
 
 

 

 

Chapter 1 

Overview and 
Value-for-money 
Audit Summaries 

Overview 

A BuSy And PrOduCtiVe yeAr 

This Annual Report is the fifth I have submitted 

to the Legislative Assembly. To begin, I provide an 

overview of what has been a challenging but pro-

ductive year for the Office. 

Value-for-money audits are our primary means 

of achieving the Office’s goal of providing legisla-

tors with useful information to help them ensure 

that taxpayer funds are well spent and the public is 

receiving a high level of government service. While 

over the past decade, the Office has completed an 

average of 12 value-for-money audits each year, 

Chapter 3 of this year’s Annual Report includes the 

results of 14 value-for-money audits. These audits 

cover not only ministry programs but also activities 

in hospitals, long-term-care facilities, universities, 

and GO Transit. We also conducted our annual 

financial statement audits on the public accounts 

of the province and on dozens of Crown agencies, 

which, this year, included the implementation 

of enhanced auditing standards recently recom-

mended by the Canadian Institute of Chartered 

Accountants. 

In addition to these activities, which we are 

required to undertake each year, we have the 

authority (under sections 16 and 17 of the Auditor 

General Act) to conduct special assignments when 

requested by the Standing Committee on Public 

Accounts or a minister of the Crown. In the past we 

were asked to conduct about one of these special 

assignments each year. This year, we reported on 

two special assignments: 

• Special Review for the Minister of Energy—The 

Bruce Power Refurbishment Agreement: This 

review was requested by the Minister of 

Energy soon after the agreement was signed. 

We delivered the report on our review in April 

2007. 

• Special Review for the Premier—Year-end 

Grants Provided by the Ministry of Citizen-

ship and Immigration: On May 10, 2007, the 

Premier requested that we undertake a review 

of year-end grants provided over the previous 

two fiscal years. We delivered our report to 

the Premier in late July 2007. 

As well, under the Fiscal Transparency and 

Accountability Act, 2004, we were required for the 

first time to review and report on the reasonable-

ness of the government’s projected financial results 

for the next three fiscal years, as outlined in the 

government’s 2007 Pre-Election Report on Ontario 

Finances (released in April). We tabled our review, 

which is discussed in Chapters 2 and 5, on June 18, 

2007. 

In addition, we completed our first full year of 

reviewing and approving government advertising 
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as required under the Government Advertising 

Act, 2004. The intent of the Act is to ensure that 

the government does not use public funds for 

advertising that promotes partisan political aims. 

As discussed in Chapter 6, we reviewed a total 

of 189 ad submissions and met the legislated 

turnaround time of seven days in all instances. 

All this was accomplished with only a modest 

increase in staff, and, as discussed in Chapter 7, 

we actually returned part of the amount of our 

approved budget because of challenges we con-

tinue to face in hiring the number of professional 

accountants we need in the competitive Toronto job 

market. In conclusion, it was a busy and productive 

year, and I would like to take this opportunity to 

express my sincere thanks to the staff of my Office 

for their professionalism, dedication, and accom-

plishments over the past year. 

GOOd deCiSiOnS require GOOd 

infOrmAtiOn
 

In reviewing the results of this year’s value-for-

money audits, I was reminded of the adage “you 

can’t manage what you can’t measure” and of an 

observation I made in my overview of the 2004 

Annual Report: “making the best decision depends 

on having the right information at the right time.” 

Not having good information significantly increases 

the risk that the decisions made will not be the 

best ones—and may even be wrong. We also found 

that, all too often, the underlying data needed to 

produce useful information for decision-making, 

though available, are not being adequately used for 

that purpose. 

On every value-of-money audit we conducted 

this year, we noted areas where better information 

was needed to enhance and support management 

decision-making and oversight. The following sub-

sections, which have been ordered alphabetically, 

identify areas covered in this year’s audits where 

we believe more comprehensive, relevant, and reli-

able information would have enhanced decision-

making. 

Accommodations for the developmentally disabled 
The Ministry of Community and Social Services 

did not have the information necessary to 

ensure that funding to local agencies providing 

community accommodations for the develop-

mentally disabled was based on the relative 

needs within each community and the costs of 

services provided (instead, funding was based 

on historical allocations); nor did it have the 

information it needed to be assured that all 

services being funded were actually delivered. 

Driver education and testing 
The Ministry of Transportation had not utilized 

its driver information system to identify and fol-

low up on the reasons why beginner drivers who 

had taken an approved driver education course 

had a higher subsequent collision rate than driv-

ers who had not taken the course. 

Facility management at universities 
Universities would be in a better position to 

identify potential savings if they had better 

information on space utilization and the costs of 

operating their facilities. 

Fish and wildlife management 
The Ministry of Natural Resources did not have 

good enough data to assess its success in manag-

ing fish and wildlife resources for sustainability 

and to focus its inspection and research efforts 

on high-risk areas. 

Forensic science laboratory services 
The Centre of Forensic Sciences did not have 

the information needed to determine why cer-

tain case reports were delayed; nor did it have 

information on its turnaround times for the dif-

ferent areas of forensic science analysis. 
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GO Transit 
With more than a 65% increase in commuter 

rail passengers over the past decade, GO Transit 

needed a better capital expenditure plan that 

more comprehensively analyzed expected future 

demand in order to provide the information 

necessary to identify where additional invest-

ment will be required to avoid further deteriora-

tion in service. 

Hazardous waste management 
Continuing problems with a computer system 

implemented in 2002 hindered the Ministry 

of the Environment in adequately monitoring 

and inspecting hazardous waste to ensure that 

proper treatment and disposal procedures were 

being carried out. 

Management of surgical facilities at hospitals 
Neither the hospitals we visited nor the Ministry 

of Health and Long-Term Care had adequate 

information on the number of patients wait-

ing for specific types of surgery. As well, the 

Ministry did not have information on the 

number of operating rooms in Ontario and the 

operating rooms’ hours of use. 

Medication management at long-term-care homes 
The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care’s 

Health Network System is the only system that 

has data on most of the drugs dispensed to 

residents of long-term-care homes. Reviewing 

this information would be a key way to identify 

homes where the use of drugs that may pose a 

high risk for seniors is significant and situations 

where a significant number of contra-indicated 

drug combinations are dispensed to long-term-

care home residents. We believe that periodi-

cally doing such a review with the participation 

of the College of Physicians and Surgeons of 

Ontario and other appropriate regulatory bodies 

would provide useful information. 

OPP Sex Offender Registry 
Limitations in the Ontario Sex Offender Regis-

try’s built-in search tools inhibited efficient 

searches for potential suspects by law enforce-

ment officers across the province. 

