City of Port Colborne
Special Meeting of Council 23-19
Monday, August 26, 2019
Council in Closed Session — 5:30 p.m.

PORT COIBORNE Committee Room 3, 3" Floor, 66 Charlotte Street
Agenda

Call to Order: Mayor William C. Steele
2. Introduction of Addendum ltems:

3. Confirmation of Agenda:

4. Disclosures of Interest:

5. Council in Closed Session:

(i)  Motion to go into Closed Session

That Council do now proceed into closed session in order to address the
following matter(s):

(a) Minutes of the closed session portion of the following Council meetings: July 8,
2019 (special meeting of Council), July 8, 2019 (regular meeting of Council)

(b) Engineering and Operations Department Report 2019-118 regarding Re-
organization of the Engineering and Operations Department, pursuant to the
Municipal Act, 2001, Subsection 239(2)(b) personal matters about an
identifiable individual, including municipal or local board employees.

(c) Chief Administrative Officer Report 2019-131 and presentation regarding
2018 Employee Engagement Survey, pursuant to the Municipal Act, 2001,
Subsection 239(2)(b) personal matters about an identifiable individual and
Subsection 239(3.1) for the purpose of educating or training the members.

Note: Sherri Rossi, Consultant, Employers Choice, will attend to provide a
presentation about the above item.

(ii) Disclosures of Interest (closed session agenda)

(i) Consideration of Closed Session Items

(iv) Motion to Rise With Report
6. Disclosures of Interest Arising From Closed Session:
7. Report and Motions Arising From Closed Session:

8. Adjournment:
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City of Port Colborne
Special Council Meeting 24-19 — Public Hearing
Monday, August 26, 2019 — 7:00 p.m.

PORT LBORNE Council Chambers, 3™ Floor, 66 Charlotte Street
Agenda

1. Call to Order: Mayor William C. Steele

2. National Anthem:

3. Confirmation of Agenda:

4. Disclosures of Interest:

5. Public Hearing Under the Development Charges Act

(a) Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-132, Subject:
Public Hearing Report — Background Study and Development Charges By-law Update

(Page No. 5-212)

(i) Presentation of Development Charges Background Study by Watson and
Associates Economists Ltd.

(ii) Questions of Clarification to Planning Staff
(i)  Oral Presentations and/or Questions from the Public:
(iv)  Explanation of Future Meetings:

6. Adjournment:
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PORT COLBORNE Planning and Development Department
Planning Division

Report Number: 2019-132 Agenda Date: August 26, 2019

SUBJECT: Public Hearing Report — Background Study and Development Charges
By-law Update

1)  PURPOSE:

The purpose of this report is to provide Council and the public with information regarding
the mandatory 5 year update to the Development Charges By-law and underlying
background study.

2) HISTORY, BACKGROUND, COUNCIL POLICY, PRACTICES:

On September 8, 2014 Council approved By-law 6131/97/14 being a by-law to impose
development charges for the City of Port Colborne. In accordance with the provisions of
the Development Charges Act, a development charge background study was completed
in August of 2014, and the Development Charges By-law was passed within one (1) year
of completion of the development charges study.

The Development Charges Act requires that municipalities must update their
Development Charge By-law every 5 years including a background study and the creation
of a new by-law.

At its meeting on August 28, 2018, Council approved the recommendations contained in
PDD 2018-140 being:

“That a by-law be adopted authorizing the Mayor and Clerk to sign an agreement
with Watson and Associates for the completion of a Development Charges study
and updated by-law at a total cost of $35,800 exclusive of HST.”

3) STAFF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSIONS:

Development Charges provide for the recovery of growth-related capital expenditures
from new development. The Development Charges Act is the statutory basis to recover
these charges. Working with Watson and Associates the Background Study (attached
hereto as Appendix A) which includes a draft by-law, has been prepared to satisfy the
statutory requirements of the Development Charges Act, 1997.

The background study includes the following:

Overview of the legislative requirements of the Act;

Review of present development charge policies;

Summary of the residential and non-residential growth forecasts;

Approach to calculating the development charge;

Review of historic service standards and identification of future capital
requirements to service growth and related deductions and allocations;



= Calculation of the development charges;
= Development charge policy recommendations and rules; and
=  By-law implementation.

The study also provides a draft version of the 2019 Development Charge By-law which is
included as Appendix B to this report.

The background study represents the service needs arising from residential and non-
residential growth over the forecast periods. The following services are calculated based
on the anticipated development to occur for urban build-out:

s \Wastewater Services; and
= Water Services.

The following City-wide services are calculated based on an 18-year forecast:

= Roads;
= Public Works; and
= Fire Protection Services.

All other City-wide services for Outdoor Recreation, Indoor Recreation and
Administration.

Calculations

The methodology for the calculation of development charges can be summarised as:

a) Identify amount, type and location of growth;
b) Identify servicing needs to accommodate growth;
c) Identify capital costs to provide services to meet the needs;
d) Deduct:
i) Grants, subsidies and other contributions;

ii) Benefit to existing development;

iii) Statutory 10% deduction (soft services);

iv)  Amounts in excess of 10-year historic service calculation; and
V) DC reserve funds (where applicable)

e) Net costs are then allocated between residential and non-residential
benefit; and

f) Net costs divided by growth to provide the DC charge.

The Notice of Public Meeting was published in the Leader on July 25, 2019.

The Planning Division will provide Council with its recommendation report on the
proposed Amendment to the Development Charges By-law after comments have been

Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-132 Page 2 of 4



received from the Public Hearing. This report will be available at a later date for Council’s
consideration prior to the expiration of the existing by-law.

4) OPTIONS AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

Not applicable, as this report is for information purposes only.
b) Other Options

Not applicable, as this report is for information purposes only.
5) COMPLIANCE WITH STRATEGIC PLAN INITATIVES:
Not applicable.

6) ATTACHMENTS:

Background Study

7) RECOMMENDATION:

That Planning and Development Department, Planning Division Report 2019-132,
Subject: Public Hearing Report — Background Study and Development Charges By-law
Update be received for information.

8) SIGNATURES:
Prepared on August 20, 2019 by: Reviewed and respectfully submitted by:

/f/:/ / C. Scoff Luey
DafeRquilina, MCIP, RPP, CPT Chief Administrative Officer
Director of Planning and Development

Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-132 Page 3 of 4
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List of Acronyms and Abbreviations

Acronym Full Description of Acronym

D.C. Development charge

D.C.A. Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended
FLR. Financial Information Return

G.F.A. Gross floor area

|.J.P.A. Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act
L.PAT, Local Planning Appeal Tribunal
N.F.P.O.W. No Fixed Place of Work

O.M.B. Ontario Municipal Board

O.P.A. Official Plan Amendment

O.Reg. Ontario Regulation

P.O.A. Provincial Offences Act

P.P.U. Persons per unit

SDE. Single detached equivalent

S.D.U. Single detached unit

88 Subsection

S.W.M. Stormwater management

sq.ft. square foot

sq.m. square metre
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Executive Summary

1. The report provided herein represents the Development Charges (D.C.)
Background Study for the City of Port Colborne required by the Development
Charges Act, 1997 (D.C.A.). This report has been prepared in accordance with
the methodology required under the D.C.A. The contents include the following:

¢« Chapter 1 — Overview of the legislative requirements of the Act;

o Chapter 2 — Review of present D.C. policies of the City

o Chapter 3 — Summary of the residential and non-residential growth
forecasts for the City;

¢ Chapter 4 — Approach to calculating the D.C;

« Chapter 5 — Review of historic service standards and identification of
future capital requirements to service growth and related deductions and
allocations;

e Chapter 6 — Calculation of the D.C.s;

e Chapter 7 — D.C. policy recommendations and rules; and

e Chapter 8 — By-law implementation.

2. D.C.s provide for the recovery of growth-related capital expenditures from new
development. The D.C.A. is the statutory basis to recover these charges. The
methodology is detailed in Chapter 4; a simplified summary is provided below:

1) Ildentify amount, type and location of growth;

2) ldentify servicing needs to accommodate growth;

3) ldentify capital costs to provide services to meet the needs;
4) Deduct:

o Grants, subsidies and other contributions;

¢ Benefit to existing development;

o Statutory 10% deduction (soft services);

* Amounts in excess of 10-year historical service calculation;
* D.C. reserve funds (where applicable);

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE i

Hi\Part Celborne\2019 DC\Report\Final Report.dacx

18



-

5) Net costs are then allocated between residential and non-residential benefit;
and

6) Net costs divided by growth to provide the D.C. charge.

3. A number of changes to the D.C. process need to be addressed as a result of the
Smart Growth for our Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73). These changes have been
incorporated throughout the report and in the updated draft by-law, as necessary.
These items include:

a. Area-rating: Council must consider the use of area-specific charges.

b. Asset Management Plan for New Infrastructure: The D.C. background
study must include an asset management plan that deals with all assets
proposed to be funded, in whole or in part, by D.C.s. The asset
management plan must show that the assets are financially sustainable
over their full lifecycle.

c. 60-day Circulation Period: The D.C. background study must be released
to the public at least 60-days prior to passage of the D.C. by-law.

d. Timing of Collection of Development Charges: The D.C.A. now requires
D.C.s to be collected at the time of the first building permit.

4. The growth forecast (Chapter 3) on which the City-wide D.C. is based, projects
the following population, housing and non-residential floor area for the 10-year
(2019 to 2028), long-term (2019 to 2031), and urban long-term (2019 to urban
2031) periods.

10 Year 2031 Forecast St 2031
Forecast
L T 2019-Urban
2019-2028 2019-2031 oy
(Net) Population Increase 842 1,032 874
Residential Unit Increase 446 540 423
Non-Residential Gross Floor Area Increase (ft?) 326,900 387,000 369,400

Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. Forecast 2019

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE ii
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5. On September 8, 2014, the City of Port Colborne passed By-law 6131/97/14
under the D.C.A. The by-law imposes D.C.s on residential and non-residential
uses and will expire on September 9, 2019. The by-law was later amended on
January 26, 2015 to waive all D.C.s within the City. The City is undertaking a
D.C. public process and anticipates passing a new by-law, with a mandatory
public meeting has been set for August 26, 2019 with adoption of the by-law on
September 23, 2019.

6. The City’s D.C.s are currently waived, but would have still equaled to $9,910
(indexed to 20199%) for single detached dwelling units for full services and non-
residential charges are $3.65 (indexed to 2019%) per sq.ft. This report has
undertaken a recalculation of the charge based on future identified needs
(presented in Schedule ES-1 for residential and non-residential). Charges have
been provided on a City-wide basis for all services except water and wastewater
services, which are provided for urban development. The corresponding single
detached unit charge is $11,419 for full services. The non-residential charge is
$4.10 per square foot of building area for full services. These rates are
submitted to Council for its consideration.

7. The D.C.A. requires a summary be provided of the gross capital costs and the
net costs to be recovered over the life of the by-law. This calculation is provided
by service and is presented in Table 6-5. A summary of these costs is provided

below:

Total gross expenditures planned over the next five years | § 6,764,006

Less:
Benefit to existing development $ 5,376,929
Post planning period benefit $ 582,528
Ineligible re: Level of Senice $ -
Mandatory 10% deduction for certain senices $ 13,350
Grants, subsidies and other contributions $ -

Net Costs to be recovered from development charges| $ 791,199

This suggest that for the non-D.C. cost (benefit to existing development,
mandatory 10% deduction, and the grants, subsidies and other contributions),
$5.39 million (or an annual amount of $1.08 million) will need to be contributed
from taxes and rates, or other sources. With respect to the post period benefit
amount of $0.58 million, it will be included in subsequent D.C. study updates to
reflect the portion of capital that benefits growth in the post period D.C. forecasts.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE iii
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Based on the above table, the City plans to spend $6.76 million over the next five
years, of which $0.79 million (12%) is recoverable from D.C.s. Of this net
amount, $0.57 million is recoverable from residential development and $0.22
million from non-residential development. It is noted also that any exemptions or
reductions in the charges would reduce this recovery further.

. Considerations by Council — The background study represents the service needs
arising from residential and non-residential growth over the forecast periods.

The following services are calculated based on an urban long-term (2019-2031)
forecast:

e \Wastewater Services: and
e \Water Services.

The following City-wide services are calculated based on a long-term (2019-
2031) forecast;

¢ Services Related to a Highway; and
» Fire Protection Services.

All other services are calculated based on a 10-year forecast. These include:

* Outdoor Recreation Services;

¢ Indoor Recreation Services;

e Library Services;

« Administration — Engineering Studies; and

e Administration — Community Based Studies.

Council will consider the findings and recommendations provided in the report
and, in conjunction with public input, approve such paolicies and rates it deems
appropriate. These directions will refine the draft D.C. by-law which is appended
in Appendix G. These decisions may include:

¢ adopting the charges and policies recommended herein;
s considering additional exemptions to the by-law;

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE iv
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e considering reductions in the charge by class of development (obtained by
removing certain services on which the charge is based and/or by a
general reduction in the charge); and

e considering phasing in of the charges.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE v
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Table ES-1
Schedule of Development Charges

RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL
Service i i Apartments - Special
Detached bwelling | OerMutples | *EECTCICLE  Bachelorand | careispncin | BTS00
City-Wide Services:
Senices Related to a Highway 2,160 1,595 1,557 952 862 1.10
Fire Protection Senices 155 114 112 68 62 0.08
Qutdoor Recreation Senices 305 225 220 134 122 0.02
Indoor Recreation Senices 2,999 2,214 2,162 1,322 1,197 0.21
Library Senices 163 120 118 72 65 0.01
Engineering Related Studies 267 197 192 118 107 0.13
Community Based Studies 89 66 64 39 36 0.04
Total City-Wide Services 6,138 4,531 4,425 2,705 2,451 1.59
Urban Services
Wastewater Senices 1,593 1,176 1,149 702 636 0.76
Water Senices 3,688 2,723 2,659 1,626 1,472 1.75
Total Urban Services 5,281 3,899 3,808 2,328 2,108 2.51
GRAND TOTAL CITY-WIDE 6,138 4,531 4,425 2,705 2,451 1.59
GRAND TOTAL CITY-WIDE + URBAN SERVICES 11,419 8,430 8,233 5,033 4,559 4.10
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE vi
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Chapter 1

Introduction
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1. Introduction

1.1 Purpose of this Document

This background study has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of the D.C.A.
(s.10) and, accordingly, recommends new D.C.s and policies for the City of Port
Colborne.

The City retained Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson), to undertake the
D.C.s (D.C.) study process throughout mid 2018 to 2019. Watson worked with City staff
in preparing the D.C. analysis and policy recommendations.

This D.C. background study, containing the proposed D.C. by-law, will be distributed to
members of the public in order to provide interested parties with sufficient background
information on the legislation, the study’s recommendations and an outline of the basis
for these recommendations.

This report has been prepared, in the first instance, to meet the statutory requirements
applicable to the City’s D.C. background study, as summarized in Chapter 4. It also
addresses the requirement for “rules” (contained in Chapter 7) and the proposed by-law
to be made available as part of the approval process (included as Appendix G).

In addition, the report is designed to set out sufficient background on the legislation
(Chapter 4), Port Colborne's current D.C. policies (Chapter 2) and the policies
underlying the proposed by-law, to make the exercise understandable to those who are
involved.

Finally, it addresses post-adoption implementation requirements (Chapter 8) which are
critical to the successful application of the new policy.

The Chapters in the report are supported by Appendices containing the data required to
explain and substantiate the calculation of the charge. A full discussion of the statutory
requirements for the preparation of a background study and calculation of a D.C. is
provided herein.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 1-1
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1.2 Summary of the Process

@

The public meeting required under Section 12 of the D.C.A., has been scheduled for
August 26, 2019. lts purpose is to present the study to the public and to solicit public
input. The meeting is also being held to answer any questions regarding the study’s
purpose, methodology and the proposed modifications to the City's D.C.s.

In accordance with the legislation, the background study and proposed D.C. by-law will
be available for public review on July 24, 2019.

The process to be followed in finalizing the report and recommendations includes:

consideration of responses received prior to, at, or immediately following the

Public Meeting; and

finalization of the report and Council consideration of the by-law subsequent to

the public meeting.

Figure 1-1 outlines the proposed schedule to be followed with respect to the D.C. by-law
adoption process.

Figure 1-1

Schedule of Key D.C. Process Dates for the City of Port Colborne

. Data collection, staff review,

engineering work, D.C. calculations
and policy work

July 2018 to May 2019

(where by-law not appealed)

2. Background study and proposed by- July 24, 2019
law available to public
3. Public meeting advertisement placed | Ng |ater than August 5, 2019
in newspaper(s)
4. Public meeting of Council August 26, 2019
5. Council considers adoption of
background study and passage of by- | September 23, 2019
law
6. Newspaper notice given of by-law
passage By 20 days after passage
7. Last day for by-law appeal 40 days after passage
8. City makes pamphlet available

By 60 days after in force date

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
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1.3 Changes to the D.C.A.: Smart Growth for our
Communities Act, 2015 (Bill 73)

With the amendment of the D.C.A. (as a result of Bill 73 and O.Reg. 428/15), there are
a number of areas that must be addressed to ensure that the City is in compliance with
the D.C.A., as amended. The following provides an explanation of the changes to the
Act that affect the City's Background Study and how they have been dealt with to
ensure compliance with the amended legislation.

1.3.1 Area Rating

Bill 73 has introduced two new sections where Council must consider the use of area-
specific charges:

1) Section 2(9) of the Act now requires a municipality to implement area-specific
D.C.s for either specific services which are prescribed and/or for specific
municipalities which are to be regulated. (Note that at this time, no municipalities
or services are prescribed by the Regulations.)

2) Section 10(2)c.1 of the D.C.A. requires that, “the development charges
background study shall include consideration of the use of more than one
development charge by-law to reflect different needs for services in different
areas.”

In regard to the first item, there are no services or specific municipalities identified in the
regulations which must be area-rated. The second item requires Council to consider
the use of area rating.

1.3.2 Asset Management Plan for New Infrastructure

The new legislation now requires that a D.C. background study must include an Asset
Management Plan (s.10 (2) ¢.2). The asset management plan must deal with all assets
that are proposed to be funded, in whole or in part, by D.C.s. The current regulations
provide very extensive and specific requirements for the asset management plan
related to transit services; however, they are silent with respect to how the asset
management plan is to be provided for all other services. As part of any asset
management plan, the examination should be consistent with the municipality’s existing
assumptions, approaches and policies on asset management planning. This

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd PAGE 1-3
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examination may include both qualitative and quantitative measures such as examining
the annual future lifecycle contributions needs (discussed further in Appendix F of this
report).

1.3.3 60-Day Circulation of D.C. Background Study

Previously the legislation required that a D.C. background study be made available to
the public at least two weeks prior to the public meeting. The amended legislation now
provides that the D.C. background study must be made available to the public (including
posting on the municipal website) at least 60 days prior to passage of the D.C. by-law.
No other changes were made to timing requirements for such things as notice of the
public meeting and notice of by-law passage.

This D.C. study is being provided to the public on July 24, 2019 to ensure the new
requirements for release of the study is met.

1.3.4 Timing of Collection of D.C.s

The D.C.A. has been refined by Bill 73 to require that D.C.s are collected at the time of
the first building permit. For the majority of development, this will not impact the City’s
present process. There may be instances, however, where several building permits are
to be issued and either the size of the development or the uses will not be definable at
the time of the first building permit. In these instances, the City may enter into a
delayed payment agreement in order to capture the full development.

1.3.5 Other Changes

It is also noted that a number of other changes were made through Bill 73 and O.Reg.
428/15 including changes to the way in which Transit D.C. service standards are
calculated, the inclusion of Waste Diversion and the inability for collection of additional
levies.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 1-4
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1.4 Proposed Changes to the D.C.A.: Bill 108 — An Act to
Amend Various Statutes with Respect to Housing, Other
Development and Various Other Matters

On May 2, 2019, the Province introduced Bill 108 which proposes changes to the
Development Charges Act. The Bill has been introduced as part of the Province’s
“More Homes, More Choice: Ontario's Housing Supply Action Plan”. The Bill was given
first reading and is expected to be debated over the coming months.

The Act proposes that any Development Charge (D.C.) by-laws passed after May 2,
2019 will be affected by these proposed changes. Any by-laws which were passed prior
to this date will remain in effect until it is either repealed or expires. A summary of the
proposed changes to the Development Charges Act (D.C.A.) is provided below:

Changes to Eligible Services - the Bill will remove “Soft Services” from the D.C.A.
These services will be considered as part of a new Community Benefit Charge
(discussed below) imposed under the Planning Act. Eligible services which will remain
under the D.C.A. are as follows:

+ Water supply services, including distribution and treatment services;

o \Wastewater services, including sewers and treatment services;

» Storm water drainage and control services;

o Services related to a highway as defined in subsection 1 (1) of the Municipal Act,
2001 or subsection 3 (1) of the City of Toronto Act, 2006, as the case may be;

¢ Electrical power services;

e Policing services;

e Fire protection services;

o Toronto-York subway extension, as defined in subsection 5.1 (1);

» Transit services other than the Toronto-York subway extension;

¢ \Waste diversion services; and

e Other services as prescribed.

Waste Diversion — the Bill will remove the mandatory 10% deduction for this service.

Payment in Installments over Six Years — the Bill proposes that Rental Housing, Non-
Profit Housing and Commercial/Industrial/lnstitutional developments pay their

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 1-5
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development charges in six equal annual payments commencing the earlier of the date
of issuance of a building permit or occupancy. If payments are not made, interest may
be charged (at a presecribed rate) and may be added to the property and collected as

taxes.

When D.C. Amount is Determined — the Bill proposes that the D.C. amount for all
developments proceeding by Site Plan or requiring a zoning amendment, shall be
determined based on the D.C. charge in effect on the day of the application for Site Plan
or zoning amendment. [f the development is not proceeding via these planning
approvals then the amount is determined the earlier of the date of issuance of a building
permit or occupancy.

Soft Services to be Included in a new Community Benefit Charge under the
Planning Act — it is proposed that a municipality may by by-law impose community
benefits charges against land to pay for the capital costs of facilities, services and
matters required because of development or redevelopment in the area to which the by-
law applies. These services may not include services authorized by the D.C.A. Various
provisons are provided as follows:

» Before passing a community benefits charge by-law, the municipality shall
prepare a community benefits charge strategy that, (a) identifies the facilities,
services and matters that will be funded with community benefits charges and
(b) complies with any prescribed requirements;

e The amount of a community benefits charge payable shall not exceed an amount
equal to the prescribed percentage of the value of the land as of the valuation
date;

* The valuation date is the day before building permit issuance;

o Valuations will be based on apppraised value of land. Various requirements are
set out in this regard;

» All money received by the municipality under a community benefits charge by-
law shall be paid into a special account;

* [n each calendar year, a municipality shall spend or allocate at least 60 percent
of the monies that are in the special account at the beginning of the year;

« Requirements for annual reporting shall be prescribed; and

Transitional provisions are set out regarding the D.C. reserve funds and D.C. credits.
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2. Current City of Port Colborne Policy
2.1 Schedule of Charges

On September 8, 2014, the City of Port Colborne passed By-law 6131/97/14. This by-
law was amended on January 26, 2015 via By-law 5182/08/15 under the D.C.A. to
waive D.C. collection.

Assuming the D.C. rates were indexed to 20198, the table below provides the rates that
would have been in effect.

Table 2-1
City of Port Colborne
D.C. Rates (Indexed to 2019%)

. Residential

‘Apartments with Aparfments with Non-Residential
>= 2 Bedrooms , <2 Bedrooms (per sq,ft.)

| Single & Semi i
Detached

Sarvice Multiples

City-Wide Services
Senvices Related to a Highway 1,973 1,305 1,254 846 1.13
Fire Protection Senices 308 204 196 133 0.17
Outdoor Recreation Senices 1,766 1,168 1,122 757 0.10
Indoor Recreation Senices 1,731 1,145 1,100 743 0.10
Library Senvices 617 409 392 265 0.03
Adminstration 317 210 202 136 0.21
Subtotal City-Wide e o 6,713 4,441 4,267 2,881 175
Urban Services
Wastewater Senices 642 425 407 276 0.38
Water Senices 2,555 1,690 1.624 1,096 1.51
Subtotal Urban Services e 5 3,197 : 2,414 | 2,031 43721 S50 - 1.80
Total = ;s 9,910 6,555 6,298 4,253 3.65

2.2 Services Covered

The following services are covered under By-law 6131/97/14:

o City-wide services:
o Roads Services and Public Works (now referred to as Services Related to
a Highway),
o Fire Protection Services;
o Outdoor Recreation Services;
o Indoor Recreation Services;
o Library Services; and
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o Administration

e Urban Area services:
o Wastewater Services; and
o Water Services.

2.3 Timing of D.C. Calculation and Payment

D.C.s are calculated, payable, and collected upon issuance of a building permit with
respect to each dwelling unit, building or structure.

Council from time to time, and at any time, may enter into agreements providing for all
or any part of a D.C. to be paid before or after it would otherwise be payable, in
accordance with Section 27 of the Act.

2.4 Indexing

Rates shall be indexed on the anniversary date of the by-law of each year by the
percentage change recorded in the average annual Non-Residential Building
Construction Price Index produced by Statistics Canada.

2.5 Redevelopment Allowance

As a result of the redevelopment of land, a building or structure existing on the same
land within 12 months prior to the date of payment of D.C.s in regard to such
redevelopment was, or is to be demolished, in whole or in part, or converted from one
principal use to another principal use on the same land, in order to facilitate the
redevelopment, the D.C.s otherwise payable with respect to such redevelopment shall
be reduced by the following amounts:

(a) in the case of a residential building or structure, or in the case of a mixed-use
building or structure, the residential uses in the mixed-use building or structure,
an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable D.C. under subsections 3.11
of the by-law by the number, according to type, of dwelling units that have been
or will be demolished or converted to another principal use; and

(b) in the case of a non-residential building or structure or, in the case of mixed-use
building or structure, the non-residential uses in the mixed-use building or
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structure, an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable D.C.s under
subsection 3.12 of the by-law by the gross floor area that has been or will be
demolished or converted to another principal use;

provided that such amounts shall not exceed, in total, the amount of the D.C.s otherwise
payable with respect to the redevelopment.

2.6 Exemptions

The following non-statutory exemptions are provided under By-law 6131/97/14.

¢ Non-residential farm buildings;

¢ Downtown core areas;

« |ndustrial development shall be exempt from payment of D.C.s on any square
footage of gross floor area constructed over 5,000 sq.ft.;

¢ Partial exemption requiring the payment of only the roads and fire protection
components of the charge for all residential unit types constructed within the
Sherkston Secondary Plan Area;

e Partial exemption of up to 70% of the payable D.C.s for development of
Brownfield properties under the City of Port Colborne Brownfield Community
Improvement Plan, which have an approved application and agreement under
the Brownfield Rehabilitation Grant Program; and

¢ Partial exemption for certain Community Improvement Plan areas based upon
specific policies approved by Council.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 2-3
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3. Anticipated Development in the City of Port
Colborne

3.1 Requirement of the Act

The growth forecast contained in this chapter (with supplemental tables in Appendix A)
provides for the anticipated development for which the City of Port Colborne will be
required to provide services, over a 10-year (mid-2019 to mid-2029) and a long term
(mid-2019 to mid-2031) time horizon.

Chapter 4 provides the methodology for calculating a D.C. as per the D.C.A. Figure 4-1
presents this methodology graphically. It is noted in the first box of the schematic that in
order to determine the D.C. that may be imposed, it is a requirement of Section 5 (1) of
the D.C.A. that “the anticipated amount, type and location of development, for which
development charges can be imposed, must be estimated.”

3.2 Basis of Population, Household and Non-Residential
Gross Floor Area Forecast

The D.C. growth forecast has been derived from the Niagara Region Municipal
Comprehensive Review — Phase 4 Draft Updated Forecasts and Local Growth
Allocations, July 2018, Hemson Consulting Ltd. In preparing the growth forecast, the
following information sources were consulted to assess the residential and non-
residential development potential for the City of Port Colborne over the forecast period,
including:

» City of Port Colborne Development Charges Background Study, Watson &
Associates Economists Ltd., July 14, 2014;

» City of Port Colbarne Official Plan, as approved by the Ontario Municipal Board on
November 25, 2013, and updated September 5, 2017;

e 2006, 2011 and 2016 population, household and employment Census data;

» Historical residential and non-residential building permit data over the 2008 to 2018
period, received from the City of Port Colborne;

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 3-1
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o Residential supply opportunities (in the development process and other designated
residential lands) as provided by the City of Port Colborne;

* Non-residential land supply opportunities as provided by the City of Port Colborne;
and

¢ Discussions with planning staff regarding potential residential and non-residential
development opportunities for the City of Port Colborne.

3.3 Summary of Growth Forecast

A detailed analysis of the residential and non-residential growth forecasts is provided in
Appendix A and the methodology employed is illustrated in Figure 3-1. The discussion
provided herein summarizes the anticipated growth for the City and describes the basis
for the forecast. The results of the residential growth forecast analysis are summarized
in Table 3-1 below, and Schedule 7 in Appendix A.

As identified in Table 3-1 and Appendix A, Schedule 1, the City's population is
anticipated to reach approximately 19,360 by mid-2029 and 19,550 by mid-2031,
resulting in an increase of approximately 840 and 1,030 persons, respectively, over the
10-year and long term forecast periods.’

! The population figures used in the calculation of the 2019 D.C. exclude the net
Census undercount, which is estimated at approximately 2.7%.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 3-2
Development Charges Background Study

43



%ﬁ

Figure 3-1
Population and Household Forecast Model

DEMAND SUPPLY

Residertial Units in the
Developmert Process

Historical Housing

Construction Intensification
. Forecast of
Residential Units
Employment Market by Local Designated Lands
Municipality,
Economic Outlook
Local, region
and Provincial
Servicing Capacity
Occupancy Assumptions
v
Gross Population Increase
v
Decline in Existing Population
Net Population Increase
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Table 3-1

Excluding Census Undercount

City of Port Colborne
Residential Growth Forecast Summa

Housing Units

. Person Per
T&i:ﬁ::;n Popuiation | o/ les & . Equivalent Umt'l("F;i:[U'):
Census Population IS?:::I‘:I:EE: Issi;ﬂ?;r;%l Semi- Dh:;::: oy 2 Apanmems3 Other Ho::saet::ﬁds Institutional .~ Population/
Undercount)' Population Detached ngs Households Total
| Households.
_ Mid 2006 19,100 18,599 479 18,120 5,900 610 1,230 55 7,795 435 2,386
]
:,E Mid 2011 18,920 18,424 449 17,975 6,050 600 1,161 95 7,906 408 2.330
B Mid 2016 18,800 18,306 441 17,885 6,005 670 1,210 135 8,020 401 2.283
= Mid 2019 19,020 18,517 447 18,070 6,105 670 1,242 135 8,152 406 2.271
173
g Mid 2029 19,880 19,360 467 18,893 6,455 704 1,304 135 8,598 425 2.252
- Mid 2031 20,080 18,549 471 19,078 6,525 713 1,318 135 8,692 428 2.248
Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 -180 -175 =30 -145 150 =10 69 40 111 -27
5 Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 -120 -118 -8 -110 -45 70 49 40 114 -7
g Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 220 211 6 205 100 0 32 0 132 5
]
" Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 860 843 20 823 350 34 62 0 446 19
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 1,060 1,032 24 1,008 420 43 77 0 540 22

Source: Derived from the Draft Niagara Region Municipal Comprehensive Review Phase 4 Forecast Update, July 2018, for the City of Port Colbomne by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

* Census undercount estimated at approximately 2.7%. Note: Population including the undercount has been rounded.
? Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

* Includes bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom+ apartments.
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Figure 3-2

City of Port Colborne
Annual Housing Forecast
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Provided below is a summary of the key assumptions and findings regarding the City of
Port Colborne D.C. growth forecast.

1. Housing Unit Mix (Appendix A — Schedules 1, 6 and 7)

» The housing unit mix for the City was derived from a detailed review of
historical development activity (as per Schedule 7), as well as active
residential development applications (as per Schedule 6), and discussions
with City staff regarding anticipated development trends for Port Colborne.

¢ Based on the above indicators, the 2019 to 2031 household growth
forecast is comprised of a unit mix of 78% low density (single detached
and semi-detached), 8% medium density (multiples except apartments)
and 14% high density (bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom apartments).

2. Geographic Location of Residential Development (Appendix A — Schedule 2)

e Schedule 2 summarizes the anticipated amount, type and location of
development for the City of Port Colborne by urban area and the rural
area.

s |n accordance with forecast demand and available land supply, the
percentage of forecast housing growth between 2019 and 2031 by
development location is summarized below.

Percentage of
Development Location Housing Growth,
2019 to 2031

3. Planning Period

¢ Short and long-term time horizons are required for the D.C. process. The
D.C.A. limits the planning horizon for certain services, such as parks,
recreation and libraries, to a 10-year planning horizon. Services related to

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 3-6
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a highway, public works, fire, police, stormwater, water and wastewater
services can utilize a longer planning period.

4. Population in New Housing Units (Appendix A - Schedules 3, 4 and 5)

e The number of housing units to be constructed in the City of Port Colborne
during the short- and long-term periods is presented on Figure 3-2. Over
the 2019 to 2031 forecast period, the City is anticipated to average
approximately 45 new housing units per year.

e Institutional population' is anticipated to grow modestly by approximately
25 persons between 2019 to 2031.

e Population in new units is derived from Schedules 3, 4 and 5, which
incorporate historical development activity, anticipated units (see unit mix
discussion) and average persons per unit (P.P.U.) by dwelling type for
new units.

e Schedules 8a summarizes the average P.P.U. assumed for the new
housing units by age and type of dwelling based on a 2016 custom
Census data. Due to data limitations, medium and high density PPU's
were derived from Niagara Region as outlined in Schedule 8b. The total
calculated P.P.U. for all density types has been adjusted downward to
account for the P.P.U. trends which has been recently experienced in both
new and older units. Forecasted 15-year average P.P.U.s by dwelling
type are as follows:

o Low density: 2.756
o Medium density:  2.035
o High density?: 1.702

5. Existing Units and Population Change (Appendix A - Schedules 3, 4 and 5)

e Existing households for mid-2019 are based on the 2016 Census
households, plus estimated residential units constructed between 2016

! Institutional includes special care facilities such as nursing home or residences for
senior citizens. A P.P.U. of 1.100 depicts 1-bedroom and 2 or more bedroom units in
these special care facilities.

2 Includes bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2 or more bedroom apartments
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and 2018 assuming a 6-month lag between construction and occupancy
(see Schedule 3).

* The decline in average occupancy levels for existing housing units is
calculated in Schedules 3 through 5, by aging the existing population over
the forecast period. The forecast population decline in existing
households over the 2019 to 2031 forecast period is approximately 370.

6. Employment (Appendix A, Schedules 10a, 10b, 10c, 11 and 12)

¢ Employment projections are largely based on the activity rate method,
which is defined as the number of jobs in a municipality divided by the
number of residents. Key employment sectors include primary, industrial,
commercial/ population-related, institutional, and work at home, which are
considered individually below.

o 2016 employment data’ (place of work) for the City of Port Colborne is
outlined in Schedule 10a. The 2016 employment base is comprised of the
following sectors:

o 125 primary (2%);

e 535 work at home employment (10%);

* 1,518 industrial (28%);

» 2,053 commercial/population related (38%); and
e 1,175 institutional (22%).

e The 2016 employment by usual place of work, including work at home, is
approximately 5,410. An additional 790 employees have been identified
for the City in 2016 that have no fixed place of work (N.F.P.O.W.).? The
2016 employment base, including N.F.P.O.W., totals approximately 6,200.

o Total employment, including work at home and N.F.P.O.W. for the City of
Port Colborne is anticipated to reach approximately 6,690 by mid-2029

12016 employment is based on Statistics Canada 2016 Place of Work Employment
dataset by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.

2 Statistics Canada defines "No Fixed Place of Work" (N.F.P.O.W.) employees as,
"persons who do not go from home to the same work place location at the beginning of
each shift. Such persons include building and landscape contractors, travelling
salespersons, independent truck drivers, etc.”
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and 6,780 by 2031. This represents an employment increase of 420 for
the 10-year forecast period and 510 for the 12-year forecast.

« Schedule 10b, Appendix A, summarizes the employment forecast,
excluding work at home employment and N.F.P.O.W. employment, which
is the basis for the D.C. employment forecast. The impact on municipal
services from work at home employees has already been included in the
population forecast. The need for municipal services related to
N.F.P.O.W. employees has largely been included in the employment
forecast by usual place of work (i.e. employment and gross floor area
generated from N.F.P.O.W. construction employment). Furthermore,
since these employees have no fixed work address, they cannot be
captured in the non-residential gross floor area (G.F.A.) calculation.

o Total employment for the City of Port Colborne (excluding work at home
and N.F.P.O.W. employment) is anticipated to reach approximately 5,270
by mid-2029 and 5,350 by mid-2031. This represents an employment
increase of 350 and 420 over the 10-year and 12-year forecast periods,
respectively.

7. Non-Residential Sq.ft. Estimates (Gross Floor Area (G.F.A.), Appendix A,
Schedule 10b)

o Square footage estimates were calculated in Schedule 10b based on the
following employee density assumptions:
o 1,400 sq.ft. per employee for industrial;
o 550 sq.ft. per employee for commercial/population-related; and
o 658 sqg.ft. per employee for institutional employment.
¢ The City-wide incremental Gross Floor Area (G.F.A.) is anticipated to
increase by approximately 327,000 sq.ft. over the 10-year farecast period
and 387,000 sq.ft. over the 12-year forecast period.?

! Total employment growth in Schedule 10b (excluding work at home and N.F.P.O.W.
employment) has been downwardly adjusted to account for institutional employment
associated with special care facilities. Total employment in Schedule 10b is anticipated
to reach approximately 5,260 by mid-2029 and 5,340 by mid-2031.

2 Forecast growth in institutional G.F.A. has been downwardly adjusted to account for
institutional development associated with special care facilities
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e |n terms of percentage growth, the 2019 to 2031 incremental G.F.A.
forecast by sector is broken down as follows:
1. industrial — 68%;
2. commercial/population-related — 26%; and
3. institutional — 6%.

