
Back-lane 
Importance: 6.52 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.67 out of 10 

1 (very dissatisfied): 2.6 
2: 4.6 
3: 16.0 
4: 46.2 
5 (very satisfied): 30.5 

Very satisfied and 
satisfied 89% 

Residential garbage 
collection 
Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 93% 
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Figure 49: Solid Waste Collection – General Source 
Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 50: Solid Waste Collection – General Source 
Funding Required per Capita 
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Figure 51: Solid Waste Collection – Waste Collection 2009 
(tonnes) 
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* Commercial waste collection accounts for approximately one quarter of total tonnage 
collected in Winnipeg; in other cities, the percentage is negligible or has been excluded. 

Figure 52: Solid Waste Collection –Waste Collected (2009) 
per 1,000 Population 
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* Commercial waste collection accounts for approximately one quarter of total tonnage 
collected in Winnipeg; in other cities, the percentage is negligible or has been excluded.

Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management 
Parks, urban forestry and pest management requires from 3.6% (Edmonton) to 6.0% (Winnipeg) 
of general source funding.  Variability in general source funding requirements per capita and per 
acre may be due to the following factors: 

• Proportion of park space in each city that is subject to varying levels of service (e.g., highly 
maintained park space that is irrigated and mowed often versus natural park space that is 
largely left in its native state). 

• The size of the urban forest and pruning cycle achieved. 
• Whether Dutch Elm Disease has been confirmed within city limits (Regina and Winnipeg 

have confirmed cases). 
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 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Maintenance of city trees 
Importance: 7.34 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.22 out of 10 
Maintenance of city parks 
Importance: 7.81 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.29 out of 10 
Accessibility of city parks 
Importance: 7.77 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.71 out of 10 
Mosquito control 
Importance: 7.25 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.74 out of 10 

City parks & green spaces 
1 (very dissatisfied): 1.7 
2: 2.8 
3: 19.9 
4: 46.1 
5 (very satisfied): 29.5 

Condition of major parks 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 90% 
Condition of local parks 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 84% 
Insect control 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 81% 

Parks & green space 
Somewhat satisfied: 36% 
Very satisfied: 52% 

Parks & other open spaces 
Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 95% 

 

Figure 53: Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management - 
General Source Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 54: Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management - 
General Source Funding Required per Capita 
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Figure 55: Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management 
–Acres Maintained 
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Figure 56: Parks, Urban Forestry and Pest Management – 
General Source Funding per Acre 
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Leisure Centres 
The amount of general source funding required to operate indoor and outdoor civic leisure 
centres differs largely among the cities included in this study.  This may be due in part to the 
number of facilities operated and the approach to service provision: 

• The City of Saskatoon operates six indoor leisure centres and four outdoor pools. 
• The City of Regina operates three indoor leisure centres and five outdoor pools. 
• The City of Winnipeg operates twenty-one indoor leisure centres and ten outdoor pools. 
• The City of Edmonton operates fourteen indoor leisure centres and five outdoor pools.  One 

leisure centre, that receives limited general source funding, is operated in partnership with 
another organization and one leisure centre is managed by an external party on behalf of the 
City of Edmonton. 

• The City of Calgary operates fourteen indoor leisure centres.  Seven outdoor pools are 
operated by a non-profit organization and one outdoor pool is operated by a community 
association. 

 Saskatoon Regina Winnipeg Edmonton Calgary 

Citizen 
Survey 
Results 

Indoor pools/community 
centres 
Importance: 7.15 out of 10 
Delivery: 7.41 out of 10 
Outdoor swimming pools 
Importance: 6.11 out of 10 
Delivery: 6.57 out of 10 

Fitness centres 
1 (very dissatisfied): 2.9 
2: 7.4 
3: 33.1 
4: 38.7 
5 (very satisfied):17.9 
Neighborhood centres 
1 (very dissatisfied): 3.4 
2: 9.5 
3: 42.5 
4: 33.5 
5 (very satisfied):11.1 

Recreation programs 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 79% 
Recreation facilities 
condition 
Very satisfied and 
satisfied 75% 

Recreation facilities 
Somewhat satisfied: 48% 
Very satisfied: 25% 
Recreational programs 
Somewhat satisfied: 42% 
Very satisfied: 22% 

City-operated recreation 
facilities 
Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 87% 
City-operated recreation 
programs 
Very and somewhat 
satisfied: 87% 

 

Figure 57: Leisure Centres - General Source Funding 
Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 58: Leisure Centres - General Source Funding 
Required per Capita 
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Figure 59: Leisure Centres – Admissions and Registrations 
(2009) 
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Figure 60: Leisure Centres – Admissions and Registrations 
(2009) per 1,000 Population 
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Libraries 
The Cities of Saskatoon and Regina have established separate mill rates to fund library 
operations; the other three cities in this study utilize general source funding to fund their library 
operations. 

The Cities of Saskatoon and Regina libraries have higher general source funding requirements 
per capita than the other cities.  This may be due, in part, to the fact that the Saskatoon Public 
Libraries and Regina Public Libraries do not charge a fee for library use.  However, fees are 
charged in the other cities (i.e., the Winnipeg Public Library charges $130/year for non-residents; 
the Edmonton Public Library charges $12/year for the first adult older than 18 in the household, 
$8/year for other adults in the household (to a maximum of $36/year per household) and an 
additional $60/year for  non-residents; the Calgary Public Library charges $12/year for adults, 
$9/year for seniors, $6/year for young adults and $112/year for non-residents). 

Figure 61: Libraries - General Source Funding Required 
(in thousands) 
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Figure 62: Libraries - General Source Funding Required 
per Capita 
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Figure 63: Libraries – Number of Items Circulated (2009) 
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Figure 64: Libraries – Number of Items Circulated (2009) 
per Capita 
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Figure 65: Libraries –Population Served per Library 
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Figure 66: Libraries – Number of Items Circulated (2009) 
per Library 
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