Pandemic outbreak management 
The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 

needed better information on the specific 

actions taken by its community public-health 

partners in order for it to assess the province’s 

readiness should an influenza pandemic occur. 

Prescription drug reimbursement 
The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 

was not using the data in its Health Network 

System to identify potential overpayments to 

pharmacists. 

Retail sales tax collection 
The information systems that the Ministry of 

Finance uses to support retail sales tax collec-

tion were not providing the information needed 

to ensure the completeness and accuracy of the 

tax roll; nor did they identify overdue accounts 

requiring more aggressive collection efforts. 

Storage of archival records 
The Archives of Ontario did not have adequate 

information to ensure that all records of archival 

value were being identified; moreover, many 

records that were archived were not sufficiently 

described to be readily accessible or useful to 

the public. 

In conclusion, while experience and good judg-

ment are important ingredients for good decision-

making, having good underlying information is 

also crucial. To facilitate sound decision-making, 

management must ensure that staff at all levels 

have the right information at the right time. In 

other words, as I stated earlier, “you can’t manage 

what you can’t measure.” 
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ACtiOn needed On SOme LOnG-

StAndinG iSSueS
 

I have seen an overall improvement over the past 

four years in the extent to which ministries have 

taken action to address our audit recommenda-

tions. However, it was evident during this year’s 

audits that there are instances where not enough 

action is being taken on certain previously raised 

concerns. Here are some examples. 

• The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care’s 
drug program processes 90 million prescrip-

tions for seniors, social assistance recipients, 

and other eligible individuals. A critical con-

trol in managing this program is the inspection 

process: dispensing pharmacies are inspected 

to ensure that prescriptions are not being dis-

pensed to ineligible claimants, that pharmacist 

price overrides are warranted, and that exces-

sive dispensing fees are not being charged. 

The current level of inspection activity is 

inadequate, and management is not using the 

information in its database to highlight areas 

warranting prompt inspection follow-up. 

• The sustainability of a number of fish, wildlife, 
and plant species continues to be threatened, 

and, as we pointed out in a 2002 audit of the 

Ontario Parks program, the Ministry of Natu-

ral Resources must take a more proactive role 

in this area. While the recent enactment of the 

Endangered Species Act, 2007 is encouraging, 

it will be up to the Ministry to translate the 

policy intentions of the Act into sustainability 

results. 

• Three of the examples discussed in the pre-
ceding section—namely, the continuing prob-

lems with the hazardous-waste-management 

information system, the persistent use of 

historical allocation patterns as the basis for 

funding the community accommodation pro-

gram (as opposed to needs-based funding), 

and the lack of timely follow-up on outstand-

ing retail-sales-tax accounts receivable—are 

also issues that we have previously raised 

and that warrant increased attention by the 

responsible ministries. 

SOme GOOd newS 

As legislative auditors, we tend to focus on identify-

ing the areas where progress needs to be made in 

both the cost-effectiveness and the service levels of 

programs that Ontarians depend on. But that does 

not mean that areas where good progress is being 

made or where innovative initiatives have been 

undertaken go unnoticed. Throughout Chapter 3, 

we have identified a number of such areas, and 

in this overview section we want to give a pat on 

the back for progress in the following 10 areas in 

particular. 

• The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 
has established several expert panels and 

has put together coaching teams to improve 

surgical management processes in Ontario 

hospitals. 

• Wait times for driver licence examinations— 
which were a significant problem several 

years ago—have been significantly reduced 

in the past few years. As well, the Ministry 

of Transportation’s outsourcing agreement 

with the private-sector provider that operates 

driver examination centres contains a number 

of good oversight mechanisms. 

• The long-term-care homes we visited have 
instituted a number of procedures to help 

ensure that they both obtain physician-

prescribed medications and administer them 

to residents in a safe and timely manner. 

• The Centre of Forensic Sciences has estab-

lished reasonable processes for ensuring that 

its forensic science laboratory services are of 

high quality and that law enforcement clients 

are satisfied with the calibre of its work. 

• Although GO Transit must deal with the chal-
lenge of continually increasing commuter 
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rail demand, an audit by the American Public 

Transportation Association did provide an 

overall positive opinion on the safety and 

security of GO Transit’s operations. 

• While additional action still needs to be taken, 
the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 

has undertaken a number of measures since 

the 2003 SARS outbreak to improve the prov-

ince’s readiness to respond to outbreaks of 

infectious diseases. 

• The Archives of Ontario has introduced 
several key initiatives to upgrade its facilities 

and information systems. These initiatives, 

while not yet complete, were necessary steps 

for ensuring that information of historical sig-

nificance is identified, securely archived, and 

made readily available to interested users. 

• The externally managed system that processes 
drug claims for seniors, social assistance recip-

ients, and other eligible individuals on behalf 

of the Ministry of Health and Long-Term 

Care was annually processing approximately 

90 million prescription claims accurately and 

in accordance with ministry requirements. 

• In recognizing the need to ensure that their 
facilities are adequately and cost-effectively 

maintained, Ontario universities jointly 

acquired a capital-asset-management system 

that will provide information allowing them 

to better allocate capital to deal with the aging 

infrastructure at most universities. 

• Although it is a relatively small information 
system, the Ontario Sex Offender Registry 

was developed in a cost-effective manner by 

the Ontario Provincial Police working with 

the Ministry of Community and Correctional 

Services. 

Value-for-money Audit 
Summaries 

The following are summaries of the value-for-

money audits reported in Chapter 3 of this Annual 

Report. For all audits reported on in Chapter 3, 

we made a number of recommendations and 

received commitments from the relevant ministries, 

agencies, and organizations in the broader public 

sector that they would take action to address our 

concerns. 

3.01 ArChiVeS Of OntAriO And 
infOrmAtiOn StOrAGe And retrieVAL 
SerViCeS 

The Archives of Ontario (Archives) has a broad 

mandate to oversee and manage recorded 

information in paper, electronic, and other forms 

created by ministries and most agencies, and to 

preserve recorded information of historical and 

permanent value and make it accessible to the 

public. Storage periods for government records 

usually range from five to 100 years, after which 

the records will either be destroyed or transferred 

to the custody and ownership of the Archives. The 

Archivist of Ontario has sole responsibility for 

approving the ultimate preservation or disposal of 

all documents and records. In the 2006/07 fiscal 

year, the Archives’ expenditures were $16.7 million 

and it employed about 100 staff. 