8. Geographic Location of Non-Residential Development (Appendix A, Schedule
10¢)

e Schedule 10c summarizes the anticipated amount, type and location of
non-residential development for the City of Port Colborne by area.

* In accordance with forecast demand and available land supply, the
percentage of forecast total non-residential growth between 2019 and
2031 by development location is summarized below.

Percentage of Non-

Development Location Residential G.F.A.,
2019 to 2031

95%

5%
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4. The Approach to the Calculation of the Charge

4.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the requirements of s.5.5(1) of the D.C.A. with respect to the
establishment of the need for service which underpins the D.C. calculation. These
requirements are illustrated schematically in Figure 4-1.

4.2 Services Potentially Involved

Table 4-1 lists the full range of municipal service categories which are provided within
the City.

A number of these services are defined in s.s.2(4) of the D.C.A. as being ineligible for
inclusion in D.C.s. These are shown as “ineligible” on Table 4-1. Two ineligible costs
defined in s.s.5(3) of the D.C.A. are “computer equipment” and “rolling stock with an
estimated useful life of (less than) seven years..." In addition, local roads are covered
separately under subdivision agreements and related means (as are other local
services). Services which are potentially eligible for inclusion in the City's D.C. are
indicated with a “Yes."

4.3 Increase in the Need for Service

The D.C. calculation commences with an estimate of “the increase in the need for
service attributable to the anticipated development,” for each service to be covered by
the by-law. There must be some form of link or attribution between the anticipated
development and the estimated increase in the need for service. While the need could
conceivably be expressed generally in terms of units of capacity, s.5.5(1)3, which
requires that City Council indicate that it intends to ensure that such an increase in need
will be met, suggests that a project-specific expression of need would be most
appropriate.
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Figure 4-1
The Process of Calculating a Development Charge under the Act
that must be followed
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Table 4-1

Categories of Municipal Services to be Addressed as Part of the Calculation

Eligibility for

Inclusion in the Description
_D.C. Calculation

Yes Municipality provides the service — service has been
included in the D.C. calculation.
No Municipality provides the service — service has not been
included in the D.C. calculation.
n/a Municipality does not provide the service.
Ineligible Service is ineligible for inclusion in the D.C. calculation.

Eligibility
Categories of {s]
Municipal Services = Inclusion Service Components
in the D.C.
Calculation

Maximum

Potential
D.C.
Recovery

1. Services Yes 1.1 Arterial roads 100
Related to a Yes 1.2 Collector roads 100
Highway Yes 1.3 Bridges, Culverts and

Roundabouts 100
No 1.4 Local municipal roads 0
No 1.5 Traffic signals 100
Yes 1.6 Sidewalks and streetlights 100
Yes 1.7 Active Transportation 100

2. Other n/a 2.1 Transit vehicles' & facilities 100
Transportation n/a 2.2 Other transit infrastructure 100
Services n/a 2.3 Municipal parking spaces -

indoor 90
No 2.4 Municipal parking spaces -
outdoor 90
Yes 2.5 Works Yards 100
Yes 2.6 Rolling stock! 100
n/a 2.7 Ferries 90
n/a 2.8 Airport 90
with 7+ year life time
*same percentage as service component to which it pertains
computer equipment excluded throughout
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Maximum
Potential
D.C.

- Eligibility
Categories of i {s]3
Municipal Services | Inclusion Service Components
in the D.C.
Calculation

Recovery

3. Stormwater No 3.1 Main channels and drainage 100
Drainage and trunks
Control Services No 3.2 Channel connections 100
No 3.3 Retention/detention ponds 100
4. Fire Protection Yes 4.1 Fire stations 100
Services Yes 4.2 Fire pumpers, aerials and 100
rescue vehicles’
Yes 4.3 Small equipment and gear 100
5. Outdoor Ineligible | 5.1 Acquisition of land for parks,
Recreation woodlots and E.S.A.s 0
Services (i.e. Yes 5.2 Development of area 90
Parks and Open municipal parks
Space) Yes 5.3 Development of district parks 90
Yes 5.4 Development of municipal-
wide parks 90
Yes 5.5 Development of special
purpose parks 90
Yes 5.6 Parks rolling stock! and yards 90
6. Indoor Yes 6.1 Arenas, indoor pools, fitness 90
Recreation facilities, community centres,
Services etc. (including land)
Yes 6.2 Recreation vehicles and 90
equipment’
7. Library Services Yes 7.1 Public library space (incl.
furniture and equipment) 90
n/a 7.2 Library vehicles’ 90
Yes 7.3 Library materials 90
8. Electrical Power | Ineligible | 8.1 Electrical substations 0
Services Ineligible | 8.2 Electrical distribution system 0
Ineligible | 8.3 Electrical system rolling stock 0

with 7+ year life time
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Maximum

Eligibility Potential

Categories of for D.C.

Municipal Services ' Inclusion Service Components
in the D.C.
- Calculation

Recovery

9. Provision of Ineligible | 9.1 Cultural space (e.g. art 0
Cultural, galleries, museums and
Entertainment theatres)
and Tourism Ineligible | 9.2 Tourism facilities and 0
Facilities and convention centres
Convention
Centres
10. Wastewater n/a 10.1 Treatment plants 100
Services Yes 10.2 Sewage trunks 100
No 10.3 Local systems 0
Yes 10.4 Vehicles and equipment’ 100
11. Water Supply n/a 11.1 Treatment plants 100
Services Yes 11.2 Distribution systems 100
No 11.3 Local systems 0
Yes 11.4 Vehicles and equipment’ 100
12. Waste Ineligible | 12.1 Landfill collection, transfer
Management vehicles and equipment 0
Services Ineligible | 12.2 Landfills and other disposal
facilities 0
n/a 12.3 Waste diversion facilities 90
n/a 12.4 Waste diversion vehicles and
equipment’ 90
13. Police Services n/a 13.1 Police detachments 100
n/a 13.2 Police rolling stock’ 100
n/a 13.3 Small equipment and gear 100
14. Homes for the n/a 14.1 Homes for the aged space 90
Aged n/a 14.2 Vehicles' 90
15. Child Care n/a 15.1 Child care space 90
n/a 15.2 Vehicles' 90
16. Health n/a 16.1 Health department space 90
n/a 16.2 Health department vehicles’ 90
17. Social Housing n/a 17.1 Social Housing space 90
18. Provincial n/a 18.1 P.O.A. space 90
Offences Act
(P.O.A)
19. Social Services n/a 19.1 Social service space 90
'with 7+ year life time
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 4-5

Development Charges Background Study



Maximum
Potential

Municipal Services  Inclusion Service Components Q My
in the D.C. goovery

 Calculation

Eligibility
Categories of 1{s]8

20. Ambulance n/a 20.1 Ambulance station space 90

n/a 20.2 Vehicles' 90

21. Hospital Ineligible | 21.1 Hospital capital contributions 0
Provision

22. Provision of Ineligible | 22.1 Office space 0

Headquarters Ineligible | 22.2 Office furniture 0

for the General Ineligible | 22.3 Computer equipment 0

Administration
of Municipalities
and Area
Municipal
Boards

23. Other Services Yes 23.1 Studies in connection with
acquiring buildings, rolling
stock, materials and
equipment, and improving
land? and facilities, including
the D.C. background study

cost 0-100
Yes 23.2 Interest on money borrowed

to pay for growth-related 0-100

capital

'with a 7+ year life time
2same percentage as service component to which it pertains

4.4 Local Service Policy

Some of the need for services generated by additional development consists of local
services related to a plan of subdivision. As such, they will be required as a condition of
subdivision agreements or consent conditions.
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4.5 Capital Forecast

Paragraph 7 of s.s.5(1) of the D.C.A. requires that “the capital costs necessary to
provide the increased services must be estimated.” The Act goes on to require two
potential cost reductions and the Regulation sets out the way in which such costs are to
be presented. These requirements are outlined below.

These estimates involve capital costing of the increased services discussed above.
This entails costing actual projects or the provision of service units, depending on how
each service has been addressed.

The capital costs include:

costs to acquire land or an interest therein (including a leasehold interest);

costs to improve land;

costs to acquire, lease, construct or improve buildings and structures;

costs to acquire, lease or improve facilities, including rolling stock (with a useful
life of 7 or more years), furniture and equipment (other than computer
equipment), materials acquired for library circulation, reference or information
purposes;

e) interest on money borrowed to pay for the above-referenced costs;

f) costs to undertake studies in connection with the above-referenced matters; and
g) costs of the D.C. background study.

O T o

)
)
)
)

Q.

In order for an increase in need for service to be included in the D.C. calculation, City
Council must indicate “...that it intends to ensure that such an increase in need will be
met” (s.s.5 (1)3). This can be done if the increase in service forms part of a Council-
approved Official Plan, capital forecast or similar expression of the intention of Council
(O.Reg. 82/98 s.3). The capital program contained herein reflects the City's approved
and proposed capital budgets and master servicing/needs studies.

4.6 Treatment of Credits

Section 8, paragraph 5, of O.Reg. 82/98 indicates that a D.C. background study must
set out “the estimated value of credits that are being carried forward relating to the
service." Subsection 17, paragraph 4, of the same Regulation indicates that “...the
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value of the credit cannot be recovered from future D.C.s,” if the credit pertains to an
ineligible service. This implies that a credit for eligible services can be recovered from
future D.C.s. As a result, this provision should be made in the calculation, in order to
avoid a funding shortfall with respect to future service needs.

4.7 Existing Reserve Funds

Section 35 of the D.C.A. states that:

“The money in a reserve fund established for a service may be spent only
for capital costs determined under paragraphs 2 to 8 of subsection 5(1).”

There is no explicit requirement under the D.C.A. calculation method set out in s.5.5(1)
to net the outstanding reserve fund balance as part of making the D.C. calculation;
however, s.35 does restrict the way in which the funds are used in future.

For services which are subject to a per capita based, service level “cap,” the reserve
fund balance should be applied against the development-related costs for which the
charge was imposed once the project is constructed (i.e. the needs of recent growth).
This cost component is distinct from the development-related costs for the next 10-year
period, which underlie the D.C. calculation herein.

The alternative would involve the City spending all reserve fund monies prior to
renewing each by-law, which would not be a sound basis for capital budgeting. Thus,
the City will use these reserve funds for the City’s cost share of applicable development-
related projects, which are required but have not yet been undertaken, as a way of
directing the funds to the benefit of the development which contributed them (rather
than to future development, which will generate the need for additional facilities directly

proportionate to future growth).

The City's D.C. reserve fund balance by service at December 31, 2018 is shown below:
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_ Service

Senices Related to a Highway $76,695
Fire Protection Senices $36,932
Outdoor Recreation Senices $159,078
Indoor Recreation Senices $31,552
Library Senices $968
Adminstration $0
Wastewater Senvices $6,638
Water Senices $62,177
Toml e 5 S 2N

4.8 Deductions

The D.C.A. potentially requires that five deductions be made to the increase in the need
for service. These relate to:

s the level of service ceiling;

e uncommitted excess capacity;

» benefit to existing development;

» anticipated grants, subsidies and other contributions; and
e 10% reduction for certain services.

The requirements behind each of these reductions are addressed as follows:

4.8.1 Reduction Required by Level of Service Ceiling

This is designed to ensure that the increase in need included in 4.3 does “...not include
an increase that would result in the level of service (for the additional development
increment) exceeding the average level of the service provided in the Municipality over
the 10-year period immediately preceding the preparation of the background study...”
0O.Reg. 82.98 (s.4) goes further to indicate that “...both the quantity and quality of a
service shall be taken into account in determining the level of service and the average
level of service.”

In many cases, this can be done by establishing a quantity measure in terms of units as
floor area, land area or road length per capita and a quality measure, in terms of the
average cost of providing such units based on replacement costs, engineering
standards or recognized performance measurement systems, depending on
circumstances. When the quantity and quality factor are multiplied together, they
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produce a measure of the level of service, which meets the requirements of the Act, i.e.
cost per unit.

With respect to transit services, the changes to the Act as a result of Bill 73 have
provided for an alternative method for calculating the services standard ceiling. Transit
services must now utilize a forward-looking service standard analysis, described later in
this section.

The average service level calculation sheets for each service componentin the D.C.
calculation are set out in Appendix B.

4.8.2 Reduction for Uncommitted Excess Capacity

Paragraph 5 of s.s.5(1) requires a deduction from the increase in the need for service

attributable to the anticipated development that can be met using the City's “excess
capacity,” other than excess capacity which is “committed.”

“Excess capacity” is undefined, but in this case must be able to meet some or all of the
increase in need for service, in order to potentially represent a deduction. The
deduction of uncommitted excess capacity from the future increase in the need for
service would normally occur as part of the conceptual planning and feasibility work
associated with justifying and sizing new facilities, e.g. if a road widening to
accommodate increased traffic is not required because sufficient excess capacity is
already available, then widening would not be included as an increase in need, in the
first instance.

4.8.3 Reduction for Benefit to Existing Development

Section 5(1)6 of the D.C.A. provides that, “The increase in the need for service must be
reduced by the extent to which an increase in service to meet the increased need would
benefit existing development.” The general guidelines used to consider benefit to
existing development included the following:

» the repair or unexpanded replacement of existing assets that are in need of
repair;

* anincrease in average service level of quantity or quality (compare water as an
example);

¢ the elimination of a chronic servicing problem not created by growth; and
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e providing services where none previously existed (generally considered for water
or wastewater services).

This step involves a further reduction in the need, by the extent to which such an
increase in service would benefit existing development. The level of services cap in 4.4
is related but is not the identical requirement. Sanitary, storm and water trunks are
highly localized to growth areas and can be more readily allocated in this regard than
other services such as services related to a highway, which do not have a fixed service
area.

Where existing development has an adequate service level which will not be tangibly
increased by an increase in service, no benefit would appear to be involved. For
example, where expanding existing library facilities simply replicates what existing
residents are receiving, they receive very limited (or no) benefit as a result. On the
other hand, where a clear existing service problem is to be remedied, a deduction
should be made accordingly.

In the case of services such as recreation facilities, community parks, libraries, etc., the
service is typically provided on a City-wide system basis. For example, facilities of the
same type may provide different services (i.e. leisure pool vs. competitive pool),
different programs (i.e. hockey vs. figure skating) and different time availability for the
same service (i.e. leisure skating available on Wednesday in one arena and Thursday in
another). As a result, residents will travel to different facilities to access the services
they want at the times they wish to use them, and facility location generally does not
correlate directly with residence location. Even where it does, displacing users from an
existing facility to a new facility frees up capacity for use by others and generally results
in only a very limited benefit to existing development. Further, where an increase in
demand is not met for a number of years, a negative service impact to existing
development is involved for a portion of the planning period.

4.8.4 Reduction for Anticipated Grants, Subsidies and Other
Contributions

This step involves reducing the capital costs necessary to provide the increased
services by capital grants, subsidies and other contributions (including direct developer
contributions required due to the local service policy) made or anticipated by Council
and in accordance with various rules such as the attribution between the share related
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to new vs. existing development. That is, some grants and contributions may not
specifically be applicable to growth or where Council targets fundraising as a measure
to offset impacts on taxes (O.Reg. 82.98 s.6).

4.8.5 The 10% Reduction

Paragraph 8 of s.s. (1) of the D.C.A. requires that, “the capital costs must be reduced by
10 percent.” This paragraph does not apply to water supply services, wastewater
services, storm water drainage and control services, services related to a highway,
police and fire protection services. The primary services to which the 10% reduction
does apply include services such as parks, recreation, libraries, childcare/social
services, the Provincial Offences Act, ambulance, homes for the aged, and health.

The 10% is to be netted from the capital costs necessary to provide the increased
services, once the other deductions have been made, as per the infrastructure costs
sheets in Chapter 5.

4.9 Municipal-wide vs. Area Rating

This step involves determining whether all of the subject costs are to be recovered on a
uniform municipal-wide basis or whether some or all are to be recovered on an area-
specific basis. Under the amended D.C.A., it is now mandatory to “consider” area-rating
of services (providing charges for specific areas and services), however, it is not
mandatory to implement area-rating. Further discussion is provided in section 7.4.4.

4.10 Allocation of Development

This step involves relating the costs involved to anticipated development for each period
under consideration and using allocations between residential and non-residential
development and between one type of development and another, to arrive at a schedule
of charges.

4.11 Asset Management

The new legislation now requires that a D.C. Background Study must include an Asset
Management Plan (s. 10 (2)c.2). The asset management plan must deal with all assets
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that are proposed to be funded, in whole or in part, by D.C.s. The current regulations
provide very extensive and specific requirements for the asset management plan
related to transit services (as noted in the subsequent subsection); however, they are
silent with respect to how the asset management plan is to be provided for all other
services. As part of any asset management plan, the examination should be consistent
with the municipality’s existing assumptions, approaches and policies on the asset
management planning. This examination has been included in Appendix F.

4.12 Transit

The most significant changes to the Act relate to the transit service. These changes
relate to four areas of the calculations, as follows:

A. Transit no longer requires the statutory 10% mandatory deduction from the net
capital cost (section 5.2(i) of the D.C.A.).

B. The Background Study requires the following in regard to transit costs (as per
section 8(2) of the Regulations):

1. The calculations that were used to prepare the estimate for the planned level
of service for the transit services, as mentioned in subsection 5.2(3) of the
Act.

2. An identification of the portion of the total estimated capital cost relating to the
transit services that would benefit,

i. the anticipated development over the 10-year period immediately
following the preparation of the background study, or
ii. the anticipated development after the 10-year period immediately
following the preparation of the background study.
3. An identification of the anticipated excess capacity that would exist at the end
of the 10-year period immediately following the preparation of the background
study.

4. An assessment of ridership forecasts for all modes of transit services
proposed to be funded by the development charge over the 10-year period
immediately following the preparation of the background study, categorized
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by development types, and whether the forecasted ridership will be from
existing or planned development.

5. An assessment of the ridership capacity for all modes of transit services
proposed to be funded by the development charge over the 10-year period
immediately following the preparation of the background study.

C. A new forward-looking service standard (as per 6.1(2) of the Regulations):
1. The service is a discrete service.

2. No portion of the service that is intended to benefit anticipated development
after the 10-year period immediately following the preparation of the
background study may be included in the estimate.

3. No portion of the service that is anticipated to exist as excess capacity at the
end of the 10-year period immediately following the preparation of the
background study may be included in the estimate.

D. A very detailed asset management strategy and reporting requirements (section
6.1(3) of the Regulation) that includes lifecycle costs, action plans that will enable
the assets to be sustainable, summary of how to achieve the proposed level of
service, discussion on procurement measures and risk.

The City does not currently have any expansionary needs for transit services.
Therefore, the above calculations and reporting requirements are not required.
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Chapter 5

D.C.-Eligible Cost Analysis by
Service
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5. D.C.-Eligible Cost Analysis by Service

5.1 Introduction

This chapter outlines the basis for calculating eligible costs for the D.C.s to be applied
on a uniform basis. In each case, the required calculation process set out in s.5(1)
paragraphs 2 to 8 in the D.C.A. and described in Chapter 4, was followed in determining
D.C. eligible costs.

The nature of the capital projects and timing identified in the Chapter reflects Council's
current intention. However, over time, City projects and Council priorities change and
accordingly, Council's intentions may alter and different capital projects (and timing)
may be required to meet the need for services required by new growth.

5.2 Service Levels and 10-Year Capital Costs for D.C.
Calculation

This section evaluates the development-related capital requirements for all of the
“softer” services over a 10-year planning period. Each service component is evaluated
on two format sheets: the average historical 10-year level of service calculation (see
Appendix B), which “caps” the D.C. amounts; and, the infrastructure cost calculation,
which determines the potential D.C. recoverable cost.

5.2.1 Outdoor Recreation Services

The City currently has 247.4 acres of parkland within its jurisdiction. These parks
consist of various sized active and passive parks. The City has sustained the current
level of service over the historical 10-year period (2009-2018), with an average of 13.5
acres of parkland per 1,000 population. The City also provides 2.6 amenity items,
1,114.1 metres of park trails, and 1.3 park vehicles per 1,000 population. Including
parkland, parkland amenities (e.g. tennis courts, playground equipment, soccer fields,
etc.) trails, and vehicles, the level of service provided is approximately $1,957 per
capita. When applied over the forecast period, this average level of service translates
into a D.C.-eligible amount of $1,647,701.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-1

H:APort Colborne\2018 DC\ReportiFinal Report.dacx

70



&

Based on the projected growth over the 10-year forecast period, the City has identified a
provision of $150,000 in future growth capital costs to service the forecasted population.
The net growth capital cost, after the mandatory 10% deduction, is $135,000 and has

been included in the D.C.

As the predominant users of outdoor recreation tend to be residents of the City, the
forecast growth-related costs have been allocated 95% to residential and 5% to non-

residential.
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colbormne
Senvice: Outdoor Recreation

| Less: |  Potential D,C. Recoverable Cost
Grants, |
Increased Service Needs Gross Goat Subsidies ‘ : b
oine  Attributable to Anticipated Timing  Capital Cost| o oray Other | NetCapital | Benefitto  and Other | guuio  OMer(e9 |Residential | Not™ o
Ly Development {year) Estimate | Deductions Cost Existing  (Contributions| : E Total | Share 4
Benefit | . | Statutory Share
(20198) |Development | Attributable
Deduction)
to New
2018-2028 Development _ 5% |
1 |Provision for Additional Parkland 2019-2028 100,000 - 100,000 s 100,000 10,000 90,000 85,500 4,500
Dewelopment
7 |Erovision for Additional Vehicles and 2019-2028 50,000 - 50,000 - 50,000 5,000 45,000 42,750 2,250
Equipment
Total 150,000 - - 150,000 - - 150,000 15,000 135,000 128,250 6,750
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5.2.2 Indoor Recreation Services

The City currently provides a total of 159,897 sq.ft. of recreation related space. The
average historical level of service for the previous ten years has been approximately 6.8
sq.ft. of space per capita or an investment of $1,900 per capita. Based on this service
standard, the City would be eligible to collect $1,599,952 from D.C.s for recreation
facility space.

The City has identified the recovery of the growth-portion of the debenture related to
Vale Health & Wellness Centre, totalling $1,359,685 (principal and discounted interest).
A deduction of $31,552 has been made to recognize the existing reserve fund balance
surplus. Therefore, the net growth capital cost of $1,328,134 has been included in the
D.C. calculations.

As the predominant users of indoor recreation tend to be residents of the City, the
forecast growth-related costs have been allocated 95% to residential and 5% to non-
residential.
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City of Port Calbome
Senvce: Indoar Recreation Facilities

Increased Service Needs
Attributable to Anticipated

Pr.No Development

2019-2028

Timing
(year)

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Gross
Capital
Cost
Estimate
(20198%)

Post Period |
Benefit

Other
Deductions

| Net Capital
Cost

Less:

Subsidies

Benefit to and Other
Existing  Contributions|
Development| Attributable ‘
to New |
[Development,

|
|
Grants, }
|

Subtotal

Other (e.g. |
10% |

Statutory
Deduction) |
|

Potential D.C. Recove!

{ Residential
Share

rable Cost

|
|
|
i Non- -
i Residential

Share =

Vale Growth-Related Deb = ]
1 |odnicipal Bl 2019-2023 | 1,318,371 - 1,318,371 - 1,318,371 = 1,318,371 | 1,252,453 65,919
Vale Growth-Related Debenture -
2 Discounted Interest 2019-2023 41,314 - 41,314 - 41,314 - 41,314 39,248 2,066
3 |Resene Fund Adjustment Resene - . - 31,552 (31,562) - (31,652) (29,974) (1,678)
Total 1,359,685 . : 1,359,685 31,552 ; 1,328,134 2 1,328,134 | 1,261,727 66,407
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5.2.3 Administration Studies

The D.C.A. permits the inclusion of studies undertaken to facilitate the completion of the
City's capital works program. The City has made provision for the inclusion of new
studies undertaken to facilitate this D.C. process, as well as other studies which benefit
growth (in whole or in part). As discussed in section 1.4 of this D.C. study, Bill 108
proposes to remove the “soft” services from the D.C.A. and move it as part of a new
Community Benefit Charge. In anticipation of this change, administration studies have
been separated in two categories, Engineering Studies and Community Based Studies.

5.2.3.1 Engineering Studies

The list of engineering studies includes such studies as the following:

s D.C. Studies;
o \Water Master Plan; and
e Fire Master Plan.

The cost of these studies is $251,000. A deduction in the amount of $87,500 has been
made to recognize existing benefit. Therefore, the net growth-related capital cost, after
the mandatory 10% deduction, is $155,900, and has been included in the D.C.

These costs have been allocated 72% residential and 28% non-residential based on the
incremental growth in population to employment for the 10-year forecast period.
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City of Port Colborne
Senice: Engineering Studies

Increased Service Needs
Attributable to Anticipated

Pri.No Development

2019-2028

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Gross
Capital Cost
Estimate
(2018$%)

Post
Period
Benefit

| Deductions |

Less:

Grants,
| | Subsidies
| Net Capital | Benefitto | and Other
Cost | Existing 'Contributions
;Development Attributable
to New

Other

Development

Potential D.C, Recoverable Cost

JOther(e.g. Residential | Non~
| |
10% Share Residential
Statutory | Share
Deduction) |

Subtotal

28%

1 |Dewelopment Charges Study 2019 36,000 . 36,000 " 36,000 3,600 | 32,400 23,328 9,072
2 Dewelopment Charges Study 2024 40,000 - 40,000 - 40,000 4,000 36,000 25,920 10,080
3 |Water Master Plan 2024 100,000 . 100,000 50,000 50,000 2 50,000 36,000 14,000
g [T Wler Sty sk 2024 75,000 5 75,000 37,500 37,500 . 37,500 27,000 10,500
Assesment)
Total 251,000 < S 251,000 87,500 . 163,500 7,600 155,900 112,248 43,652
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-7
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5.2.3.2 Community Based Studies

The list of community based studies includes such studies as the following:

e Parks and Recreation Master Plan; and
e Library Master Plan.

The cost of these studies is $85,000. A deduction in the amount of $27,500 has been
made to recognize existing benefit. Therefore, the net growth-related capital cost, after
the mandatory 10% deduction, is $51,750, and has been included in the D.C

These costs have been allocated 72% residential and 28% non-residential based on the
incremental growth in population to employment for the 10-year forecast period.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-8
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colborne
Senice: Community Based Studies

3] HO J & D D OS5
= RUlaie-1o.4 pated p oSf .- Y Othe v B o d0 & e Resid iy
. B op 1 A Ded 0 0 0 0 hutio bl i 0 ?
0 = D oD Attributab &
Ded 0
O
) 2iop 2]
0 028 b B,
1 |Parks and Recreation Master Plan 2019 60,000 - 60,000 15,000 45,000 4,500 40,500 28,160 11,340
2 Library Master Plan 2021-2023 25,000 - 25,000 12,500 12,500 1,250 11,250 8,100 3,150
Total 85,000 - - 85,000 27,500 - 57,500 5,750 51,750 37,260 14,490
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-9
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5.2.4 Library Services

The City currently provides its library services out of 23,116 sq.ft. of facility space. The
average historical level of service for the previous ten years has been approximately 1.3
sq.ft. of space per capita or an investment of $339 per capita. Based on this service
standard, the City would be eligible to collect $285,598 from D.C.s for library facility
space.

The City has an inventory of 47,823 library collection materials. These collection
materials include various materials including books, audio visual materials, electronic
resources, eBooks, as well as subscriptions, etc., all of which have a total value of
approximately $1.38 million. Over the past ten years, the average level of service was
3.49 collection items per capita or an investment of $96 per capita. Based on this
service standard, the City would be eligible to collect approximately $80,874 from D.C.s
for library collection materials (over the 10-year period).

Therefore, the total D.C. eligible amount is $366,472.

To support the forecast population, a provision for expansion to the City’s library
collection materials has been identified for future capital totalling $80,000. After the
mandatory 10% deduction, the net growth-related capital cost to be included in the D.C.
is $72,000.

While library usage is predominately residential based, there is some use of the facilities
by non-residential users, for the purpose of research. To acknowledge this use, the
growth-related capital costs have been allocated 95% residential and 5% non-
residential.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-10
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City of Port Colborne
Senice: Library Collection Materials

Increased Service Needs

. Attributable to Anticipated
Prj.No

Development

2019-2028

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Post
Period
Benefit

Less:
Grants,

Other | Net Capital | Benefitto
Deductions | Cost Existing |Contributions
\ De\naku::mentI

‘ to New

and Other

Development|

Subsidies

Attributable. |

Subtotal

| Lessi |

|Other (e.g. '

| 10%

| Statutory
|Deduction)

Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost. |

Non-
Residential
Share

Residential
Share

5%

1 Provision for Future Library Collections | 2019-2028 80,000 - 80,000 ‘ - 80,000 8,000 . 72,000 68,400 3,600
Total 80,000 - - 80,000 - - 80,000 8,000 72,000 68,400 3,600
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-11
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5.3 Service Levels and Long-Term (2019-2031) Capital Costs
for Port Colborne’s D.C. Calculation

This section evaluates the development-related capital requirements for those services
with long-term (2019-2031) capital costs.

5.3.1 Services Related to a Highway
5.3.1.1 Roads

Part Colborne owns and maintains 163 km of urban, semi-urban, and rural roads. This
provides an average level of investment of $9,378 per capita, resulting in a D.C.-eligible
recovery amount of $9,677,993 million over the 2031 forecast period.

With respect to future needs, the identified services related to highway — roads program
are updated carryovers from the 2014 D.C. study and totals $14,556,400. The capital
projects include various road works and other road related projects. Deductions for
existing benefit and post period benefit have been made totalling $11,055,700 and
$2,501,100, respectively. An additional deduction in the amount of $76,695 has been
made to recognize the reserve fund surplus. Therefore, the net D.C. eligible amount of
$922,905 is be recovered over the long-term forecast period (2019-2031).

5.3.1.2 Public Works — Facilities

The City’s public works staff operate out of 47,603 sq.ft. of facility space. Based on the
historical 10-year average level of service of $273 per capita, the total D.C.-eligible
amount for public works facilities is $281,695.

The City has identified the recovery of the growth-portion of the debenture related to
Operations Centre, totalling $8,668,897 (principal and discounted interest). Of this
amount, $8,330,800 has been allocated to the post period. Therefore, the net growth
recovery of $338,097 has been included in the D.C. calculations (note: $60,756 of the
$338,097 is related to the discounted interest portion of the debenture, which is not
subject to the service standard ceiling).

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-12
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5.3.1.3 Public Works — Vehicles and Equipment

The City’s public works staff maintains and operates an inventory of 36 vehicles and
equipment. Based on the historical 10-year average level of service of $257 per capita,
the total D.C.-eligible amount for public works vehicles and equipment is $265,214.

To support the projected growth within the City, an additional snow plow has been
identified, with a capital cost of $375,000. Of this amount, $112,500 has been allocated
to the post period. Therefore, the net capital cost of $262,500 has been included in the

D.C.

The residential/non-residential allocation for all services related to a highway is 72%
residential and 28% non-residential based on the incremental growth in population to
employment, for the long-term (2031) forecast period.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-13
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colborne
Senice: Roads

Gross
Timing Capital Cost
(year) Estimate

(2019%)

Increased Service Needs Attributable to
Anticipated Development

2019-2031

Post
Period
Benefit

Net Capital

Cost

Benefit to
Existing

Development

Less:

Grants, Subsidies

and Other
Contributions

Attributable to New

Development

Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Non-
Residential
Share

72% 28%

Residential
Share

1 ?g:g Resurfacing - Estimate ($1million per {1,510 5034| 12,000,000 504,000 11,496,000 | 10,800,000 696,000 | 501,120 194,880
2 ﬁ;ig:?mey South @ Tracks - Site 4 - | 554 2025| 1,788,800 | 1,397,400 391,400 178,900 212,500 153,000 59,500
3 |Street Lighting - Site 4 - Phase 1 2024-2025 34,600 27.000 7.600 3.500 4,100 2,052 7,148
4 |Storm Ditches - Site 4 - Phase 1 2024-2025 331,200 | 258,800 72,400 33,100 39,300 28,296 11,004
Engineering, Administration and
4 7,700 34,344 13,35
¥ e maies Ra bk <8 202 401,800 | 313,900 87,900 40,200 47,70 , 6
6 |Resenve Fund Adjustment Resene . . : 76,695 (76.695)|  (55,220) 21,475)
Total 14,566,400 | 2,501,100 12,055,300 | 11,132,395 922,905 | 664,492 258,413
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-14
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colbome

Senice: Public Works - Facilities
Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

| Less:
! Gross | Grants, Subsidies |
Increased Service Needs Aftributable to | | | d -
Prj .No Antlcipated Development Timing Capital Cost P'::lfcl Other |NetCapital Benefitto | and Other | 'Residential Re;::nﬁal
: (year) Estimate Deductions Cost Existing Contributions Total Share
Benefit Share
{20198) Development! Attributable to New
2019-2031 Development 72% I 28%
1 gg::;:l"‘"‘ Centre Growth-Related Debt - |,049 9047| 7,111,041 | 6,833,700 277,341 3 277,341 | 199,686 77,655
9 Operatuons Centre Growth-Related Debt - 2019-2047| 1.557.856 | 1,497,100 60,756 - 60,756 43,745 17,012
Discounted Interest
Total 8,668,897 | 8,330,800 - 338,097 - - 338,097 243,430 94,667
PAGE 5-15

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
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City of Port Colbome

Sendce: Public Works - Vehicles and Equipment

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

262,500 188,000

1 |Snow Plow 2021-2024| 375,000 112,500 262,500
Total 375,000 112,500 262,500 262,500 189,000 73,500
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-16
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5.3.2 Fire Protection Services

The City of Port Colborne's Fire Department currently operates out of 17,600 sq.ft. of
facility space, providing for a per capita average level of service of 0.96 sq.ft. per capita
or $340 per capita. This level of service provides the City with a maximum D.C .-eligible
amount for recovery over the forecast period of $350,416 for fire facilities.

The fire department has a current inventory of 9 vehicles equaling a historical 10-year
average level of service of $197 per capita. The total D.C.-eligible amount calculated
for fire vehicles over the forecast period is $203,717.

The fire department also maintains small equipment and gear totalling 209 items for its
fire fighters. This results in a calculated average level of service for the historical 10-
year period of $48 per capita, providing for a D.C.-eligible amount over the forecast
period of $49,433 for small equipment and gear.

Therefore, the total D.C.-eligible amount is $603,566.

Based on the growth forecast to 2031, the City has identified $2,047,900 in growth-
related capital for the fire protection services. These capital projects include a new
training centre, provision for new vehicles, and a provision for new equipment to service
growth over the forecast period to 2031. Deductions in the amounts of $1,844,360 to
recognize benefit existing development and $57,120 to allocate a portion to post period
growth. A further deduction in the amount of $36,932 has been made to account for the
reserve fund balance. Therefore, the net amount to be included in the D.C. is $109,488.

These costs are shared between residential and non-residential based on the
population to employment ratio over the long-term forecast period to 2031, resulting in
72% being allocated to residential development and 28% being allocated to non-
residential development.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-17
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City of Port Colborne
Senvice: Fire Senices

1 Training Centre (3 Killaly St. W.)

2024

Infrastructure Costs Included in the D.C. Calculation

Ola

2,000,000 57,120 1,942,880 1,844,360 98,520 70,934 27,586
2 Provision for New Vehicles 2024 40,000 - 40,000 - 40,000 28,800 11,200
3 Provision for Additional Equipment 2019-2031 7,900 - 7,900 - 7,900 5,688 2,212
4 Resene Fund Adjustment Resene - - - 36,932 (36,932) (26,591) (10,341)
Total 2,047,900 57,120 1,990,780 1,881,292 109,488 78,831 30,657
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-18
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5.4 Service Levels and Urban Long-Term (2019-2031)
Capital Costs for Port Colborne’s D.C. Calculation

This section evaluates the development-related capital requirements for those services
with urban long-term (2019-2031) capital costs.

5.4.1 Woater Services

For water services, the capital program identified by the City includes updated carryover
projects from the 2014 D.C. study and one additional project (Main Street East to Urban
Service Area) identified by staff. The gross cost of these capital works is $8,305,200.
Deductions resulting from the bensfit to existing development totalling $484,473 have
been made, along with $5,672,000 to recognize the benefit to post period growth. A
further deduction of $62,177 has been made to account for the reserve fund balance.
Therefore, the net growth-related cost of $2,086,550 has been included in the D.C.
calculations.

The growth-related costs have been allocated between residential and non-residential
development based on incremental growth in population to employment over the urban
long-term (2019-2031 forecast period. This split results in an 69% allocation to
residential and a 31% allocation to non-residential.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-19
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colborne
Senice: Water Distribution

eSS H0 » 3 ove D »
P = At D =| I._.z ||| .. : : ! ; .-l O = 3 ={z O o0 R e - ..
e Q u S Ded 0 ost 0 b 0 ota S
= - B op L D pie 10
019
U198 Da U Develop e 69% 0
1 Minor to Memitt Parkway 2024-2029 341,600 94,400 247,200 147,913 99,287 68,508 30,779
2 Westside to the West Boundary 2025-2031 498,500 221,900 276,600 116,101 160,499 110,745 49,755
3 Industrial Site #5A 2024-2029 432,800 298,200 134,600 - 134,600 92,874 41,726
4 Industrial Site #2A 2024-2029( 4,477,700 | 3,085,100 1,392,600 - 1,392,600 960,894 431,706
g [PMATIEIN (CHPRGNS Roast Tt 2024-2025| 1,858,000 | 1,413,000 445,000 185,800 259,200 | 178,848 80,352
Concession) - Site 4 - Phase 1
6 Engu_"neenng, Admmls-trat:on and 2024 346,600 263,600 83,000 34,660 48,340 33,355 14,985
Contingencies (for Prj No. 4 and 5)
Main Street East to Urban Senice Area 2020-2024 350,000 295,800 54,200 - 54,200 37,398 16,802
8 Resene Fund Adjustment Resene - - - 62,177 (62,177) (42,902) (19,275)
Total 8,305,200 | 5,672,000 - 2,633,200 546,650 - 2,086,550 | 1,439,719 646,830
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-20
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5.4.2 Wastewater Services

Similar to water services, the wastewater services capital program identified by the City
includes updated carryover projects from the 2014 D.C. study and an additional project
(Main Street East to Urban Service Area) identified by staff. The gross cost of these
capital works is $90,007,971. The gross cost of these capital works is $5,787,200.
Deductions resulting from the benefit to existing development totalling $1,725,000 have
been made, along with $3,154,000 to recognize the benefit to post period growth. A
further deduction of $6,638 has been made to account for the reserve fund balance.
Therefore, the net growth-related cost of $901,562 has been included in the D.C.
calculations.

