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HHAALLDDIIMMAANNDD  CCOOUUNNTTYY  

 
Report PW-RO-01-2013 

of the General Manager of Public Works 
For Consideration by Council in Committee  

 

RE: Roads Operations “Level of Service” Standard  
 

 

OBJECTIVE:  
 
To obtain Council approval for the revised “Level of Service” Standard 
document specific to the Roads Operations Division of the Public Works 
Department. 

 
RECOMMENDATIONS:  
 
1. THAT Report PW-RO-01-2013 Re: Roads Operations “Level of Service” Standard dated 

May 13, 2013  be received; 

2. AND THAT Council approve the Level of Service Standard as attached to this report; 

3. AND THAT the Revised Capital Budget as outlined in Report PW-RO-01-2013 be 
approved; 

4. AND that the appropriate operating budget amendments as outlined in Report PW-RO-
01-2013 be enacted.  

 
 
Prepared by:  
 
 
 
  
 
 

 
 

Wray Oakes  
Manager, Roads Operations  
Date:  May 13, 2013  
  
Respectfully submitted: Approved: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

Paul Mungar, C.E.T., CMM III Donald G. Boyle 
General Manager Chief Administrative Officer 
Public Works Department  
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BACKGROUND: 
 
Ontario Regulation 239/02, Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways (MMMS), 
was enacted on November 1, 2002. The MMMS were created to help municipalities defend 
legal actions alleging non repair of roads.  These standards provide municipalities with not only 
a framework for road maintenance but also a defence under Section 44 of the Ontario Municipal 
Act. The terms of reference for the MMMS stipulate that it is mandated by the Province that the 
standards shall be reviewed every five (5) years. As a result of the task force’s recent review of 
the standards in late 2012, amendments to the standards were recommended and approved by 
the Province effective January 25th, 2013.  
 
In order to meet the MMMS the County developed a Level of Service document which is 
currently in use. This current Level of Service document is considered outdated and now 
substandard with respect to recent legislation amendments to the MMMS.  
 
In addition to legislated standards within the “Level of Service” Standard, there are also several 
additional road maintenance standards that from time to time, are challenged by the public with 
respect to the level of standard and/or typically viewed not being reasonable when comparing 
the cost of materials and services in today’s marketplace. The non legislated service levels that 
are included in the “Level of Service” Standard are defined with the intent to act as “a 
reasonable state of care” service standard, that is sustainable, and that meets the public’s 
expectations in a fair and consistent manner.  
     
 
ANALYSIS: 
 
Some of the key amendments in the MMMS include new definitions and standards in winter 
maintenance and several housekeeping clarification amendments striking out “shall be deemed 
to be repaired” and amending / substituting with “is deemed to be in a state of repair”. As 
referenced above in the Background section of the report, the Level of Service Standard 
includes, in addition to the MMMS amendments, non legislated service level revisions with 
monetary impacts as well, which will also be further expanded upon in this section of the report. 
 
New standards and amended definitions in the MMMS regulations with the most 
significant impact, including potential monetary implications, are listed and outlined as 
follows: 
 
“Weather” means air temperature, wind and precipitation. 
 
“Substantial probability” means a significant likelihood considerably in excess of 51 per cent. 
      
“Patrolling” means patrolling a highway consists of observing the highway, either by driving on 
or by electronically monitoring the highway.  
 
Weather Monitoring 
  
Weather monitoring is a new standard in the MMMS to ensure that municipalities are aware of 
the weather conditions on a daily basis throughout the year. 
 

3.1 (1) From October 1 to April 30, the minimum standard is to monitor the 
weather, both current and forecast to occur in the next 24 hours, once every shift 
or three times per calendar day, whichever is more frequent, at intervals 
determined by the municipality. 
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(2) From May 1 to September 30, the minimum standard is to monitor the 
weather, both current and forecast to occur in the next 24 hours, once per 
calendar day.  