Access to the Archives’ collections can be 

obtained through its reading rooms, the Internet, 

and public libraries via the inter-library-loan 

microfilm program. Annually, customer inquiries 

and access requests for the archival and art collec-

tions include 20,000 visits to the Archives’ reading 

rooms, 70,000 research requests, 16,000 microfilm 

loan requests, and more than 25 million visits to the 

Archives’ website. 
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We concluded that, although the Archives had 

recently introduced a number of initiatives to 

upgrade its facilities and information systems, it 

did not yet have adequate systems and procedures 

to ensure that information of historical significance 

is being identified, stored, or archived safely and 

securely, and made readily accessible to users. The 

large growth and sheer volume of records destined 

for the Archives, both paper and electronic, exacer-

bate the challenge of identifying and cataloguing 

archival records of historical value. Our more sig-

nificant observations were as follows: 

• The Archives did not have adequate systems 
and procedures for ensuring that the more 

than 10,000 record-retention schedules of 

government ministries and agencies, which 

are used to identify records with archival 

value, were complete and up-to-date. 

• The Archives had no information on 
the government-wide state of records 

management practices nor assurance that 

all records of archival value were being 

identified. 

• The Archives did not have a comprehensive 
strategy for dealing with the extensive elec-

tronic documents that will need to be archived 

nor the technical expertise and capacity 

necessary to store and make them available to 

the public. 

• We found a number of weaknesses in inven-

tory control practices, which may have 

resulted in significant losses, including thefts, 

over the years. 

• Many archival records were not readily acces-
sible to the public because they had not been 

processed or fully described in the Archives’ 

descriptive database. 

• While the Archives has made good progress 
in developing a modern new storage facility 

for archival records, the storage facilities 

and storage methods for the more current 

semi-active records that are destined for the 

Archives pose a risk of deterioration or loss of 

these records. 

3.02 Centre Of fOrenSiC SCienCeS 

The Centre of Forensic Sciences (Centre) provides 

independent forensic-science laboratory services to 

law-enforcement officers and other justice-sector 

clients. Police investigators and Crown prosecutors 

rely on forensic science to identify or eliminate sus-

pects and to provide evidence that can withstand 

scrutiny in court. Delays or errors in forensic analy-

ses can prolong police investigations, increase their 

costs, and affect public safety by allowing criminals 

to remain free to reoffend. 

During the 2006/07 fiscal year, the Centre 

received more than 10,400 requests from its justice-

sector clients for scientific analysis of evidence. 

These requests resulted in the issuing of almost 

12,700 analytical reports. During the 2006/07 

fiscal year, the Centre had operating expenses of 

approximately $25.5 million. 

Our work indicated that the Centre has estab-

lished reasonable processes for ensuring the quality 

of its services, and noted that it is pursuing interna-

tional accreditation in this regard for 2008. As well, 

its clients are generally satisfied with the calibre 

of its work. While the timeliness of its services was 

an issue in the past, over the last several years, 

it has improved in this area—its DNA analysis in 

particular—despite an increase of more than 70% 

in the demand for forensic services. 

However, improvements in systems and pro-

cedures are required in order for the Centre’s 

turnaround times to be comparable to those of lead-

ing international forensic laboratories. Some of our 

more significant observations are as follows: 

• Quicker turnaround times for the Centre’s 
case reports will increase public safety and 

allow police forces and other justice-sector 

clients to make better and more efficient use 

of their resources. We compared the Centre 



 

 

 

  

 

 

 

to two global leading forensic-science labora-

tories and found that the two completed their 

case reports in about half the Centre’s average 

turnaround time of 64 days. 

• The Centre uses only one turnaround-time 
target to monitor the performance of its dif-

ferent investigative sections. However, since 

the kinds of cases each section works on are 

completely different, each different section 

should have its own turnaround-time target. 

The Centre’s 90-day target for completing 

80% of its cases was much longer than targets 

set by forensic-science laboratories in other 

jurisdictions, which often set targets of 30 

days or less. 

• The Centre has established no documented 
systems or procedures for monitoring the 

number of urgent cases processed by each sec-

tion or their turnaround times. 

• The Centre’s information systems did not 
help management determine why certain 

case reports had been delayed, and, as men-

tioned above, standards had not been set for 

turnaround times for the completion of cases 

in each different section. 

3.03 COmmunity ACCOmmOdAtiOn 

PrOGrAm
 

The Developmental Services Program of the 

Ministry of Community and Social Services 

(Ministry) funds community-based agencies that 

provide a broad range of services and support for 

both adults and children with a developmental 

disability. In the 2006/07 fiscal year, expenditures 

on this program were approximately $1.2 billion, 

almost two-thirds of which went to the Community 

Accommodation Program for residential accom-

modation and support services provided to both 

children and adults with a developmental disability. 

The Ministry’s expenditures on the Commu-

nity Accommodation Program have more than 

Overview and Value-for-money Audit Summaries 

doubled since the time of our last audit in 1999 

to approximately $767 million for the year ended 

March 31, 2007. The largest portion of these expen-

ditures was for adult-group-home accommodation. 

Residential placements are based on the assessed 

needs of the individual and range from relatively 

independent living arrangements in apartment-like 

settings with regular agency support to intensive 

24-hour-a-day, seven-day-a-week care in group 

homes typically housing three to six individuals. 

However, access to residential services is limited by 

the availability of existing spaces, which are prima-

rily dependent on ministry funding. 

A number of our audit observations were similar 

to those we made in our 1999 audit. Our more sig-

nificant observations were as follows: 

• For many years, agency funding has primarily 
been historically based rather than needs-

based, which exacerbates funding inequities. 

Agency budget submissions lack the suffi-

ciently detailed information required to make 

informed funding decisions, and there is little 

evidence that budget submissions have been 

reviewed and assessed for reasonableness. 

Many agencies did not receive their final 

approved budget until long after the fiscal 

year had ended. 

• The annual budgeting process left the 
Ministry without the ability to monitor or 

compare information such as the average cost 

of spaces and services within a home. Costs at 

the agencies we visited ranged from $30,000 

to more than $200,000 per person per year, 

according to our calculations. The Ministry 

was unaware of these cost differences and was 

unable to demonstrate that they were reason-

able or justified. 

• The Ministry lacked the necessary procedures 
and expertise to ensure that it is receiving 

value for money for the capital projects it 

funds, and some of the costs incurred seemed 

excessive. In one instance, it spent $380,000 

11 
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to renovate a bungalow that had been pur-

chased for $390,000—without assessing the 

need for and reasonableness of the renovation 

or receiving a proper accounting of the costs. 

• There was often little documentation to sup-

port an individual’s developmental disability 

determination or to demonstrate that the 

placement of an individual was appropriate 

and cost-effective. 

• We noted a number of instances where beds 
remained vacant for six to 12 months. The 

Ministry’s current funding mechanism pays 

equally for vacant and occupied beds, leav-

ing the agencies with little incentive to fill 

vacant beds. At the same time that beds in 

some agencies remained vacant for extended 

periods, those agencies’ access centres had 

lengthy waiting lists for accommodations. 