The growth-related costs have been allocated between residential and non-residential
development based on incremental growth in population to employment over the urban
long-term (2019-2031) forecast period. This split results in an 69% allocation to
residential and a 31% allocation to non-residential.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-21
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

City of Port Colbome
Senice; Wastewater - Sewers

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverahle Cost
Gross :

Increased Service Needs Attributable to Capital Post | | Grants, Subsidies Nois
Anticipated Development Timing Cost Period Other |Net Capital | Benefit to and Other Residential! o0 =

Share

(year) Estimate Benefit Deductions Cost | Existing Contributions Total Share

(20198) Development | Aftributable to New
2019-Urban 2031 Development 69% 31%

1 |New Wastewater inflastructure - South | 049.5024| 1,708,000 81,200 1,626,800 | 1,434,700 192,100 | 132,549 50,551
West End - Owersizing

2 |Industrial Site #5A 2024-2029| 577,000 | 397,600 179,400 - 179,400 | 123,786 55,614

3 |industrial Site #2A 2024-2029| 249,300 | 171,800 77,500 5 77,500 53,475 24,025

4 [Sanitary Sewers (Third Concessiontothe |04 5509| 1202500 | 982,900 309,600 129,300 180,300 | 124,407 56,893
South) - Site 4 - Phase 1

5 |Pumping Station - Site 4 - Phase 1 2024-2029| 1,154,100 | 877,700 276,400 115,400 161,000 | 111,090 49,910
Engineering, Administration and

6 2 4 i . 63,700 43,953 19,747
CoyfiigEntios (e il Ne. 4.6 & 2024 56,300 | 347,000 109,300 45,600

7 Main Street East to Urban Senice Area 2020-2024 350,000 295,800 54,200 - 54,200 37,398 16,802

8 Resene Fund Adjustment Resene - - - 6,638 (6,638) (4,580) (2,058)
Total 5,787,200 | 3,154,000 - | 2,633,200| 1,731,638 . 901,562 | 622,078 279,484

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 5-22
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Chapter 6
D.C. Calculation
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6. D.C. Calculation

Table 6-1 calculates the proposed uniform D.C. to be imposed for wastewater and water
services on anticipated development in the City based upon an urban long-term (2031)
horizon. Table 6-2 calculates the proposed uniform D.C. to be imposed on anticipated
development in the City for City-wide services over a long-term (2031) planning horizon.
Table 6-3 calculates the proposed uniform D.C. to be imposed on anticipated
development in the City for City-wide services over a 10-year planning horizon.

The calculation for residential development is generated on a per capita basis and is
based upon five forms of housing types (single and semi-detached, multiples,
apartments 2+ bedrooms, apartment’s bachelor and 1 bedroom, and special
care/special dwellings). The non-residential D.C. has been calculated on a per sq.ft. of
gross floor area basis for all types of non-residential development (industrial,
commercial and institutional).

The D.C.-eligible costs for each service component were developed in Chapter 5 for all
City services, based on their proposed capital programs.

For the residential calculations, the total cost is divided by the “gross” (new resident)
population to determine the per capita amount. The eligible D.C. cost calculations set
out in Chapter 5 are based on the net anticipated population increase (the forecast new
unit population less the anticipated decline in existing units). The cost per capita is then
multiplied by the average occupancy of the new units (Appendix A, Schedule 5) to
calculate the charge in Tables 6-1, through 6-3.

With respect to non-residential development, the total costs in the uniform charge
allocated to non-residential development (based on need for service) have been divided
by the anticipated development over the planning period to calculate a cost per sq.ft. of
gross floor area.

Table 6-4 summarizes the total D.C. that is applicable for City-wide services and Table
6-5 summarizes the gross capital expenditures and sources of revenue for works to be
undertaken during the 5-year life of the by-law.

Watson & Associates Econamists Ltd. PAGE 6-1
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Development Charge Calculation
City Wide Urban Services
Urban Long-Term (2031)

Table 6-1

City of Port Colborne

20195 D.C.-Eligible Cost

2019$ D.C.-Eligible Cost

Residential Non-Residential S.D.U. per sq.ft. ]
1. Wastewater Senices
1.1 Sewers 622,078 279,484 1,593 0.786
622,078 279,484 1,593 0.76
2. Water Senices
2.1 Distribution systems 1,439,719 646,830 3.688 1.75
1,439,719 646,830 3,688 1.75
TOTAL 52,(131.79?- $926,315 $5,281 2.51
D.C.-Eligible Capital Cost $2,061,797 $926,315
Urban 2031 Gross Population/GFA Growth (sq.ft.) 1,076 369,400
Cost Per Capita/Non-Residential GFA (sq.ft.) $1,916.17 $2.51
By Residential Unit Type P.P.U.
Single and Semi-Detached Dwelling 2.75¢ $5,281
Apartments - 2 Bedrooms + 1.987 $3,807
Apartments - Bachelor and 1 Bedroom 1.215 $2,328
Other Multiples 2.035 $3,899
Special Care/Special Dwelling Units 1.100 $2,108
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 6-2
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Table 6-2
City of Port Colborne
Development Charge Calculation
City Wide
2019-2031
: 20198 Jigible Cost . .. 2019$D.C.-Eligible Cost
- SERVICE ity Somis o, B Pdans] Residential Non-Residential || S.D.U. per sq.fi.
3. Sendces Related to a Highway
3.1 Roads 664,492 258,413 1,309 0.67
3.2 Depots and Domes 243,430 94,667 479 0.24
3.3 PW Rolling Stock 188,000 73,500 372 0.19
1,096,922 426,581 2,160 1.10
4. Fire Protection Senices
4.1 Fire facilities, wehicles, small equipment and gear 78,831 30,657 155 0.08
78,831 30,657 155 0.08
TOTAL $1,175,753 $457,237 $2,315 $1.18
D.C.-Eligible Capital Cost $1,175,753 $457,237
2031-Year Gross Population/GFA Growth (sq.ft,) 1,400 387,000
Cost Per Capita/Non-Residential GFA (sq.ft.) $839.82 $1.18
By Residential Unit Type (X
Single and Semi-Detached Dwelling 2.756 $2,315
Apariments - 2 Bedrooms + 1.987 $1,669
Apartments - Bachelor and 1 Bedroom 1.215 $1,020
Other Multiples 2.035 $1,709
Special Care/Special Dwelling Units 1.100 $924
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 8-3
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Table 6-3
City of Port Colborne
Development Charge Calculation
City Wide Services
2019-2028

. 201%% D.C.-Eligible Cost - . 2019% D.C.-Eligible Cost _

SUSERVICE i G | Residential || NonResidential | SDU. | persqft

5. Outdoor Recreation Senices
51 Parkland dewelopment, wehicles, amenities & trails 128,250 6,750 305 0.02
128,250 6,750 305 0.02

6. Indoor Recreation Senices
6.1 Recreation facilities 1,261,727 66,407 2,999 0.21
1,261,727 66,407 2,999 0.21

7. Library Senices
7.1 Library facilities - - - -

7.2 Library materials 68,400 3,600 163 0.01
68,400 3,600 163 0.01
8. Administration
8.1  Engineering Related Studies 112,248 43,652 267 0.13
8.2 Community Based Studies 37,260 14,480 89 0.04
149,508 58,142 356 Q.17
TOTAL : $1,607,885 $134,899 -$3,823 $0.41
D.C.-Eligible Capital Cost $1,607,885 $134,899
10-Year Gross Population/GFA Growth (sq.ft.) 1,159 326,900
“Cost Per Capita/Non-Residential GFA (sq.ft.) $1,387.30 $0.41
By Residential Unit e P.P.U.
Single and Semi-Detached Dwelling 2.756 $3,823
Apartments - 2 Bedrooms + 1.987 $2,757
Apartments - Bachelor and 1 Bedroom 1.215 51,686
Other Multiples 2.035 $2,823
Special Care/Special Dwelling Units 1.100 $1,526
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 6-4
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Table 6-4
City of Port Colborne
Development Charge Calculation
Total All Services

2019% D.C.-Eligible Cost

- Non-Residential S.D.U. per sq.ft.
Urban-wide Services 2031 2,061,797 926,315 5,281 2.51
Municipal-wide Services 2031 1,175,753 457,237 2,315 1.18
Municipal-wide Services 10 Year 1,607,885 134,899 3.823 0.41
TOTAL 4,845,435 1,518,451 11,419 4.10
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 6-5
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Table 68-5

City of Port Colborne

Gross Expenditure and Sources of Revenue Summary for Costs to be Incurred over the Life of the By-law

Service

Total Gross Cost

Other
Deductions

Tax Base or Other Non-D.C, Source

Benefit to
Existing

Other Funding

Sources of Financing

Legislated
Reduction

Post D.C. Period
Benefit

D.C. Reserve Fund

Residential

| Non-Residential

1.  Woaslewater Senices

1.1 Sewers 1,423,333 110,458 49,626
2. Water Senvices

2.1 Distribution systems 280,000 0 0 0 0 236,640 29,918 13,442
3. Senices Related to a Highway

3.1 Roads 4,615,385 0 4,153,846 0 0 193,846 192,738 74,954

3.2 Depots and Domes 0 0 Q o] 0 0 (o] a

3.3 PW Rolling Stock 281,250 0 ] 0 0 84,375 141,750 55,125
4, Fire Protection Senvices

4.1 Fire facilities, vehicles, small equipment and gear 3,038 [s] 4] 0 0 0 2,188 851
5. Outdoor Recreation Senvices

5.1 Parkland dewelopment, wehicles, amenities & trails 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
6.  Indoor Recreation Senices

6.1 Recreation facilities o] o] 0| 0 0 0 0 0
7.  Library Senices

7.1 Library facilities 0 0| 0 [+] o 0 0 0

7.2 Library materials 40,000 0 0 0 4,000 0 34,200 1,800
8. Administration

8.1 Engineering Related Studies 36,000 0 o] 0 3,600 Q 23,328 9,072

8.2 Community Based Studies 85,000 0 27,500 0 5,750 0 37,260 14,480
Total Expenditures & Revenues $6,764,006 $0 $5,376,929 $0 $13,350 $582,528 $571,840 $219,359
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H:APort Colborne\2019 DC\Report\Final Report.doex

99



4

Chapter 7
D.C. Policy Recommendations
and D.C. By-law Rules
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7. D.C. Policy Recommendations and D.C. By-law
Rules

7.1 Introduction

s.s.5(1)9 states that rules must be developed:

“...to determine if a development charge is payable in any particular case
and to determine the amount of the charge, subject to the limitations set
out in subsection 6.”

Paragraph 10 of the section goes on to state that the rules may provide for exemptions,
phasing in and/or indexing of D.C.s.

s.5.5(6) establishes the following restrictions on the rules:

¢ the total of all D.C.s that would be imposed on anticipated development must not
exceed the capital costs determined under 5(1) 2-8 for all services involved,;

» if the rules expressly identify a type of development, they must not provide for it
to pay D.C.s that exceed the capital costs that arise from the increase in the
need for service for that type of development; however, this requirement does not
relate to any particular development; and

o if the rules provide for a type of development to have a lower D.C. than is
allowed, the rules for determining D.C.s may not provide for any resulting
shortfall to be made up via other development.

With respect to “the rules,” Section 6 states that a D.C. by-law must expressly address
the matters referred to above re s.s.5(1) paragraphs 9 and 10, as well as how the rules
apply to the redevelopment of land.

The rules provided are based on the City's existing policies; however, there are items
under consideration at this time and these may be refined prior to adoption of the by-
law.
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7.2 D.C. By-law Structure

It is recommendead that:

» the City uses a uniform City-wide D.C. calculation for all non-urban services;
e urban services be imposed on the urban serviced areas of the City; and
e one Municipal D.C. by-law be used for all services.

7.3 D.C. By-law Rules

The following subsections set out the recommended rules governing the calculation,
payment and collection of D.C.s in accordance with Section 6 of the D.C.A.

It is recommended that the following sections provide the basis for the D.C.s:

7.3.1 Payment in any Particular Case

In accordance with the D.C.A., s.2(2), a D.C. be calculated, payable and collected
where the development requires one or more of the following:

a) the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment to a zoning by-law under
section 34 of the Planning Act;

b) the approval of a minor variance under section 45 of the Planning Act;

c) a conveyance of land to which a by-law passed under section 50(7) of the
Planning Act applies;

d) the approval of a plan of subdivision under section 51 of the Planning Act;
e) a consent under section 53 of the Planning Act;
f) the approval of a description under section 50 of the Condominium Act; or

g) theissuing of a building permit under the Building Code Act in relation to a
building or structure.
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7.3.2 Determination of the Amount of the Charge

The following conventions be adopted:

1) Costs allocated to residential uses will be assigned to different types of
residential units based on the average occupancy for each housing type
constructed during the previous decade. Costs allocated to non-residential uses
will be assigned based on the amount of square feet of gross floor area
constructed for eligible uses (i.e. industrial, commercial and institutional).

2) Costs allocated to residential and non-residential uses are based upon a number
of conventions, as may be suited to each municipal circumstance, e.g.

e for Administration (both Engineering and Community Based Services), the
costs have been based on a population vs. employment growth ratio
(72%128%) for residential and non-residential, respectively) over the 10-
year forecast period;

e for Indoor Recreation, Outdoor Recreation, and Library services, a 5%
non-residential attribution has been made to recognize use by the non-
residential sector;

o for Fire Protection services and Services related to a highway, a 72%
residential/28% non-residential attribution has been made based on a
population vs. employment growth ratio over the long-term (2031) forecast
period; and

o for Wastewater services and Water services, a 69% residential/31% non-
residential allocation has been made based on population vs. employment
growth over the urban long-term (2019-2031) forecast period.

7.3.3 Application to Redevelopment of Land (Demolition and
Conversion)

As a result of the redevelopment of land, a building or structure existing on the same
land within 12 months prior to the date of payment of D.C.s in regard to such
redevelopment was, or is to be demolished, in whole or in part, or converted from one
principal use to another principal use on the same land, in order to facilitate the
redevelopment, the D.C.s otherwise payable with respect to such redevelopment shall
be reduced by the following amounts:
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1) in the case of a residential building or structure, or in the case of a mixed-use
building or structure, the residential uses in the mixed-use building or structure,
an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable D.C. under subsections 3.11
of the by-law by the number, according to type, of dwelling units that have been
or will be demolished or converted to another principal use; and

2) in the case of a non-residential building or structure or, in the case of mixed-use
building or structure, the non-residential uses in the mixed-use building or
structure, an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable D.C.s under
subsection 3.12 of the by-law by the gross floor area that has been or will be
demolished or converted to another principal use;

provided that such amounts shall not exceed, in total, the amount of the D.C.s otherwise
payable with respect to the redevelopment.

7.3.4 Exemptions (full or partial)

a) Statutory exemptions

industrial building additions of up to and including 50% of the existing
gross floor area (defined in O.Reg. 82/98, s.1) of the building; for industrial
building additions which exceed 50% of the existing gross floor area, only
the portion of the addition in excess of 50% is subject to D.C.s (s.4(3)) of
the D.C.A;;

buildings or structures owned by and used for the purposes of any
municipality, local board or Board of Education (s.3);

residential development that results only in the enlargement of an existing
dwelling unit, or that results only in the creation of up to two additional
dwelling units (based on prescribed limits set out in 5.2 of O.Reg. 82/98).

b) Non-statutory exemptions (Current)

Non-residential farm buildings;

Downtown core areas;

Industrial development shall be exempt from payment of D.C.s on any
square footage of gross floor area constructed over 5,000 sq.ft.;
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¢ Partial exemption requiring the payment of only the roads and fire
protection components of the charge for all residential unit types
constructed within the Sherkston Secondary Plan Area;

o Partial exemption of up to 70% of the payable D.C.s for development of
Brownfield properties under the City of Port Colborne Brownfield
Community Improvement Plan, which have an approved application and
agreement under the Brownfield Rehabilitation Grant Program; and

e Partial exemption for certain Community Improvement Plan areas based
upon specific policies approved by Council.

These exemptions are proposed to be continued for Council’'s consideration.

7.3.5 Phasing in

No provisions for phasing in the D.C. are provided in the D.C. by-law.

7.3.6 Timing of Collection

A D.C. that is applicable under Section 5 of the D.C.A. shall be calculated and payable:

e where a permit is required under the Building Code Act in relation to a building or
structure, the owner shall pay the D.C. prior to the issuance of a permit of prior to
the commencement of development or redevelopment as the case may be; and

o despite the above, Council, from time to time and at any time, may enter into
agreements providing for all or any part of a D.C. to be paid before or after it
would otherwise be payable.

7.3.7 Indexing

Indexing of the D.C.s shall be implemented on a mandatory basis annually on the
anniversary date of the D.C. by-law, in accordance with the Statistics Canada Quarterly,
Non-Residential Building Construction Price Index (Table 18-10-0135-01)" for the most
recent year-over-year period.

' 0.Reg. 82/98 referenced “The Statistics Canada Quarterly, Construction Price
Statistics, catalogue number 62-007" as the index source. Since implementation,
Statistics Canada has modified this index twice and the above-noted index is the most
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7.3.8 The Applicable Areas

The charges developed herein provide for varying charges within the City, as follows:

¢ All City-wide Services — the full residential and non-residential charge will be
imposed on all lands within the City; and

e Urban Services — the full residential and non-residential charge will be imposed
on the urban service areas of the City.

7.4 Other D.C. By-law Provisions

It is recommended that:

7.4.1 Categories of Services for Reserve Fund and Credit Purposes

The City's D.C. collections are currently reserved in 8 separate reserve funds: Roads
and Related (referred herein as Services Related to a Highway), Fire Protection
Services, Outdoor Recreation, Indoor Recreation Services, Administration, Wastewater
Services, and Water Services. It is recommended that the City separate the
administration D.C. reserve fund into engineering studies and community based studies
(in anticipation of the upcoming changes from Bill 108, as discussed in sections 1.4 and
5.2.3) under the new 2019 by-law. Appendix D outlines the reserve fund policies that
the City is required to follow as per the D.C.A.

7.4.2 By-law In-force Date

A by-law under the D.C.A. comes into force on the day after which the by-law is passed
by Council.

7.4.3 Minimum Interest Rate Paid on Refunds and Charged for Inter-
Reserve Fund Borrowing

The minimum interest rate is the Bank of Canada rate on the day on which the by-law
comes into force (as per s.11 of O.Reg. 82/98).

current. The draft by-law provided herein refers to O.Reg. 82/98 to ensure traceability
should this index continue to be modified over time.
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7.4.4 Area Rating

As noted earlier, Bill 73 has introduced two new sections where Council must consider
the use of area specific charges:

T

Section 2(9) of the Act now requires a municipality to implement area-specific
D.C.s for either specific services which are prescribed and/or for specific
municipalities which are to be regulated (note that at this time, no municipalities
or services are prescribed by the Regulations).

Section 10(2)c.1 of the D.C.A. requires that “the development charges
background study shall include consideration of the use of more than one
development charge by-law to reflect different needs for services in different
areas.”

In regard to the first item, there are no services or specific municipalities identified in the
regulations which must be area-rated. The second item requires Council to consider
the use of area-rating.

At present, the City’s by-law does provide for area-rating with respect to water and
wastewater. All other City services are recovered based on a uniform, City-wide basis.
There have been several reasons why they have not been imposed including:

1.

All City services, with the exception of water and wastewater, require that the
average 10-year service standard be calculated. This average service standard
multiplied by growth in the City, establishes an upper ceiling on the amount of
funds which can be collected from all developing landowners. Section 4(4) of O.
Reg. 82/98 provides that “...if a development charge by-law applies to a part of
the municipality, the level of service and average level of service cannot exceed
that which would be determined if the by-law applied to the whole municipality.”
Put in layman terms, the average service standard multiplied by the growth within
the specific area, would establish an area specific ceiling which would
significantly reduce the total revenue recoverable for the City hence potentially
resulting in D.C. revenue shortfalls and impacts on property taxes.

Extending on item 1, attempting to impose an area charge potentially causes
equity issues in transitioning from a City-wide approach to an area specific
approach. For example, if all services were now built (and funded) within area A
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(which is 75% built out) and this was funded with some revenues from areas B
and C, moving to an area rating approach would see Area A contribute no funds
to the costs of services in Areas B & C. The development charges would be
lower in Area A (as all services are now funded) and higher in B and C. As well,
funding shortfalls may then potentially encourage the municipality to provide less
services to B and C due to reduced revenue.

. Many services which are provided (roads, parks, recreation facilities) are not
restricted to one specific area and are often used by all residents. For example,
arenas located in different parts of the City will be used by residents from all
areas depending on the programing of the facility (i.e. a public skate is available
each night, but at a different arena; hence usage of any one facility at any given
time is based on programing availability).

For the reasons noted above, it is recommended that Council continue the D.C.
approach to calculate the charges on an area specific basis for water and wastewater,
while all other services be charged on a uniform City-wide basis.

7.5 Other Recommendations

It is recommended that Council:

“Whenever appropriate, request that grants, subsidies and other contributions be
clearly designated by the donor as being to the benefit of existing development or
new development, as applicable;”

‘Adopt the assumptions contained herein as an ‘anticipation’ with respect to
capital grants, subsidies and other contributions;”

“Continue the D.C. approach to calculate the non-urban charges on a uniform
City-wide basis for all services;”

“Continue the D.C. approach of an urban-area charge basis for urban services;”

“Approve the capital project listing set out in Chapter 5 of the D.C.s Background
Study dated July 24, 2019, subject to further annual review during the capital
budget process;” '
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“‘Approve the D.C.s Background Study dated July 24, 2019, as amended (if
applicable);”

“Determine that no further public meeting is required;” and

“Approve the D.C. By-law as set out in Appendix G, subject to refinements
recommended prior to By-law adoption.”
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Chapter 8

By-law Implementation

4
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8. By-law Implementation

8.1 Public Consultation Process

8.1.1 Introduction

This chapter addresses the mandatory, formal public consultation process (Section
8.1.2), as well as the optional, informal consultation process (Section 8.1.3). The latter
is designed to seek the co-operation and participation of those involved, in order to
produce the most suitable policy. Section 8.1.4 addresses the anticipated impact of the
D.C. on development from a generic viewpoint.

8.1.2 Public Meeting of Council

Section 12 of the D.C.A. indicates that before passing a D.C. by-law, Council must hold
at least one public meeting, giving at least 20 clear days’ notice thereof, in accordance
with the Regulation. Council must also ensure that the proposed by-law and
background report are made available to the public at least two weeks prior to the (first)
meeting.

Any person who attends such a meeting may make representations related to the
proposed by-law.

If a proposed by-law is changed following such a meeting, Council must determine
whether a further meeting (under this section) is necessary (i.e. if the proposed by-law
which is proposed for adoption has been changed in any respect, Council should
formally consider whether an additional public meeting is required, incorporating this
determination as part of the final by-law or associated resolution. It is noted that
Council's decision, once made about not requiring a further public meeting, is final and
not subject to review by a Court or the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (L.P.A.T.)
(formerly the Ontario Municipal Board (O.M.B.)).

8.1.3 Other Consultation Activity

There are three broad groupings of the public who are generally the most concerned
with City D.C. policy:

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 8-1

H\Pant Colbiorne\2019 DC\ReporfiFinal Rapart.docx

114



F%g

1. The first grouping is the residential development community, consisting of land
developers and builders, who are typically responsible for generating the majority
of the D.C. revenues. Others, such as realtors, are directly impacted by D.C.
policy. They are, therefore, potentially interested in all aspects of the charge,
particularly the quantum by unit type, projects to be funded by the D.C. and the
timing thereof, and City policy with respect to development agreements, D.C.
credits and front-ending requirements.

2. The second public grouping embraces the public at large and includes taxpayer
coalition groups and others interested in public policy.

3. The third grouping is the industrial/commercial/institutional development sector,
consisting of land developers and major owners or organizations with significant
construction plans, such as hotels, entertainment complexes, shopping centres,
offices, industrial buildings and institutions. Also involved are organizations such
as Industry Associations, the Chamber of Commerce, the Board of Trade and the
Economic Development Agencies, who are all potentially interested in City D.C.
policy. Their primary concern is frequently with the quantum of the charge, gross
floor area exclusions such as basements, mechanical or indoor parking areas, or
exemptions and phase-in or capping provisions in order to moderate the impact.

8.2 Anticipated Impact of the Charge on Development

The establishment of sound D.C. policy often requires the achievement of an

acceptable balance between two competing realities. The first is that high non-
residential D.C.s can, to some degree, represent a barrier to increased economic
activity and sustained industrial/commercial growth, particularly for capital intensive
uses. Also, in many cases, increased residential D.C.s can uliimately be expected to be
recovered via higher housing prices and can impact project feasibility in some cases
(e.g. rental apartments).

On the other hand, D.C.s or other City capital funding sources need to be obtained in
order to help ensure that the necessary infrastructure and amenities are installed. The
timely installation of such works is a key initiative in providing adequate service levels
and in facilitating strong economic growth, investment and wealth generation.
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8.3 Implementation Requirements

8.3.1 Introduction

Once the City has calculated the charge, prepared the complete background study,
carried out the public process and passed a new by-law, the emphasis shifts to
implementation matters.

These include notices, potential appeals and complaints, credits, front-ending
agreements, subdivision agreement conditions and finally the collection of revenues and
funding of projects.

The sections which follow overview the requirements in each case.

8.3.2 Notice of Passage

In accordance with s.13 of the D.C.A., when a D.C. by-law is passed, the City Clerk
shall give written notice of the passing and of the last day for appealing the by-law (the
day that is 40 days after the day it was passed). Such notice must be given no later
than 20 days after the day the by-law is passed (i.e. as of the day of newspaper
publication or the mailing of the notice).

Section 10 of O.Reg. 82/98 further defines the notice requirements which are
summarized as follows:

¢ notice may be given by publication in a newspaper which is (in the Clerk’s
opinion) of sufficient circulation to give the public reasonable notice, or by
personal service, fax or mail to every owner of land in the area to which the by-
law relates;

* 5.5.10(4) lists the persons/organizations who must be given notice; and

e 5.5.10(9) lists the eight items which the notice must cover.

8.3.3 By-law Pamphlet

In addition to the “notice” information, the City must prepare a “pamphlet” explaining
each D.C. by-law in force, setting out:

¢ adescription of the general purpose of the D.C.s;
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» the “rules” for determining if a charge is payable in a particular case and for
determining the amount of the charge;

» the services to which the D.C.s relate; and

» a general description of the general purpose of the Treasurer’s statement and
where it may be received by the public.

Where a by-law is not appealed to the L.P.A.T., the pamphlet must be readied within 60
days after the by-law comes into force. Later dates apply to appealed by-laws.

The City must give one copy of the most recent pamphlet without charge, to any person
who requests one.

8.3.4 Appeals

Sections 13 to 19 of the D.C.A. set out the requirements relative to making and
processing a D.C. by-law appeal and L.P.A.T. Hearing in response to an appeal. Any
person or organization may appeal a D.C. by-law to the L.P.A.T. by filing a notice of
appeal with the City Clerk, setting out the objection to the by-law and the reasons
supporting the objection. This must be done by the last day for appealing the by-law,
which is 40 days after the by-law is passed.

The City is carrying out a public consultation process, in order to address the issues that
come forward as part of that process, thereby avoiding or reducing the need for an
appeal to be made.

8.3.5 Complaints

A person required to pay a D.C., or their agent, may complain to the City Council
imposing the charge that:

e the amount of the charge was incorrectly determined;
e the reduction to be used against the D.C. was incorrectly determined; or
» there was an error in the application of the D.C.

Sections 20 to 25 of the D.C.A. set out the requirements that exist, including the fact
that 2 complaint may not be made later than 90 days after a D.C. (or any part of it) is
payable. A complainant may appeal the decision of City Council to the L.P.A.T.
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8.3.6 Crediis

Sections 38 to 41 of the D.C.A. set out a number of credit requirements, which apply
where a City agrees to allow a person to perform work in the future that relates to a
service in the D.C. by-law.

These credits would be used to reduce the amount of D.C.s to be paid. The value of
the credit is limited to the reasonable cost of the wark which does not exceed the
average level of service. The credit applies only to the service to which the work
relates, unless the City agrees to expand the credit to other services for which a D.C. is
payable.

8.3.7 Front-Ending Agreements

The City and one or more landowners may enter into a front-ending agreement which
provides for the costs of a project which will benefit an area in the City to which the D.C.
by-law applies. Such an agreement can provide for the costs to be borne by one or
more parties to the agreement who are, in turn, reimbursed in future by persons who
develop land defined in the agreement.

Part Il of the D.C.A. (Sections 44 to 58) addresses front-ending agreements and
removes some of the obstacles to their use which were contained in the D.C.A., 1989.
Accordingly, the City assesses whether this mechanism is appropriate for its use, as
part of funding projects prior to City funds being available.

8.3.8 Severance and Subdivision Agreement Conditions

Section 59 of the D.C.A. prevents a municipality from imposing directly or indirectly, a
charge related to development or a requirement to construct a service related to
development, by way of a condition or agreement under s.51 or 5.53 of the Planning
Act, except for:

* “local services, related to a plan of subdivision or within the area to which the
plan relates, to be installed or paid for by the owner as a condition of approval
under section 51 of the Planning Act;” and

e ‘“local services to be installed or paid for by the owner as a condition of approval
under section 53 of the Planning Act.”
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It is also noted that s.5.59(4) of the D.C.A. requires that the municipal approval authority
for a draft plan of subdivision under s.s.51(31) of the Planning Act, use its power to
impose conditions to ensure that the first purchaser of newly subdivided land is
informed of all the D.C.s related to the development, at the time the land is transferred.

In this regard, if the Municipality in question is a commenting agency, in order to comply
with subsection 59(4) of the D.C.A. it would need to provide to the approval authority,
information regarding the applicable municipal D.C.s related to the site.

If the City is an approval authority for the purposes of section 51 of the Planning Act, it
would be responsible to ensure that it collects information from all entities which can
impose a D.C.

The most effective way to ensure that purchasers are aware of this condition would be
to require it as a provision in a registered subdivision agreement, so that any purchaser
of the property would be aware of the charges at the time the title was searched prior to
closing a transaction conveying the lands.
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Appendix A

Background Information on
Residential and Non-

Residential Growth Forecast
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Schedule 1
City of Port Colbome

Residential Growth Forecast Summary

Excluding Census Undercount

Housing Units Person Per
Tioni:i;!i:'?gn Population | - gjno1es & Equivalent Un“'l('Pu'egl'U'}:
Census Population f:,z‘::j::igf: Ilfs);;ﬁ?;ﬁzl Semi- Dm:::tz"’ Apanmems:’ Other Ho;:‘::ﬂ ds Institutional Population/
Undercount)* Population Detached g Househalds » Total
ouseholds
B Mid 2006 19,100 18,599 479 18,120 5,900 810 1,230 55 7,795 435 2.386
o
E Mid 2011 18,920 18,424 449 17,975 6,050 600 1,161 95 7,908 408 2,330
B Mid 2016 18,800 18,306 441 17,865 6,005 870 1,210 135 8,020 401 2283
= Mid 2019 19,020 18,517 447 18,070 6,105 670 1,242 135 8,152 406 2.271
7]
§ Mid 2029 19,880 19,360 467 18,893 6,455 704 1,304 135 8,5¢8 425 2.252
* Mid 2031 20,080 19,549 47 19,078 6,525 713 1,319 135 8,692 428 2.249
Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 -180 -175 -30 -145 150 -10 -69 40 111 =27
= Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 -120 -118 -8 -110 -45 70 43 40 114 -7
g Mid 2016 - Mid 2012 220 21 [ 205 100 0 32 0 132 5
= Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 860 843 20 823 350 34 62 0 446 19
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 1,060 1,032 24 1,008 420 43 77 0 540 22

Source: Derived from the Draft Niagara Region Municipal Comprehensive Review Phase 4 Forecast Update, July 2018, for the City of Port Calborne by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

' Census undercount estimated at approximately 2.7%. Note: Population including the undercount has been rounded.
? Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
* Includes bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom+ apartments.
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Figure A-1

Annual Housing Forecast’
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Source: Historical housing activity derived from City of Part Colborne Planning and Development Department, 2008 to 2018.
1. Growth forecast represents calendar year.
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Schedule 2
City of Port Colborne
Estimate of the Anticipated Amount, Type and Location of
Residential Development for Which Development Charges can be Imposed

0 Popula =
De op 0 a ota opula s ease 3 e
ocallo Deta P de & Poptiatio d Popula et
Urh 20189 - 2029 252 34 62 348 869 (174) 685 20 715
rban
2019 - 2031 303 43 i 422 1,052 (202) 850 24 874
Rural 2019 - 2029 98 o 0 98 270 (143) 127 0 127
ural
2019 - 2031 118 0 0 118 324 (166) 158 0 159

" Includes townhouses and apariments in duplexes.

* Includes accessory apariments, bachelor, 1-badraom and 2-bedraom+ apartments,
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due te rounding.
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Schedule 3
City of Port Colborne
Current Year Growth Forecast
Mid 2016 to Mid 2019

Population

Occupants of Units (2) 132

New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.688

Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 gross population increase 355 355
Occupants of New Units 5

Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100

Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 gross population increase 5 5
Decline in Housing Units (4) 8,020

Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.019

Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 total decline in population -149 -149
PopUlation Estirate to Mid 2019

Net Population Increase, Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 211

(1) 2016 population based on Statistics Canada Census unadjusted for Census undercount.

(2) Estimated residential units constructed, Mid-2016 to the beginning of the growth period assuming a six-month lag between construction and
occupancy.

(3) Average number of persons per unit (P.P.U.) is assumed to be:

Persons Per Unit' | % Distribution of Weighted Persons

‘Structural Type |

(P.P.U.) Estimated Units? Per Unit Average

.?Egzsj&?e;b—e}a;:egi - - 2917 N | 8% | 2288 |
!Muftipfes (6) 2.189 8% ‘ 0.169 |
Apartments (7) L 1.669 14% 0.231
Total V T N | 100% 2.665_
*Based an 2016 Census custom database - o I
2 Based on Building permit/completion activity

(4) 2016 households taken from Stafistics Canada Census,

(5) Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and
changing eccnomic conditions.

() Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE A-5
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Schedule 4
City of Port Colborne
Ten Year Growth Forecast
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029

Population

Mid 2019 Population

Occupants of Units (2) 446
New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.554
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 gross population increase 1,139 1,139
QOccupants of New Units 19
Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 gross population increase 21 21
Decline in Housing Units (4) 8,152
Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.039
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 total decline in population =317 -317

Net Population increase, Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 843

(1) Mid 2019 Population based on:

2016 Population (18,306) + Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 estimated housing units to beginning of forecast period (132 x 2.736 = 360) + (5x 1.100 = 5)
+ (8,020 x -0.019 = -154) = 18,517

(2) Based upon forecast building permits/completions assuming a lag between construction and occupancy.
(3) Average number of persons per unit (p.p.u,) is assumed to be:
Al s dost e DR e it e L

'Siructural Type } Persons Per Unit! | % l_Jistrihw:iuq of Weighted Persons
| I | - (P.P.U) i ,Eslﬂ,ateq UrlrLsi I Per Unf!: Average |
"EEngEsTE_en?rbéiaET B A Tatss | 1% | 2182 |
Multiples (6) | 2035 8% . 0.157 \
'Apartments (7) | 1702 14% 0.236 ‘
ore bedroom or less 1215

two bedrooms or more 1.987

'i:uiaT e l - _“__,_j‘?,u?{’, | - - 2554 o

3 Person!; per unit based on adjusted StaUSti‘;s Canada Cuéto; ZD‘!S-Censm database.
? Forecas! unil mix based upon historical trends and housing units in the dewelopment process.
(4) Md 2019 househalds based upon 8,020 (2016 Census) + 132 (Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 unit estimate) = 8,152
(5) Decline accurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and changing economic conditions.
(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
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Schedule 5
City of Port Colborne
2031 Growth Forecast
Mid 2019 to Mid 2031

Population

Mid 2019 Population 18,517
Occupants of Units (2) 540

New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.549

2019 to Mid 2031 gross population increase 1,376 1,376
Occupants of New Units 22

Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100

2019 to Mid 2031 gross population increase 24 24
Decline in Housing Units (4) 8,152

Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.045

2019 to Mid 2031 total decline in population -368 -368
Net Population Increase, 2019 to Mid 2031 1,032

(1) Mid 2019 Population based on:

2016 Population (18,306) + Mid 2016 to Mid 2018 estimated housing units to beginning of forecast period (132 x 2.736 = 360) + (5x 1.100 = 5)
+(8,020x-0.019 = -154) = 18,517

(2) Based upon forecast building permits/completions assuming a lag between construction and occupancy.