 
In order to effectively implement a weather monitoring procedure, staff recommend that the 
County purchase two smartphones that are capable of automatically receiving and/or accessing 
the internet/weather forecast information 24 hours a day as well as logging the information for 
audit purposes. It is also recommended that the weather monitoring duty be assigned to staff 
that are currently scheduled on the after-hours pager duty assignment. Purchasing the 
smartphones is viewed as a cost effective solution in meeting the new standard and enables 
staff to achieve the legislated requirements with minimum impact to the current winter control 
staffing requirement and/or operating schedules. Monetary impacts associated with this new 
initiative consist of a capital component of approximately $720 and an operating component of 
approximately $1,800 per year.  
  
Additional benefits of implementing this new initiative include improved and more efficient 
communication during after-hours operations and more timely decision making in winter 
maintenance operations that should in turn translate to savings in program costs. More timely 
and more accurate decision making based on factual information also strengthens the County’s 
position in defence of potential claims. 
 
The term “substantial probability” is amended in the winter maintenance standards with the 
intent to define a decision making threshold that clarifies how, why and when, winter 
maintenance deployment shall be scheduled. “Substantial probability” means acquired 
knowledge through various sources that together with constructive knowledge a formed decision 
is made regarding the likelihood of adverse weather and road conditions is greater than 51% to 
occur. The amended legislation that includes the term “substantial probability” is in two specific 
regulations in the winter control section of the MMMS - Patrolling and Ice Formation/Prevention 
on Roadways and Icy Roads. 
 

Patrolling 
 

Sec 3(2) If it is determined by the municipality that the weather monitoring 
referred to in Section 3.1 indicates that there is a substantial probability of 
snow accumulation on roadways, ice formation on roadways or icy roadways, the 
minimum standard for patrolling highways is, in addition to that set out in 
subsection (1), to patrol highways that the municipality selects as representative 
of its highways, at intervals deemed necessary by the municipality, to check for 
such conditions. 

 
Patrol Table 

 
Class of Highway 

 
Patrolling Frequency 

 
1 

 
3 times every 7 days 

 
2 

 
2 times every 7 days 

 
3 

 
once every 7 days 

 
4 

 
once every 14 days 

 
5 and 6 

 
once every 30 days 
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The amended patrol standard is viewed as achievable with minimum monetary impacts that can 
be accommodated within the standard operating procedures currently in place. The amended 
patrol standard specifies that a municipality must patrol roads as frequently as necessary for the 
purposes of observing the road conditions in order to schedule the deployment of winter 
maintenance in accordance with the legislation.     
 

Ice formation on roadways and icy roadways   
 

Sec 5(1) The minimum standard for the prevention of ice formation on roadways 
is doing the following in the 24 hour period preceding an alleged formation of ice 
on a roadway. 
 

1) Monitor the weather in accordance with Section 3.1. 
2) Patrol in accordance with Section 3.  
3) If the municipality determines, as a result of its activities under 

paragraph 1 or 2, that there is a substantial probability of ice 
forming on a roadway, treat the roadway to prevent ice formation 
within the time set out in the table to this section, starting from the 
time that a municipality determines is the appropriate time to deploy 
resources for that purpose.  

 
 

Ice Formation/Prevention and Icy Roadways 
 

Class of Highway 
 

Response Time 
 

1 
 

3 hours 
 

2 
 

4 hours 
 

3 
 

8 hours 
 

4 
 

12 hours 
 

5 and 6 
 

16 hours 
 
The amended ice formation/prevention and icy roadways standard is viewed as achievable with 
a monetary impact. The amended standard now specifies that the municipality must treat the 
roadway to prevent the formation of ice. In order to meet the legislation requirements set out in 
this standard, staff are recommending two new initiatives. The first recommendation is the 
implementation of a Direct Liquid Application (DLA) program, and the second is a 
recommendation to purchase a slide-in 1 tonne patrol salting unit. 
 