While the Ministry acknowledged the challenges 

facing the program and is in the process of making 

a number of changes to the current system, it will 

take considerable time before the benefits of these 

changes are fully realized. 

3.04 driVer eduCAtiOn And 

exAminAtiOn
 

The Ministry of Transportation (Ministry) is respon-

sible for protecting the public by ensuring that the 

privilege of driving is granted only to persons who 

demonstrate that they are likely to drive safely. 

Although the province does not regulate driv-

ing schools, the Ministry administers a voluntary 

Beginner Driver Education (BDE) program 

under which driving schools that meet specified 

requirements can become Ministry-approved 

course providers. They may issue driver-education 

certificates to students who have completed the 

course successfully; the certificates entitle students 

to have their 12-month G1 stage reduced by up to 

four months and, possibly, to save on insurance. Of 

the approximately 218,000 new drivers each year, 

about 120,000, or 55%, take the BDE course and 

about 67,000 take advantage of the time reduc-

tion that allows them to attempt their G2 road test 

earlier. 

We found that collision-involvement rates for 

novice drivers who enrolled in the BDE program 

were significantly higher than those for drivers 

who did not participate in the program. While this 

statistic is not necessarily an indication of the effec-

tiveness of the BDE course, the Ministry had not 

followed up on the reasons for the higher collision 

rates. We also noted the following: 

• Our analysis of statistics concerning Ontario 
drivers and a number of other studies have 

shown that drivers who have taken advantage 

of the time reduction have higher collision 

rates than those who remain longer in the 

supervised stage. 

• Virtually all the external stakeholders we 
interviewed expressed concerns about the sale 

of driver-education certificates by unscrupu-

lous driving schools to students who have not 

completed the required driver education. 

• The Ministry’s inspection of BDE driving 
schools had not focused on ensuring that the 

training was in accordance with the Ministry-

approved curriculum. Where inspections were 

done, they found many cases of repeated non-

compliance by driving schools. 

While the Ministry is ultimately responsible 

for the examination and licensing of drivers, the 

administration of driver examination services is 

outsourced. We noted that there has been signifi-

cant improvement in the wait times for taking a 

road test, a major issue noted in our last audit in 

2001. However, we noted differences in the pass 

rates of examiners that were large enough to indi-

cate that applicants were not being passed or failed 

on a consistent basis throughout the province. 

In addition, there were many cases where appli-

cants were not required to complete all necessary 

manoeuvres. As well, some applicants may have 
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travelled significant distances to other centres that 

seemed to have less stringent testing requirements. 

The Ministry’s driver-examination outsourcing 

agreement had good oversight mechanisms that 

included a number of performance standards. 

However, in monitoring the performance of the 

service provider, the Ministry found a high number 

of defects that could be indicative of persistent 

problems. 

Under the Driver Certification Program, the 

Ministry designates bodies such as municipalities, 

trucking firms, and school-bus companies as Recog-

nized Authorities to operate a driver-licence train-

ing and testing program for their employees. Upon 

successful completion of the program, employees 

are entitled to have their class G driver licences 

upgraded to a commercial class licence. About 

8,600 commercial licences, or 20% of such licences, 

are issued this way annually. Ministry inspections 

and investigations of complaints found instances 

where Recognized Authorities and their trainers 

were upgrading drivers who had neither received 

any training nor demonstrated the necessary driv-

ing skills, and were upgrading non-employees. 

3.05 druG PrOGrAmS ACtiVity 

Ontario has a number of drug programs that pro-

vide prescription drugs to Ontario seniors, social 

assistance recipients who are part of the Ontario 

Works and Ontario Disability Support programs, 

and certain other types of recipients as defined 

under legislation. The Ministry of Health and Long-

Term Care (Ministry), through the Health Network 

System (Network), performs adjudication, proc-

esses payment of drug claims, and provides on-line 

information to pharmacists. The Network is linked 

to approximately 3,050 pharmacies and 100 other 

dispensers. 

The Network annually processes 90 million 

prescriptions for approximately 3.2 million eligi-

ble recipients. For the 2006/07 fiscal year, total 

expenditures for Ontario’s drug programs were 

$3.7 billion, of which $742 million was paid by 

the Ministry of Community and Social Services for 

drug benefits for social assistance recipients. 

Based on our audit work, we were generally 

satisfied that the externally managed Network 

processed drug claims in accordance with legisla-

tive requirements and ministry policy. However, to 

further control costs, the Ministry must be more 

vigilant in ensuring that the risks related to ineligi-

ble claimants and unusual drug claim patterns are 

appropriately addressed. Specifically: 

• The Ministry did not closely monitor phar-
macists’ use of system override codes to 

grant drug coverage eligibility to recipients 

identified by the system as ineligible for drug 

coverage. System overrides must be supported 

by appropriate documentation such as tem-

porary eligibility cards. During our audit, we 

found little evidence that program monitoring 

was performed to check support for the use of 

these codes. Our work identified an instance 

where a pharmacy made more than 300 

claims in a five-month period through system 

overrides for one individual who was ineligi-

ble for drug coverage during that time. 

• When pharmacists acquire drugs at costs 
greater than the Ontario Drug Formulary 

(Formulary) prices, they can be paid at these 

higher drug prices by entering a price override 

code in the system. Our review of a sample of 

price override claims paid by the Ministry in 

February 2007 found that more than 30% of 

the unit drug prices in these claims exceeded 

their Formulary prices by more than 100%. 

In one case, the price claimed exceeded the 

Formulary price by 12,500%, resulting in the 

Ministry paying almost $2,400 for a claim 

that, according to the Formulary price, should 

have cost less than $20. 

• At the Ministry’s current inspection rate of 
3% of dispensing agencies in a year, it will 
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take up to 30 years to cover all agencies. The 

Ministry needs to more effectively utilize its 

limited inspection resources by targeting high-

risk dispensing agencies identified through 

activities such as a review of unusual claims 

statistics. For instance, our review of 2005/06 

claims data found that 20 dispensing agencies 

filled prescriptions for an average drug supply 

of less than three days, yet only one of these 

agencies was inspected in the last six years. 

Analyzing statistics such as this could high-

light dispensing agencies that might be inap-

propriately reducing prescribed quantities of 

drugs in order to charge more dispensing fees. 

In conjunction with the Ministry, we selected 

a dispensing agency that had a high number 

of claims per drug recipient and attended the 

related field inspection. This single inspec-

tion identified $270,000 in overpayments, 

of which $240,000 was because of claims for 

invalid dispensing fees. 