(3) Average number of persons per unit E.\:p.u.) is assumed to be:

% Distribution of I Welghted Persons

Persans Per Unit

Structural Type (PP 1 Estimated Units? Per Unit Average
‘Singles & Semi Delached T 278 % 2w
Mutiples () 2,035 ! 8% 0.181
\Apartments (7) 1.702 ‘ 14% 0.242
one bedroom or less 1.215 |
two bedrooms or more 1.987 i
Total - [ 2s4g

*Persons per uni-l- b'a-sed en adjﬁsié-d-.SLalistics Ca-r.'tada Custom 2016 Census database.
 Forecast unit mix based upen histarical trends and housing units in the development process.
(4) Mid 2019 households based upon 8,020 (2016 Census) + 132 (Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 unit estimate) = 8,152
(5) Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and changing economic conditions.
(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
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Schedule 6

City of Port Colborne
Summary of Housing Units in Active Development Applications as of 2019
City of Port Colborne

Density Type

Stage of Development Singles &
Semi- Multiples’ | Apartments®
Detached

Registered Not Built | 73| o 0 73
% Breakdown 100% 0% 0% 100%
Draft Plans Approved 138 0 57 195
% Breakdown 71% 0% 29% 100%
Application Under Review 0 0 0 0
% Breakdown | .. I, - -
Snarzer Gty of Bart Golbesne Planiing and Deskoment Deparineril, 2619,

! Includes townhomes and apartments in duplexes.
2 Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom#+ apartments.
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Schedule 7

City of Port Colborne

Historical Residential Building Permits

Years 2009 to 2018

Residential Building Permits

Singles &
Semi Multiples' = Apartments?
Detached
2009 12 0 0 12
2010 0 0 7
2011 9 0 0 9
2012 20 0 0 20
2013 8 0 0 8
Sub-total 56 0 0 56
Average (2009 - 2013) 11 0 0 11
% Breakdown 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%
2014 9 0 0 9
2015 8 8 0 16
2016 28 0 0 28
2017 41 0 8 49
2018 31 0 24 55
Sub-total 117 8 32 157
Average (2014 - 2018) 23 2 6 31
% Breakdown 74.5% 51% 20.4% 100.0%
2009 - 2018
Total 173 8 32 213
Average 17 1 3 21
% Breakdown 81.2% 3.8% 15.0% 100.0%
Source: Historical housing activity derived from City of Port Colborne Planning and Development
Department, 2009 to 2018.
! Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
? Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE A-9
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Schedule 8a
City of Port Colborne
Persons Per Unit By Age and Type of Dwelling
(2016 Census)

Age of : Singles and Semi-Detached

Dwelling . <1BR 1BR 2BR 34BR | 5+BR Total iy ReapTialonte 1S Yeur Forecast’

| b asemliea i B Average

1-5 z g z - - 2.917

6-10 - - 7 2.970
11-15 - - - 2.545 2.811 2.756

16-20 - - i 3.037

20-25 - - - 3.030

25-35 - ~ - 2.654

- 1.474 3.231 2.288

i’ 0 3

Age of All Density Types A
~ Dwelling <1BR 1Bl 2BR 3/4BR.  5+BR Total =
6-10 - 2 1.857 2.667 - 2.521
11-15 - 3 1.917 2.565 - 2.389
16-20 - s 1.727 3.000 - 2.628
20-25 - 2 1.643 3.179 - 2.673
25-35 - 1.048 1.750 2.849 - 2.278

Note: Does not include Statistics Canada data classified as 'Other’
P.P.U. Not calculated for samples less than or equal to 50 dwelling units, and does not include institutional population.
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Schedule 8b
Niagara Region
Persons Per Unit By Age and Type of Dwelling
(2016 Census)

Ageof | _ _Multiples®

Dwelling <1ER 2BR 314 BR 5+ BR Total 15 Year Historic
T p— ' ; ; (R E Bt Averige

£ o 3
15 Year Forecast

2.099 2.035

Age of : Apartments® ) Y.
| 15 Year Histori '
b LS /Db e Sobe rubie B 2 ik ol e nYaeeen
6-10 - 1.178 1.721 3.067 - 1.685
11-15 - 1.381 1.865 2,632 = 1.817 1,724 1.702

Age of All Density Types
Dwelling <1BR . R2BR . 34BR  5tBR = Total

1-5
6-10 - 1.337 1.821 2.966 4.291 2.688
11-156 - 1.447 1.836 2.931 4.284 2.745
16-20 = 1.430 1.868 2.895 3.934 2.656
20-25 - 1.253 1.799 2.895 3.934 2.515
25-35 - 1.231 1.818 2.787 3.648 2497
35+ 1.250 1.219 1.790 2.539 3.725 2.272

ofal - | 0 4 800 658 54 ;
! Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
2 Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apariments.

® PPU has been forecasted based on 2001 fo 2016 historical trends.
Note: Does not include Statistics Canada data classified as 'Other’

P.P.U. Not calculated for samples less than or equal to 50 dwelling units, and does not include institutional population.
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Schedule 9
City of Port Colborne
Persons Per Unit By Structural Type and Age of Dwelling
(2016 Census)
3.50
297 3.04 3.03

3.00 2.92
4
% 2.50
& 2.0 -
&
o 1.50
5
o 1.00
[}
o

0.50 :

0.00 ] vz s i ‘ = | 1 | i N [

1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 20-25 25-35 35+
Age of Dwelling
E Singles and Semi-Detached @ Multiples O Apartments

Multiple and Apartment P.P.U.s are based on Niagara Region.
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Schedule 10a
City of Port Colbome
Employment Forcecast, 2019 to 2031

Mid 2006 18,5988 0.007 0,028 0101 0.119 0.075 0.330 0.033 0.364 135 515 1,883 2213 1,400 6,145 820 8,785 5830
Mid 2011 18,424 0.008 0,015 0,083 0.118 0,085 0288 0.034 0322 140 270 1,530 2,185 1,200 5,308 &30 5835 5035
Mid 2016 18,306 0,007 0,029 0.083 0.112 0.084 0,205 0,043 0,330 125 535 1,518 2,053 1178 5,406 793 6,188 4,870
dizg 0.06 0Re: || /0,08 D 0.8 0260 00 00An g 5 078 3 0 a9
Mid 2029 19,360 0.007 0.030 0.088 0.115 0.083 0.302 0.044 0.345 132 571 1,702 2217 1.223 5.845 B42 6,687 5274
Mid 2031 19,548 0.007 0.030 0.088 0.116 0,083 0,303 0.044 0.347 133 577 1.724 2,250 1233 5928 851 8,777 5,249
Incremental Change
Mid 2008 - Mid 2011 =175 0.0003 | -0.0130 | -0.0182 -0.0014 -0.0101 -D,0425 0.0008 -0.0416 L-f -245 -353 -48 -200 -840 10 -830 -585
Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 =118 -0.0008 | 0.0148 | -0.0001 -0,0054 -0.0009 0,0073 0.0081 0,0184 -15 265 -13 -113 -25 100 163 263 -165
Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 2n 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 1 L] 18 24 14 62 ] 7 56
Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 843 0.0000 | 0.0003 | 0.0050 0.0024 -0.0010 0.0067 0.0002 0.0069 8 30 167 141 34 378 40 418 348
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 1.032 0.0000 | 0.0003 | 0.0053 0.0034 -0.0011 0.0079 0.0002 0.0081 7 36 189 183 a4 459 49 508 423
Annual Averay
Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 =35 0,0001 | -0.0026 | -0.0036 -0.0003 -0.0020 | -0.0085 0.0002 -0,0083 1 -49 -T1 -10 -40 -188 2 -188 -118
Mid 2011 - Mid 20168 =24 ~0.0002 | 00028 | 0.0000 =0.0011 =0.0002 0.0016 0.0018 0.0033 -3 53 -3 =23 -5 20 a3 53 -33
Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 0 0.0000 0,0000 | D.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 o 2 -] 8 § pal 3 24 19
Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 B4 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0005 0.0002 -0.0001 0.0007 0.0000 0.0007 1 2 17 14 3 a8 4 42 35
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 86 0.0000 | 0.0000 | 0.0004 0.0003 -0.0001 0.0007 0.0000 0.0007 1 3 16 15 4 38 4 42 35
Source: Walson & Associales Economists Lid., 2019.
* Slatislics Canada defines no fixed place of work (NF.P.0.W.) employees 2s “persons who do nat go from home Lo tha same wark place location al the beginning of each shiff”, Such persons include budlding and landscaps I truck drivers, elc.
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE A-13
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Schedule 10b
City of Port Colborne
Employment & Gross Floor Area (G.F.A) Farecast, 2019 to 2031

Employment i Gross Floor Area In Square Feet (Estimated)*
Population Cammerclal/ Commerclal/
Primary  Industrial Population | Institutional® Industrial Population Institutional Total
Related | Related
Mid 2006 18,599 135 1,883 2,213 1,400 5,630
Mid 2011 18,424 140 1,530 2,165 1,200 5,035
Mid 2016 18,306 1256 1,518 2,053 1,175 4,870
Mid 2019 18,517 126 1,635 2,076 1,186 4,923
Mid 2029 19,360 132 1,702 2,217 1.210 5,261
Mid 2031 19,549 133 1,724 2,259 1,219 5,335
Incremental Change
Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 -175 5 -353 -48 -200 -595
Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 -118 -15 =13 -113 -25 -165
Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 21 1 18 24 11 53 24,500 12,900 8,100 45,500
Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 843 6 167 141 24 338 233,800 77,600 15,500 326,900
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 1,032 7 189 183 33 412 264,600 100,700 21,700 387,000
Annual Average
Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 -35 1 =71 -10 -40 -119
Mid 2011 - Mid 20186 -24 -3 -3 -23 -5 -33
Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 70 0 6 B 4 18 8,167 4,300 2,700 15,167
Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 84 1 17 14 2 34 23,380 7,760 1,550 32,690
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 86 1 16 15 3 34 22,050 8,392 1,808 32,250
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019,
' Square Foot Per Employee Assumpfions
Industrial 1,400
Commercial/ Population Related 550
Institutional 658
2 Forecast institutional employment and gross floor area has been adjusted downward to account for employment associated with special care units,
* Reflects Mid 2018 to Mid 2031 forecast period
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE A-14
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Estimate of the Anticipated Amount, Type and Location of

Schedule 10c

Non-Residential Development for Which Development Charges can be Imposed

Industrial

Development Location

G.F.A. S.F.

Commercial
G.F.A. SF.'

|nstitutional
G.F.A.S.F.

Total Non-
Residential 2
G.F.A. SF, inoreass

Employment

Urban Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 222,600 73,700 15,500 311,800 317
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 252,000 95,700 21,700 369,400 387
Rural Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 11,200 3,900 - 15,100 15
ura
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 12,600 5,000 - 17,600 18
" Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 233,800 77,600 15,500 326,900 332
City of Port Colborne
Mid 2019 - Mid 2031 264,600 100,700 21,700 387,000 405
Source: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.
L Square feet per employee assumptions:
Industrial 1,400
Commercial 550
Institutional 658
2 Employment Increase does not include No Fixed Place of Work.
*Reflects Mid 2019 to Mid 2031 forecast period
Note: Numbers may not add to totals due to rounding.
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE A-15
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Schedule 11
City of Port Colborne
Non-Residential Construction Value
Years 2007 to 2016
(000's 2018 §)

Industrial Commercial Institutional Total
New |lmprove | Additions | Total [  New Improve | Additions .| Total | New | Improve | Additions Total New ™ | Improve | Addilions |~ Tofal

“Sublolal : 87,230 ‘

Percantof Total e [ b - {82 24%

cAverage s il 58T 5 fEsis i L8021
2007 - 2011
Period Total 40,233 52,341 3,631 96,206
2007 - 2011 Average 8,047 10,468 726 19,241
% Breakdown 41.8% 54.4% 3.8% 100.0%
2012 - 2016
Period Total 28,889 13,774 8,753 51416
2012 - 2016 Average 5,778 2,755 1,751 10,283
% Breakdown 56.2% 26.8% 17.0% 100.0%
2007 - 2016
Period Total 69,123 66,116 12,384 147,622
2007 - 2016 Average 6,912 6,612 1,238 14,762
% Breakdown 46.8% 44.8% 8.4% 100.0%

Source: Slatistics Canada Publication, 64-001-XIB
Note: Inflated to year-end 2017 (January, 2018) dollars using Read Construction Cost Index
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Schedule 12
City of Port Colborne
Employment to Population Ratio by Major Employment Sector, 2006 to 2016

Year Change
Commenis
2006 2011 2016 96-01 06-11
Emplymet y lust . . [ [
1! stry Empl ent
11 |Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 110 45 120 65 75 gz:gi:;:i:;:;hr:'xcfs
21 Mining and olf and gas extraction 70 98| 75] 25 -20
Sub-total 180 140 195 0 -40 55
Industrial and Other Employment
22 Utilities 48] 0 15 -45| 15
23 Conslruction 240 130 22, -110 95)
2133 |Manufacturing 1,205 1,020 o1 185 108 ::m;"’i: m&;ﬁ;;
41 Wholasale rade 225 210 140 -15] -70] supply and demand
48-49 |Transporlalion and warehousing 205 180 245 =25 65|
56 Administralive and support 103| 70 95 -33| 25
Sub-total 2,023 1,610 1.835I -103 413 25
Population Related Employment
44-45 |Refall frade 80O 835 79 95| -105)
51 Information and culfural indusiries 60 35 6! -25 30
52 Finance and insurance 110 200 S0 a0 -110
53 Real estale and renfal and leasing 40 165 70 125 -85
54 |Professionsl, scientfic and technical services 190 225 208 3 20 g:;f:r‘ﬁ;":g m’l‘;ﬂf";mwm
56  |Management of companies and enlerprises 0] 0] 10) 0 10| within the municipality
56 Adminisirative and suppart 103 70 954 -33 254
™ Arls, enlerlainment and recreation 130 80 85 -40 -25
72 Accommadation and food services 550 445 590 -105) 145
81 Other services (except public adminisirafion) 490 210 335§ -280) 125
Sub-total 2,473 2,335 2.315' -103 -138] -20
Institutional
61  |Educalional services 365 355 425) -10 70
62 Haalth care and sccial assislance 950 670 605 -280 -65]
91 Public adminisiralion 155 195 230 40| 35|
Sub-lol e e——
S T T
BTN wopulationiiei o S R B S
o Population Ratio
Industrial and Other Employment
Population Related Employment
Institutional Employment
Bl Employment
Bkt STl SN Rl dr a SN RS e R LS

Source: Stalistics Canada Employment by Place of Work
Nate: 2006-2016 employment figures are classified by North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code
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APPENDIX B -LEVEL OF SERVICE CEILING

CITY OF PORT COLBORNE
SUMMARY OF SERVICE STANDARDS AS PER DEVELOPMENT CHARGES ACT, 1997, AS AMENDED
10 Year Average Service Standard
Service Category Sub-Component e 2 % ~oiiE Maximum
Cost (per capita) | Quantity (per capita) Quality.(per capita) Celling LOS',
Roads $9,377.90 0.0088 |km of roadways 1,053,697 |per lane km 9,677,993
Senices related to a ; =
Highway Public Works - Facilities $272.96 1.2509 [ft? of building area 218 |per sq.fi. 281,695
Public Works - Vehicles and Equipment $266.99 0.0019 |No. of vehicles and equipment 135,258 |per wehicle 265,214
Fire Facilities $339.55 0.9565 |fi* of building area 355 |per sq.ft. 350,416
Fire Protection Senices Fire Vehicles $197.40 0.0005 |No. of vehicles 394,800 |per wehicle 203,717
Fire Small Equipment and Gear $47.90 0.0114 |No. of equipment and gear 4,202 |per Firefighter 49,433
Parkland Development $1,342.08 0.0135 |Acres of Parkland 89,413 |per acre 1,130,031
Parkland Amenities $302.56 0.0026 |No. of parkland amenities 116,369 |per amenity 254,756
Qutdoor Recreation
Parkland Trails $256.24 1.1141 |Linear Metres of Paths and Trails 230 |per lin m. 215,754
Parks Vehicles and Equipment $56.01 0.0013 |No. of vehicles and equipment 43,085 |per wehicle 47,160
Indoor Recreation Indoor Recreation Facilities $1,900.18 6.7680 |2 of building area 281 |per sq.ft. 1,699,952
Library Facilities $339.19 1.2563 |ft? of building area 270 |per sq.ft. 285,598
Library Senices
Library Collection Materials $96.05 3.4918 |No. of library collection items 28 |per collection item 80,874
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-1
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senvice: Roads
Unit Measure: km of roadways

Description 2009 2000 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 _2°1(§,::!')“e
Rural Sections
100 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 42 $991,500
200 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 41 $991,500
300 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 22 $991,500
400 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 $991,500
500 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 $991,500
Semi-Urban Sections
Arterial 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 - 2 2| $1,613,500
Collector Residential 5 S 5 5 5 5 5 5 5| $1,613,500
Collector Commerical/Residential ) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] $1,613,500
Urban Sections
Arterial 3 3 3 3 S 3 3 3 3 3| $1,986,600
Collector Residential a 3 ) 2 3 3 3 ) 3 3| $1,986,600
Total 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163 163
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.009
10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0089
Quality Standard $1,053,697
Senice Standard $9,378
L) & 0 hefore ded 0 U
Forecast Population 1,032
$ per Capita $9,378
Eligible Amount $9,677,993
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-2
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Public Works - Facilities
Unit Measure: 2 of building area

2018 |Value/sq.ft.

Description 2016 | 2017 | Bld'g | with land,
| Value | site works,

| ($/sq.ft.) | efc.

Offices/Garages/Storage 6,304 6,304 ' 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304 6,304 $159 $183
Flammable Storage Building 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 120 - - $157 $180
Sand/Salt Dome 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 4,200 - - $50 $62
Storage Warehouse 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 6,000 - = $101 5119
Trailer 12x32 - - - 384 384 384 384 384 - - $115 $134
Operations Centre - - - - - - - - 47,603 47,603 $278 3344
Total 16,624 16,624 16,624 17,008 17,008 17,008 17,008 17,008 | 47,603 47,603
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 0.8964 0.8989 0.8023 0.9247 0.9247 0.9265 0.9281 0.9291 2.5952 2.5828

10 Year Average | 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 1.2509
Quality Standard $218
Senice Standard 5273

D.C. Amount (before deductions) | 2031

Forecast Population 1,032
$ per Capita $273
Eligible Amount $281,695
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-3
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Public Works - Vehicles and Equipment
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles and equipment

Description 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 20182019 Value

($/Vehicle)

Utility Senice Truck 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 $173,100
Dump 6 6 6 5] 6 6 6 6 6 6 $253,900
Pickup 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 $44,400
Van 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $51,200
One Ton Diesel Dump 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $95,700
Diesel Sweeper 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $316,000
Window Van 1 i 1 1 1 1 1 g 1 1 $43.200
Champion Grader 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $307,400
John Deere Loader 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $290,400
John Deere Tractor 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $71,800
Sicard Blower 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $162,400
JCB Backhoe 2 2 P 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $161,700
Mini-Van 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $37,300
Utility Valve/Flusher Truck 1 1 1 1 1 1 $136,900
Total 33 34 34 34 36 36 36 36 36 36

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0018 0.0020 0.0020 0.0020 0.0020 0.0020 0.0020

Quantity Standard 0.0018

Quality Standard $135,258

Senice Standard $257

Forecast Population 1,032

$ per Capita $257

Eligible Amount $265,214

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-4
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senvce:
Unit Measure:

Description

Fire Station #1 (Killaly St W)

Fire Facilities
fi? of building

2008

area

2010

2011

2013

2014

2017

2018

2019 Value/sq.ft.
Bld'g | with land,
Value |[site works,
| (§lsq.ft) | etc.

17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 $301 $355

Total 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600 17,600

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 0.9480 0.9517 0.9553 0.956% 0.9569 0.9588 0.9604 0.9614 0.9585 0.9549

10 Year Average 2009-2018

Quantity Standard 0.9565

Quality Standard $355

Senice Standard $340

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 2031

Forecast Population 1,032

$ per Capita $340

Eligible Amount $350,416
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-5
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Fire Vehicles
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles

Description 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 20185 12019 Value
($/Vehicle)
Engine No. 1 1 1 1] 1 1 1 1 1 1 1] $660,000
Engine No. 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $660,000
Engine No. 3 9 1 1 1 - - - - - - $660,000
Ladder No. 1 1 1 1 i1 1 1 1 1 1 1| $1,300,000
Tanker No. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $346,200
Command No. 1 i) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,000
Command No. 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,000
Squad No. 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,000
Fire Prevention Officer Vehicle (Car 3) 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,000
Rescue Vehicle 1 1 1 1 1 1 $403,900
Total 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005 0.0005
10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0005
Quality Standard $394,800
Senice Standard $197
D.C. Amount (before deductions) 2031
Forecast Population 1,032
$ per Capita $197
Eligible Amount $203,717
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-6
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City of Port Colborne

Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice:
Unit Measure:

Description

2009

2010

Fire Small Equipment and Gear
No. of equipment and

2018

;2019 Value
($/item)

# of Equipped Firefighters 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 | 50 50 | $6,000
Resaue Equipment -Auto 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1| 75,000
Extrication

Rescue Equipment - Water/Ice 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $62,200
Self-contained Breathing Apparatus 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 27 $8,500
Portable Radios 24 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 26 $1,300
Pagers and chargers 60 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 40 $600
Basg Station - Communication 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 4 4 $20,000
Equipment

Spare Bottles 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 60 $1,500
Total 226 208 208 208 208 208 208 209 209 209

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 0.0122 0.0112 0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0113 0.0114 0.0114 0.0114 0.0113

U ¥ Average UUS 18

Quantity Standard 0.0114

Quality Standard $4,202

Senice Standard $48

D,C. Amount (bhefore deductions) 2031

Forecast Population 1,032

$ per Capita $48

Eligible Amount $49,433
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-7
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Parkland Dewelopment
Unit Measure: Acres of Parkland
Description 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Naine
. ‘ : ($/Acre)
City Parks
Centennial Park/Beach 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 48.8 $103,300
T. A. Lannan Sports Complex 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 72.4 $113,800
Nickel Beach/Playground 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 38.4 $103,300
H.H. Knoll Lakeview 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 14.3 $103,300
Lock 8 Gateway Park 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 3.0 $103,300
Community Parks
Julia Yager Recreation Centre 4.0 4.0 4.0 . 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.0 4,0 4.0 $68,200
Lockview 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 10.1 $103,300
Sherkston Community Centre 2.1 2.1 2.1 21 2.1 24 21 21 2.1 2.1 $68,200
West Side Rotary Complex 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 $68,200
Vimy: Fasiailibass &.ohn:Daly 3.7 3.7 37 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 3.7 37| $68,200
Playground
Lion's Field 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 4.5 $103,300
|Neighbourhood Parks
Chestnut Park 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 $68,200
Hawthome Heights Park 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 $68,200
Humberstone Shoe 1.3 1.3 1.2 1.3 13 1.3 1.3 13 1.3 1.2 $68,200
Oxford Park 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 1.3 $68,200
Reservoir 5.7 5.7 5.7 57 5.7 57 5.7 b.7 5.1 5.7 $68,200
Sunset 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 $68,200
Maple 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 $68,200
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-8
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Parkland Dewelopment
Unit Measure: Acres of Parkland

Description 2009 2010 | 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2079vals
! | ($/Acre)

Parkettes
Seaway 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 $68,200
Humberstone Cenotaph 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 $68,200
King George Memorial Park 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 $68,200
Helen Kinnear Memorial Park 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 $103,300
Library 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 $68,200
Harry Dayboll/Oakwood Park 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 $68,200

Tot Lots
Dewitt Carter 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 $68,200
Johnston Street 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 $68,200
Westdale 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.5 $68,200

Other Parks
Jacob E. Barrick Park 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 3.2 332 3.2 3:2 3.2 3.2 $103,300
Rose Shymansky Memoria Park 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 $103,300
East Village Community Park 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9| $103,300
Derek Point Memorial Garden 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 9.8 $68,200
Chippawa Park 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 $68,200

Total 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4 247.4

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 0.0133 0.0134 0.0134 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0135 0.0134

10 Year Average 2009-2018

Quantity Standard 0.0135

Quality Standard $99,413

Senice Standard $1,342

Forecast Population 842

$ per Capita $1,342

Eligible Amount $1,130,031

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-9
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City of Port Colborne

Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice:
Unit Measure:

Description

No. of

Parkland Amenities
parkland amenities

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019 Value
($/item)

Lions Field Washrooms/Canteen 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $300,300
Nickel Beach Washrooms 1 1 1 g 1 1 ] 1 1 1 $93,800
Nickel Beach Storage 1 1 1 i) 1 1 1 1 1 1 $18,800
Centennial Washrooms 1 1 1 1 1 1 ;| 1 1 1 $93,800
Centennial Picnic Pavilion 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $44,200
H. H. Knoll Lakeview Park

e irscmricse 1 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $129,500
Lakeview Bandstand 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $97,500
Lakeview Pavilion 1 1 1 q 1 1 1 1 1 1 $33,100
Lakeview Gazebos L) 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 $3,200
Lock 8 Washrooms 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $99,000
Lock 8 Picnic Shelter 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $65,200
H. H. Knoll Lakeview Park Spray Pad 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $334,600
Ball Diamonds - Lit 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 $202,000
Ball Diamonds - Unlit 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 9 $80,900
Basketball Courts 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 $31,000
Tennis Couris 7 6 5] 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 $56,000
Park Shelter - Kinnear - - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) $18,700
Soccer Pitch - Lit 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $258,900
Soccer Pitch - Unlit 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 $155,800
Skate Park at Lock 8 - - - - 1 ) 1 1 1 1 $980,200
Office/Shop/Equipment Storage 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $560,000
Total 47 46 47 48 49 49 49 49 49 49

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 0.00 0.0025 0.0026 0.0026 0.0027 0.0027 0.0027 0.0027 0.0027 0.0027

Quantity Standard 0.0026

Quality Standard $116,369

Senice Standard $303

Forecast Population 842

$ per Capita $303

Eligible Amount $254,756

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-10
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Parkland Trails
Unit Measure: Linear Metres of Paths and Trails

|
‘ ‘ ‘ | 12019 Value
Description 2010 | 2011 2012 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | 2018 | ($/Linear
| | ‘ Metre)
Multi Use Trail (to Welland) 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 10,500 $230
Multi Use Trail (to Fort Erie) 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000 $230
Total 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500 20,500
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 1.105 1.109 1.113 1.115 1.115 1097 1.119 1.120 1.118 1112
10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 1.1141
Quality Standard $230
Senice Standard $256
D.C. Amount (before deductions) | 10 Year
Forecast Population 842
$ per Capita $256
Eligible Amount $215,754

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-11
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City of Port Colborne

Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice:
Unit Measure:

Parks Vehicles and Equipment
No. of vehicles and equipment

De ptio 008 .' 7
Zamboni 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $109,600
Turf Spreader 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $26,900
Water Reel/Cannon 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $28,500
Rec. Trail Vehicles 2 2 2 3 4 4 4 4 4 4 $17,400
Tractor 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,300
Commercial Lawn Mower 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 $19,800
1998 GMC Safari cargo van 1 1 1 1 1 1 $54,300
1999 Ford F150 pick up 1 1 1 1 $49,100
2003 Ford F150 pick up 1 1 1 1 1 i $48,100
2005 Ford F-series pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $62,900
2006 Ford F-series pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $40,800
2006 Ford F-series pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 i $39,700
2006 Ford F550 dump truck 1 1 1 1 1 1 5 1 1 1 $69,700
2008 Ford F-series pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $31,700
2008 Chev light duty 1/2 ton pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ol 1 1 $33,200
2010 Chev Express Cargo - 1 1 1 | 1 1 1 1 1 $33,900
2010 Chev Express Cargo - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $35,500
Dodge Ram 2500 Dump - 1 1 1 1 1 1 $36,000
2004 GMC Sierra pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $55,200
2003 Ford F150 pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $52,900
2009 Chev light duty 1/2 ton pick up 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $33,200
2015 GMC Sierra 2500 - 1 1 1 1 $52,800
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-12
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Parks Vehicles and Equipment
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles and equipment
U
» w)ife 009 010 1 0 i 0 U 0

2018 Ford F250 4x4 REG - White - - - - - - - - - 1 $42,000
2018 Ford F250 4x4 REG - White - - - - - - - - - 1 $46,900
2018 Ford F250 4x4 REG - White - - - - - - - - - 1 $42,800
Total 21 23 23 24 25 25 24 24 24 27
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 0.0011 0.0012 0.0012 0.0013 0.0014 0.0014 0.0013 0.0013 0.0013 0.0015
10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0013
Quality Standard $43,085
Senice Standard $56
D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 842
$ per Capita $56
Eligible Amount $47,160
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-13
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice:
Unit Measure:

Indoor Recreation Facilities

ft2 of building area

Westside Arena and Complex 28,200 28,200 28,200 28,200 - - - - - - $260 5294
Teeder Kennedy Youth Arena 26,500 26,500 - - - - - - - - $178 5203
Centennial Pool 9,925 9,925 9,925 9,925 = - - - - - $260 $294
Humberstone Community Hall 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 1,650 $260 $294
Sherkston Community Centre 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 2,800 $260 $294
Jc'ﬁﬁrzage‘ BEUGEMN S Rt 5100 s5100| 5100 5100 s100| 5100 s5100| s5100|  s100| 5100 $251 $284
P.C. Tennis Club 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 $260 $294
Sugarloaf Marina 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 8,847 $125 $145
Harbourmaster Building 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 500 $155 $178
Vale Health & Wellness Centre - - - - 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 140,000 $263 $297
Total 84,522 84,522 58,022 58,022 | 159,897 | 159,897 | 159,897 | 159,897 | 159,897 | 159,897
Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431
Per Capita Standard 4,6577 4.5705 3.1483 3.1547 8.6938 8.7104 8.7256 B.7347 8.7171 8.6754
10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 6.7689
Quality Standard $281
Senice Standard $1,900
D.C. Amount (hefore deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 842
$ per Capita $1,900
Eligible Amount $1,599,952
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-14
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City of Port Colborne

Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Library Facilities

Unit Measure: ft2 of building area

i} §
De ntio UUS 010 D 0 1 0 D15 0 D 0 : !

Library (310 King Street) 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 $219 $270
Total 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116 23,116

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 1.2465 1.2500 1.2547 1.2569 1.2569 1.2592 1.2614 1.2628 1.2602 1,2542

10 Year Average 2008-2018

Quantity Standard 1.2563

Quality Standard $270

Senice Standard $339

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year

Forecast Population 842

$ per Capita $339

Eligible Amount $285,598
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-15
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City of Port Colborne
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Senice: Library Collection Materials
No. of library collection items

Unit Measure:

Description

2010

2018

2019 Value
($/item)

Books 57,588 57,037 56,484 55,0932 55,379 64,309 65,903 59,230 52,931 39,915 $25
Print Serials (Newspapers/Periodicals 59 59 59 59 59 50 50 48 50 50 $100
Compact Discs 1,598 1,599 1,601 1,602 1,603 1,595 1,666 1,672 1,703 920 $20
Talking Books 37 467 616 766 915 951 1,088 972 1,067 1,045 $50
Video Tapes 834 641 449 256 63 42 33 - - - $40
Computer Readable Material 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 8 $2,490
Microfilm 764 784 804 823 843 847 863 883 895 907 $150
DVDs 1,818 2,549 3,280 4,010 4,741 5,130 5,470 5,268 5,342 4,965 $27
E-books - Platform - - - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 $4,300
Freegal - - - - 1 1 - - - = $4,040
E-Readers - - - - i 7 7 7 7 - $230
Chromebook - - - - 5 5 5 5 5 5 $420
Flipster Digital Magazine - Platform - - - - - - 1 1 1 1 $3,400
Music MakerSpace Instruments B - - - - - - - 6 $400
Total 62,987 63,143 63,299 63,456 63,625 72,946 75,095 67,995 62,010 47,823

Population 18,545 18,493 18,424 18,392 18,392 18,357 18,325 18,306 18,343 18,431

Per Capita Standard 3.40 3.41 3.44 3.45 3.46 3.97 4.10 3.1 3.38 2.59

Quantity Standard 3.4918

Quality Standard $28

Senice Standard $96

Forecast Population 842

$ per Capita $96

Eligible Amount $80,874

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE B-16
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Appendix C

Long-Term Capital and
Operating Cost Examination

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
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Appendix C: Long-Term Capital and Operating
Cost Examination

City of Port Colborne
Annual Capital and Operating Cost Impact

As a requirement of the D.C.A. under subsection 10(2)(c), an analysis must be
undertaken to assess the long-term capital and operating cost impacts for the capital
infrastructure projects identified within the D.C. As part of this analysis, it was deemed
necessary to isolate the incremental operating expenditures directly associated with
these capital projects, factor in cost saving attributable to economies of scale or cost
sharing where applicable and prorate the cost on a per unit basis (i.e. sq.ft. of building
space, per vehicle, etc.). This was undertaken through a review of the City’'s approved
2017 Financial Information Return (F.l.R.).

In addition to the operational impacts, over time the initial capital projects will require
replacement. This replacement of capital is often referred to as life cycle cost. By
definition, life cycle costs are all the costs which are incurred during the life of a physical
asset, from the time its acquisition is first considered, to the time it is taken out of
service for disposal or redeployment. The method selected for life cycle costing is the
sinking fund method which provides that money will be contributed annually and
invested, so that those funds will grow over time to equal the amount required for future
replacement. The following factors were utilized to calculate the annual replacement
cost of the capital projects (annual contribution = factor X capital asset cost) and are
based on an annual growth rate of 2% (net of inflation) over the average useful life of
the asset:

Lifecycle Cost Factors

{Average Useful Life Factor

Watermains 75 0.00586
Sewermains 75 0.00586
Roads 50 0.01182
Bridges 50 0.01182
Facilities 40 0.01656
Vehicles 10 0.09133
Equipment 15 0.05783
Parkland 40 0.01656
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE C-1
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Table C-1 depicts the annual operating impact resulting from the proposed gross capital
projects at the time they are all in place. It is important to note that, while City program
expenditures will increase with growth in population, the costs associated with the new
infrastructure (i.e. facilities) would be delayed until the time these works are in place.

Table C-1
City of Port Colborne
Operating and Capital Expenditure Impacts for Future Capital Expenditures
ANNUAL

OPERATING
. _EXPENDITURES

GROSS COST LESS TOTAL ANNUAL

EXPENDITURES

ANNUAL LIFECYCLE |
EXPENDITURES

SERVICE BENEFIT TO
EXISTING

1.  Wastewater Services

11 Sewers 4,055,562 199,574 220,528 420,102

2. Water Services

21 Distribution systems 6,346,650 412,344 195,049 607,393

3. Services Related to a Highway

3.1 Roads 3,424,005 169,529 204,283 373,812
3.2 Depots and Domes 8,668,897 - 61,253 61,253
33 PW Rolling Stack 375,000 33,784 2,650 36,434

4.  Fire Protection Services

4.1 Fire facilities, vehicles, small equipment and gear 166,608 12,724 166,618 178,342

5.  Qutdoor Recreation Services

5.1 Parkland dewelopment, vehicles, amenities & trails 150,000 9,800 79,735 89,635

6. Indoor Recreation Services

6.1 Recreation facilities 1,328,134 - 159,313 159,313

7. Library Services

7.1 Library facilities E - -

7.2 Library materials 80,000 7.210 35,754 42,964

8.  Administration

8.1  Engineering Related Studies 163,500 . 5
8.2  Community Based Studies 57,500 > B 5
Total iy 24,815,855 845,065 1,124,184 1,969,249
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE C-2
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Appendix D
D.C. Reserve Fund Policy

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
H:\Part Colborne\2019 DC\ReportiFinal Report.docx

162



This page intentionally left blank.

163



7

Appendix D: D.C. Reserve Fund Policy

D.1 Legislative Requirements

The Development Charges Act, 1997 (D.C.A.) requires development charge collections
(and associated interest) to be placed in separate reserve funds. Sections 33 through
36 of the Act provide the following regarding reserve fund establishment and use:

e a municipality shall establish a reserve fund for each service to which the D.C.
by-law relates; s.7(1), however, allows services to be grouped into categories of
services for reserve fund (and credit) purposes, although only 100% eligible and
90% eligible services may be combined (minimum of two reserve funds),

e the municipality shall pay each development charge it collects into a reserve fund
or funds to which the charge relates;

s the money in a reserve fund shall be spent only for the “capital costs” determined
through the legislated calculation process (as per s.5(1) 2-8);

e money may be borrowed from the fund but must be paid back with interest
(O.Reg. 82/98, s.11(1) defines this as Bank of Canada rate either on the day the
by-law comes into force or, if specified in the by-law, the first business day of
each quarter); and

e D.C. reserve funds may not be consolidated with other municipal reserve funds
for investment purposes and may only be as an interim financing source for
capital undertakings for which development charges may be spent (s.37).

Annually, the Treasurer of the municipality is required to provide Council with a financial
statement related to the D.C. by-law(s) and reserve funds. This statement must be
made available to the public and may be requested to be forwarded to the Minister of
Municipal Affairs and Housing. The D.C.A. does not prescribe how the statement is to
be made available to the public. We would recommend that a resolution of Council
make the statement available on the municipality’s website or upon request.

Subsection 43(2) and O.Reg. 82/98 prescribes the information that must be included in
the Treasurer's statement, as follows:

* opening balance;
» closing balance;
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¢ description of each service and/or service category for which the reserve fund
was established (including a list of services within a service category);

e transactions for the year (e.g. collections, draws) including each assets capital
costs to be funded from the D.C. reserve fund and the manner for funding the
capital costs not funded under the D.C. by-law (i.e. non-D.C. recoverable cost
share and post-period D.C. recoverable cost share);

» for projects financed by development charges, the amount spent on the project
from the D.C. reserve fund and the amount and source of any other monies
spent on the project.

» amounts borrowed, purpose of the borrowing and interest accrued during
previous year;

s amount and source of money used by the municipality to repay municipal
obligations to the D.C. reserve fund;

» list of credits by service or service category (outstanding at beginning of the year,
given in the year and outstanding at the end of the year by holder);

« for credits granted under s.14 of the old D.C.A., a schedule identifying the value
of credits recognized by the municipality, the service to which it applies and the
source of funding used to finance the credit; and

o a statement as to compliance with s.s. 59(1) of the D.C.A., whereby the
municipality shall not impose, directly or indirectly, a charge related to a
development or a requirement to construct a service related to development,
except as permitted by the D.C.A. or another Act.

Based upon the above, Figure 1, and Attachments 1 and 2, set out the format for which
annual reporting to Council should be provided.

D.2 D.C. Reserve Fund Application
Section 35 of the D.C.A. states that:

“The money in a reserve fund established for a service may be spent only
for capital costs determined under paragraphs 2 to 8 of subsection 5(1).”