A DLA program is an anti-icing method of winter maintenance that is applied in advance of 
anticipated winter precipitation on the road surface for the purpose of the prevention of ice 
formation on the road surface in an effective, efficient and environmentally responsible manner. 
The implementation of a DLA program can be accommodated within the current winter control 
service delivery model with minimum operating impacts. However, the implementation of a DLA 
program will require a one-time capital cost of approximately $26,700 to fund the necessary 
mechanical and hydraulic hardware to retrofit current trucks and tanks the County currently 
owns and uses for other off-season maintenance purposes.  
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The purchase of a slide-in 1 tonne patrol salter unit to complement the current slide-in unit 
assigned to the winter patrol program is for the prevention of ice formation on the road surface. 
By increasing the number of patrol spreader units to two, staff can more effectively respond to 
winter weather adverse road conditions in a cost effective and timely fashion on a County-wide 
basis. The business case of purchasing the winter patrol salter unit is viewed as a program 
improvement initiative. Treating adverse weather conditions in a proactive and immediate 
manner during winter patrol activities, eliminates the need to activate contracted services to 
address the one off or isolated adverse road surface conditions. The monetary impact to 
purchase the slide-in patrol salting unit is a one-time capital cost of approximately $6,000.  
 
Revised non legislated service level standard in the “Level of Service” Standard with 
potential monetary implications. 
 
Mailbox Repair 
 
The Mailbox Replacement Standard is revised with the intent to meet the public’s expectations 
in a fair and consistent manner and is viewed as achievable with a minimum monetary impact. 
More and more frequently the current mailbox replacement standard is being challenged by the 
public when the box and/or post are damaged as a result of maintenance operations. Typical 
complaints with the current standard include the limited replacement options, i.e. style of box 
and the reimbursement limit if the homeowner chooses to replace the box themselves. 
 
The recommended revised mailbox replacement standard is outlined as follows: 
 

It is determined by the Road Authority (Roads Operations Manager) that a private 
mailbox has been damaged as a result of road maintenance activities, one of the 
following two options shall apply to restore the mailbox to its original state, or equivalent. 
 
Option 1:   The County shall supply and reinstall mailboxes damaged as a result of 

maintenance activities, to an appropriate standard in an appropriate 
location. 

 
The post shall be wood; maximum 150mm in diameter/square.  The post 
and mailbox shall be installed to its original state and location.  Posts 
shall be installed at the rounding of the shoulder, in order that the opening 
of the mailbox is at the edge of the shoulder with the bottom of the 
mailbox being 1.07m (42”) above the shoulder surface.  Replacement 
mailboxes shall be of a heavy-gauge, weather resistant steel rural type 
mailbox. 

 
Option 2:   The County will issue a monetary reimbursement to the owner upon 

receipt of proof of purchase in the form of a cheque as follows: 

• If the post and mailbox are destroyed, a maximum limit of $33.00 
• If only the mailbox is destroyed, a maximum limit of $24.00 

 
Where a performed one-piece mailbox, formed plastic and/or neoprene 
type has been damaged or destroyed by municipal activities, the owner 
shall be reimbursed upon receipt of proof of purchase for a replacement 
mailbox to an upset limit of $75.00. 
 
Under Option 2, the owner is responsible for all repairs / replacement as 
necessary as per Canada Post requirements. 
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The above reimbursement values are based on the average current market value of a 
standard post and mailbox minus 25% for the average depreciation value of an existing 
post and mailbox or the combination of both, and an average current market value of a 
one piece neoprene or formed plastic mailbox. 
 
Average Mailbox Prices 
 
Mailbox:   heavy-gauge, steel rural type  $  32.00 less 25% = $24.00 
Mailbox: neoprene one-piece   $100.00 less 25% = $75.00   
Post:  pressure treated standard 4”x4” $  12.00 less 25% = $  9.00 
 
The revised mailbox replacement standard is anticipated to drive a slight increase in 
program costs of less than $1,000.  Staff recommends that the program funding for the 
mailbox replacement program continue to be monitored and identified if necessary, 
through the normal Operating Budget submission process in 2015.  Implementation of 
the revised standard is also anticipated to free staff’s time and resources allowing for 
assignment to other program services directly related to winter maintenance. 

 
All other revised service level standards in the “Level of Service” Standard document are viewed 
as meeting the public’s expectations and provide a reasonable state of care that is achievable 
and can be accommodated within the current program service delivery model. 
 
 
BUDGET/LEGAL IMPLICATIONS: 
 
The recommended revised service level standards as outlined in this report with monetary 
impacts are identified as follows. 
 