3.06 fiSh And wiLdLife PrOGrAm 

The Ministry of Natural Resources (Ministry) seeks 

to bring about a healthy environment that promotes 

the sustainable use and development of Ontario’s 

natural resources. The Ministry estimates that each 

year, 5.5 million Ontarians enjoy recreational fish-

ing, hunting, and wildlife viewing, and that these 

activities are worth nearly $11 billion annually to 

the provincial economy. Funding for the Ministry’s 

Fish and Wildlife Program in the 2006/07 fiscal 

year was $74.2 million. 

Although the Ministry gathered data and car-

ried out assessments on fish and wildlife resources, 

the information was neither sufficient nor current 

enough to provide assurance that the Ministry was 

effectively managing resources for sustainability. 

In addition, we noted a number of plant, fish, 

and wildlife species whose sustainability was of 

increasing concern. Our observations included the 

following: 

• The Ministry has recently taken some steps 
to address biodiversity and sustainability 

issues with a formal biodiversity strategy and 

the enactment of the Endangered Species Act, 

2007. 

• Although the Ministry has issued guidelines 
and frameworks to protect fish and wildlife 

habitats, it has no comprehensive inventory 

of the critical habitats that are key to the 

recovery or sustainability of fish and wildlife 

resources. Identifying these habitats would 

help the Ministry develop strategies to protect 

them from further degradation. 

• In 2002, we recommended that the Ministry 
develop an overall strategy to provide for the 

conservation, protection, restoration, and 

propagation of species at risk. We noted that 

such a strategy was subsequently drafted but 

had not yet been approved or implemented. 

The Ministry also has 120 recovery strategies 

in various stages of development for endan-

gered and threatened species, but just 22 of 

these have been released for public comment. 

• The Ministry lacked complete and current 
data on moose populations, which contrib-

uted to the issuing of more hunting tags than 

recommended by harvest guidelines. For 

example, 41 of the 66 geographic areas that 

calculate moose harvest quotas and allocate 

hunting tags reported a huntable population 

greater than the estimated population. 

• While the Ministry has developed a draft 
recovery strategy for the forest-dwelling 

woodland caribou, a threatened species 

in Ontario, it has been slow to finalize and 

implement it. Biologists have warned that the 

recovery strategy needs to be implemented on 

a timely basis to maintain the caribou popula-

tion and its habitat. 
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• The Ministry’s management of commercial 
fisheries has been largely successful in pro-

moting the sustainability of commercial fish 

stocks, but there was a need for better moni-

toring and enforcement. In a number of cases, 

commercial and aboriginal operators on Lake 

Superior and Lake Huron exceeded their catch 

quotas by more than 200%. 

• A reduction in deterrent patrols by conserva-
tion officers and gaps in enforcement coverage 

may have put added pressure on the prov-

ince’s fish and wildlife resources. For example, 

we noted that when a two-week enforcement 

blitz was carried out in 2006, officers seized 

57 moose that had been hunted illegally— 

almost double the 29 animals seized during a 

similar blitz in 2005. 

3.07 GO trAnSit 

Established in 1967, GO Transit’s commuter net-

work is a vital part of the GTA transportation sys-

tem, linking Toronto with the surrounding regions 

and serving a population of more than 5 million. 

On a typical weekday, GO Transit trains carry about 

165,000 passengers and its buses carry an addi-

tional 30,000 passengers. As of March 31, 2007, GO 

Transit had over 1,200 full-time-equivalent employ-

ees. Its annual operating expenditures, including 

amortization on capital assets, were approximately 

$375 million, of which about $250 million is 

recovered from passenger fares, with the province 

subsidizing the rest. 

The demand for GO Transit services is growing 

rapidly, with more than a 65% increase in rail pas-

sengers over the last 10 years. Until recent years, 

GO Transit’s on-time performance was in the 

mid-90% range, but delays and overcrowding have 

become increasingly common. During our audit, 

between October 2006 and February 2007, GO 

Transit’s on-time performance was only about 85%. 

While GO Transit has taken some action to address 

this, more needs to be done to meet service demand 

and provide reliable rail services. 

Specifically, GO Transit’s capital expenditure 

plan was based not on projected ridership growth 

but mainly on expected government funding levels. 

Without a more comprehensive analysis of future 

demand, there might not be sufficient infrastruc-

ture to accommodate future growth in passenger 

volumes. As a result, some areas could continue to 

experience serious capacity issues and persistent 

problems with customer service. 

Seventy percent of the track that GO Transit 

operates on is privately owned. GO Transit had 

limited means to deal with what it considered to 

be high rates, restrictive covenant provisions, and 

controls over service levels that are imposed by the 

private railways. As well, over the next 10 years 

approximately $475 million is to be spent by GO 

Transit on improvements in rail service on the pri-

vately owned rail corridors. Although the railways 

will maintain ownership of and control over the 

improved infrastructure, there is little guarantee 

that GO Transit will receive improved service in 

return. Because the regulation of railways falls 

under federal legislation, GO Transit needs to work 

more closely with the provincial Ministry of Trans-

portation to ensure that representations made to 

the federal government better safeguard taxpayer-

funded railway projects and ensure adequate access 

to commuter railway service for the public. 

A recent audit by the American Public Trans-

portation Association provided an overall positive 

opinion on the safety and security of GO Transit’s 

operations. 

With respect to GO Transit’s proof-of-payment 

fare system, less than 1% of all riders inspected had 

no ticket. However, approximately 60% of all fare 

inspections were done on off-peak trains. 

With respect to the acquisition of goods and 

services, we found: 

• Although the scope of work for two significant 
program-management consultant contracts 
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clearly extended over several years, GO Tran-

sit requested bids for work spanning only 12 

and 17 months. In the first case, a contract 

was awarded to a consortium for $247,000 

and repeatedly extended for another seven 

years to over $25 million to date. Similarly, 

in the other case, a contract initially awarded 

for $2.3 million was subsequently extended 

for three years at an additional cost of 

$15.2 million to date. 

• Including the extensions to the contracts 
referred to above, in total over 60 amend-

ments were made to contracts, totalling 

almost $70 million, or an increase of about 

75% of the original contracts’ values, in the 

three years from 2004 through 2006. 

• There were numerous instances of suppliers 
being selected without a competitive process, 

including over $8.6 million for 170 single-

sourced consultant contracts. 

3.08 hAzArdOuS wASte 

mAnAGement
 

Hazardous wastes include a broad range of sub-

stances such as waste acid, contaminated sludge, 

photo-finishing and other chemicals, motor oil, and 

discarded batteries. The Ministry of the Environ-

ment (Ministry) is responsible for ensuring that 

hazardous waste is collected, stored, transported, 

treated, and disposed of with due regard for 

the environment and public health. Excluding 

household hazardous waste, Ontario produces 

approximately 400,000 tonnes of hazardous 

waste annually. The Ministry spent $14.6 million 

in 2006/07 on its Hazardous Waste Management 

Program. 