This provision clearly establishes that reserve funds collected for a specific service are
only to be used for that service, or to be used as a source of interim financing of capital
undertakings for which a development charge may be spent.
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Figure 1
City of Port Colborne
Annual Treasurer's Statement of Development Charge Reserve Funds
Services to which the Development Charge Relates
Non-Discounted Services : & Discounted Services
Services  Engineering ' | Outdoor | Indoor |

Description i Highway .| Studies .| Services | Services I Services | Services ‘ Services iBasedStudies Total

Opening Balance, Jlanuary 1, 0

iRelatedtoa Related Water iWastewater!RecreationwRecreationi Library: | Community i
|

Plus:
Development Charge Collections
Accrued Interest

Repayment of Monies Borrowed from Fund and Associated Interest®
Sub-Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

(=R == =]

Less:

Amount Transferred to Capital (or Other) Funds®

Amounts Refunded

Amounts Loaned to Other D.C. Service Category for Interim Financing
Credits®

Sub-Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

oo jo|loio

Closing Balance, December 31, 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
! Source of funds used to repay the D.C. reserve fund
% See Attachment 1 for details

? See Attachment 2 for details
The Municipality is compliant with s.s. 59.1 (1) of the Development Charges Act, whereby charges are not directly or indirectly imposed on development nor has a requirement to
construct a senice related to development been imposed, except as permitted by the Development Charges Act or another Act.
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Capital Fund Transactions

Services Related to a Highway
Capital Cost A

Gross Capital
Cost

D.C. Reserve
Fund Draw

Attachment 1
City of Port Colborne

D.C. Recoverable Cost Share
D.C. Forecast Period

D.C. Debt
Financing

Grants,
Subsidies
Other

Contributions |

Post D.C. Forecast Period

Post-Period
Benefit/
Capacity Interim
Financing

Grants,
Subsidies
Other

Amount Transferred to Capital (or Other) Funds - Capital Fund Transactions

Other

%

Non-D.C. Recoverable Cost Share

Tax Supported Rate Supported
Reserve/Reser |Operating Fund Operating Fund
| Contributions. | 've Fund Draws!| Contributions

Contributions i| Debt Financingi|

Grants,
Subsidies
Other
Contributions

Capital Cost B

Capital Cost C

Sub-Total - Services Related to Highways

$0

$0

S0

Water Services
Capital CostD

Capita Cost E

Capital Cost F

Sub-Total - Water

$0

$0

$0

$0

S0

S0

$0

S0

$0

Wastewater Services
Capital Cost G

Capita Cost H

Capital Cost |

Sub-Total - Wastewater

0|

S0

$0

$0

$0
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Attachment 2
City of Port Colborne
Statement of Credit Holder Transactions
i CreditBalance | Additional | | Credit Balance
- Outstanding | Credits Credits Used = Outstanding

Appllcable D.C. Beginning of Granted During,. byHolder | End of Year
Credit Holder | Reserve Fund | Year i Year . During Year | -
Credit Holder A

Credit Holder B
Credit Holder C
Credit Holder D
Credit Holder E
Credit Holder F
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Appendix E: Local Service Policy

City of Port Colborne

General Policy Guidelines on Development Charge
and Local Service Funding

This Appendix sets out the municipality’s General Policy Guidelines on Development
Charges (D.C.) and local service funding for Services Related to a Highway,
Stormwater Management, Parkland Development, and Underground Linear Services.
The guidelines outline, in general terms, the size and nature of engineered
infrastructure that is included in the study as a development charge project, versus
infrastructure that is considered as a local service, to be emplaced separately by
landowners, pursuant to a developmeniagreement.

The following policy guidelines are general principles by which staff will be guided in
considering development applications. However, each application will be considered, in
the context of these policy guidelines as subsection 59 (2) of the Development Charges
Act, 1997 (D.C.A.) on its own merits having regard to, among other factors, the nature,
type and location of the development and any existing and proposed development in the
surrounding area, as well as the location and type of services required and their
relationship to the proposed development and to existing and proposed development in
the area.

Services Related to a Highway

A highway and services related to a highway are intended for the transportation of
people and goods via many different modes including, but not limited to passenger
automobiles, commercial vehicles, transit vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians. The
highway shall consist of all land and associated infrastructure built to support (or
service) this movement of people and goods regardless of the mode of transportation
employed.

The associated infrastructure to achieve this concept shall include, but is not limited to:
road pavement structure and curbs; grade separation/bridge structures (for any
vehicles, railways and/or pedestrians); grading, drainage and retaining wall features;
culvert structures; stormwater drainage systems; utilities; traffic control systems;
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signage; gateway features; street furniture; active transportation facilities (e.qg.
sidewalks, bike lanes, multi-use trails which interconnect the transportation network,
etc.); transit lanes & lay-bys; roadway illumination systems; boulevard and median
surfaces (e.g. sod & topsoil, paving, etc.); street trees and landscaping; parking lanes &
lay-bys; (excluding on-street parking in the downtown) and driveway entrances; noise
attenuation systems; railings and safety barriers.

L

Arterial and Collector Roads (including Structures)

New Collector Roads internal to a development are direct developer
responsibility.

New, widened, extended or upgraded, Arterial and Collector Roads external to a
development are considered to be development charge projects.

New Collector Roads external to a development, but primarily acting as a
connection serving a development, are a direct developer responsibility.

All other roads are considered to be the developer's responsibility.

Traffic Control Systems, Signals and Intersection Improvements

On new arterial roads and arterial road improvements unrelated to a specific
development: included as part of road costing funded through D.C.'s.

On non-arterial roads, or for any private site entrances or entrances to specific
development: direct developer responsibility under .59 of D.C.A. (as a local
service).

On arterial or collector road intersections with Regional roads: Region’s
responsibility or in certain circumstances, may be a direct developer
responsibility

Intersection improvements, new or modified signalization, signal timing &
optimization plans, area traffic studies for highways attributed to growth and
unrelated to a Specific development: included in D.C. calculation as permitted
under s.5(1) of the D.C.A.

Streetlights

Streetlights on new arterial roads an arterial road improvements: considered part
of the complete street and included as part of the road costing funded through
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D.C.'s or in exceptional circumstances, may be direct developer responsibility
through local service provisions (s.59 of D.C.A.).

Streetlights on non-arterial roads internal to development: considered part of the
complete street and included as a direct developer responsibility under s. 59 of
the D.C.A. (as a local service).

Streetlights on non-arterial roads external to development, needed to support a
specific development or required to link with the area to which the plan relates:
considered part of the complete street and included as a direct developer
responsibility under s. 59 of the D.C.A. (as a local service).

4. Transportation Related Pedestrian and Cycling Facilities

Sidewalks, multi-use trails, cycle tracks, and bike lanes, inclusive of all required
infrastructure, located within arterial roads, Regional roads and provincial
highway corridors: considered part of the complete street and included in D.C.'s,
or, in exceptional circumstances, may be direct developer responsibility through
local service provisions (s.59 of D.C.A.).

Sidewalks, multi-use trails, cycle tracks, and bike lanes, inclusive of all required
infrastructure, located within or linking to non-arterial road corridors internal to
development: considered part of the complete street and is a direct developer
responsibility through local service provisions (s.59 of D.C.A.).

Other sidewalks, multi-use trails, cycle tracks, and bike lanes, inclusive of all
required infrastructure, located within non-arterial road corridors external to
development and needed to support a specific development or required to link
with the area to which the plan relates: direct developer responsibility under s.59
of D.C.A. (as a local service).

Multi-use trails (not associated with a road), inclusive of all land and required
infrastructure, that go beyond the function of a (parkland) recreational trail and
form part of the municipality's active transportation network for cycling and/or
walking: included in D.C.'s

5. Transit Lanes and Lay-bys

Transit lanes and lay-bys located within municipal arterial and regional road
corridors: considered part of the complete street and included in D.C.'s
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o Transit lanes and lay-bys located within non-arterial road corridors internal to
development: considered part of the complete street and direct developer
responsibility under s. 59 of the D.C.A. (as a local service).

e Transit lanes and lay-bys located within non-arterial road corridors external to
development and needed to support a specific development or required to link
with the area to which the plan relates: direct developer responsibility under s. 59
of the D.C.A. (as a local service).

6. Transit Bus Stops and Amenities

e Transit bus stops and amenities internal to development: direct developer
responsibility under s.59 of D.C.A. (as a local service).

e Transit bus stops and amenities on arterial roads: included in Municipality's
Transit D.C.'s consistent with D.C.A., s.5(1).

LAND ACQUISITION FOR ROADS
7. Road Allowances

e Land acquisition for Arterial or Collector Roads, to the widths required according
to the approved engineering standards, is primarily provided by dedications
under the Planning Act. In areas where limited or no development is anticipated,
and direct dedication is unlikely, the land acquisition is considered to be part of
the capital cost of the related development charge project

8. Grade Separations

¢ Land acquisition for Grade Separations (beyond normal dedication requirements)
is considered to be part of the capital cost of the related development charge
project.

The detailed engineering requirements of the above items are governed by the
approved detailed engineering standards for the City.

PARKLAND DEVELOPMENT

9. Recreational Trails
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o Recreational trails (Multi-use trails) that do not form part of the municipality's
active transportation network, and their associated infrastructure (landscaping,
bridges, trail surface, etc.), is included in area municipal parkland D.C.'s.

10.Parkland

» Parkland Development for Community Parks, District Parks, Neighbourhood
Parks and Village Squares: direct developer responsibility to provide at base
condition, as defined in the Municipality's Parks Standards, as a local service
provision.

e Program facilities, amenities, and furniture, within parkland: are included in
D.C:s.

11.Landscape Buffer Blocks. Features, Cul-de-sac Islands, Berms, Grade
Transition Areas, Walkway Connections to Adjacent Arterial Roads, Open Space,
Etc.

e The cost of developing all landscape buffer blocks, landscape features, cul-de-
sac islands, berms, grade transition areas, walkway connections to adjacent
arterial roads, open space and other remnant pieces of land conveyed to the
municipality shall be a direct developer responsibility as a local service. Such
costs include but are not limited to:

¢ pre-grading, sodding or seeding, supply and installation of amended topsoil, (to
the Municipality's required depth), landscape features, perimeter fencing and
amenities and all planting.

¢ Perimeter fencing to the Municipal standard located on the public property side of
the property line adjacent land uses (such as but limited to arterial roads) as
directed by the Municipality.

WATER
12.Watermains

« Watermains internal to the development are considered to be a local service
unless the City requests a watermain be oversized, in which case the oversizing
is a development charge project.
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External watermains of any size required by a development to connect to an
existing local trunk main are considered to be the developer's local service
responsibility.

Watermains of any size required to connect a development charge eligible
pumping station or reservoir to the supply network are considered to be
development charge projects.

Providing new underground services or upgrading existing underground services
external to the development if the services are required to service the
development, and if the pipe sizes do not exceed 300mm, are considered to be
the developer's local service responsibility.

Booster Stations and Reservoirs

New or expanded water booster pumping stations and reservoir projects
servicing two or more developments are considered to be development charge
projects. All others are the responsibility of the developer.

All other new or expanded water booster pumping stations and reservoir projects
that do not qualify as above are the responsibility of the developer.

The detailed engineering requirements of the above items are governed by the
approved detailed engineering standards for the City.

WASTEWATER

14.Sanitary Sewers

Sanitary Sewers internal to the development are considered to be a local service,
unless the City requests a sewer be oversized, in which case the oversizing is a
development charge project.

Sanitary Sewers of any size required by a development to connect to an existing
local trunk main are considered to be the developer's responsibility.

Sanitary Sewers of any size required to connect a pumping station or treatment
plant to the collection network are considered to be development charge projects.
Providing new underground services or upgrading existing underground services
external to the development if the services are required to service the
development, and if the pipe sizes do not exceed 300mm, are considered to be
the developer's local service responsibility.
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15.Pumping Stations

» New or expanded pumping stations internal or external to a development, that
are fed by sanitary sewers which qualify as a development charge project are
also considered to be development charge projects.

o« New or expanded pumping stations fed by sanitary sewers that do not qualify as
a development charge project are the responsibility of the developer.

s The above pipe sizes in section 15(iv) govern, unless the hydraulic conditions of
a particular development require a different pipe size, in which case the minimum
pipe size determined by such hydraulic conditions shall be the developer's
responsibility.

LAND ACQUISITION FOR WATER AND WASTEWATER WORKS
16.Booster Stations and Reservoirs

o Where required, land acquisition for Booster Stations and Reservoirs which are
development charge projects, to the size required by the design of the facility, is
to be provided by the developer as part of the development approval process.
The market value of the land is considered to be part of the capital cost of the
related development charge project.

17.Pumping Stations

o Where required, land acquisition for Pumping Stations which are development
charges projects, to the size required by the design of the facility, is to be
provided by the developer as part of the development approval process. The
market value of the land is considered to be part of the capital cost of the related
development charge project.

* The detailed engineering requirements of the above items are governed by the
approved detailed engineering standards for the City.

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT
18.Stormwater

+ Over-sizing cost of stormwater facilities capacity, excluding land, to
accommodate runoff from new, widened, extended or upgraded municipal arterial
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roads that are funded as a development charges project: included as part of road
costing funded through D.C.'s.

» Erosion works, inclusive of all restoration requirements, related to a development
application: direct developer responsibility under s. 59 of the D.C.A. (as a local
service).

e Monitoring works: included in D.C.'s consistent with the D.C.A., s.5(1).

e Storm sewer systems and drainage works that are required for a specific
development, either internal or external to the area to which the plan relates:
direct developer responsibility under s. 59 of the D.C.A. (as a local service).
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Asset Management Plan
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Appendix F: Asset Management Plan

The recent changes to the D.C.A. (new section 10(2) (c.2)) require that the Background
Study must include an asset management plan related to new infrastructure. Section
10(3) of the D.C.A. provides:

The asset management plan shall,

(a) deal with all assets whose capital costs are proposed to be funded under
the development charge by-law;

(b) demonstrate that all the assets mentioned in clause (a) are financially
sustainable over their full life cycle;

(c) contain any other information that is prescribed; and
(d) be prepared in the prescribed manner.

In regard to the above, section 8 of the Regulations was amended to include
subsections (2), (3) and (4) which set out for specific detailed requirements for transit
(only). For all services except transit, there are no prescribed requirements at this time
thus requiring the municipality to define the approach to include within the Background

Study.

At a broad level, the Asset Management Plan provides for the long-term investment in
an asset over its entire useful life along with the funding. The schematic below
identifies the costs for an asset through its entire lifecycle. For growth-related works,
the majority of capital costs will be funded by the D.C. non-growth-related expenditures
will then be funded from non-D.C. revenues as noted below. During the useful life of
the asset, there will be minor maintenance costs to extend the life of the asset along
with additional program related expenditures to provide the full services to the residents.
At the end of the life of the asset, it will be replaced by non-D.C. financing sources.

It should be noted that with the recent passing of the Infrastructure for Jobs and
Prosperity Act (1.J.P.A.) municipalities are now required to complete asset management
plans, based on certain criteria, which are to be completed by 2021 for core municipal
services and 2023 for all other services. The amendments to the D.C.A. do not require
municipalities to complete these asset management plans (required under |.J.P.A.) for
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the D.C. background study, rather the D.C.A. requires that the D.C. background study
include information to show the assets to be funded by the D.C. are sustainable over

their full lifecycle.

New Assets Financina Methods Replacement Assets
Purchase Purchase
Install Install
Commission Commission

Operate Operate
Maintain Maintain
Monitor | g i Monitor

(Throughout Life (Throughout Life
of Assets) of Assets)

(To End of (To End of
Useful Life) Useful Life)

Removal/Decommission Removal/Decommission
Disposal Disposal
L J

In 2012, the Province developed Building Together: Guide for municipal asset
management plans which outlines the key elements for an asset management plan

(A.M.P.), as follows:

State of local infrastructure: asset types, quantities, age, condition, financial
accounting valuation and replacement cost valuation.

Desired levels of service: defines levels of service through performance measures
and discusses any external trends or issues that may affect expected levels of service
or the municipality's ability to meet them (for example, new accessibility standards,
climate change impacts).
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Asset management strategy: the asset management strategy is the set of planned
actions that will seek to generate the desired levels of service in a sustainable way,
while managing risk, at the lowest lifecycle cost.

Financing strategy: having a financial plan is critical for puiting an A.M.P. into action.
By having a strong financial plan, municipalities can also demonstrate that they have
made a concerted effort to integrate the A.M.P. with financial planning and municipal
budgeting and are making full use of all available infrastructure financing tools.

The above provides for the general approach to be considered by Ontario
municipalities. Currently, there is not a mandated approach for municipalities hence
leaving discretion to individual municipalities as to how they plan for the long-term
replacement of their assets. However, on June 4, 2015, the Province passed the
Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act (1.J.P.A.) which, over time, will require
municipalities to undertake and implement asset management plans for all infrastructure
they own. On December 27, 2017, the Province of Ontario released Ontario Regulation
588/17 under I.J.P.A. which has 3 phases that municipalities must meet:

Figure G-2
Timeline of .J.P.A. Requirements

1-Jan-18 | 1-Jul-19 | 1-Jul-20 | 1-Jul-21 | 1-Jul-22 | 1-Jul-23 | 1-jul-24

S

Strategic Asset Management Policy

Asset Management Plans - Current Levels of Service 2 ‘ ’
- Current levelsof service I ‘ =
- Asset(inventory) analysis T All uniciga)
- Current performance of assets Infastictore aisa Infeastichins asen
- Lifecycle actlvities and costs to maintaln current levels of service
} Impacts of growth on current levelsof service

Asset Management Plans - Proposed Levels of Service || = ’
- Propased levels of service
- Proposed performance of assets

- Lifecycle activities and costs to achieve proposed levels of service
- Financial strategy
- Impacts of growth an propased levels of service

’ Deadline for completion

e Update

Every municipality in Ontario will have to prepare a strategic asset management policy
by July 1, 2019. Municipalities will be required to review their strategic asset
management policies at least every five years and make updates as necessary. The
subsequent phases are as follows:

e + Phase 1- Asset Management Plan (by July 1, 2021):
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o For core assets — Municipalities must have the following:
= Inventory of assets;
= Current levels of service measured by standard metrics; and
= Costs to maintain levels of service.
» Phase 2 — Asset Management Plan (by July 1, 2023):
o Same steps as Phase 1 but for all assets.
¢ Phase 3 — Asset Management Plan (by July 1, 2024):
o Builds on Phase 1 and 2 by adding:
=  Proposed levels of service; and
» Lifecycle management and Financial strategy.

Once the requirements of |.J.P.A. are implemented, the requiremeant for an asset
management plan in the D.C. process will be removed.

Commensurate with the above, the City prepared an Asset Management Plan in 2013
for its existing assets, however, did not take into account future growth-related assets.
As a result, the asset management requirement for the D.C. must be undertaken in the
absence of this information.

In recognition to the schematic above, the following table (presented in 2019 $) has
been developed to provide the annualized expenditures and revenues associated with
new growth. Note that the D.C.A. does not require an analysis of the non-D.C. capital
needs or their associated operating costs so these are omitted from the table below. As
well, as all capital costs included in the D.C. eligible capital costs are not included in the
City's Asset Management Plan, the present infrastructure gap and associated funding
plan have not been considered at this time. Hence the following does not represent a
fiscal impact assessment (including future tax/rate increases) but provides insight into
the potential affordability of the new assets:

1. The non-D.C. recoverable portion of the projects which will require financing from
municipal financial resources (i.e. taxation, rates, fees, etc.). This amount has
been presented on an annual debt charge amount based on 20-year financing.

2. Lifecycle costs for the 2019 D.C. capital works have been presented based on a
sinking fund basis. The assets have been considered over their estimated useful
lives.

3. Incremental operating costs for the D.C. services (only) have been included.
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4. The resultant total annualized expenditures are $4.43 million.

5. Consideration was given to the potential new taxation and user fee revenues
which will be generated as a result of new growth. These revenues will be
available to finance the expenditures above. The new operating revenues are
$1.61 million. This amount, totalled with the existing operating revenues of
$33.69 million, provide annual revenues of $35.29 million by the end of the
period.

6. In consideration of the above, the capital plan is deemed to be financially
sustainable.

City of Port Colborne
Asset Management — Future Expenditures and Associated Revenues
2019%

| 2031 (Total)

peie Annualized)
Annual Debt Payment on Non-Growth Related

Capital’ 1,104,615
Annual Debt Payment on Post Period Capital® 777,922
Lifecycle:

Sub-Total - Annual Lifecycle $1,054,344
Incremental Operating Costs (for D.C.

Services) $2,270,169
Total Expenditures $4,429,127
Revenue (Annualized)

Total Existing Revenue® $33,687,102
Incremental Tax and Non-Tax Revenue (User

Fees, Fines, Licences, etc.) $1,605,419
Total Revenues $35,292,521

" Non-Growth Related component of Projects including 10%
mandatory deduction on soft services
? Interim Debt Financing for Post Period Benefit

? As per Sch. 10 of FIR
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Appendix G: Proposed D.C. By-law

By-law Number
o T

The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne

Being a by-law of the Corporation of the City of Port Colborne with respect
to development charges.

WHEREAS section 2(1) of the Development Charges Act, 1997 (hereinafter
called "the Act") enables the Council of a municipality to pass by-laws for the imposition
of development charges against land located in the municipality for increased capital
costs required because of the need for services arising from development in the area to
which the by-law applies;

AND WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the City of Port Colborne
(hereinafter called "the Council"), at its public meeting of August 26, 2019, approved a
report dated July 24, 2019 entitled "City of Port Colborne, 2019 Development Charge
Background Study", which report was prepared by Watson & Associates Economists
Ltd.;

AND WHEREAS the Council has given Notice in accordance with Section 12 of
the Development Charges Act, 1997 of its development charge proposal and held a
public meeting on August 26, 2019;

AND WHEREAS the Council has heard all persons who applied to be heard in
objection to, or in support of, the development charge proposal at such public meeting;

NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT
COLBORNE HEREBY enacts as follows:

T In this by-law,
DEFINITIONS
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE G-1
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“Act” means the Development Charges Act, as amended, or any successor
thereof;

“accessory use” means where used to describe a use, building, or structure that
the use, building or structure is naturally and normally incidental, subordinate in
purpose of floor area or both, and exclusively devoted to a principal use, building
or structure;

“agricultural use” means use or intended use for bona fide farming purposes:
a) including (but not limited to):

i) cultivation of crops whether on open land or in greenhouses, including
(but not limited to) fruit, vegetables, grains, field crops, sod trees, shrubs,
flowers, and ornamental plants;

ii) raising of animals, including (but not limited to) cattle, horses, pigs,
poultry, livestock, fish; and

i) animal husbandry, dairying, equestrian activities, horticultural,
fallowing, pasturing, and market gardening;

b) but excluding:
i) winery activities;
i) retail sales activities; and
iil) marijuana facilities.

“apartment unit” means any residential unit within a building containing three or
more dwelling units where access to each residential unit is obtained through a
common entrance or entrances from the street level and the residential units are
connected by an interior corridor, and includes a stacked townhouse;

“back-to-back townhouse dwelling” means a building containing more than two
dwelling units separated vertically by a common wall, including a rear common
wall, that do not have rear yards;
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“bedroom” means a habitable room larger than seven square metres, including a
den, study or other similar area, but does not include a bathroom, living room,
dining room or kitchen;

“benefiting area” means an area defined by map, plan or legal description in a
front-ending agreement as an area that will receive a benefit from the
construction of a service;

“board of education” has the same meaning as set out in the Education Act,
R.S.0. 1990, Chap. E.2, as amended, or any successor thereof;

“Building Code Act” means the Building Code Act, S.0. 1992, as amended, or
any successor thereof;

“capital cost” means costs incurred or proposed to be incurred by the City or a
local board thereof directly or by others on behalf of and as authorized by the City
or local board;

(1) to acquire land or an interest in land, including a leasehold interest,
(2) to improve land,
(3) to acquire, lease, construct or improve buildings and structures,
(4) to acquire, construct or improve facilities including:
(1) furniture and equipment other than computer equipment; and

(2) material acquired for circulation, reference or information
purposes by a library board as defined in the Public Libraries Act,
R.S.0. 1990, Chap. P.44, as amended, or any successor thereof;
and

(3) rolling stock with an estimated useful life of seven years or
more; and

(5) to undertake studies in connection with any matter under the Act and any
of the matters in clauses (1) to (4) above, including the development charge
background study required for the provision of services designated in this by-
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law within or outside the City, including interest on borrowing for those
expenditures under clauses (1) to (4) above that are growth related;

“City” means the Corporation of the City of Port Colborne;

“‘commercial” means any use of land, structures or buildings for the purposes of
buying or selling commodities and services, but does not include industrial or
agricultural uses, and does not include hotels, motels, motor inns and boarding,
lodging and rooming houses;

“Council” means the Council of the City;

“development” means the construction, erection or placing of one or more
buildings or structures on land or the making of an addition or alteration to a
building or structure that has the effect of increasing the size of usability thereof,
and includes redevelopment;

“‘development charge” means a charge imposed with respect to this by-law;

“dwelling unit” means any part of a building or structure used, designed or
intended to be used as a domestic establishment in which one or more persons
may sleep and are provided with culinary and sanitary facilities for their exclusive
use;

“existing” means the number, use and size that existed as of the date this by-law
passed,;

“farm building” means that part of a bona fide farming operation encompassing
barns, silos and other ancillary development to an agricultural use, but excluding
a residential use;

“gross floor area” means:

(1) in the case of a residential building or structure, the total area of all floors
above grade of a dwelling unit measured between the outside surfaces of
exterior walls or between the outside surfaces of exterior walls and the centre
line of part walls dividing the dwelling unit from any other dwelling unit or
other portion of a building; and
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(2) in the case of a non-residential building or structure, or in the case of a
mixed-use building or structure in respect of the non-residential portion
thereof, the total area of all building floors above or below grade measured
between the outside surfaces of the exterior walls, or between the outside
surfaces of exterior walls and the centre line of party walls dividing a non-
residential use and a residential use, except for:

(1) a room or enclosed area within the building or structure above
or below that is used exclusively for the accommodation of heating,
cooling, ventilating, electrical, mechanical or telecommunications
equipment that service the building;

(2) loading facilities above or below grade; and

(3) a part of the building or structure below grade that is used for
the parking or mator vehicles or for storage and other accessory
use;

“industrial” means lands, buildings or structures used or designed or intended for
use for manufacturing, processing, fabricating or assembly or raw goods,
warehousing or bulk storage of goods, and includes office uses and the sale of
commodities to the general public where such uses are accessory to an industrial
use, but does not include the sale of commadities to the general public through a
warehouse club;

“institutional” means land, buildings, structures or any part thereof used by any
organization, group or association for promotion of charitable, educational or
benevolent objectives and not for profit or gain,

“Local Board” means a school board, public utility, commission, transportation
commission, public library board, board of park management, local board of
health, board of commissioners of police, planning board, or any other board,
commission, committee, body or local authority established or exercising any
power or authority under any general or special Act with respect to any of the
affairs or purposes, including school purposes, of the City of Port Colborne or any
part of parts thereof;
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‘local services” means those services, facilities or things which are under the
jurisdiction of the City and are related to a plan of subdivision or within the area to
which the plan relates in respect of the lands under Sections 41, 51 or 53 of the
Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chap. P.13, as amended, or any successor thereof,

“marijuana facilities” means a building used, designed or intended for growth,
producing, testing, destroying, storing or distribution, excluding retail sales, of
medical marijuana or cannabis authorized by a license issued by the federal
Minister of Health pursuant to section 25 of the Marihuana for Medical Purposes
Regulations, SOR/2013-119, under the Controlled Drugs and Substances Act,
S.C. 1996, ¢.19;

“multiple dwellings” means all dwellings other than single-detached, semi-
detached and apartment unit dwellings;

“non-residential use” means a building or structure of any kind whatsoever used,
designed or intended to be used for other than a residential use;

“Official Plan” means the Official Plan adopted for the City, as amended and
approved;

“owner” means the owner of land or a person who has made application for an
approval for the development of land upon which a development charge is
imposed;

“place of worship” means that part of a building or structure that is exempt from
taxation as a place of worship under the Assessment Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chap.
A.31, as amended, or any successor thereof;

“‘rate” means the interest rate established weekly by the Bank of Canada based
on Treasury Bills having a term of 91 days;

“regulation” means any regulation made pursuant to the Act;

‘residential dwelling” means a building, occupied or capable of being occupied as
a home, residence or sleeping place by one or more persons, containing one or
more dwelling units but not including motels, hotels, tents, truck campers, tourist
trailers, mobile camper trailers or boarding, lodging or rooming houses;
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“residential use” means the use of a building or structure or portion thereof for
one or more dwelling units. This also includes a dweliing unit on land that is used
for an agricultural use;

“row dwelling” means a building containing three or more attached dwelling units
in a single row, each of which dwelling unit has an independent entrance from the
outside and is vertically separated from any abutting dwelling unit;

“semi-detached dwelling” means a dwelling unit in a residential building
consisting of two dwelling units having one vertical wall or one horizontal wall, but
not other parts, attached or another dwelling unit where the residential units are
not connected by an interior corridor;

“service” means a service designated in Schedule “A” to this by-law, and
“services” shall have a corresponding meaning;

“servicing agreement” means an agreement between a landowner and the City
relative to the provision of municipal service to specified land within the City;

“single detached dwelling unit” means a residential building consisting of one
dwelling unit and not attached to another structure;

“special care facilities” means lands, buildings or structures used or designed or
intended for uses for the purpose of providing supervision, nursing care or
medical treatment, which do not comprise dwelling units, that are licensed,
approved or supervised under any special or general statute, and excludes the
special care/special dwelling portions of the building

“special care/special dwelling” means a residential portion of special care
facilities containing rooms or suites of rooms designed or intended to be used for
sleeping and living accommodation that have a common entrance from street
level:

i. Where the occupants have the right to use in common, halls, stairs, yards,
common rooms and accessory buildings;

ii. Which may or may not have exclusive sanitary and/or culinary facilities;
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iii. That is designed to accommodate persons with specific needs, including,
but not limited to, independent permanent living arrangements; and

iv. Where support services such as meal preparation, grocery shopping,
laundry, housekeeping, nursing, respite care and attendant services may be
provided at various levels.

“Stacked townhouse dwelling” means a building containing two or more dwelling
units where each dwelling unit is separated horizontally and/or vertically from
another dwelling unit by a common wall or floor.

2. DESIGNATION OF SERVICES

2.1 The categories of services for which development charges are imposed under
this by-law are as follows:

(1) Services Related to a Highway;
(2) Fire Protection Services;

(3) Indoor Recreation Services;
(4) Outdoor Recreation Services;
(5) Library Services;

(6) Engineering Studies;

(7) Community Based Studies

(8) Wastewater Services; and

(9) Water Services.

2.2  The components of the services designated in Section 2.1 are described in
Schedule A.

3. APPLICATION OF BY-LAW RULES

3.1 Development charges shall be payable in the amounts set out in this by-law
where:
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(1) the lands are located in the area described in Section 3.2; and

(2) the development of the lands requires any of the approvals set out in Subsection
3.4(1).

Area to Which By-law Applies

3.2  Subject to Section 3.3, this by-law applies to all lands in the City of Port Colborne
whether or not the land or use thereof is exempt from taxation under s.13 or the
Assessment Act.

3.3 Notwithstanding Clause 3.2 above, this by-law shall not apply to lands that are
owned by and used for the purposes of:

(1) the City or a local board thereof;

(2) a board of education; or

(3) the Corporation of the Region of Niagara or a local board thereof.
Approvals for Development

3.4 (1) Development charges shall be imposed on all lands, buildings or structures
that are developed for residential or non-residential uses if the development

requires:

(1) the passing of a zoning by-law or of an amendment to a zoning by-law
under Section 34 of the Planning Act; !

(2) the approval of a minor variance under Section 45 of the Planning Act;

(3) a conveyance of land to which a by-law passed under subsection 50(7)
of the Planning Act applies;

(4) the approval of a plan of subdivision under Section 51 of the Planning
Act;

(5) a consent under Section 53 of the Planning Act;
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(6) the approval of a description under Section 50 of the Condominium
Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chap. C.26, as amended, or any successor thereof; or

(7) theissuing of a permit under the Building Code Act in relation to a
building or structure.

(2) No more than one development charge for each service designated in
Subsection 2.1 shall be imposed upon any lands, buildings or structure to which
this by-law applies even though two or more of the actions described in
Subsection 3.4(1) are required before the lands, buildings or structures can be
developed.

(3) Despite Subsection 3.4(2), if two or more of the actions described in
Subsection 3.4(1) occur at different times, additional development charges shall
be imposed if the subsequent action has the effect of increasing the need for
services.

Exemptions

3.5 Notwithstanding the provisions of this by-law, development charges shall not be
imposed with respect to:

(1) an enlargement to an existing dwelling unit;

(2) one or two additional dwelling units in an existing single detached
dwelling; or

(3) one additional dwelling unit in any other existing residential building.

3.6  Notwithstanding Section 3.5(2), development charges shall be imposed if the
total gross floor area of the additional one or two units exceeds the gross floor
area of the existing dwelling unit.

3.7  Notwithstanding Section 3.5, development charges shall be imposed if the
additional unit has a gross floor area greater than:

(1) in the case of a semi-detached or row dwelling, the gross floor area of
the existing dwelling unit; and
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(2) inthe case of any other residential building, the gross floor area of the
smallest dwelling unit contained in the residential building.

3.8  Exemption for Industrial Development:

3.8.1 Notwithstanding any other provision of this by-law, no development charge is
payable with respect to an enlargement of the gross floor area of an existing
industrial building where the gross floor area is enlarged by 50 percent or less.

3.8.2 If a development includes the enlargement of the gross floor area of an existing
industrial building, the amount of the development charge that is payable in
respect of the enlargement is determined in accordance with the following:

(i) Subject to subsection 3.8.2 (iii), if the gross floor area is enlarged by 50
per cent or less of the lesser of:

(A) the gross floor area of the existing industrial building, or

(B) the gross floor area of the existing industrial building before the
first enlargement for which:

(i) an exemption from the payment of development charges
was granted, or

(ii) a lesser development charge than would otherwise be
payable under this by-law, or predecessor thereof, was paid,

pursuant to Section 4 of the Act and this subsection,

the amount of the development charge in respect of the enlargement is
zero;

(i) Subject to subsection 3.8.2 (iii), if the gross floor area is enlarged by
more than 50 per cent or less of the lesser of:

(A) the gross floor area of the existing industrial building, or

(B) the gross floor area of the existing industrial building before the
first enlargement for which:
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(i) an exemption from the payment of development charges
was granted, or

(i) a lesser development charge than would otherwise be
payable under this by-law, or predecessor thereof, was paid,

pursuant to Section 4 of the Act and this subsection,

the amount of the development charge in respect of the enlargement is the
amount of the development charge that would otherwise be payable
multiplied by the fraction determined as follows:

(A) determine the amount by which the enlargement exceeds 50
per cent of the gross floor area before the first enlargement, and

(B) divide the amount determined under subsection (A) by the
amount of the enlargement

(iii) For the purposes of calculating the extent to which the gross floor area
of an existing industrial building is enlarged in subsection 3.8.2 (ii), the
cumulative gross floor area of any previous enlargements for which:

(A)  An exemption from the payment of development charges was
granted, or

(B) Alesser development charge than would otherwise be payable
under this by-law, or predecessor thereof, was paid,

pursuant to Section 4 of the Act and this subsection,

shall be added to the calculation of the gross floor area of the proposed
enlargement.

(iv) For the purposes of this subsection, the enlargement must not be
attached to the existing industrial building by means only of a tunnel, bridge,
passageway, canopy, shared below grade connection, such as a service
tunnel, foundation, footing or parking facility.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE G-12

H:\Port Colbernei2019 DC\RepariiFinal Repart.dock

201



3.9 For the purpose of Section 3.8 herein, “existing industrial building” is used as
defined n the Regulation made pursuant to the Act.

3.10 Other Exemptions:

Notwithstanding the provision of this by-law, development charges shall not be
imposed with respect to:

(1) Non-residential farm buildings for the purpose of an agricultural use except for
any building constructed to accommodate an On-Farm Business which shall be
considered to be an industrial building;

(2) Downtown core area is exempt from payment of development charges;

(3) Industrial development shall be exempt from payment of development charges
on any square footage of gross floor area constructed over 5,000 square feet;

(4) Partial exemption requiring the payment of only the roads and fire protection
components of the charge for all residential unit types constructed within the
Sherkston Secondary Plan Area;

(5) Partial exemption of up to 70% of the payable development charges for
development on Brownfield properties under the City of Port Colborne Brownfield
Community Improvement Plan, which have an approved Application and Agreement
under the Brownfield Rehabilitation Grant Program; and

(6) Partial exemption for certain Community Improvement Plan areas based upon
specific policies approved by Council.

Amount of Charges
Residential

3.11 The development charges set out in Schedule B shall be imposed on residential
uses of lands, buildings or structures, including a dwelling unit accessory to a non-
residential use and, in the case of a mixed use building or structure, on the
residential uses in the mixed use building or structure, according to the type of
residential unit, and calculated with respect to each of the services according to
the type of residential use.
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Non-Residential

3.12 The development charges described in Schedule B to this by-law shall be imposed
on non-residential uses of lands, buildings or structures, and, in the case of a
mixed use building or structure, on the non-residential uses in the mixed use
building or structure, and calculated with respect to each of the services according
to the total floor area of the non-residential use.

Reduction of Development Charges for Redevelopment

3.13 Despite any other provisions of this by-law, where, as a result of the
redevelopment of land, a building or structure existing on the same land within 12
months prior to the date of payment of development charges in regard to such
redevelopment was, or is to be demolished, in whole or in part, or converted from
one principal use to another principal use on the same land, in order to facilitate
the redevelopment, the development charges otherwise payable with respect to
such redevelopment shall be reduced by the following amounts:

(1)in the case of a residential building or structure, or in the case of a mixed-
use building or structure, the residential uses in the mixed-use building or
structure, an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable development
charge under Subsection 3.11 by the number, according to type, of dwelling
units that have been demolished or will be demolished or converted to
another principal use; and

(2)in the case of a non-residential building or structure or, in the case of
mixed-use building or structure, the non-residential uses in the mixed use
building or structure, an amount calculated by multiplying the applicable
development charges under Subsection 3.12, by the gross floor area that has
been or will be demolished or converted to another principal use;

provided that such amounts shall not exceed, in total, the amount of the
development charges otherwise payable with respect to the redevelopment.