Weather Monitoring 
 
The monetary impacts associated with implementing the recommended weather monitoring 
standard (the purchase of two smartphones) is a capital funding component of $720 and an 
annual operating funding component of approximately $1,800 per year. 
 
DLA Program / 1 Tonne Patrol Salter Unit 
 
The monetary impacts associated with the implementation of the recommended DLA program 
and a 1 tonne salter unit combined is a one-time capital cost of approximately $32,700. 
Operating costs associated with the recommended DLA program and the 1 tonne salter unit is 
viewed as achievable within the current program service delivery model.  
  
The 2013 Tax Supported Capital Budget and Forecast did not include an estimate related to this 
change in “Level of Service” Standard. Staff have reviewed other projects within the capital 
program that are funded from CRR-Roads Equipment and found that there are only two other 
projects from the same funding source. These two projects have already been awarded and are 
expected to be completed within budget.  As a result, an amended budget is required as follows: 
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 Council Approved 
Budget Revised Budget 

Expenditures:    
Implementation of DLA Program $0 $ 26,700 
1 Tonne Patrol Salter Unit $0 $ 6,000 
2 Smartphones $0 $ 720 
Cell/Phone/Smartphone Upgrade/Replacement 
(C.136.0032) 

$ 7,500 $ 6,780 

Total Expenditures: $7,500 $ 33,420 
Financing:    
CRR – Roads Equipment $0 $ 32,700 
CRR – Info Technology $ 7,500 $ 7,500 
Total Financing:  $7,500 $ 33,420 
 
As a new initiative/enhancement to existing services, the replacement and regular 
maintenance/repairs associated with the addition of this infrastructure will ultimately impact the 
County’s existing long range capital funding plan. 
 
Operating impacts associated with implementing the recommended weather monitoring 
standard are the ongoing cellular telephone charges for the two smartphones, approximately 
$1,800 per year. This overage will be offset by savings in Roads Administration safety wear and 
supplies.  As well, annual fleet charges related to the new equipment are estimated at $2,250 
for the capital component. The operating component of the fleet charges are expected to be 
minimal. 
 
 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL IMPACTS: 
 
Implementation of the revised service level standards has a direct link to the Corporate Services 
Department, Support Services Division as it relates to defending and managing claims. 
Insurance claims associated with motor vehicle accidents and personal injury accidents on 
County roadways and sidewalks are defended on the basis of the County’s approved service 
level standards and the successful demonstration that legislated requirements have been met. 
 
The Information Systems Division will assist in implementing a method for the use of the 
smartphones that allows for the retrieval of weather conditions utilizing current technologies and 
automation as well as including a method to capture the required audit trails.  
 
 
LINKS TO STRATEGIC PLANS: 
 
The provision of the Level of Service Standard is a key part of the overall services provided by 
the Roads Operations Division protecting the well being and prosperity of Haldimand County 
residents, the travelling public, and the County.  
 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
Staff recommend Council approve the revised Level of Service Standard which provides an 
updated proactive approach to service levels as well as complying with the updated Municipal 
Minimum Maintenance Standards. 
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ATTACHMENTS: 
 
1. Proposed Haldimand County, Roads Operations Division – Level of Service Standard. 

 
 
 
 
 

REQUIRED AND RECEIVED COMMENTS FROM: 
Yes or Not applicable 

Clerk’s Not applicable 

Community Services Department Not applicable 

Finance Yes 

Health & Social Services Department Not applicable 

Human Resources Not applicable 

Information Systems Yes 

Legal Not applicable 

Public Works Department Not applicable 

Planning & Economic Development Department Not applicable 

Support Services Yes 

Other Not applicable 

 
 
 

CLERK’S DIVISION REVIEW 
Report: PW-RO-01-2013 – Roads Operations “Level of Service” Standard 

COUNCIL IN COMMITTEE:  
RECOMMENDATION NO  

Approved  
Approved with Amendments  
Defeated  
Deferred  
Other  

COUNCIL:    
RESOLUTION NO:    

Approved  
Approved with Amendments (Noted below)  
Defeated  
Deferred  
Other

 

Amended Recommendation(s): 
 

Council Direction: 
 

Clerk’s Division Action Taken: 
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Report PW-RO-01-2013, Attachment 1 
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