Partly owing to continuing problems with a com-

puter system implemented in 2002, the Ministry 

does not yet have adequate monitoring and inspec-

tion procedures in place to ensure compliance with 

legislation and regulations aimed at protecting the 

environment from the risks posed by hazardous 

wastes. The system’s weaknesses limited the ability 

of staff to monitor effectively the volume of hazard-

ous waste activity in the province and contributed 

to many of the following concerns: 

• We identified more than 5,000 organizations 
that registered as hazardous waste generators 

in 2004 but not in 2005. Yet the Ministry had 

not determined whether these organizations 

were still generating hazardous waste and 

properly disposing of it. 

• Certificate-of-approval applications from haz-
ardous waste carriers that want to establish or 

modify a facility are reviewed by the Ministry 

to ensure that applicant operations will not 

adversely affect the environment. As of Janu-

ary 2007, we found that 50% of the applica-

tions remaining to be processed had been in 

the assessment stage for more than a year, and 

20% for more than three years. 

• In 2005, there were more than 26,000 ship-

ments of hazardous waste where the quantity 

received was less than the quantity shipped by 

the generator. The difference was greater than 

10% in half these shipments, with no explana-

tion or follow-up regarding the discrepancy. 

Consequently, there was a risk that significant 

amounts of hazardous waste were not being 

disposed of properly. 

• We identified almost 900 registered hazard-

ous waste generators that apparently had not 

shipped any hazardous waste for the last three 

consecutive years as evidenced by the absence 

of manifests, which must accompany all 

shipments of hazardous wastes. The absence 

of manifests could indicate that hazardous 

wastes were being shipped and disposed of 

inappropriately if they were not being accu-

mulated on-site. 

• As of April 2007, the Ministry held 
$150 million in financial assurance from 

over 700 carriers and receivers of hazardous 
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wastes. Financial assurance is required to 

ensure that the government does not end 

up paying for hazardous waste cleanup. 

However, the financial assurance collected is 

often inadequate. For example, one chemi-

cal company provided financial assurance 

totalling $3.4 million for a landfill site, but 

the site experienced problems with leakage, 

and cleanup costs have been estimated at 

$64 million. 

• Although the Ministry performed a significant 
number of inspections of hazardous waste gen-

erators, carriers, and receivers, its selection of 

facilities for inspection was often not based on 

risks posed to the environment. In the last five 

years, at least, the Ministry had performed no 

inspections at 11 of the 30 largest hazardous-

waste-generating facilities in the province. In 

addition, ministry inspectors found a signifi-

cant level of repeat non-compliance, but had 

given the repeat violators more severe penal-

ties only 20% of the time. 

3.09 hOSPitALS—mAnAGement And 

uSe Of SurGiCAL fACiLitieS
 

Ontario’s public hospitals are generally governed by 

a board of directors that is responsible for the hos-

pital’s operations and for determining the hospital’s 

priorities in addressing patient needs in the com-

munity. In the 2006/07 fiscal year, the total operat-

ing costs of Ontario’s more than 150 hospitals were 

about $19 billion, of which about 85% was funded 

by the Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 

(Ministry). 

According to the Ministry, about 844,000 

surgical procedures and 135,000 other diagnostic 

procedures (such as biopsies and imaging) were 

performed in hospital operating rooms across 

Ontario in 2006/07, at a cost of about $1.2 billion. 

This cost includes nurses’ salaries and medical sup-

plies, but excludes most physicians’ services, such 

as surgeons’ services, which the Ministry pays for 

through the Ontario Health Insurance Plan (OHIP). 

The audit focused on the management and use 

of surgical facilities with respect to meeting patient 

needs. Our work indicated that the three hospitals 

that we visited—Toronto East General Hospital, 

St. Joseph’s Healthcare Hamilton, and Sudbury 

Regional Hospital—were managing the use of their 

surgical facilities well in some areas. In addition, 

the Ministry had introduced several good initiatives 

to help improve surgical processes. However, the 

Ministry did not have information available on 

the total number of operating rooms in Ontario, 

the hours operating rooms were in use, the total 

number of patients waiting for surgery, or the type 

of surgery they were waiting for. Our observations 

also included the following: 

• An average of 12% of operating rooms at 
the hospitals we visited were not used most 

weekdays in 2006, and generally were not 

used for elective surgeries on weekends or 

statutory holidays. As well, for approximately 

nine weeks in the summer of 2006, only about 

60% of operating rooms were used, owing 

primarily to planned vacation-time closures. 

• At the hospitals we visited, each surgeon’s 
operating room time was based primarily on 

the time allocated to that surgeon in prior 

years, rather than on other factors such as 

patients’ needs and hospital priorities. 

• Most urgent emergency cases had their sur-
gery within hospital-established time frames 

at the two hospitals we visited that tracked 

this information, although about 13% of non-

emergency but urgent (for example, acute 

appendicitis) patients did not. 

• None of the hospitals we visited followed up 
with the applicable surgeon to ensure that 

patients waiting longer than the established 

10-month benchmark were reassessed. At one 

hospital, 67% of low-priority hip-replacement 

patients waited longer than their targeted 
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time frame for surgery, with some patients 

still waiting after three years. 

• The timeliness of surgery varied significantly 
in some cases, depending on the hospital 

or Local Health Integration Network. For 

example, some hospitals were able to perform 

lower-priority cancer surgeries more quickly 

than other hospitals were able to perform 

more urgent cancer surgeries. 

• At two of the hospitals we visited, about 
13% of the in-patient beds were occupied by 

individuals no longer requiring hospital care 

but who were waiting for alternative accom-

modation. This reduced the number of post-

operative beds available, sometimes resulting 

in surgical patients having their surgeries 

delayed or cancelled. 

• The Ministry’s Provincial Infectious Diseases 
Advisory Committee indicates that “flash 

sterilization” (a quick sterilization process 

for surgical instruments) should be used only 

in emergency situations. However, we noted 

that this was not always the case, as flash 

sterilization was often used in non-emergency 

situations, such as when there was a shortage 

of instruments. 

3.10 LOnG-term-CAre hOmeS—
 
mediCAtiOn mAnAGement
 

Long-term-care homes, such as nursing homes 

and charitable homes, provide care, services, 

and accommodation to individuals unable to live 

independently and requiring the availability of 

24-hour care. There are more than 600 such homes 

in Ontario caring for about 75,000 residents, most 

of whom are 65 or older. In the 2006/07 fiscal year, 

funding by the Ministry of Health and Long-Term 

Care (Ministry) to long-term-care homes totalled 

$2.8 billion, with residents generally also making 

a co-payment of between $1,500 and $2,100 per 

month for accommodation. 