Timing of Payment of Development Charges
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3.14

3.15

4.1

5.1

6.1

@

Development charges imposed under this by-law are calculated, payable, and
collected upon issuance of a building permit with respect to each dwelling unit,
building or structure.

Despite Section 3.14, Council from time to time, and at any time, may enter into
agreements providing for all or any part of a development charge to be paid
before or after it would otherwise be payable, in accordance with Section 27 of
the Act.

PAYMENT BY SERVICES

Despite the payment required under Subsections 3.11 and 3.12, Council may, by
agreement, give a credit towards a development charge in exchange for work
that relates to a service to which a development charge relates under this by-law

INDEXING

Development charges imposed pursuant to this by-law shall be adjusted
annually, without amendment to this by-law, on the anniversary date of the by-
law, in accordance with the prescribed index in the Act.

SCHEDULES

The following schedules shall form part of this by-law:

Schedule A - Components of Services Designated in Section 2.1

Schedule B1 - Schedule of Development Charges — Hard Services
Schedule B2 - Schedule of Development Charges — Soft Services

Schedule C1 - Map of East Waterfront Community Plan

Schedule C2 - Map of Downtown Community Improvement Plan

Schedule C3 - Map of Olde Humberstone Community Improvement Plan
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7. CONFLICTS

7.1 Where the City and an owner or former owner have entered into an agreement
with respect to land within the area to which this by-law applies, and a conflict
exists between the provisions of this by-law and such agreement, the provisions
of the agreement shall prevail to the extent that there is a conflict.

7.2 Notwithstanding Section 7.1, where a development which is the subject of an
agreement to which Section 7.1 applies, is subsequently the subject of one or
more of the actions described in Subsection 3.4(1), an additional development
charge in respect of the development permitted by the action shall be calculated,
payable and collected in accordance with the provisions of this by-law if the
development has the effect of increasing the need for services, unless such
agreement provides otherwise.

8. SEVERABILITY

8.1 If, for any reason, any provision of this by-law is held to be invalid, it is hereby
declared to be the intention of Council that all of the remainder of this by-law shall
continue in full force and effect until repealed, re-enacted, amended or modified.

9. DATE BY-LAW IN FORCE

9.1 This by-law shall come into effect at 12:01 AM on , 2019

10. DATE BY-LAW EXPIRES

10.1  This by-law shall expire at 12:01 AM on , 2024 unless it is repealed
by Council at an earlier date.

11. EXISTING BY-LAW REPEALED

11.1 By-law No. 6131/97/14 is hereby repealed as of the date and time of this by-law
coming into effect.

12. SHORTTITLE

This by-law may be cited as the "Port Colborne City-wide Development Charge
Bylaw."
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READ a first and second time, this __ dayof ; 2019,

READ a third time and finally passed in Council, this ___ day of 5 20719,

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT
COLBORNE

Mayor

Clerk
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BY-LAW NUMBER
SCHEDULE "A"
DESIGNATED MUNICIPAL SERVICE UNDER THIS BY-LAW

City-wide Services (Soft)

Community Based Studies
Qutdoor Recreation Services
Indoor Recreation Services

= e =

Library Services

Citv-wide Services (Hard)

1. Engineering Studies
2. Fire Protection Services
& Services Related to a Highway

Urban Area Services

1. Wastewater Services
2. Water Services
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SCHEDULE "B1"

TO BY-LAW OF CITY OF PORT COLBORNE

SCHEDULE OF DEVELOPMENT CHARGES — HARD SERVICES

iy
145

7

RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL -
| ~ " Apartments- Special e T e
Service Single and Semi- Apartments - 2 . > (per sq.ft. of Gross ' |
Detached Dwelling Other Multiples | Badrooine Bachelor and 1 Care/Special Floor Area)
Bedroom i Dwelling Units
City-Wide Services:
Senices Related to a Highway 2,160 1,695 1.557 952 862 1.10
Fire Protection Senices 155 114 112 68 62 0.08
Engineering Related Studies 267 197 192 118 107 0.13
Total City-Wide Services 2,582 1,906 1,861 1,138 1,031 1.31
Urban Services
Wastewater Sendces 1,593 1,176 1,149 702 636 0.76
Water Senices 3,688 2,723 2,659 1,626 1,472 1.75
Total Urban Services 5,281 3,899 3,808 2,328 2,108 2.51
GRAND TOTAL CITY-WIDE 2,582 1,906 1,861 1,138 1,031 1.31
GRAND TOTAL CITY-WIDE + URBAN SERVICES 7,863 5,805 5,669 3,466 3,139 3.82
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SCHEDULE "B2"

TO BY-LAW OF CITY OF PORT COLBORNE

SCHEDULE OF DEVELOPMENT CHARGES - SOFT SERVICES

RESIDENTIAL NON-RESIDENTIAL |
Service i 4 Apartments - Special
Dotached Dwating  Other Mttiplos  “ZECCCT3 % achalorand Sarispscial . F2 ol Sy

City-Wide Services:
Outdoor Recreation Senices 305 225 220 134 122 0.02
Indoor Recreation Senices 2,999 2,214 2,162 1,322 1,197 0.21
Library Senices 163 120 118 72 65 0.01
Community Based Studies 89 66 64 39 36 0.04
Total City-Wide Services 3,556 2,625 2,564 1,567 1,420 0.28
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE G-20
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SCHEDULE “C1"

MAP OF EAST WATERFRONT COMMUNITY PLAN

Emrt Wsterfront Community Irmprovement Flan | Pon Goedora
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MAP OF DOWNTOWN COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN

SCHEDULE “C2"
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SCHEDULE “C3"

MAP OF OLDE HUMBERSTONE COMMUNITY PLAN
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1 City of Port Colborne
Regular Meeting of Committee of the Whole 22-19

= KRWD. §- Monday, August 26, 2019
following the Special Meeting of Council
P ORT COLBORNE Council Chambers, 3™ Floor, 66 Charlotte Street
Agenda

1. Call to Order: Mayor William C. Steele
2. Introduction of Addendum and Delegation ltems:
3. Confirmation of Agenda:
4. Disclosures of Interest:
5. Adoption of Minutes:

(a) Regular meeting of Committee of the Whole 21-19, held on August 12, 2019
6. Determination of Items Requiring Separate Discussion:
7. Approval of ltems Not Requiring Separate Discussion:
8. Presentations:

Nil.
9. Delegations (10 Minutes Maximum):

(a)  Jodi Shanoff, Vice-President, Consultation and Engagement, Environics Re:

Regional Governance Review Survey (Page No. 217)

10. Mayor’s Report:
11. Regional Councillor’s Report:
12. Councillors’ Items:

(a) Councillors’ Issues/Enquiries

(b)  Staff Responses to Previous Councillors’ Enquiries
13. Consideration of ltems Requiring Separate Discussion:
14. Notice of Motion:
15. Adjournment:
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Committee of the Whole Agenda August 26, 2019

Upcoming Committee of the Whole and Council Meetings
Monday, September 9, 2019  Committee of the Whole/Council — 6:30 P.M.
Monday, September 23, 2019 Committee of the Whole/Council — 6:30 P.M.

Tuesday, October 15, 2019 Committee of the Whole/Council — 6:30 P.M.
Monday, October 28, 2019 Committee of the Whole/Council — 6:30 P.M.

Note: If not otherwise attached to the staff report, by-laws are published and available for review under
the “Consideration of By-laws” section of the Council agenda.
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Committee of the Whole Agenda

Committee ltems:

August 26, 2019

Notes Item| Description / Recommendation Page
WCS MB EB | 1. | Planning and Development Department, Report 2019-128, 249
Subject: Planning and Development Depariment Fees
RB GB FD
DK HW That Planning and Development Department Report 2019-128,
AD Subject: Planning and Development Department Fees, be received for
information.
Note:
Dan Aquilina, Director of Planning and Development, will be providing
a presentation regarding the above report.
WCS MB EB | 2. | Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, 263
Report 2019-129, Subject: Proposed Development Agreement for
RB GB FD David Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca, 534 Pleasant Beach
AD DK HW Hesd
That a development agreement be entered into with David
Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca for 534 Pleasant Beach Road and
that the Mayor and Clerk be authorized to sign and execute the
agreement.
WCS MB EB | 3. | Corporate Services Department, Clerks Division, Report 2019- 269
130, Subject: Shopping Cart By-law
RB GB FD
T That Appendix A to Corporate Services Department, Clerks Division
AD Report 2019-130, Subject: Shopping Cart By-law, be supported; and
That the Shopping Cart By-law and an amendment to the Fees and
Charges By-law be brought forward for approval.
Miscellaneous Correspondence
WCS MB EB | 4. | Region of Niagara Re: Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority | 275
(NPCA) Board Appointments (PDS-C 15-2019)
RB GB FD
oK HW That the correspondence received from the Region of Niagara Re:
AD Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA) Board
Appointments, be received for information.

Note: If not otherwise attached to the staff report, by-laws are published and available for review under
the “Consideration of By-laws”" section of the Council agenda.
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Committee of the Whole Agenda

August 26, 2019

WCS MB EB Region of Niagara Re: Bill 108 — Transition Regulations to the | 279
Planning Act and Development Charges Act (PDS 28-2019)

RB GB FD

5 . That the correspondence received from the Region of Niagara Re: Bill

A K HW 108 — Transition Regulations to the Planning Act and Development
Charges Act, be received for information.

WCS MB EB Memorandum from Carrie Mcintosh, Deputy Clerk Re: Port | 293
Colborne Harvest Festival

RB GB FD

AD DK HW That the Council of The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne

hereby deems the 2019 Harvest Festival as a municipally significant
event and supports the application to the Alcohol and Gaming
Commission of Ontario for Special Occasion Permit.

Outside Resolutions — Requests for Endorsement

Nil.

Responses to City of Port Colborne Resolutions

Nil.

Note: If not otherwise attached to the staff report, by-laws are published and available for review under
the "Consideration of By-laws" section of the Council agenda.
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ENVIRONICS

RESEARCH

Regional Governance Review Survey

Presentation of Findings

REGION OF NIAGARA
AUGUST 01, 2019
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METHODOLOGY

A telephone survey was conducted with a representative sample of Niagara Region
residents between May 30 - June 17, 2019:

- Total N: 832

- Margin of error: +/- 3.4%

- Average Time to Complete: 13 minutes :
Niagara-
on-the-

Lake

=50
St. &

Catharines
n=152

2016

Grimsby

Actual

sample

(unweighted)

Gender

Men 45%

Women 55%
Age

18-34 12%

35-54 22%

55+ 66%

IRONICS

<CH

Census
(welghted)

48%
52%

245%
31%
45%

n=58

West Lincoln
n=50

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTAT?rg 2
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Thorold
n=54

Pelham
n=54

Niagara
Falls
n=136

Welland
n=68

Wainfleet
n=41

Port
Colborne
n=51

Fort Erie
n=61




DELIVERY OF TWO-TIER GOVERNMENT

Three-quarters of Niagara Region residents feel well-served by the current
two-tier structure of municipal government.

Well served: 76% Not well served: 19%

m Very well served = Somewhat well served “ Not very well served = Not at all well served = Don't know

Q1. As you may know, <Municipality> residents are served by two levels of municipal government: <Municipality>, providing local
services such as fire services, parks and recreation and community centres, and Niagara Region, which provides services across a broader
geography such as emergency medical services, policing, public health, seniors services, and waste management. How well do you feel
<Municipality> residents are being served by this current two-tier structure of municipal government?

Base: all respondents (n=832)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTATION | 3
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EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

A majority of residents feel that the current structure of elected officials is
effective at representing their interests when making decisions for Niagara
Region.

Effective: 57% Ineffective: 25%

m\Very effective = Somewhat effective = Somewhat ineffective = Very ineffective ®don’t know/no opinion

Q2. Niagara Region is made up of five cities, five towns and two townships, each of which have elected local councils governing them.

Each community also elects Regional councillors, who along with the elected mayor, make decisions for Niagara Region. The number of
regional councillors elected depends on the size of the community. <Municipality> has <number of regional councillors>.

Setting aside your political views, how effective or ineffective do you feel this structure of elected officials is at representing your interests
when they are making decisions for Niagara Region?
Base: all respondents (n=832)

ENVIRONICS NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTA'??IO 4
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REASONS FOR EFFECTIVENESS

Residents who consider the current structure effective say that there is always
room for improvement, that they have no complaints, or that officials are
connected to and represent the local community.

There is always room for improvement/ - 20%
experienced issues with service
No complaints/ - 17%
no problems with service

Officials are connected to the local community/ - 13%
decisions represent us

Elected officials are responsive to needs/ o
: 11%
get things done

Elected officials are easy to contact/ - 11%
accessible/consider local input

Elected officials serve our best interests/ . 6%
we elected them

Officials are proportionate to the population/ . 50/,
system is fair

Elected officials are knowledgeable/ . 4%
Competent

Other I 3%

Don’t know/no opinion — 27%

Q3A. Why do you say the structure of elected officials is effective at representing your interests when they are making
decisions for Niagara Region?

Base: current structure is effective (n=466)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTATION | 5
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VALUE FOR TAX DOLLARS

Three-quarters of residents say they receive good value for their tax dollars
from their local municipality, while two-thirds say the same of Niagara Region.

Very/fairly
good
Local municipality 50% 76%
Region of Niagara ' ’W% : 67%
® Very good = Fairly good ‘Fairly poor = Very poor = Don't know

Q4. Thinking about all the programs and services you receive from <municipality>, would you say that, overall, you receive very good,
fairly good, fairly poor or very poor value for your tax dollars?

Q5. And thinking about all the programs and services you receive from the Region of Niagara, would you say that, overall, you receive
very good, fairly good, fairly poor or very poor value for your tax dollars?

Base: all respondents (n=832)

ENVIRONICS NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | pRESENTA'QcZZ 6
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REPRESENTATION PREFERENCE

Niagara Region residents are closely split between a preference for separate
councillors elected at the lower-tier and regional level and one set of
councillors elected for both.

= Separate Councillors elected to represent
residents at [lower-tier municipality] and regional
levels

= One set of Councillors elected to represent
residents at both [lower-tier municipality] and
regional levels

= Don’t know/no opinion

Q6. When you think about how you are represented at both the <town/city/township> and Regional levels, which scenario would

you prefer?
Base: all respondents (n=832)

7
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CITIZEN PRIORITIES

When considering aspects of local government that are of importance, Niagara
Region residents prioritize efficient delivery and easy access to services.

Mean score

Efficient delivery of services 8.3

Easy access to services 8.2

A strong sense of community where people feel they 8.0
belong

Governing in a way that is environmentally 8.1
responsible and sustainable

Easy access to your Councilor when you have an 7.9
issue

Delivering infrastructure that supports growth 7.7

Supporting populations in need through 7.8
infrastructure and support services

Ability to attract businesses and talent to the area 7.6

mImportant (10-8) =(7-4) =Notimportant (3-1) ®Don't know/no opinion

Q8-Q15. Using a ten-point scale where one means “not at all important” and ten means “extremely important”, please indicate how
important each of the following are to you personally when thinking about your local government.

Base: all respondents (n=832)

ENVIRONICS NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTATZ24 8
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DEFINITIONS OF POTENTIAL STRUCTURES

Residents were given the following descriptions of potential municipal
governance structures before proceeding to subsequent questions.

As you may know, the provincial government is currently undertaking a review of the
governance, decision-making and service delivery functions of Ontario’s regional

municipalities, including the Niagara Region and its twelve municipalities. Some possible
outcomes from this review could include the following:

Current Structure. RIEEIENie: may decide to leave the current structure in place where

the <municipality> remains a lower-tier municipality within Niagara Region. Each level of
government would retain responsibility for delivery of services.

el BT EIFET Ll A scenario that combines some Niagara area municipalities into
larger municipal governments which are responsible for delivering services within the new
mumc:pallty

el el Flalilen A scenario whereby the 12 municipalities within the Niagara Region
are brought together into one central government which has the sole responsibility for
administering services across a new amalgamated geography.

I'd like to ask you about the different aspects of municipal governance and administration
discussed earlier and get your sense of which of these three municipal models you think
would do the best job of delivering services in a way that meets your expectations.

To recall, the three options are:

« The [ {2 il =i+, or two-tier model, in place now in Niagara Region;
* The RELEIRCIMEIFEIGEIT) of a few municipalities into one municipality

- g — g y_ ey

total amalgamationl IR R municipalities currently within Niagara Region.

ENVIRONICS NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTATION | ©
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A strong sense of community where people feel

Easy access to your Councilor when you have an

Delivering infrastructure that supports growth

Ability to attract businesses and talent to the area

ANNANNN

PREFERRED GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE

Majorities of residents express a preference for the current structure when
considering delivering a strong sense of community and providing easy access
to Councillors.

Current structure Partial 'am'algamation ’ "

Efficient delivery of services

Most important
rated attribute

Easy access to services

they belong

Governing in a way that is environmentally
responsible and sustainable

issue

Supporting populations in need through
infrastructure and support services

Least important
rated attribute

Q16-Q23. Which of the three models would do the best job of..
Base: all respondents (n=832)
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EFFECT OF LARGER GOVERNMENT ON SERVICES

Overall, residents are closely split in their expectations of the quality of service
delivered if their local municipality became part of a larger municipal structure.
A plurality lean towards an expectation of a decline in service, of which one-
quarter anticipate the decline would be significant.

Improvement: 42% Decline: 48%

m A significant improvement =A moderate improvement = A moderate decline =A significant decline =Don’t know/no opinion

Q24. If [MUNICIPALITY] was reorganized to make it larger would that result in an [improvement/decline] in the quality of service
delivery to [MUNICIPALITY]?
Base: all respondents (n=832)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTATION | 11
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Key Takeaways

» Residents generally express confidence in the current state of representation
in Niagara Region; they feel well-served by current political representation, feel
their interests are well represented by the two-tier system and derive value for
the taxes they pay to both tiers of municipal government.

» There are small pockets of evidence of a limited appetite for some changes to
the two-tier system. A significant proportion of Niagara Region residents
anticipate efficiencies derived from one set of councilors to represent residents at
both municipal levels. However, this sentiment is limited as it runs into opposition
from a majority of residents who believe a larger government will result in a
decline in service delivery and who strongly oppose any increase in property taxes
to fund a new, larger municipality.

» Support for the current government structure translates into
confidence that existing representation can best deliver important services
and community character. Amalgamation scenarios receive diffused support
for the delivery of some municipal responsibilities, however the overall tone of
support for the current structure and pronounced opposition to any changes that
would negatively impact service delivery or taxation suggest that resistance to
change would be vocalized should amalgamation be imposed throughout the
region.

ENVIRONICS NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL GOVERNANCE REVIEW SURVEY | PRESENTAws 12
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Positive perceptions of the current structure of governance.

Overall, Niagara region residents have positive perceptions of current governance.

= The majority say they receive good value for tax dollars at both the lower-tier
(76%) and Regional levels (67%).

+ Most (50%) of those who have reached out to their municipal government say
they have rarely or never encountered confusion over the division of
responsibilities between their local municipal government and regional
government. Only a quarter (27%) have sometimes or often encountered
confusion.

= The majority (76%) feel well-served by the current two-tler structure of
municipal government.

The majority (57%) feel that the current structure of elected officials is effective at
representing their interests when making decisions for Niagara Region. At the same
time, Niagara Region residents are evenly split between preferring separate councillors
elected at the lower-tier and regional level (44%) versus one set of councillors elected
for both (46%).

Of all 12 lower-tier municipalities, Wainfleet residents tend to have consistently less
positive perceptions of the current governance structure.

ENVIRONICS HIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REFORT | 3
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Mixed opinions of the outcome of larger government.

Niagara region residents hold mixed opinions regarding the impact on service delivery
of amalgamating their local municipality into a larger government. Specifically,
around half (48%) anticipate it would result in a decline in service, while Tour-in-ten
(42%) say it would result in improvements.

When asked about the importance of different aspects of governance, efficient delivery
of services and ease of access to service are most often identified as important (74%
and 71% respectively).

ENVIRONICS HIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 4
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Opinions lean toward the current governance structure as best delivering on
areas of responsibility.

Niagara residents were asked to select between three distinct governance "
models (current structure, partial amalgamation or Lotal anslianahio) which they h

believe can best deliver on eight different areas of municipal government Resea rC overVIew &
responsibility. A resident’s preference for a model was determined by that resident

selecting the model for a majority of the eight areas of responsibility tested: Methodology

= Only one-in-five residents prefer either amalgamation structure (20% and
respectively) in a majority of instances. Half (50%) and close to half (-+ ') never
opt for partial or total amalgamation respectively for any area of responsibility.

« Two-in-five (%) residents prefer the current structure in a majority of instances.
A third (3.%) of residents never opted for the current structure for any area of
responsibility.

Preference for the current structure is more common among those saying they are well
served by it (57%) and those believing they receive very good value for municipal
(55%) and regional tax dollars (52%). Conversely, preference for total amalgamation
Is more common among those saying the current structure of elected officials is
ineffective (27%) and those believing they receive poor value for municipal (29%) and
regional tax dollars (26%).

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | ORAFT REPORT | §
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RESEARCH OVERVIEW AND METHODOLOGY

Overview. Niagara Regien, in  partnership with its 12  |ower-tler
municipalities, commissioned Environics Research to conduct a representative survey
of residents across the Region. The research objectives Included understanding

attitudes towards municipal and regional governance, representation, and the potential
of amalgamation.

Methodology. A telephone survey was fielded among a random sample of Niagara
Region residents. This report is based on 832 interviews. The average interview length
was 13 minutes.

The survey data are weighted by age and gender according to 2016 Census
data. Quotas based on census subdivisions ensured geographical representation.

= A sample of 832 produces results that are statistically reliable to within +£3.4
percentage points, 19 times out of 20 (that is, at a 95% confidence interval). The
margin of error is larger for smaller sub-segments of the total sample.

Field dates. May 30 to June 17, 2019.

Notes:
+ In this report, results are expressed as percentages unless otherwise noted.
= Results may not add to 100% due to rounding or multiple responses.

HIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 7
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SURVEY REPRESENTATION ACROSS
NIAGARA

- b e y ‘Women

‘Fort Erie
.,n'-—:G -

)

—~ N RN o =~ A S N

Actual

sample
o

{uirw dj

Gander

~45%
55%
Age
12%
22%
66%

MIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 8

.

2016
Census
(waighted)

8%
52%

24%
31%
455
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Survey Findings:
Perceptions of Current
Governance

2019-08-19

DELIVERY OF TWO-TIER GOVERNMENT
Three-guarters of Niagara Region residents feel well-served by the current
two-tier structure of municipal government. Holding the opinion of being well
served declines with age.

Well served: 76% Not well served: 19%
i i
r v J
T T T <P T
i = 4
26% i 0% e |
" : AT
mVery well served = Somewhat well sarved Not very well served = Not at all well served  =Don't know
MOST LIKELY TO SAY:
Well Served
* 18 to 33 years old (B6%) - 55 years and older (26%)
+  Believe receive good value for lower-tier municipal +  Say receive poor value for lower-tier municipal tax
tax dollars (86%) dollars (51%)
* Believe receive good value for regional tax dollars - Say receive poor value for regional tax dollars (48%)

(89%) - Say current structure is ineffective at representing
«  Say current structure is effective at representing interests (42%)
Interests (91%)

Q1. As you may knaw, <Municipality> residents are served by two lavels of nt: . B 9
hich provides services acro h'rolldcr
asl

services such as fire services, parks and racreation and community centres, and Nia
geography such as emargency medical services, policing, public health, seniors sarvices, and wasts managsmant, How well do
<Municipality > residents are baing served by this current two-tier structure of munle!gl‘ gevarnmant?

Base: all respondents (n=832)

MIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 10
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WELL SERVED BY TWO-TIER GOVERNMENT

Residents of Wainfleet are least likely to say that they are well-served by
the current structure, while those in Lincoln are most likely.

% Very/somewhat well served

'.thnnnn; Ve
\ Bl
Lincoin \
87% R \
“~ |\ Thorald}

7 8%

Grimsby |

Compared to most other lower-tier
municipalities, significantly fawer
Wainfleet residents say they are
very/sumewhat well served by the
current two-tier structure.

J Rort
Colburne
73%.

Minlmum value Maximum value
55% jraisSiannd = 87%

Q1. As you may knew, <Municipality> residents sre served by two levels of municlpsl government: <Municipaiity>, providiag local
services such as flre services, parks and recreatien and community centras, and Nll?l Reglan, which provides services

broade: ln,rlrllwu:ll a5 am ncy madical servicas, aeIl:lnul, public health, senlors sarvicas, and wiste ma
well do you feal <Municipality> residents are belng served by this currant two-tar of munlclpal
Base: all respandents (n=832)

emant. How
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EFFECTIVENESS OF GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

A majority of residents feel that the current structure of elected officials Is
effective at representing their interests when making decisions for Niagara
Region.
Effective: 57% Ineffective: 35%
1

= Very ineffective  =don’t knew/no opinion

MOST LIKELY TO SAY:

Effective S
= 18 to 34 years old (70%) = 35 to 54 ycars old (42%) & 55 years and older
+  Believe receive good value for lowar-tier (35%)
municipal tax dollars (65%) = Believe receive poor value for lower-tier
+  Believe receive good value for regional tax municipal tax dollars (64%)
dollars (70%) - Believe receive poor value for regional tax
+  Prefer separate sets of councillors (68%) duollars (65%)

«  Prefor one set of counciffors (45%)

Q2. Niagara Reglon Is made up of five cltias, five towns and two tawnships, each of which have elacted local councils governing thar.
Each eommumzr also elacts Reglonal eouncll whe along with the elected mayor, make decislons for Nu'u-rl Reglon. The number of
reglonal counclilors elected depands an the ‘of the cammunlity. <Municipality> has <nambar af ragional counciiiorss.

Setting aslide your political views, how effective or o you feel thi of mlected officials Is at raprasenting your Interasts
when ?ﬂav are mlkrnp decislons for Nisgara Reglan?

Basa: all respondents (n=832)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REFPORT | 12
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2019-08-19

EFFECTIVE GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE

Residents of West Lincoln and Wainfleet are the |least likely to say the current
structure is effective at representing their interest. The majority of residents in

other municipalities feel it is effective.

Significantly more Niagara-on-the
Lake residents say the current
‘i ——— structure of elected officials is very
effective (29% versus 12% or less
in other lower-tier municipalities)

Y% Very/somewhat effective

st |\
\Catharines
| 60% .
Lincoln \ .
'rhnrold\\‘ Ningarh
61%: - “Ehlls
54%0,
Pelham -l \
\

{ welland
58% ‘__

Port

Maximum valug
62%

Minimum value
44%
of alacted officials Is ot representing

s

Q2. Satting aside your pelitical views, hew effective or do you feal this
your interests when they are making dacisions for Nlagara Regian?

Base: all respondents (n=832)
HIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 13
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REASONS FOR EFFECTIVENESS

Residents who consider the current structure effective say that there is
always room for improvement, that they have no complaints, or that
officials are connected to and represent the local community.

There is always raom for Improvement/ -
experienced Issues with service 0%

Na complaints/
no problems with service e
Officlals are to the local
decisions represent us - 13%

Elected officials are responsiva to needs/
get things done - 11%

Elected officials are easy to contact/ 11%
accessible/consider lacal Input

Elected officials serve our best interests/
we elected them - %

Officials are proportionate to the population/
plepid B

Elected officials are kmmlauqeabler
Competent | B2

Other . 3%
Don't know/no opinlan _ 27%

Q3A. Why do you say the structura of elected afficials is affective at representing your Interests when they ara making

3,
daecisions for Nlagara g

Base: current structure is effective (n=466)
NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 14
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2019-08-19

Residents who consider the current structure ineffective say the elected Three-quarters of residents say they receive good value for their tax dollars
officials don't consider local input, or that the elected officials are from their local municipality, while two-thirds say the same of Niagara Region.
ineffective.
Elected pfficials don't canstder |ocal Input/ & v 3104 Very/fairly
den't listen Sl Ss good
Elected officials are Ineffective/ = = = = 250, O GRS+ 0 ] =
- e e ——— oeal Funicipality \B08 ] ’_gj:‘ﬂ 76%
/ There are too many elected officials/ T 19% passe
y. Positions - " e
_ o - Experience [ssues with public services/ _"ﬁ'Ti-j 16% R
4 S Infrastructure (genaral) - =
[0 s .
Electad officials anly act In thelr own nterests | e 14% ReglnafNisgare o
e | 1 Taxes are too high _:ﬁ PO/
[ Elected officlals don't manage the buclget sy _ = Very good @ Falrly good Fairly poor = Very poor  =Don’t know
effectivaly/waste money | 6%
\ ; Elected officials are difficult to contact/ | 1| goy,
o, not accessible
Elacted officials don't always make the right "I"J 20/
= decisions
Other || 4%
StV KAEHPG SIS E"._ 5% %‘.;:FJ:.‘,'.‘L“,%.12.‘:.“5:.'{‘J‘r‘v’.’r‘:.".;:'.:‘r‘u'.ﬂ‘ﬂ:?:!'v‘iir'ff,’f:ﬂ‘a“riv"'“ <munieipality>, would you say that, everall, you recaiva very goad,
38, Why ¢ Q5. And thinking about all the programs and services you recelve fram the Region of Mlagara, would you say that, overall, you recelve
e o1 M TSI v SV el L A6 i R D e b o el
Base: all respondents (n=632)
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GOOD VALUE FOR LOCAL MUNICIPAL TAX
DOLLARS

Residents of Grimsby are the most likely to say they receive good value for

lower-tier municipal tax dollars, while Welland residents are the least likely
to say so.

Compared to some lower-tler
| municipalities, significantly
more Niagara-on-the-Lake
residents say they recelve
very guod value Tor local
municipal tax dollars.

% Very/fairly good value

Comparad (o some lower-tier
municipalities, sianificantly
fewer Welland residents say
they receive very/fairly good
value for local municipal tax
dollars.

) Palham

Walnfleet
77 %

Minimum value Maximum value

==y T g e 84 %

Q4. Thinking about all the programs and servicas you recelve from <municipality>, weuld you say that, overall, you recelve very good,
fairly good, fairly poor or vary poor value far your tax dollars?
Base: ail respondents (n=832)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIORAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 17
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GOOD VALUE FOR REGIONAL TAX DOLLARS

Residents of Lincoln, Thorold and Niagara Falls are the most likely to say

they receive good value for regional tax dollars, while Wainfleet residents
are the least likely to say so.

% Very/fairly good value

St
\Catharines .
Grimsby
70%

Significantly fewer Wainfleet
residents say they receive very
poor value fur regional tax dollars 64% gt !
(29% versus 18% or less in other \ '\ Melland s
lower-tier municipalities). : P T

| Pelham ) e A

Compared o most other lower-tier

e, o Part
municipalities, significantly fewer K T ‘colbarna
Wainfleet residents say they are TR 66% \

receive very/somewhat good value
for regional tax dollars.

Minimum value

Maximum value
A4% =

s e S s 7 2%/

Q5. And thinking =beut all the pregrams and services you racelve from the Raglon of Niagara, would you say that, everall, you receive
vary goad, fairly good, fairly poor ar vary paor value for your tax dolfars?
Base: alf respondents (n=832)

Iilliﬂila NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 18
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REPRESENTATION PREFERENCE

Niagara Region residents are closely split between a preference for separate
councillors elected at the lower-tier and regional level and one set of
councillors elected for both.

REPRESENTATION PREFERENCE

There is a preference for one set of councillors among residents of the plurality
of lower-tier municipalities.

C “ - v 455 204
MOST LIKELY TO SAY: Mixed Port Celborne e e - e l
Preferance Wainfleet | I T N T 1 |
Niagara Falls e
« 1B to 34 years old (57%) Tharold rrTT | 52% 410/
Famale (50%)
Belluve recelve very good value for lower-tier Preference St. Catharines ESSEEESIF LTS Lk — .
munlicipal tax dollars (55%) for one set of Pelham A0 Wn : 575701 304 hlu.liigﬂt‘::ﬁmlv
Belleve receive good value for regional tax councillors " & | O O ather Tower-tre
dollirs (49%) . Lincoln 38% | 570/ 5i m:;I;::“r“;sr
West Lincoln ATy el - 49% 14% -
DOnheset — Fort Erle ST ! 3680 29
» Separate Counclllors elected to represent residents at ?f,,::j Sy Eareaa (57) 4 55 e nd olddy f:'; "-';:;:"r'::-‘e Welland 5205 i 370 e |
:L:l.uwarat tleuf' gunl:ﬁalinya]l a;ddremglnnal Leve:s e . Male (5205 councillors Grimsby [ 50% i A44% 6%/
=« One set of Councillors elected to represent resident . e
at both [lower-tier municipality] and regional levels :,ﬂ::;:f:;:'i:ﬁ::&?;;; ar Faweslas Wingataspithe-Lake
uDon't know/no opinion - Believe recelve poor value for reglonal tax =Separate Counclliors = One set of Counclllors  ® Dot Know
dallars (55%)

5:& ‘\;l;\rcrl\_,vnu think about how you are representad at both the <town/city/township> and Reglenal levels, which scenario would Q6. "‘l}'","" think about haw you are represented at both the <tawn/clty/township> and Reglonal levels, which scenarlo would
e you prefar
Base: all respondents (nwd32) Base: all respondents (n=B312)
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CONFUSION OVER RESPONSIBILITIES

Only one-quarter of Region residents report they have sometimes or often
experienced confusion as a result of the division of responsibilities between local
and regional governments. Encountering confusion is more often associated with
residents saying the recelve poor value for tax dollars.

Never/rarely: 50%

Sometimes/often: 27%

u Never « Rarely Sometimes «Dften @ Never had ta reach
out to local municipality
or Niagara Reglon

MOST LIKELY TO SAY:

Never/Rarely

Believe receive good value for local municipal «  Male (34%)

tax doltars (53%) +  Paor value for local municipal tax dollars
Belleve receive good value for reglonal tax (41%)
duollars (56%)

+  Poor value for reglanal tax dollars (44%)

Q7. Have you encountared » situation where tha division of respansibilities batween the [lacat municlpality] and the reglan has
been a source of canfusion, ete.7

Base: all respondents (n=832)
NEIAGARA HEGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REFORT | 21
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ENCOUNTERED CONFUSION OVER
RESPONSIBILITIES

Residents of Wainfleet are the most likely to say they have encountered
confusion over the division of responsibilities, while Niagara Falls residents are
the least likely to say so.

% Sometimes/often .
Compared to
some lower-tier
municipalities,
significantly fewer
/ Niagara Falls
residents say
they are |
sometimes or
| often confused.
Compared to S0E
lower-tier municipalities,
significantly more
Wainfleat residents say
they are often confused
(16% versus 2% of \
residents in Fort Erie,
Lincoln and West
Lincoln}.

Minimum valug

Maximum value
A1%

Q7, Have you encounterad 3 situation where the division of respansibllities between the [lacal municipality] and the reglan has
bean & source of confusion, ete.?
Base: all respondents (n=812)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 22
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Survey Findings:
Assessing Different Models
of Governance

2019-08-19

EFFECT OF LARGER GOVERNMENT ON SERVICES
Overall, residents are closely split in their expectations of the quality of service
delivered if their local municipality became part of a larger municipal structure.

A plurality lean towards an expectation of a decline in service, of which one-
quarter anticipate the decline would be significant.

Improvement: 42% Decline: 48%
i

e S

u A significant improvement =« A moderate Improvement A moderate decline
MOST LIKELY TO SAY:

18 to 34 years old (51%) + 55 years and older (54%)

Belleve receive very poor value for lower-tier = Believe receive very good value for lower-tier
municipal tax dollars (62%) munijcipal tax dollars (55%)

Believe receive poor value for regional tax dollars +  Say current structure is effective at representing
(51%) interests (50%)

Say current structure is ineffective at = Prefer separate councillors {58%)

representing interests (52%)
«  Prefer one set of councillors (53%)
324‘ I [MUNICIPALITY] wan rearganized to make |t [erger would that result in an [Improvement/decline] in the quality af service
o

livery ta [MUNICIPALITY]?
Base: all respondents (n=832)

ENVIRCNICS HIAGARA REGION | REGLONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 24
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EFFECT OF LARGER GOVERNMENT ON SERVICES
The majority of residents in most lower-tier municipalities anticipate a
larger government would result in a decline in service quality. The majority
of Welland residents alone say it results in improvements

 Fort Erie NN o BESRRNETT |
Mixed St. Catharines
Qpinion Port Calborne
Niagara Falls
Niagara-on-the-Lake

Grimsby | =Significantly
higher than mast
West Lincoln other lower-tier
Decli Ih municipalities
ecline Pelham
Wainfieet
Tharold
Lincoln
Improvement Welland

wImprovement (Significant + Maderate) « Decline (Significant + Moderate) = Don't Know

Q24, If [MUNICIPAI ‘was reorganized to maka it larger would that rasult in an [Improvement/decline] in the quality of service
dallvery to [MUNICIPAI 7
Base: all respandents (n=832)

HIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 25
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REASONS FOR SAYING SERVICE IMPROVEMENT

Residents who anticipate a service improvement resulting from larger
government believe it would be more effective, would achieve better
efficiencies, and would benefit from more people generating ideas.

A larger government would be more affective [N 27 % i
Mora people Invalved / More ideas [ENNNETRINNNNS 18%
Bettar access to services [NINENENNS 13%
Ateract more business / peaple [N 13%
More employment opportunities _ 10%
More services affered - 5% -

51%: be more effective

MORE LIKELY TO BE:
™ « Female (59%)
Prefer separate councillars (64%)

Batter o 19% B : 5
e MORE LIKELY TO BE:

Reduce costs | 1 9% © Male (40%)
Less bursaucracy [0S0 0 9% [~ - 35 years and older {36%)

Tax Savings [50T 7% N g;::; one sef of councillors

Wil streamline processes [0 7 6%
other [ENIEENE 10% -
Uke it / Makes sense [ 4%
pon’t know IEEIEEES 10%

Q25. Why do you balleve & larger gavernment will represent an improvement of service dallvery in [MUNICIPALTTY)?
Base: Improvement in Q24 (n=328)
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REASONS FOR SAYING DECLINE IN SERVICE

Residents who anticipate a decline in the quality of services resulting
from a larger government believe there would be less representation,
that it would be less in touch, and would be difficult to manage.

Less local representation / Less caring /

Focus taken away from my municipality 40% % 36%h: be less rapresantative®
Less In tauch with citizens / Less personable _ 25% =

Tao difficult to manage / Too biganarea | 2405
Too many peopie / too many opinions [_t 7,_1, 19%
Lezs atficient [T 169 [ a2k bim Toss efficiant /affactive® " |
Lack/Loss of services | | 15%

More bireaucragy || 9%
Increase costs 7%
Higher taxes 5%
Don't ke it / Shauld stay as is [L00) 10%

Experience / Lived through an amalgamation

/ Saw what happens In other clties 9%

o snificant differencas by demographic
Don't know/ ne opinion n 5% characteristics or perception of current
structure.
Other I 2%

Q25. Why do you belleve a larger government will reprasent a decline of service dalivery In [MUNICIPALITY]?
Base: Oecline in Q24 (n=420).

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 27
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CITIZEN PRIORITIES
When considering aspects of local government that are of importance, Niagara
Region residents prioritize efficient delivery and easy access to services.

Mean score
B.3

Efficient delivary of services

Easy access Lo services 71% 1 24% 4% 8.2

A strang sense of community where people feel they 8.0
balong

Governing in a way that |s environmentally 8.4
responsible and sustainable

Easy access to your Councilor when you have an 7.9
Issue

Dellvering Infrastructure that supparts growth 7.7

Supporting pepulations in need through 7.8
Infrastructure and support services

7.6

Abllity to attract businesses and talent to the area

wImportant (10-8) ®(7-4) = Notimpartant (3-1) ®=Don't know/no opinion

QB-Q15. Using & ten-point scole where ane means “not at lllh\mpnnallt_' @nd ten means “extremely imoartant®, pleasa Indicate haw
impartant each of the following are to you personally whan thinking abeut yeur local gevarnmant.

Base: all respondents (n=832)
NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DHAFT REPORT | 28
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DEFINITIONS OF POTENTIAL STRUCTURES
Residents were given the following descriptions of potential municipal
governance structures before proceeding to subsequent questions.

As you may know, the provincial government is currently undertaking a review of the
governance, decislon-making and service delivery functions of Ontario’s regional
municipalities, Including the Niagara Region and its twelve municipalities. Some pessible
outcomes from this review could include the following:

The province may decide to leave the current structure in place where
the <municipality> remains a lower-tier municipality within Niagara Region. Each level of
government would retain responsibllity for delivery of services.

A scenario that combines some Niagara area municipalities into
larger municipal governments which are responsible for delivering services within the new
municipality.

CTEIETEIFEIENATY A scenarlo whereby the 12 municipalities within the Niagara Region
are brought together into one central government which has the sole responsibility for
administering services across a new amalgamated geography.

1'd like to ask you about the different aspects of munlicipal governance and administration
discussed earlier and get your sense of which of these three municipal models you think
would do the best job of delivering services in a way that meets your expectations.

To recall, the three options are:

= The EITFTARSTITENTT, or two-tler model, in place now in Nlagara Region;

L Apartial ST of a few municipalities Into one municipality

. ama 14111 of all of the municipalities currently within Niagara Region.

NIAGAHA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 2§
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PREFERRED GOVERNMENT STRUCTURE

Majorities of residents express a preference for the current structure when
considering delivering a strong sense of community and providing easy access
to Councillors.

Currany siructure | | Partial amalgamation

Efficient delivery of services A2 i 28% 240 P ";ﬁ’s‘fdﬁwﬂnr

Easy access to services

A strong sense of community where people feel
they belong

Governing In a way that |s environmentally
responsible and sustainable

Easy access to your Councllor when you have an
Issue

Delivering infrastructure that supports growth

Supporting populations In need through
Infrastructure and support services

Abllity to attract businesses and talent to the area

Q16-Q23. Which of the thras models would da the best jab of.
Base: all respandents (n=832)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFY HEPORT | 30
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Governance Structure Options - Analysis PREFER CURRENT STRUCTURE
Support for amalgamation structures is limited and diffuse, while preference for The majority of Niagara-on-the-Lake, Lincoln and Grimsby residents show a
current twa-tier structure is articulated frequently. preference for the delivery of responsibilities via the current structure.

Niagera residents were asked to select between three distinct governance models which they
believe can best deliver on different areas of municipal government responsibllity. They were
permitted only one selection for each area of service, governance and representation.

Residents apted for the Current Structure for more
than half of the 8 areas of responsibility.

When examining the frequency with which each structure was chosen across all eight (8) areas of

-on-the-] MOST LIKELY TD SAY:
responsibility, the following was observed: Niagara-on-the-Lake
Lincoln - 55 years and older (48%)
- 33% of residents never selected " urient structure for any of the 8 areas of respensibility Grimsby < Female (42%)
45% of residents never selected “partial amalgamation” for any of the B areas of responsibility Wainfleet - f_;’;mvzse_;;:frwd by two-tier
50% of residents never selected " i on” for any of the 8 areas of responsibility Port Colborne Believe receive very good value for

lower-tier municipal tax dollars (55%)

By comparison: Fort Erie
West Lincoln

+  Believe receive very good value for
regional tax dollars (52%)

Say Current structure is effective at

Only one-in-five residents opted for either amalgamation structure for more than half of the 8
areas of responslbility (20% and 1+ respectively) Therold

== AR representing interests (44%)
. Y Litholl o 5 o 0w
The “current struciure" option was selected for more than half of all B areas of responsibility paltiam o i C;:‘e:::f: 7 w"‘;hﬂ::fm_u’er
by two-in-five residents ( 1177%). Niagara Falls [EESEEEEIEEEE munlr::l.pam:les, significantly more
e Niagara-on-the-Lake (57%), Lincoin
«  One-in-five residents showed mixed preference as they did not opt for any one option for St. Catharines ‘54%?’:,“, Grimsby ?sg%'; residents
more than half the 8 areas of responsibility (18%), Welland opted for the current structure for more

than half of the 8 areas of responsibility.

16-023. Which of tha thrae models would do the best Job of,.
Base: all respandents (n=§32)

NIAGARA REGION | HEGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 32
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PREFER PARTIAL AMALGAMATION

Preference for partial amalgamation is more commeon among residents of
Pelham and Niagara Falls, and least common among Lincoln residents.

Residents opted for the Partial Amalgamation for more
than half of the 8 areas of responsibility.

Pelham
Niagara Falls
Port Colborne
Fort Erie MOST LIKELY TO SAY:
— + Compared to gome other lower-tier
Weland L municipalities, significantly more Pelham
Grimsby (30%) and Niagara Falls (27%) residents
opted for the partial amalgamation for
West Lincoln more than half of the B areas of
Wainfleet responsibility.
St. Catharines
Thorold
Niagara-on-the-Lake
Lincoln (£

Q16-Q23. Which of the three modeis would do the best job of..
Base: all respondents (n=832)

2019-08-1¢

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REFORT | 33
AALSSANNARANNSANY AN NNNSANAR AR LA MRS

PREFER TOTAL AMALGAMATION

Preference for total amalgamation is more common among residents of
Welland and St. Catharines, and least common among Niagara-on-the-Lake
and Grimsby residents.

Residents opted for Toial Amalgamation for more than
half of the B areas of responsibility.

Welland [EEETTIEN

St. Catharines [SST00s FMOST LIKLELY 10 SAY
Wainfleet SETTEN * Male (25%)
+  Believe receive poor value for lower-
Niagara Falls tier municipal tax dollars (29%)
Thorold Believe recoive poor value for
ek regional tax dollars (26%)
R *+  Say current structure is Ineffective
Fort Erie at representing interests (27%
Port Colborne < Prefer one set of councilfors (30%)
- Compared to some other lower-tier
Lincoln [ municipalities, significantly more
o Welland (31%), and St. Catharines
West Lincoln [EETH (26%) residents opted for the
~on-the-! 707 current structure for more than half
Niagaraan-the take I of the 8 areas of responsibility.
Grimsby 28 s

Q16-Q23. Which of the three modais would da the bast jab of..
Base: 2/l respendents (n=832)

Wilﬂ NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REFORT | 34
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POST-AMALGAMATION TAX INCREASE

Six in ten Niagara Region residents would be strongly epposed to a increase in
property taxes to support service delivery by a new amalgamated municipality.

Support: 20%
1o

Oppose: 75%
1

® Strongly support « Somewhat support « Somewhat oppose = Strongly oppose = Don't know/no' opinicn

MOST LIKELY TO SAY:

+ 1B ta 34 years old (32%) © 35 years and older (78%)

Male (23%) «  Own home (79%)
+  Renters (40%) «  Lived in local municipality for 4 to 15 years (74%)

or more than 15 years (78%)
*  Lived in local municipality for fewer than 4
years (23%) p) Bellu;e receive poor value reglonal tax dollars
. (78%
«  Prafer one set of counciltars (26%) - i T sty
«  Say quality of service would improve with
larger government (32%) *  Say guality of service would decline with larger
government (87%)

Q26 1t <munl:lpa|ll\-> wara 1o be make It larger, wauld you support or oppase a
hoderste nrease 10 property taxes 1o SpRArE i dnnvarv by the new mum:lpam 7
Base: oll respondents (n=B32)

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 15
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OPPOSITION TO POST-AMALGAMATION TAX
INCREASE

Across lower-tier municipalities, the majority would oppose a property tax increase
to support service delivery by a new amalgamated municipality.

% Somewhat/strongly oppose

| Compared to some lowar-tier
municipalities, significantly fewer
Niagaras-on-the-Lake and Thorold
residents say they are strongly/ |
somewhat opposed fo & tax |
WiCreass.

Minimum value - Maximum value
65% v 3 B6%

Q26 1f <municipality> were ta athel Icipalitios to maka It |argar, would you support or appess @
moderate incraase (n property tuas to support slrul:l nnnry by the new munl:lpalit\l
fase: all respandents (n=H32)
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Key Takeaways

» Residents generally express confidence in the current state of representation
in Niagara Region; they feel well-served by current political representation, feel
their interests are well represented by the two-tier system and derive value for
the taxes they pay to both tiers of municipal government.

= There are small pockets of evidence of a limited appetite for some changes to
the two-tier system. A significant proportion of Niagara Region residents
anticipate efficiencies derived from cne set of councilors to represent residents at
both municipal levels. However, this sentiment is limited as it runs into opposition
from a majority of residents who believe a larger government will result in a
decline in service delivery and who strongly oppose any increase in property taxes
to fund a new, larger municipality.

» Support for the current government structure translates into
confidence that existing representation can best deliver important services
and community character. Amalgamation scenarios receive diffused support
for the delivery of some municipal responsibilities, however the overall tone of
support for the current structure, and pronounced opposition to any changes that
would negatively impact service delivery or taxation suggest that resistance to
change would be vocalized should amalgamation be imposed throughout the
region.

NIAGARA REGION | REGIONAL REVIEW SURVEY | DRAFT REPORT | 37
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Respondent
Characteristics

ENVIRONICS
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Male
Female

18 to 34
35to 54
55 and older

Rent
Own
Prefer not to answer

0-4 years

5-14 years

15+

Prefer not to answer

Under $40,000
$40,001 to 560,000
$60,001 to 80,000

$80,001 to $100,000
$100,001 to $150,000
More than $150,000
Prefer not to answer

W oo |

DEMOGRAPHICS (WEIGHTED)

Gender
[5 == i I ERTY
SRR SR SIII 52/
Age
IS 249
S 31%
=i T e R PR
Homeownership

19%
o e = — LY
B a0
Time living in municipality
. 9%
== RN
IS e e TR 669
1%
Household income

19%
SRS 16%
I 12%
EE 9%
N 16%
B 10%
N 17%
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Jodi Shanoff

VICE PRESIDENT,
CONSULTATION AND
ENGAGEMENT

Tel: 416,968,2456

Emall:
jodl.shanoff@environics,ca

S SN

Megan McGlashan
SENIOR RESEARCH ASSOCIATE
Tal: 437.774.9674

Emall;
megan.meglashanfienvironics.ca
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s 1.
o m Planning and Development Department

PORT COLBORNE
Report Number: 2019-128 Date: August 26, 2019

SUBJECT: Planning and Development Department Fees

1)  PURPOSE:

Under the direction of Scott Luey, Chief Administrative Officer, the purpose of the report
is to provide Council with information on the various fees that the Planning and
Development Department requires to be collected in order to process various
applications and requests.

2) HISTORY, BACKGROUND, COUNCIL POLICY, PRACTICES

The Planning and Development Department is composed of three divisions: Planning,
Building and By-law Enforcement Services. Fees were established for each division in
the City's Consolidated Fees and Charges By-law 6339/02/19.

The following provides each division’s legislative authority to impose fees:

Planning Division

Section 69 of the Planning Act, 2001, allows municipalities to impose fees through by-
law for the purpose of processing planning applications. In determining the associated
fee, the Act requires that:

“The council of a municipality, by by-law, and a planning board, by
resolution, may establish a tariff of fees for the processing of applications
made in respect of planning matters, which tariff shall be designed to meet
only the anticipated cost to the municipality or to a committee of
adjustment or land division committee constituted by the council of the
municipality or to the planning board in respect of the processing of each
type of application provided for in the tariff”.

Building Division

In 2006, as part of the Bill 124, the Building Code Act, was amended, in part, as follows:

7. (2) The total amount of the fees authorized under clause (1) (c) must
not exceed the anticipated reasonable costs of the principal Authority to
administer and enforce this Act in its area of jurisdiction;
7. (6) Change in Fees. If a principal authority proposes to change any
fee imposed under clause (1) (c) for applications for a permit or for the
issuance of a permit, the principal authority shall,

(a) Give notice of the proposed changes in fees to such

persons as may be prescribed; and
(b)  Hold a public meeting concerning that proposed changes.
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By-law Enforcement Services Division

Section 391 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, c.25, as amended, provides a
municipality and a local board the authority to pass by-laws imposing fees or charges.

3) STAFF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Planning Division

On March 27, 2017, Council approved a new application fee schedule for the Planning
Division that replaced and updated a 2011 fee schedule. Attached as Appendix A is a
copy the 2017 to 2019 approved fee schedule.

When the 2017 fees were drafted, staff realized that a full cost recovery from the
development community was not realistic and could also be seen as a deterrent to
development. Council of the day was comfortable with the absorption and offset of costs
being picked up and paid by the overall tax base.

As part of the review process, staff prepared a comparison survey of planning fees
associated with the twelve municipalities within the Niagara Region that showed that
many municipalities appeared to be attempting to achieve full cost recovery. Staff have
provided an updated summary showing 2019 fees (attached as Appendix B).

In addition, staff have also provided a systematic breakdown of the time involved to
process a Minor Variance application with applicable hourly rates that support the
proposed application fee (attached as Appendix C).

Council should also be aware that properties within the City’'s Community Improvement
Plan Project Areas are provided an incentive of a 50% reduction of all application fees
payable to the Planning and Development Department.

Building Division

On January 28, 2019, Council approved a new fee schedule for the Building Division
that replaced and updated the 2012 fee schedule.

The fees for the more common building permit applications were increased by 1-3 cents
per square foot (less than 2% on average). These fees are for the construction of all
new buildings as well as additions, decks, sheds and similar structures.

The minimum permit fee and the Permit Application Fee were increased from $110 to
$115 and a new Third Party Review of Building Permit Application fee was introduced.
Attached as Appendix D is a copy of the 2017 to 2019 approved fee schedule and a
Niagara Region building permit fee comparison attached as Appendix E.

By-law Enforcement Division

The By-law Enforcement Division received Council approval for all fees and charges
over the years through various by-law amendments. The CANADATA Construction Cost
Index for Ontario is reviewed prior to proposing rates and fees. Attached as Appendix F
is a copy the 2017 to 2019 approved fee schedule.

Department of Planning and Development Report 2019-128 Page 2 of 3
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4) OPTIONS AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:

a) Do nothing.

N/A

b) Other Options

Although not recommended, Council may direct that any fee be reduced or increased.
5) COMPLIANCE WITH STRATEGIC PLAN INITIATIVES

N/A.

6) ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A - Planning Fee Schedule

Appendix B - Planning Fee Comparison

Appendix C - 2017 Minor Variance Processing Time
Appendix D - Building Fee Schedule

Appendix E - Building Fee Comparison

Appendix F - By-law Enforcement Fee Schedule

7) RECOMMNDATION

That Planning and Development Department Report 2019-128, Subject: Planning and
Development Department Fees, be received for information.

8) SIGNATURES

Prepared on August 16, 2019 by: Reviewed and respectfully submitted by:
L
-""/%/ - Scott Luey

DagRquilina, MCIP, RPP, CPT ) L 2 .

Director of Planning and Development Chief Administrative Officer

Department of Planning and Development Report 2019-128 Page 3 of 3
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Services by Planning and Development Division

Schedule V

Application 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Official Plan
Official Plan Amendment $4,400.00 $4,400.00 54,488.00
Adjournment of an Official Plan Amendment (at applicant’s request) $700.00 $700.00 $714.00
Zoning By-Law
Zoning By-Law Amendment $3,900.00 $3,900.00 $3,978.00
Adjournment of a Zoning By-Law {at owner's request) $700.00 $700.00 $714,00
Removal of a Holding Symbol $1000.00 $1,000.00 $1,020.00
Temparary Use By-Law $3,900.00 $3,900.00 $3,578.00
Preparation of a Temporary Use Agreement $1,800.00 $1,800.00 $1,836.00
Extension of a Temporary Use $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
Plan of Subdivision/Condominium
Draft Plan Appraval $6,500.00 $6,500.00 $6,630.00
Redline Revisions/Change of Conditions to Draft Plan $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,040.00
Extension to Draft Plan Approval $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
Condominium Conversian $6,500.00 $6,500.00 $6,630.00
Final Plan Approval $1,500.00 51,500.00 $1,530.00
Amendment ta Subdivision/Condo Agreement $2,000.00 $2,000.00 $2,040.00
Part Lot Control $1,000.00 $1,000.00 61,020.00
Deeming By-Law $400.00 $400.00 $408.00
Discharge of a Subdivision/Condominium Agreement $1000.00 $1,000.00 $1,020.00
Validation Order By-Law N/A N/A N/A
Site Plan Control
Site Plan Control Approval $3,400.00 $3,400.00 $3,468.00
Amendment to Site Plan Agreeament $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
Discharging of a Site Plan Agreement $1,000.00 $1,000.00 $1,020.00
Commitment of Adjustment
Minor Variance/Expansion of Non-Conforming Use $1,150.00 $1,150.00 §1,173.00
Minor Variance (Building without a Permit) $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
Consent (new lot) $1,600.00 $1,600.00 $1,632.00
Easement $1,100.00 $1,100.00 $1,122.00
Lot Addition/Boundary Adjustment $1,100.00 $1,100.00 $1,122.00
Adjournment of a Consent or Variance (at applicant's request) $500.00 $500.00 $510.00
Changes to Consent Conditions $500.00 $500.00 $510.00
Final Certification Fee $200.00 $200.00 $204.00
Validation of Title $900.00 $900.00 5918.00
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Application 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee

Miscellaneous
Quarry/Pit Establishment or Expansion $60,000.00 $60,000.00 $61,200.00
Telecommunication Facilities Consultation Pracess $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
Compliance Letter $125.00 $125.00 $127.50
Compliance Letter Express {within 3 days) 5180,00 $180.00 $183.60
Development Agreement $2,400.00 $2,400.00 $2,448.00
Discharging of a Development Agreement $900.00 $900.00 $918.00
Front Ending Agreement $1,500.00 $1,500.00 $1,530.00
OMB Subpoena — first day $600.00 $600.00 $612.00

~thereafter $400,00 $400.00 $408.00
Pre-consultation Report (when requested) N/A N/A N/A
Combined Applications
Official Plan 8 Zoning By-Law Amendments $7,500.00 $7,500.00 $7,650.00
Official Plan, Zoning By-Law Amendments & Draft Plan of Subdivision/Conda. $12,500.00 $12,500.00 $12,750.00
Zoning By-Law Amendment & Draft Plan of Subdivision/Condo. $8,500.00 $8,500.00 $8,670.00
Official Plan & Zoning By-Law Amendment & Site Plan Control $9,500.00 $9,500.00 $9,690.00
Zoning By-Law Amendment & Site Plan Control $5,500.00 $5,500.00 $5,610.00
Consent & Minor Variance $2,100.00 $2,100.00 $2,142.00
Consent & Development Agreement $3,500.00 $3,500.00 $3,570.00
Consent/Lot Addition & Zoning By-law Amendment $4,500.00 $4,500.00 $4,590.00
Minor Variance & Development Agreement $3,000.00 $3,000.00 $3,060.00

Submission Deadlines and Accelerated Applications

Please be advised that the Planning Act requires Notice of Public Hearing be given no later than 20 days befare a scheduled public meeting
for a Zoning By-Law Amendment and Official Plan Amendment, 14 days for a Plan of Subdivision and Consent Applicatian, and 10 days for a
Minar Variance application. In order to allow sufficient review time of an application, all applications should be submitted at least 14 days
befare the last day for giving Notice of Public Hearing under the Planning Act.

While it is an objective of the Planning and Development Division to process applications in an expeditious manner within the time frame
established in the Planning Act, an applicant may wish to consider an accelerated application in the event processing is needed immediately
and City resources and/or notice requirements are limited. Fees for an accelerated application will be assessed based on overtime incurred
by staff to process the application at the rates listed below:

Staff Rates: Director of Planning and Development $220/hour
Planner $150/hour
Planning Technician / Clerical $100/hour

Applicants should note that no application shall take priority over other applications being processed solely on the basis of the applicant
having paid an accelerated fee.
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2019 Common Application Fee Comparisons in Niagara Region

Application Type Municipality Existing
Grimsby | Niagara Falls | N.O.T.L. | Welland | Lincoln | West Lincoln| Pelham | Fort Erie | Thorold | Wainfleet | P.C.

Variance $1,500- | $2,100 $2,003 $1,075 $1,600 | $1,625 $990 $927 $1,060 | $1,193 $1,173
2,600

Consent $2,600 | $3,400 $2,619 $1,417 $2,400 |$2,230 $1,210 | $1,344 $1,690 | $1,193 $1,632

Rezoning $20,910 | $5,600 $7.497 $3,359 $8,500 | $6,290 $4,404 | $3,284 $5,080 | $3,799 $3,978

Official Plan $23,140 | $12,200 $7,959 $3,359 $16,000 | $8,075 $5,503 $7.600 $5,610 | $4,342 $4,488

Amendment

Site Plan Control $18,470 | $6,000 57,343 $2,331 $8,000 54,540 $3,802 | $7,335 $4,550 | $3,696 $3,468

Site Plan Amend. $2,740 | $1,500 $1,155 $1,189 | $4,000 $2,225 $2,754 | $1,273 $2,330 | $1,076 $1,530

Development $5,585 | $6,000 $3,774 $1,930 | $6,000 $3,450 $10,790 | $2,611 $1,910 | $2,170 $3,468

Agreement .

Draft Plan of $27,710 | $13,500 $8,421 $7,129 $25,000 | $7,390 $8,805 | 38,274 $8,260 | $5,725 $6,630

Subdivision

Final Plan of $5,890 $1,592 $2,560 $2,300 | $1,495 $1,652 | $4,455 $2,440 | $1,627 $1,530

Subdivision

254



Appendix C
Report 2019-128

1 of 1
STANDARD APPLICATION FOR MINOR VARIANCE
Description of Task Time Rate

(Hours) (2017)

Consultation, review & completion of application including

property authorization, fees, sketches, preparation for 3 HM $74.64

Commissioner, advise of hearing date, location, time and 1 SL $32.02

meeting protocol

Create and set up new file, prepare Treasury Chart 2 HM $49.76

Preparation of Notice 2 HM $49.76

Consult with Planning Staff - Review of Notice 3 SL $16.01

Preparation of poster and notification for pick-up, preparation of | 3 HM §74.64

affidavits, instruction guidelines

Create mailing buffer, prepare mailing addresses, labels and mail HM $87.08

Notice/application to neighbours and agencies 3.5

Site investigation by Planning staff - SL $16.01

Preparation & review of Planning Report 2.5 SL $80.05
5 DA $31.11

Preparation of CoA packages and delivery IS HM $37.32

X

Preparation for meeting, resolutions for decisions, extra 2 HM $49.76

correspondence

Respond to public inquiry 1 HM $24.88

Create “pdf” files and upload Notices & Agenda & minutes 1.5 HM $37.32

Attendance at meeting, read reports/correspondence, take 2 HM $49.76

minutes

Committee (5) member hearing attendance $375

($80 Chair - $75 Member)

Prepare minutes after meeting 1 HM $24.88

Prepare and mail notices of decision 1 HM $24.88

Prepare record of payment to members & notify Accounts 1 HM $24.88

Payable, create cheque

Prepare & mail Final and Binding Notices 1 HM $24.88

TOTAL | 30.5 $1184.64
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Schedule X
Permits for Construction, Demalition, Occupancy and Change of Use, Transfer of Permits and Inspections
Canstruction
New Building Construction and Additions®® Permit Fee 2017 2018 2019
Details0 Fee Fee Fee
Minimum Fee for All Building Permits’ $105.00 $110.00 $115,00
Major Occupancy’
Group A — Assembly Occupancies
Examples: School, church, restaurant, daycare, hall, transit, recreation facility, other Per square foot $1.15 17 $1.23
Group B — Institutional Occupancies
Examples: Hospital, retention facility, nursing home, other Per square foot $1.26 $1.50 $1.53
Group C ~ Residential Occupancies
Single detached dwelling
Semi-detached dwelling, duplex dwelling Per square foot 51.05 $1.15 $1.17
Townhouse Per square foot $1.05 §1.15 §1.17
Multiple unit dwellings, apartment building, townhouse Per square foot $1.05 $1.15 $§1.17
Hotels, motels Per square foot $0.84 $1.15 $1.17
Other residential Per square foot 50.84 $1.15 5117
Group D - Business/Personal Services Occupancies Per square foot $0.84 51.15 $1.17
Examples: Office, bank, medical, police station, other
Group E — Mercantile Occupancies Per square foot $1.05 $1.15 $1.17
Examples: Store, shopping mall/plaza, shap, market, retail, other
Group F - Industrial Occupancies Per square foot $1.05 $1.15 5117
Examples:
Industrial mall/plaza/garage, plant, factary, warehouse, other
Industrial buildings with no partitions, no plumbing and no mechanical Per square foot $0.68 $0.75 50.77
Special Categories/Occuparncies Per square foot $0.37 $0.45 50.46
Farm building, greenhouse
Park Model Trailer Per square foot $0.27 $0.28 $0.29
Tent, temporary fabric structure $160.00 5200.00 $200.00
Renewable Energy Projects Each $0.10 sq.ft $200.00 $200.00
See note 12 See note 12 See note 12

Houses: 4 (Min. $200.00)
Garage, carport
Covered deck/porch Per square foot $0.53 £0.56 $0.57
Uncovered deck/parch Per square foot 50.32 5034 $0.35
Sunroom/solarium Per square foot $0.27 $0.28 $0.35
Shed/accassory building Per square faot $0.63 $0.66 $0.67

Per square foot $0.32 $0.34 $0.57
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Alterations Permit Fee 2017 2018 2019
Details!6 Fee Fee Fee
Unfinished basement (new or replaced foundation) Per square foot $0.27 50.28 $0.28
Under pinning foundation See note 12 See note 12 See note 12
(Min. $200.00)
Roof structure Per square foot $0.11 $0.12 §0.12
Fireplace, woodstove, chimney $105.00 $110.00 $115.00
Interior Alterations:
Interior alterations, all occupancies, except finished basements Per square foot 50.32 $0.55 $0.55
Finishing basement Per square foot $0.48 $0.55 $0.55
Other minor alteration See note 12 See note 12 See note 12
Partial Permit/Staged Construction!! 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
All partial permits subject to a surcharge applied to the stage permit value 50% 50% 50%
Foundation Stage'!
Complete to grade including or excluding underground services within building 15% 15% 15%
Building Shell Stage!!
Completed structural shell stage 40% 40% 40%
Completed architectural shell stage 80% 80% 80%
Building Completion Stage!
Includes completed building stage 100% 100% 100%
Plumbing Only Permit Fee 2017 2018 2019
Details*1¢ Fee Fee Fee
Fixture; plumbing appliance; stack; interceptor; tank; floor drain; sewage ejector; sump;
manhole; catchbasin; rain water leader; other Each $8.50 $8.93 $9.11
All buried piping including building drain and sewer; building storm drain and sewer;
storm drainage piping; water service pipe Per linear loot $1.00 $1.05 $1.15
Water distribution pipe inside a building Each $105.00 $110.00 $115.00
Residential!
Replace buried water service, sanitary drains or storm drains Each N/A $200.00 $200.00

(single fee applies if multiple services are replaced at the same time)
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Occupancy 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Permit to allow occupancy
Houses, semi-detached dwellings, townhouses $105.00 $110.00 $115.00
Other buildings $105.00 $110.00 $115.00
Permit to allow partial occupancy
For area of building to be occupied (per square foot gross floor to be occupied) N/A $0.07 $0.07
Review of proposed application N/A $100/hour $100/hour
Transfer 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Transfer of permit to a new owner $105.00 $110.00 §110.00
Deposits Required for Permits 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
New Main Buildings Houses $1,000.00 $1,050.00 $1,050.00
Other than Houses $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Additions, Accessory Houses $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Other than Houses $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Alterations Houses $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Other than Houses $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Demolitions Main Building $2,000.00 $2,100.00 $2,100.00
Accessary, Partial $500.00 $525.00 §525.00
Poals In ground $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
Other See note 4 $500.00 $525.00 $525.00
New Main Buildings and Additions Industrial, Commercial Institutional and Residential other than $1,000.00 $1,050.00 $1,050.00
and Renovations Houses
Lot Grading Deposit All categories of construction (as necessary) $2,000.00 $2,100.00 $2,100.00
Notes regarding Deposits:
a. No depasit is required for the following:
i. Uncovered decks on piers
ii. Tents and fabric structures
b. “Houses” includes single detached, semi-detached, duplexes, triplexes and townhouses.
€. "Other than Houses” includes Plumbing only, Mechanical HVAC only, Designated Structures, etc.
d. The requirement for a new deposit may be waived where the City already holds a deposit with an owner on the same property with respect to an open permit file with
the City, provided:
i. The deposit already held is equal or larger than the amount specified in this Schedule.
il. There is no existing damage to City property as a result of work on the lot.
iil. The existing deposit is recorded on all applicable permit files as belng held as security for other permits.
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The minimum permic fee is:

Area based permit fees are based on 3 metric or imperial unit of measure!
For projects tased an value of construction the rate used Is (EVC):

C - Residential

D - Bus. & Personal Service
E - Mercantile
F = Industrial

Agriculural Buildings

Mabile / Parmable Bulldings

Tents & Alr Supported

New Comitrucuon & Addmom

cdans of pormin
stheel, church, restaurant, diycare, etc.
eutdoar publle swimming pool
hosplal
nursing home
prison
single demched. semi-detachud, duplex
apartment
hotel f motel
office = finished, under 2 story
retall store - finished
garage, plint. factory, warchouse, etc.
greenhouse
bam
other sgricultural sructre
traller
sea continer
relocytable building / portable
mobile home
mebile home foundation

air supported seructure
ent

drainage layer & waeping tle
woad fireplace | woodstove
commercial kitchen hood

fire alirm upgrade / installations
sprinider upgrade / insalladons
srandpipe upgrade / Installations

icluss of permit

buildings up to ~3,000 qfc
bulldings mare than

claxz of parmic

backilow preventar

badi water valve

sump pump installation

grease / oll interceptor installation

change of use

partial occupancy for unfinished bidg,
condinonal permit

nan routine inspection

off hours Inspections
unprepared for inspoction

stock plans examination

off hours plans exam / st track
alternative solution

secondary plans examination
revisioh review

115.00

Imperial

13 per

5.3
si2

3153
3153
5153
$117
$1.17
5117
$117
5117

5077

5029
$0.29
5029

$10000
311500

511500
511500
$i1500

Domalinon

S11500  flac
$11500  flac

Plumbing

§115.00
$11500

Other Foes
impertal
511000
A i
511000
300015
511500 fac
$12000 e

vV

(NA
NIA
MIA

VA
INEA

$40000 A
Actual cost
$50hr

T Hencalbomy -

o]

31585

Imperis|
per

T Gy

rsqi

fsafe
hafc
s
Igfe

hqle
i
bgfe
It
sk
Igfe

Demolition

impernl

$1%8.00
$329.00

ffat
113

Plumbing
impartal ©

Other Fees

imperia)

513800
$47L00
313800
$329.00

$297.00

$1402  per

5180
3430007
L7
174
sh.74

$1.30
sl.io
5130

$145
§1.27
5097

Jsqfe

hgh
gt
fsqfr
Jsq fe
i
figie
Isqdc
fsgfr
Isqfe
50.18
5018
5018

I fc
fsqfe
Isqfe

5is000
§160.00

515000

Ouher Feey

imperial
$13300 M
513300 flac
SI13300 M
519200 L3
579300 it
e

1532 per

W P Kl T

Demaolition

Phimbing

513798 fac

513798 M

$13798  fac
(gt

513798 FALSE
$137.58 FALSE

51,57
$630.00

L6
L6
sLl6

5141
slal
§l41

51.84
S184
3093

50.17
5029

15900

$150.00
siTo0

$15000

$261.00

Isgfe
gl
hgfe
figfe.
fiq e
Jsgte
g fe.
Isq.fe
lag fr
Jsfr
I k.
hgh

Demalivon

Imperial

515000
3007

flat
gl

Flumbsing

$133.00
326500
$400.00
$95.00
$95.00
$95.00

Other Foes

Mt
Mt
flar

1

TEREY EPFE|

fat

'g

Demalinon
metric

5043
3043

Pluming

fsqm.
Tsgm.

$175.00 flar
$175.00 flat
$175.00 flax

Other Feey

$100.00

L
EVC : 7

acunl cost

$75 per hour
$40000
312500

$2.00000

$90.00
31200

$75 per hout
$75 per hour

575 per how

$2.000.00
317.65  fiqm.
51765 figm.
51765 fsgm,
51400  fsgem.
51400 /sqm.
1400 fsgm.
$ILB4  fagm,
$1345  fgm.
1345 fegm.
3001 Jsgm.
$1.72  fsgm.
$L72 hgm
$400.00 far
$400.00 far
$400.00 flac
$400.00 far
$400.00 far
$400.00 flat
$40000 Mt
=
§17500  flar
EVC
EVC
EVC
EVC

fgie

Amiperial

50.04

5004 fagfe

sqfe

5173

5367
512500

520000
312500

Isqm.

Demalition

115,00
5067

flat
Jeq.m.

Plumbing

512500
§125.00
$250.00

$125.00
512500
§125.00
munar

5075
312500
$750.00

$125.00
$75.00

512500
5125.00

57500
slco0n

Other Feaa

gzzeed reere

FeerR

¢

$A475.00

5017

5034
512500

520000
512500
525000

$400.00
$400.00

$125,00
5006

512500
511500
550,00

$125.00
5125.00
311500
L

$70.00

5076
3125.00
5750.00

$7500
$125.00
57500
$350.00
$125.00
$i25.00
57500
$100.00

mpartal

flat
Tl

flae.
fax
fae

rrzzeerz el zpoey

Demaliton

$229,55
$229.55

Plumbing
imparial

flat
flax

§7825
$12525  flac
$12525  fhe
12525 fac

Olther Fees

si%440

3018
$20150

§194.50
$16200

$201.50
$202.50
$20150

Demalition

$121.50
5005

flar
lsgft.