Residents of long-term-care homes usually have 

conditions requiring treatment with medication 

prescribed by a doctor. In the 2006/07 fiscal year, 

the Ministry paid pharmacies about $333 million 

for more than 19 million drug prescriptions dis-

pensed for residents of long-term-care homes. 

Our audit assessed whether medications for 

residents were managed in an efficient, safe, and 

controlled manner. Our work indicated that at all 

of the three long-term-care homes we visited— 

Hamilton Continuing Care in Hamilton, Leisure-

world St. George in Toronto, and Providence Manor 

in Kingston—there were a number of procedures in 

place to ensure that the homes obtained physician-

prescribed medications and administered them to 

residents in a safe and timely manner. However, 

we noted areas where these homes could improve 

their medication management practices. We also 

obtained and analyzed information on drugs 

dispensed to residents of all long-term-care homes 

through the Ministry’s Ontario Drug Benefit Pro-

gram. Some of our more significant observations 

included the following: 

• At all three homes, documentation to indicate 
that informed consent was obtained from 

residents or their substitute decision-makers 

for the use of new medications was either 

nonexistent or inadequate. 

• Two of the homes we visited were not doing 
an adequate job of reporting all medication 

errors, and during 2006 reported only 12 and 

26 errors respectively. The identification and 

review of medication errors is important in 

preventing similar errors in the future. 

• During 2006, more than 5,700 residents of 
Ontario long-term-care homes were dispensed 

at least one of the eight high-risk drugs that 

were in our sample, and at least 20% of 

residents in 30 homes were dispensed these 

drugs. While we acknowledge that medica-

tions are generally prescribed by physicians, 

we believe there may be situations where a 
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high rate of use of high-risk drugs in certain 

homes may warrant some follow-up by the 

Ministry in conjunction with the College of 

Physicians and Surgeons. 

• Ninety-one percent of the 18,000 level-1 
alerts (which warn of a drug combination 

that is clearly contraindicated and should not 

be dispensed or administered) generated by 

pharmacy computers were overridden and the 

drugs dispensed to residents of 421 long-term-

care homes. While pharmacists may have 

contacted the prescribing physician to discuss 

these drug interactions prior to overriding the 

level-1 alert, we believe some follow-up may 

be warranted given the high percentage of 

alert overrides. 

• None of the homes periodically reconciled 
controlled substances administered to 

residents with records of drugs received from 

the pharmacy and those on hand. 

• Processes to ensure that medications 
approaching their expiry date—including 

those in emergency supplies—are identified 

and removed from use upon expiry needed to 

be strengthened. 

• Two of the homes did not consistently use 
environmentally responsible practices to dis-

pose of unneeded medications. 

3.11 OntAriO Sex Offender reGiStry 

In 2001 the Legislature proclaimed an Act that 

required the establishment of an Ontario Sex 

Offender Registry (Registry) to track the where-

abouts of individuals residing in Ontario but 

convicted anywhere in Canada of one or more 

designated sexual offences. The Act also applied 

to every offender residing in Ontario still serving a 

sentence for these offences at the time the law came 

into force. The Ministry of Community and Correc-

tional Services and, more specifically, the Ontario 

Provincial Police (OPP) were made responsible for 

developing and maintaining the Registry. The OPP 

and more than 140 local police services are respon-

sible for registering and monitoring offenders, of 

which more than 7,400 were registered as of Janu-

ary 2007. 

In our audit, we found that while the Ministry 

and the OPP worked diligently and cost-effectively 

to create the Registry to help police investigate 

sexual crimes and monitor sex offenders in their 

communities, the Registry is not yet functioning 

adequately to serve its intended purpose. Some of 

our specific observations included the following: 

• Christopher’s Law, the legislation establishing 

the Registry, requires police services to regis-

ter offenders only after they have completed 

custodial sentences. Therefore, the many 

offenders who live in the community while 

serving their sentence, or who are await-

ing appeal decisions, were not required to 

register. 

• The Registry was incomplete for a number of 
reasons. We identified 365 provincial offend-

ers who should have been registered but were 

not. There was also no process for registering 

young offenders who receive adult sentences. 

• The Ministry never obtained a list of over 
1,000 sex offenders in federal custody in 

Ontario at the time of the Registry’s inception 

so they could be registered on their release. 

In addition, there is currently no reliable 

reporting mechanism to ensure that all 

offenders living in Ontario are registered on 

release from federal correctional facilities; we 

identified 360 released offenders who should 

have been registered but were not because of 

missing information about the federal release 

date. 

• There were no ministry guidelines for 
following up on non-compliant offenders, 

and practices varied at local police services. 

Warrants were not consistently being issued 

for offenders in breach of the Act for extended 

Ch
ap

te
r 1

 



 

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

20 2007 Annual Report of the Office of the Auditor General of Ontario
	

Ch
ap

te
r 1

 

periods. While the overall rate of offenders’ 

registration compliance was high, the rate of 

non-compliance with the Act did vary widely 

across the province. 

• The search tools available in the registry 
database required improvement. Users could 

not, for example, filter data by gender or age 

of the victim, relationship (if any) between 

the victim and the offenders, or the location 

of past crimes. In addition, other offender 

information, such as photographs, employ-

ment and educational addresses, or detailed 

case information was not always captured in 

the database, thus impairing the Registry’s 

usefulness to investigators. 

3.12 OutBreAk PrePAredneSS And 

mAnAGement
 

The Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care 

(Ministry) is responsible for formulating emergency 

plans for infectious disease outbreaks such as an 

influenza pandemic. The World Health Organiza-

tion and the Ministry believe that the risk of an 

influenza pandemic is serious, and that its impact 

on society would be much greater than that of 

the severe acute respiratory syndrome (SARS) 

outbreak that affected Ontario and other parts of 

the world in 2003. In the 2006/07 fiscal year, the 

Ministry spent approximately $83 million to ensure 

that Ontario will be prepared in the event of a 

pandemic. 

Our audit found that, while a number of meas-

ures have been taken since the SARS outbreak to 

improve the province’s readiness to respond to 

outbreaks of infectious diseases, Ontario, like many 

other jurisdictions, is still not adequately prepared 

to respond to large-scale outbreaks such as an influ-

enza pandemic. Some of the issues we identified 

were as follows: 

• Though a comprehensive response plan 

had been developed, the Ministry had no 


assurance that all members of the health 

system knew what to do in planning for, and 

during, a pandemic. One-third of the public 

health units had not completed their local 

pandemic plans, and some health-care stake-

holders were unsure who should be responsi-

ble for stockpiling critical supplies. 

• The critical-care triage tool included in the 
Ministry’s pandemic plan had neither been 

tested nor submitted for public consultation, 

despite the recommendation to do so by its 

designers. The tool is intended to help physi-

cians in acute-care settings make the difficult 

decisions about prioritizing critical care 

during an influenza pandemic. 

• The availability of sites where a significant 
number of people could be quarantined or 

isolated for an extended time was limited. 

Although the Ministry was unable to find 

suitable alternative isolation sites during the 

SARS outbreak, it had no plans to look for 

such sites for future outbreaks. 

• Although in 2006 the Ministry instructed the 
local public health units to establish up to 

750 temporary influenza assessment centres 

to relieve pressure on hospitals and other 

primary-care providers, a year later this had 

generally not been done. 

• The Ministry is challenged by a significant 
number of public health staffing vacancies, 

with approximately one-third of the public 

health units being without full-time medical 

officers of health. In addition, close to 100 

ministry public health positions, some of 

which were designated as being critical during 

a human-health emergency, were vacant. 

• We found that there were no warehouses 
for the storage of pandemic supplies west 

of Toronto, leaving the Toronto warehouse 

to serve a population about eight times the 

size of that served by two other warehouses 



 

  

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

of comparable storage capacity in Northern 

Ontario. 

• The Ministry could not reach some health-
care providers because it had been told that 

the contact information held by the College 

of Physicians and Surgeons of Ontario could 

be used only in emergencies. Consequently, 

the Ministry had to purchase this information 

from a third party—but the information 

obtained in that way was incomplete. 

3.13 retAiL SALeS tAx PrOGrAm 

The Ministry of Revenue (Ministry) administers 

the Retail Sales Tax Act, which imposes a general 

sales tax of 8% on the retail price of most goods 

and services sold to final consumers in Ontario. As 

at March 31, 2007, approximately 420,000 vendors 

were registered to collect and remit retail sales tax 

(RST) to the province. RST receipts for the 2006/07 

fiscal year totalled approximately $16.2 billion, net 

of $153 million in refunds, which represents about 

25% of the province’s total tax revenue. Over the 

last decade, RST revenues have increased by an 

average of about 5% to 6% annually. 

We concluded that enhanced information that 

ongoing technology developments can provide, 

along with certain improvements in the audit and 

collection processes, will all be necessary before the 

Ministry can be assured that all RST owing is being 

collected. 

Some of our more significant observations were: 

• While the Ministry has implemented certain 
measures to identify non-registered vendors 

at their place of business or at points of sale, 

procedures are not yet adequate to ensure 

that all Ontario vendors—particularly new 

vendors—selling taxable goods and services 

are registered with the Ministry. 

• The audit selection process suffered from 
several deficiencies, including the following: 

Overview and Value-for-money Audit Summaries 

•		The auditable tax roll used for selecting 
vendors for audit excludes many vendors 

registered in Ontario, such as those vendors 

registered for less than two years and those 

that designate themselves to be part-time. 

•		No standardized province-wide criteria 
have been developed for selecting vendors 

for audit on the basis of the risk of non-

compliance, despite the Ministry’s previous 

commitments to do so. 

•		While audit coverage has increased since 
our last audit in 2000, the Ministry’s 

coverage of each of its three categories of 

vendors based on level of sales and amount 

of tax remitted was still below its targets. 

• Outstanding accounts receivable increased to 
$967 million as at December 31, 2006, from 

$587 million at the time of our last audit in 

1999/2000, an increase of approximately 

65%. In contrast, in the same period, RST rev-

enues increased to approximately $16.2 bil-

lion from $12.6 billion, an increase of 29%. 

• The Ministry’s current information sys-
tem does not have the ability to prioritize 

accounts-receivable collection. Our review of 

a sample of open collection files found that it 

often took a number of months for a collector 

to initiate contact on a file, and approximately 

one-quarter of the files had no collection 

activity for periods exceeding two years. 

• At the time of our audit, approximately 
35,000 vendors with active accounts were 

in default in filing their returns. Of those we 

reviewed, over eight months elapsed, on aver-

age, between the referral of the account to the 

Ministry’s Non-Filer Unit and the compliance 

officer’s attempt to contact the vendor. After 

the initial contact, many files continued to 

have an extended period of inactivity. 
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3.14 uniVerSitieS—mAnAGement Of 

fACiLitieS
 

Ontario has 18 publicly funded universities, with 

full- and part-time enrolment in the fall of 2006 

totalling 436,000. In the year ended April 30, 2006, 

the operating revenues of these universities totalled 

about $5.4 billion, comprising almost $2.8 billion in 

provincial grants and $2 billion in tuition fees, with 

donations, investments, and miscellaneous sources 

accounting for the balance. 

Ontario universities own most of their facili-

ties and are responsible for the utility costs and 

day-to-day cleaning, repairs, and security services. 

A report published by the Council of Ontario 

Universities in 2007 stated that universities in this 

province managed a portfolio of 918 buildings with 

5.6 million square metres of space. The estimated 

replacement value of the facilities was $14.4 billion 

as of March 2007, while the value of associated 

infrastructure, such as boilers and power systems, 

was an estimated $2.2 billion. The deferred main-

tenance backlog at universities was estimated to be 

$1.6 billion in 2006. 

Our audit work at the three universities we 

visited (Carleton University, McMaster University, 

and the University of Guelph) examined whether 

the universities had adequate processes to manage 

their academic and administrative facilities and 

maintain them in good condition. Our audit found 

that, with respect to cost-effective operations of 

their facilities, universities would benefit from hav-

ing better information about space utilization and 

about their physical plant operations. 

At the three universities we audited, we also 

found the following: 

• In the 2005/06 fiscal year, the combined capi-
tal renewal projects at the three universities 

we audited totalled $18.3 million—less than 

5% of their combined deferred-maintenance 

amount, which was reported as being 

approximately $400 million. 

• The usefulness of the universities’ capital-
asset-management system for prioritizing 

capital renewal projects could be enhanced by 

implementing procedures to update the sys-

tem for completed renewal projects in a more 

timely manner and, for a sample of facilities, 

checking the reliability of the deferred main-

tenance forecasts made by the system. 

• Procedures to ensure that academic and 
administrative space was used efficiently need 

to be improved. A new scheduling system at 

one university was expected to achieve a 30% 

improvement in the utilization of academic 

space. 

• There was a need for additional analysis to 
compare the operating costs of each facility to 

those of similar facilities at the university or to 

those at other universities in order to identify 

and take action on opportunities to reduce 

costs. 

• With respect to purchasing, we were pleased 
to note that the universities’ policies promoted 

open and competitive purchasing practices, 

and that the policies were generally being 

complied with for purchases relating to the 

physical-plant operations that we examined. 
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