Plimbing
imperial

§200.00
§150.00
$150.00
$200.00

§1%4.40
$162.00
$121.50
$1.200.00
$100.00
3194.40
319440

. |s2.00000

$81.00

$81.00

Isgifc
faqfc
Tsqfc.
faqfe

sEyifEvxgrr s

Sz
5212
sLiz2

s5l3g
s113
5113

sl
5138
3088

2

3009
5009

$137.00
5137.00

$181.00

$137.00
$137.00
$9.32 each
$9.32 each

$94.00

imperisl

Other Foex

Dermolition

Flumbing

Average Masimu. Minirum
51.67 $107 s
576500 flac Insufficient comparative informatian
faqfe | SIBBS g 5175 hafe 31.87 nn 5149
hqf | $IBES g SL75 fsqfc 3187 n sLa9
fsqfc F1865 fsgm. SL75  hgl 51.87 prkrl s149
hgfc S1544  fagm, 5141 hgfc §1.30 5143 sLi
tsqfu $1573  lsqm. sld4é  hgfc 51.26 $l4a 5059
leq e $I573  fsqam. Sl46 faqle 5119 sh.60 30.54
hgfe | 51885 /agm. 5175 hqle 5149 $184 sto7
fqf SIBES  fagm. 3175 hgh sl40 sl84 3108
13 31772 fagm. 3165 hqfe 3103 3165 077
rgf 5049 3050 001
lsqfe 3501 lagm. 3047 Jsghe 5034 LIS 5016
3023 30.50 30.18
hgfe | 525500 516591 $255.00 513738
Insufficent comparative infarmation
fac 325500 fat S21L75 $475.00 sia7se
§15500  flax $17425 $155.00 513758
Insufficient comparative information
lgfe | 525500  flac $14825 $155.00 513758
kgf | 25500  flac 515341 525500 512500
|Insutficient comparative Information
§25500 it |Insulficient comparstive information
Innuficient comparadve information
|Inwufticient comparative information
Insufficient comparative infermation
Insufficient comparative infarmation
§255.00  flac $176.76 $255.00 512150
F76500  flax Insufficient comparative infarmation
Illv-hl metric
st 5000 fat |Insuficient comparative infarmarion
flac 5000 flar | Insufficient comparative nformation
5000 Mt |Insufficient comparative infarmation
g Inaufficient comparative infarmation
mperial matric.
fae | 525500  flar 325500  flar
$25500 flar $15500  fac
§255.00 Mt $25500 e
& -
fat
$25500 fac 525500  far
fiat
thr
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Schedule T
Services by By-Law Enforcement Division
Cutting Weeds
Lot Size 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
1to 7,500 square feet $322.00
7,501 to 15,000 square feet $354.00
15,001 to 30,000 square feet $386.00
30,000 square feet to 1 acre $442.00 Actual Actual
>1acre to 1.5 acres $489.00 costs costs
> 1.5 acres to 2 acres $512.00
Each additional acre $69.50
Erection and Maintenance of Signs and Other Advertising Devices
Sign Type Size 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Awning Each $50.00 §51.00 $51.00
Banner Not exceeding 6.7 square meters Per 15 days $15.00 $16.00 $16.00
Banner Exceeding 6.7 square meters Per 15 days $30.00 $31.00 $31.00
Billboard Maximum 50 square meters Per square meter $5.00 $5.50 $5.50
Facia Maximum 15 square meters Per square meter §5.00 $5.50 §5.50
Ground Maximum 10 square meters $50.00 551,00 $51.00
Mall Per square meter §5.00 $5.50 $5.50
Pole / Pylon Maximum 20 square meters Per square meter $5.00 $5.50 $5.50
Portable Maximum 9 square meters Per 15 days $15.00 $16.00 $16.00
Projecting Maximum 10 square meters $50.00 $51.00 $51.00
Roof Maximum 50 square meters Per square meter 55,00 $5.50 $5.50
Fees
Sign Variance (non-refundable) $700.00 $714.00 $714.00
Order ta Comply —administration fee 5204.00 $208.00 $208.00

260



Appendix F
Report 2019-128
20f3

By-Law Enforcement Division Miscellaneous Fees

Schedule of Fees

2017 2017 2018
Fee Fee Fee
Fence By-Law
Fence Variance (non-refundable) $450.00 $459.00 5459.00
Fence By-Law Order to Comply —application fee $204.00 $208.00 5208.00
Removal of Snow and Ice By-Law
Snow clearing - per meter $10.50 $11.00 $11.00
Snow and Ice Removal By-Law Order to Comply —application fee $204.00 $208.00 $208.00
Regulata Noise By-Law
Noise Variance — Private function taking place on private property (non-refundable) $150.00 $153.00 $153.00
Noise Variance — Private function taking place on City praperty (non-refundable) $100.00 $102.00 $102.00
On Street Parking Permits
Initial Fee (per vehicle) $§25.00 $26.00 $26.00
Replacement Fee (per vehicle) $40.00 $41.00 541.00
Fail to display permit prominently $25.00 $26.00 $26.00
Park without permit $50.00 $51.00 $51.00
Maintenance of Property and Land
Schedule of Fees 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Re-inspection fee* $95.00 $97.00 $97.00
Minimum maintenance fee $170.00 5174.00 5174.00
Administration fee Add 15% Add 15% Add 15%
Mailing fee §25.00 $26.00 $26.00

*Re-Inspection fea is payable where violation still exists.
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/
’ Site Alteration
Schedule of Fees 2017 2018 2019
- Fee Fee Fee
Basic fee for affected land area of 1 hectare for a 6 month permit Per application 5$100.00 $102.00 $102.00
Additional fee per hectare or fraction thereof over one hectare Per hectare $20.00 521.00 $21.00
(Example: 15 ha site = $100 +($20 x 14 ha) = $380)
Maximum fee for a 6 manth permit Perapplication $1,000.00 $1,020.00 $1,020.00
NOTE: Fees include inspection of contral plans and site by City staff ‘
Permit extension fee —per hectare Par hectare $20.00 521,00 $§21.00
(Example: same 15 ha site = ($20 x 15 ha) = $300)
Trees )
Schedule of Fees 2017 2018 2019
Fee Fee Fee
Tree Trimming Per hour $200.00 $204.00 $204.00
Tree Removal Per hour $300.00 $306.00 $306.00
Stump Removal Per hour $2!_.00.00 $102.00 $102.00
Tree Replacement Per tree $350.00 5357.QO 5357.00
Tree Inspection — by Arborist Per repart $500.00 $510.00 $510.00
Municipal Consent for Tree Removal Nil Nil Nil
Exotic Pets
Schedule of Fees 2017 2018 -2019
Fee Fee Fee
For the first animal of each species $20.00 $21.00 3$21.00
For the second and third animal of each species $2.00 $2.50 $2.50
For each species the aggregate of which exceed three in number $1.00 $1.50 §1.50
Maximum Licensing fee* $5,000.00 $5,100.00 $5,100.00

*ragardless of the number of animals, animal species or sub-species held In 3 single location
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) Planning and Development Department
PORT COLBORNE Planning Division
Report Number: 2019-129 Date: August 26, 2019

SUBJECT: Proposed Development Agreement for David Luckasavitch and Mary
Ventresca, 534 Pleasant Beach Road

1) PURPOSE:

This report has been prepared to recommend Council approval to enter into a
development agreement with David Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca.

2) HISTORY, BACKGROUND, COUNCIL POLICY, PRACTICES

David Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca obtained a consent to sever their property at
534 Pleasant Beach Road from the Committee of Adjustment in application B12-19-PC
(Notice of Decision attached as Appendix A). One of the conditions that Mr.
Luckasavitch and Ms. Ventresca must clear before the severance is given final
certification is “enter into a development agreement with the City of Port Colborne prior
to any construction or site alteration, to address the Region’s concerns”. The Region’s
request for a development agreement will address potential archaeological features that
may be discovered during the development of the property. In addition, the Region
requires the installation of a sufficient septic system and cistern to provide the water

supply.
3) STAFF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSIONS

Staff have prepared the draft development agreement attached as Appendix B. Staff
recommends that Council approve the development agreement.

4) OPTIONS AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
a) Do Nothing

This option is not recommended as it would negatively impact development of David
Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca's property at 534 Pleasant Beach Road.

b) Other Options

That Council accepts this report as information and not take any further action at this
time.

This option is not recommended as it would negatively impact development of David
Luckasavitch and Mary Ventresca's property at 534 Pleasant Beach Road.

5) COMPLIANCE WITH STRATEGIC PLAN INITIATIVES

N/A
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6) ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A
Appendix B

7) RECOMMENDATION

Committee of Adjustment Notice of Decision for B12-19-PC
Draft Development Agreement

That a development agreement be entered into with David Luckasavitch and Mary
Ventresca for 534 Pleasant Beach Road and that the Mayor and Clerk be authorized to

sign and execute said agreement.

8) SIGNATURES

Prepared on August 14th 2019 by:
Fove

D4avid Schulz
Planning and Development Department

Reviewed and respectfully submitted by:

C. Scott Luey
Chief Administrative Officer

Reviewed by:

Director of Planning and Development

Planning and Development Department, Planning Division Report 2019-129

Page 2 of 2
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CURFORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT COLBORNE
NOTICE OF DECISION
COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT

oo~ g
o RARTH B

Vit

PORT COLBORNE

Application B12-19-PC June 12, 2019
IN THE MATTER OF The Planning Act, R.S8.0., 1990, Chapter P13, Section 53(1);

AND IN THE MATTER OF the property legally known as Part of Lot 3 Concession 1 in the City of Port Colborne
Regional Municipality of Niagara; municipally known as 534 Pleasant Beach Road.

AND IN THE MATTER OF AN APPLICATION by the agent David Luckasavitch, for consent under Section 53(1) of
the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990, Chapter P. 13, so as to permit the conveyance of a parcel of land (Part 1) having a
lot frontage of 60.56m (198.68ft) on Pleasant Beach Road for a total lot area of 1.214ha(3.00ac) for a future
residential use and to retain a parcel of land (Part 2) having a total lot frontage of 155.54m(510.30ft) on Pleasant
Beach Road for a total lot area of 3.48ha(8.61ac) for an existing residential use.

That application B12-19-PC be GRANTED subject to the fallowing conditions:

1. That a drainage apportionment agreement be completed by the City's Drainage Superintendent or by an
approved engineer at the cost of the applicant.

2. That the owner submit a letter to the City indicating that (s)he is aware of the requirements of By-law
4748/130/05 which requires the collection of the parkland dedication at the time of the building permit
application based on the value of the property the day before issuance of the permit and that (s)he will advise
any future purchasers of this requirement.

w

That the applicant provides the Secretary-Treasurer with the deeds in triplicate for conveyance of the subject
parcel or a registrable legal description of the subject parcel, together with a copy of the deposited reference
plan, if applicable, for use in the issuance of the Certificate of Consent.

4, That a final certification fee of $204 payable to the City of Port Colborne be submitted to the Secretary-
Treasurer.

5. A successful Minor Variance application from MDS for new lot creation.

That the Owner enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Port Colborne subject to the approval of
the Niagara Region.

=

For the following reasons:

1. The application conforms to the policies of the Official Plan and will comply with the provisions of Zoning By-law
6575/30/81, as amended.

2. This decision is rendered having regard to the provisions of subsection 51(24) of the Planning Act, R.S.0. 1990,
c.P.13.

n
DATED AT PORT COLBORNE this 11th day of June, 2019. CERTIFIED ATRUE COPY

K ador
SECRETARY-TREASURE
DECISIONS SIGNED: TREARURER
“Dan O'Hara’ “Gary Bruno” "Angie Desmarais” “Donna Kalailieff” “Eric Beauregard"
Signature of Signature of Signature of Signature of Member Signature of
Member of Member of Member of Committee Member of
Committee Committee of Committee Committee

FINAL AND BINDIMG

L_fﬁ@i&

SECRETARY. FREASU

NOTE: No Public Correspondence was received.
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THIS DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT made this day of , 2019,

BETWEEN:

DAVID LUCKASAVITCH and MARY VENTRESCA
hereinafter referred to as the "OWNER™;

and

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF PORT COLBORNE
hereinafter referred to as the "CITY”;

WHEREAS the Owner desires to develop the lands described in Schedule “A" attached
hereto (hereinafter referred to as the “Lands”);

AND WHEREAS on June 11, 2019 the Committee of Adjustment for the City approved
the creation of one residential building lot (Application B12-19-PC);

AND WHEREAS the Regional Municipality of Niagara (hereinafter referred to as the
"Region”) requires a Development Agreement between the Owner and the City regarding
specific conditions and processes to be followed during development of the Lands;

NOW THEREFORE the parties hereto agree as follows:

1. The Owner hereby warrants that it is the registered Owner of the Lands described
in Schedule "A" to this Development Agreement.

2. The Owner agrees that upon the execution of this Development Agreement, the
Lands shall be charged with the performance of the terms of this Development
Agreement and that the performance of such terms shall be binding upon the
Owner, its executors, administrators, successors, assigns, heirs, and successors
in title.

3. The Owner shall indemnify and save harmless the City from and against all
actions, causes of action, interest, claims, demands, costs, charges, damages,
expenses, and loss, which the City may at any time bear, incur, be liable for,
sustain or be put to for any reason of, or on account of, or by reason of, or in
consequence of, the City, as the case may be, entering into this Development
Agreement.

4. The Owner shall undertake or implement all requirements in Paragraphs 5 and 6,
of this agreement prior to construction or site alteration to the satisfaction of the
Regional Municipality of Niagara.

5. Should deeply buried archaeological remains/resources be found on the property
during construction activities, the Heritage Operations Unit of the Ontario Ministry
of Tourism, Culture and Sport and owner's archaeological consultant shall be
notified immediately. In the event that human remains are encountered during
construction, the owner shall immediately notify the police or coroner, the Registrar
of Cemeteries of the Ministry of Small Business and Consumer Services, and the
Ministry of Tourism, Culture and Sport and owner's archaeological consultant.

6. Development on Part 1 will require the installation of a N-I by CAN-BNQ 3860-
600 system at the approximate location shown in Figure 7 of the Hydrogeological
Assessment (dated April 18, 2019, prepared by Terra-Dynamics Consulting Inc.),
and that a cistern provide the water supply for any development on Part 1.
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7. The Owner agrees and acknowledges that the City shall register this Development
Agreement on title to the Lands and that such registration may only be removed
with the written consent of the City and the Region.

SIGNED, SEALED & DELIVERED
IN THE PRESENCE OF:
OWNER

David Luckasavitch

Mary Ventresca

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY
OF PORT COLBORNE

William C Steele, Mayor

Amber LaPointe, Clerk
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SCHEDULE “A” - THE LANDS

Con 1 PT Lot 3

On the West Side of Pleasant Beach Road
In the City of Port Colborne

In the Regional Municipality of Niagara
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XD Corporate Services Department
PORT COLBORNE Clerks Division

Report Number: 2019-130 Date: August 26, 2019

SUBJECT: Shopping Cart By-law
1) PURPOSE

This report has been prepared by the City Clerk at the direction of the Chief
Administrative Officer in order to advise Council of a proposed solution to the problem of
nuisance shopping carts being abandoned in public locations throughout the City.

2) HISTORY, BACKGROUND, COUNCIL POLICY, PRACTICES

Currently shopping carts are frequently removed from retail store properties within the
City and discarded at other locations. This discarding of shopping carts commonly
causes an impediment to those trying to use sidewalks and roadways. It regularly
creates hazards and limits accessibility. In an attempt to keep the City safe and clean,
staff are recommending a formal process in order to safely retrieve abandoned
shopping carts, ensure their return to the proper owners, and deter the continual
removal from store property.

3) STAFF COMMENTS AND DISCUSSIONS

The proposed Shopping Cart By-law requires that shopping carts must remain on store
property and requires store owners to ensure compliance.

This by-law will require store owners to review their processes and implement a
shopping cart management system. This management system could include an
attachment to the cart to prevent removal, or could be as simple as requiring staff to
retrieve carts on a frequent basis.

The proposed Shopping Cart By-law sets out a formal process for actions staff will take
when they find an abandoned shopping cart near a road or on City property. The by-law
gives staff the authority to remove the cart and charge the cart owner a fee for the
retrieval. The by-law requires staff to hold the cart safely within a City facility and send a
letter to the cart owner notifying them of the cart location and pick-up requirements.
Staff are required to keep the cart for 60 days after the letter has been sent to the owner
in order to provide a reasonable amount of time for the owner to pick-up the cart.

The shopping cart retrieval fee will be included in the City’'s consolidated fees and
charges by-law and will be reviewed annually. The proposed fee is $50 for each cart.
This fee includes the cost for staff to retrieve the cart, administrative staff to send a
letter to the cart owner and arrange for pick-up, storage of the cart, and staff time spent
during the cart pick-up. The fee of $50 per cart does not represent full cost recovery, but
is designed so that retrieving the cart is practical while discouraging repeated
occurrences.

In order to provide education and encourage compliance with the by-law, staff will be
sending communication to all known shopping cart owners in the municipality before
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enforcement begins.

4) OPTIONS AND FINANCIAL CONSIDERATIONS:
a) Do Nothing

If Council does not approve the recommended by-law, staff will not proceed with the
collection and storage of shopping carts and the carts will continue to remain a nuisance
throughout the City.

b) Other Options

It is recommended that Council approve the Shopping Cart By-law. Council may make
amendments to the proposed by-law.

5) COMPLIANCE WITH STRATEGIC PLAN INITIATIVES

Not applicable.

6) ATTACHMENTS

Appendix A — Draft Shopping Cart By-law
7) RECOMMENDATION

That Appendix A to Corporate Services Department, Clerks Division Report 2019-130,
Subject: Shopping Cart By-law, be supported; and

That the Shopping Cart By-law and an amendment to the Fees and Charges By-law be
brought forward for approval.

8) SIGNATURES

Prepared on August 16, 2019 by: Reviewed by:
ot SefBondt A io et F
Amber LaPointe Brenda Garett

Manager of Legislative Services/City Clerk Director of Corporate Services

Reviewed and respectfully submitted by:

C. Scott Luey
Chief Administrative Officer

Corporate Services Department, Clerks Division, Report 2019-130 Page 2 of 2
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Report 2019-130
Attachment A

The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne
By-Law no.

Being a by-law to prevent and control
the abandonment of shopping carts on
public lands in the City of Port Colborne

Whereas under Section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, ¢.25, as
amended, The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne has the capacity, rights, powers
and privileges of a natural person for the purpose of exercising its authority under this or
any other Act; and

Whereas under Section 11(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, the Council of The
Corporation of the City of Port Colborne may provide any service or thing that it
considers necessary or desirable for the public; and

Whereas under Section 128(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, the Council of The
Corporation of the City of Port Colborne may prohibit and regulate with respect to
matters that in the opinion of Council are or could become a public nuisance; and

Whereas shopping carts that are disposed of or abandoned on or near highways
and on City property constitute a public nuisance; and

Whereas under Section 63 of the Municipal Act, 2001, the Council of The
Corporation of the City of Port Colborne has the authority to prohibit the abandonment
or disposal of an object on or near a highway; and

Whereas under Section 391 of the Municipal Act, 2001, the Council of The
Corporation of the City of Port Colborne has the authority to impose fees or charges on
persons for services or activities provided by the municipality;

Now therefore, the Council of The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne
enacts as follows:

Section 1 — Short Title

1.1 This by-law shall be known as the “Shopping Cart By-law”.

Section 2 — Definitions

2.1  For the purposes of this by-law;
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Report 2019-130
Attachment A

"abandon" means to place, leave, park, stand or deposit a shopping cart,
unattended, on any public or private property outside of the premises of the
business that owns or uses the shopping cart;

"Director" means the Director of Engineering and Operations Department;

"highway" means a common and public highway, street, road, avenue, parkway,
lane, driveway, boulevard, sidewalk, square, place, bridge, viaduct or trestle, any
part of which is intended for or used by the general public for the passage of
vehicles or persons and includes the area between the lateral property lines of
any highway or road allowance including any curbs, gutters, culverts and
retaining walls;

"owner" means a person or business who owns or provides shopping carts to its
customers, and for the purposes of the retrieval of an impounded shopping
cart(s) owner shall include an agent authorized in writing by the owner;

"parking area” means a parking lot or other property provided by a business for
use by a customer of the business to park a vehicle;

"person" shall include a corporation;

"premises" means the entire area owned or otherwise utilized by a business,
including any parking area. For a business that is part of a shopping centre or
shopping complex, "premises" shall include all business establishments in the
shopping centre or complex and all areas used by the customers of those
businesses in common, including all parking areas designated for use by the
customers of the shopping centre or complex;

"shopping cart" means a non-motorized basket which is mounted on wheels, or a
similar device, which includes anything that is attached thereon, generally used
by a customer of a business for the purpose of transporting goods on the
business premises;

"Shopping Cart Retrieval Fee" means the fee that must be paid to the City by an
owner of an impounded shopping cart prior to the release of the shopping cart, in
the amount set in the City's Fee and Charges By-law.

Section 3 — Removal or Abandonment Prohibited

3.1

3.2

No owner shall allow or otherwise permit a shopping cart owned or used by the
business to be removed from the premises of the business.

No person shall remove a shopping cart from the premises of the business that
owns or uses the shopping cart.
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3.3

3.4

3.9

3.6

Report 2019-130
Attachment A

No owner shall abandon a shopping cart on or near any highway or on any City
property.

No owner shall allow or otherwise permit a shopping cart owned or used by the
business to be abandoned on or near any highway or on any City property.

No person shall abandon any shopping cart on or near any highway or on any
City property.

Subsections 3.1 and 3.2 of this by-law shall not apply to an owner, or any person
authorized in writing by an owner, where a shopping cart is removed from the
premises of a business for the purposes of a transfer to a different location, sale,
repair, maintenance or proper disposal.

Section 4 — Disposal of Abandoned Shopping Carts

41

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

City staff may remove and impound any abandoned shopping cart that is found
on or near any highway or on any City property. The shopping carts may be
impounded in any City storage facility.

If the owner's identity can be determined from a visual inspection of an
impounded shopping cart, City staff shall notify the owner by way of a written
notice that the City has impounded the owner's shopping cart(s) and provide a
reasonable period of time for the owner to retrieve the shopping cart from the
storage facility.

For the purposes of subsection 4.2, the written notice may be sent to the owner
by facsimile transmission, regular letter mail, e-mail, or by leaving a copy of the
notice at the owner's place of business. The City may send the written notice to
any corporate head office or any local business address that may be available for
the owner of an impounded shopping cart.

A Shopping Cart Retrieval Fee shall apply to each shopping cart impounded
pursuant to this by-law. The fee will be prescribed in conformance with the City's
Fees and Charges By-law.

The Shopping Cart Retrieval Fee shall become due and payable by the owner of
the shopping cart on the date the shopping cart is impounded.

The City shall release an impounded shopping cart to an owner after the owner
has paid the Shopping Cart Retrieval Fee to the City pursuant to subsection 4.4
of this by-law.

If the owner of an impounded shopping cart cannot be determined by City staff
through a visual inspection of the shopping cart and the City has not been
contacted by the owner of an impounded shopping cart where ownership cannot
be determined by City staff, the shopping cart may be disposed of by the City
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after the passage of a period of 60 days from the date the shopping cart is
impounded.

If an impounded shopping cart, for whom the owner has been identified either
through a visual inspection by City staff or by contact from the owner, remains
unclaimed from the storage facility after the passage of 60 days from the date of
the notice as provided for under subsection 4.2 herein, the shopping cart may be
disposed of pursuant to the provisions of the Repair and Storage Liens Act,
R.S.0. 1990, ¢.R.25, as amended.

Section 5 — Enforcement

5.1

Every person who contravenes any provision of this by-law is guilty of an offence
and upon conviction is liable to the penalties specified in accordance with the
Provincial Offences Act, R.S.0. 1990, ¢.P.33, as amended. Each day that such
offence is committed, or permitted to continue, shall constitute a separate offence
and may be punishable as such.

Section 6 — General

6.1

6.2

If a Court of competent jurisdiction declares any provision or part of any provision
of this by-law to be invalid or to be of no force and effect, it is the intention of the
Council for The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne in enacting this by-law,
that each and every other provision of this by-law authorized by law, be applied
and enforced in accordance with its term to the extent possible according to law.

The Director shall prescribe all notices and forms necessary to administer this
by-law and may amend such forms from time to time as the Director deems
necessary.

Enacted and passed this 26th day of August, 2019.

William C. Steele
Mayor

Amber LaPointe
City Clerk
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Administration

. @ . Office of the Regional Clerk
Nla’gara’ /ég Reglon 1815 Sir Isaac Brock Way, PO Box 1042, Thorold, ON L2V 4T7
Y
Telephone: 905-980-6000 Toll-free: |-800-263-7215 Fax: 905-687-4977
www.niagararegion.ca

August 16, 2019

CL 15-2019, August 15, 2019
PEDC 8-2019, August 7, 2019
PDS-C 15-2019, August 7, 2019

NIAGARA PENINSULA CONSERVATION AUTHORITY
SENT ELECTRONICALLY

Re: Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA) Board Appointments
PDS-C 15-2019

Regional Council, at its meeting of August 15, 2019, approved the following
recommendation of its Planning and Economic Development Committee:

That Correspondence ltem PDS-C 15-2019, being a memorandum from A.-M.
Norio, Regional Clerk, dated August 7, 2019, respecting Niagara Peninsula
Conservation Authority (NPCA) Board Appointments BE RECEIVED and the
following recommendations BE APPROVED:

1. That Regional Council APPOINT Ken Kawall (Lincoln), Mal Woodhouse
(Thorold), Deborah Coon-Petersen (West Lincoln) and Jack Hellinga (Port
Colborne) to the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors
effective August 17, 2019; and

2. That Regional Council EXTEND the current appointment of Councillor Zalepa
on the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors until
September 30, 2019 and APPOINT William Rapley (Niagara-on-the-Lake) to
the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors effective
October 1, 2019 in accordance with the recommendation of the Council of the
Town of Niagara-on-the-Lake.

A copy of Correspondence Item PDS-C 15-2019 is enclosed for your information.
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NPCA Board Appointments
August 16, 2019
Page 2

Yours truly,
Mt O—

Ann-Marie Norio
Regional Clerk

CLK-C 2019-205

Ge: Clerk, Town of Lincoln
Clerk, Township of West Lincoln
Clerk, City of Port Colborne
Clerk, City of Thorold
Clerk, Niagara-on-the-Lake
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Niaga_ra ,/l/ Region Administration

1815 Sir Isaac Brock Way, Thorold, ON L2V 4T7
905-980-6000 Toll-free: 1-800-263-7215

MEMORANDUM
PDS-C 15-2019

Subject: Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority (NPCA) Board Appointments
Date: August 7, 2019
To: Planning and Economic Development Committee

From: Ann-Marie Norio, Regional Clerk

At the Regional Council meeting held on June 20, 2019, staff were requested to
consider having NPCA related matters brought forward to the Planning and Economic
Development Committee for consideration.

At its meeting held on May 16, 2019, Regional Council passed the following resolution:

1. That Correspondence Item CL-C 39-2019, being a memorandum from A.-M.
Norio, Regional Clerk, dated May 16, 2019, respecting Niagara Peninsula
Conservation Authority Board Appointments, BE RECEIVED;

2. That Regional Council APPOINT the community representatives selected by Fort
Erie, Grimsby, St. Catharines, and Welland to the Niagara Peninsula
Conservation Authority Board effective immediately;

3. That Regional Council REQUEST that the remaining eight local area
municipalities submit their recommendations for representatives on the Niagara
Peninsula Conservation Authority Board by July 31, 2019; and

4. That Regional Council EXTEND the appointments of Councillors Bylsma, Foster,
Gibson, Greenwood, Huson, Steele, Whalen and Zalepa, on the Niagara
Peninsula Conservation Authority Board for an additional three months from
foday’s date unless the local area municipality appoints another representative
before that date.

Pursuant to the Conservation Authorities Act, Regional Council is the body responsible
for the appointment of members representing Niagara Region on the NPCA Board.

Staff are in receipt of correspondence respecting the outstanding local area
municipalities’ recommendations for representation on the Board.
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Memorandum
PDS-C 15-2019
August 7, 2019

Page 2

A resolution of Council is required for these Board appointments. Suggested
wording is as follows:

That Regional Council APPOINT Ken Kawall (Lincoln), Mal Woodhouse
(Thorold), Deborah Coon-Petersen (West Lincoln) and Jack Hellinga (Port
Colborne) to the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors
effective August 17, 2019; and

That Regional Council EXTEND the current appointment of Councillor Zalepa on
the Niagara Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors until September
30, 2019 and APPOINT William Rapley (Niagara-on-the-Lake) to the Niagara
Peninsula Conservation Authority Board of Directors effective October 1, 2019 in
accordance with the recommendation of the Council of the Town of Niagara-on-
the-Lake.

Respectfully submitted and signed by

Ann-Marie Norio
Regional Clerk
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Administration

. x‘jﬁw ¥ . Office of the Regional Clerk
Niagara *7 égyj Region 1815 Sir Isaac Brock Way, PO Box 1042, Thorold, ONl L2V 4T7
Telephone: 905-980-6000 Toll-free: 1-800-263-7215 Fax: 905-687-4977
www.niagararegion.ca

August 19, 2019
CL 15-2019, August 15, 2019

PEDC 8-2019, August 7, 2019
PDS 28-2019, August 7, 2019

AREA MUNICIPAL CLERKS

SENT ELECTRONICALLY

Re: Bill 108 - Transition Regulations to the Planning Act and Development
Charges Act
PDS 28-2019

Regional Council, at its meeting of August 15, 2019, approved the following
recommendation of its Planning and Economic Development Committee:

That Report PDS 28-2019 dated August 7, 2019, respecting Bill 108 — Transition
Regulations to the Planning Act and Development Charges Act BE RECEIVED, and the
following recommendations BE APPROVED:
1. That staff BE DIRECTED to continue to provide detailed comments on Bill 108 and
any associated matters, as needed;
2. That a copy of Report PDS 28-2019 BE CIRCULATED to local area municipal
Planning Directors and Area Treasurers; and
3. That staff FURTHER REPORT to Council with additional information on any
legislation changes to Bill 108 and associated regulations that arise after the date of
this report.

A copy of Report PDS 28-2019 is enclosed for your information.

Yours truly,

Mt O~

Ann-Marie Norio
Regional Clerk
‘me

CLK-C 2019-213
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Subject: Bill 108 — proposed transition regulation materials relating to the
Planning Act, 1990 and Development Charges Act, 1997

Report to: Planning and Economic Development Committee
Report date: Wednesday, August 7, 2019

Recommendations

1. That Report PDS 28-2019 BE RECEIVED for information.

2. That staff BE DIRECTED to continue to provide detailed comments on Bill 108 and
any associated matters, as needed.

3. That a copy of Report PDS 28-2019 BE CIRCULATED to local area municipal
Planning Directors and Area Treasurers.

4. That staff FURTHER REPORT to Council with additional information on any
legislation changes to Bill 108 and associated regulations that arise after the date of
this report.

Key Facts

This report provides an overview of the proposed regulations associated with Bill
108 — More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 (Bill 108).

On May 2, 2019, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) announced its

“Housing Supply Action Plan” and concurrently introduced Bill 108. An earlier report,

PDS 26-2019, provides an overview and comments on Bill 108.

On June 6, 2019, Bill 108 received Royal Assent, with some amendments coming
into force and effect immediately.

On June 21, 2019, MMAH released three proposed regulations for Bill 108 relating
to the Planning Act, 1990 and Development Charges Act, 1997 (DC Act).

A key component of Bill 108 — the formula for calculating a Community Benefit
Charge (CBC) — has not been released. It is the subject of further consultation.

The proposed CBC implementation date is January 1, 2021. Soft service
development charges can no longer be charged after that date.
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¢ Regional staff submitted their comments on Bill 108 regulations to the Environmental
Registry of Ontario (ERQ). A copy is attached as Appendix 1.

Financial Considerations

As identified in PDS 26-2019, proposed regulations to Bill 108 will influence the amount
of development-related charges collected by Niagara Region and its local municipalities.
This could result in less available funding for Regional programs and initiatives and may
result in deferral of growth-related capital infrastructure.

The proposed regulations have not identified the formula for calculating a CBC — the
release of the draft formula will occur after further consultation. The introduction of
CBCs and the changes to development charges (DCs) may have a significant financial
impact on the Region. Under the existing system the forecast DCs collected are as
shown in the table below:

Summary of Regional Development Charge Collections ($Ms)

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 Total

DCs Collected - Hard Service 41.03 42.73 43.59 44.46 45.35 46.26 47.18 48.13 49.09 50.07 | 457.88

DCs Collected - Soft Service 3.33 7.95 8.11 827 8.44 8.61 8.78 8.96 9.13 9.32 80.90

Total 44.36 50.69 51.70 52.73 53,79 54,86 55.96 57.08 58.22 59,39 | 538.79

As recently presented in CSD 56-2019 Long Term Care Home Redevelopment
Financing, unknowns associated with the CBC has created a significant financial risk for
the growth related component of the Long Term Care redevelopment. This same risk
also exists with other soft service areas that were previously included under DCs and
proposed to be included under the new CBC (for example, social housing).

Regional staff are also in the process of assessing internal resources required to
achieve compliance with the revised legislation. Staff expect to present program
changes that are a direct result of Bill 108 as part of the 2020 Levy Supported Operating
Budget. Program changes may address staffing and professional service requirements
for the implementation of the revised legislation and CBC, as well as for the early
adoption of a new DC Background Study.

Analysis

Amendments to the Planning Act, 1990 and DC Act proposed through Bill 108 received
Royal Assent on June 6, 2019.

On June 21, 2019, MMAH issued its first ERO postings of proposed transition
regulations relating to Bill 108.
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Most of the proposed regulations will come in effect at time of Bill 108’s proclamation.
Bill 108 has not received proclamation at time of writing this report. Some regulations
will come in to effect retroactively to the date of Royal Assent (June 6, 2019).

Figure 1 below illustrates a timeline of key milestones associated to Bill 108.

Figure 1: Key milestones relating to Bill 108.

Bill 108: Comment period Comment period closed for

More Homes, _ closed for Planning ~ Planning Act & Development

More Choice Act Bill 1“?8 comment PDS 26-2019 Act regulation Charges Act regulations
period closed at PEDC (ERO #019-0181) (EROs #019-0183, #019-0814)
May 2 : = DS s
First reading June 1 June 12 August 6 August 21
. DEADLINE DEADLINE DEADLINE
May 8 June 6 June 21 August 7 Proclamation
Second reading Third reading & Comment period opened PDS 28-2019 Bill 108:
Royal Assent for Planning Act & at PEDC More Homes,
Development Charges Act More Choice Act
regulations

Current ERO postings for Bill 108’s proposed regulations cover the following matters:

s ERO #019-0183 titled, “Proposed new regulation pertaining to the community
benefits authority under the Planning Acf” (https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-0183)

e ERO #019-0184 titled, “Proposed changes to O. Reg. 82/98 under the
Development Charges Act related to Schedule 3 of Bill 108 - More Homes, More
Choice Act, 2019" (https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-0184)

e ERO #019-0181 titled, “Proposed new regulation and regulation changes under
the Planning Act, including transition matters, related to Schedule 12 of Bill 108 -
the More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019 (https://ero.ontario.ca/notice/019-0181)

Regional staff's comments to these postings are attached as Appendix 1 to this report.

The following sections provide a synopsis of changes proposed through the regulations.
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Community Benefits Charge (CBC)

CBC Formula

MMAH has not yet released the CBC formula. The Ministry advises that it will conduct
further consultation to get feedback for the appropriate range of percentages for the
formula.

The Ministry states a key goal of the CBC formula will be to ensure that municipalities
maintain their historic revenue collected for soft services through its DC.

Notwithstanding this comment, staff are unsure whether this is achievable given that the
formula details have not yet been released.

CBC Authority

The regulations specify that municipalities will be the CBC Authority. This is similar to
the current authority of municipalities to charge development charges.

The proposed start date is January 1, 2020. After January 15, municipalities can pass
CBC By-laws.

CBC By-law Implementation Date

By January 1, 2021, municipalities must have transitioned to the use of CBC By-laws if
they seek to collect money for soft services (i.e. what was permitted in the former DC
Act before the recent amendment). After that date, municipalities are prohibited from
collecting DCs for soft services.

However, in absence of a CBC By-law by January 2021, municipalities may continue to
collect fees for parkland until such time that the municipality implements a CBC By-law.

CBC Reporting Reqguirement

The regulation identifies an annual CBC reporting requirement similar to what is
currently prepared by municipalities for DC and parkland collection.

Required elements of an annual CBC report include:

e year-opening and year-closing CBC balances;
e details on amounts allocated during the applicable year;

e descriptions of services funded through allocated amounts;
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¢ details relating to any money borrowed from the CBC account and its
borrowed purpose; and,

e amount of incurred interest on the borrowed amount.

Exemptions to a CBC By-law

The regulation materials prescribe the following development types exempt from the
collection of CBCs:

e long-term care homes;

¢ retirement homes;

e universities and colleges;

e memorial homes, clubhouses or athletic grounds of the Royal Canadian

Legion;
e hospices; and

¢ non-profit housing.

Protesting a Payable CBC Amount

An applicant may protest the amount a municipality determined is payable under the
CBC.

The protest may only occur on the basis that the payable CBC amount exceeds the
amount legislatively permitted through the CBC formula. This is similar to the test under
the DC Act.

Figure 2 identifies the proposed process for challenges to a payable CBC amount.
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Figure 2: Steps of the CBC land value appraisal process.

Municipality calculates payable CBC using the CBC Formula.

Applicant disagrees with calculated CBC amount and
provides municipality with appraisal of land value.

iy
Municipality disagrees with applicant’s appraisal (SIS

and undertakes its own appraisal.
days

If difference of municipality’s appraisal is greater than Ol
5% from the applicant’s, applicant may select an 60

appraiser from municipality’s list of appraisers. GEVS

Appraiser completes appraisal.

This is the new land value used by the municipality to calculate
the payable CBC amount using the CBC Formula.

Development Charges (DCs)

January 2021 Implementation Date

As set out above, municipalities must implement a CBC by January 1, 2021 or they are
no longer eligible to collect soft service-related DCs.

As a result, the Region may be required to prepare a new development charge
background study and pass a new By-law in advance of the current By-law expiry
(August 31, 2022) to satisfy the January 1, 2021 CBC implementation date.

Deferral of DC Collection

The following development types have a mandatory deferral for the collection of DCs:

rental housing;
non-profit housing;
institutional;
industrial; and

commercial.
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The above development types will be defined further in the regulations. The deferral
eligibility takes effect upon proclamation.

DC Rate Freeze

Bill 108 set out a new process that allows the DC amount to be set at the time of site
plan application (or zoning application, if there is no site plan application). In most cases
under the old rules, DCs would be paid later, at the time of building permit issuance.

The regulation proposes a maximum length of time for the DC freeze: applications are
frozen for a maximum of two years from the date of approval.

For planning applications that do not require a site plan or zoning amendment, the
current DC collection procedure continues to apply.

The rate freeze rules will come in to effect upon proclamation.

Municipal interest rates for deferred or frozen DCs

Municipalities are able to collect interest on deferred or frozen development charges.

The regulation does not set a specific rate; rather MMAH has left it to individual
municipalities to set a rate.

Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT)
Transition of LPAT Matters

LPAT appeal rights, procedure and evidence rules were revised through Bill 108.

Where an LPAT Hearing has not yet been scheduled, the new rules under Bill 108 will
apply to that Hearing. Existing appeals with Hearing dates will proceed under the old
rules.

Reduced Planning Application Review

As noted in PDS 26-2013, municipal review and approval timelines were reduced by Bill
108.

These timelines are now in effect and are set out below in Table 1:
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Table 1: Overview of new planning application review and approval timelines through Bill 108.

Bill 139 Bill 108

Planning Instrument (previous timelines) (current timelines
as of June 6, 2019)

Official Plan / | |
Official Plan Amendment 210 days 120 days
Zoning By-law Amendment 150 days 90 days
Plan of Subdivision 180 days | 120 days

Alternatives Reviewed

The purpose of this report is to provide an overview of key changes proposed through
Bill 108'’s transition regulation materials in relation to the Planning Act, 1990, and DC
Act. There are no other alternatives for Regional Council to consider at this time.

Regional staff will update Council on Bill 108-related matters as they occur.

Relationship to Council Strategic Priorities

Doing Business Differently

Bill 108’s transition regulations will impact the way Niagara Region conducts its core
functions and daily business operations.

Specifically, proposed regulations to the Planning Act, 1990 and DC Act will modify the
collection development-related costs through DCs and CBCs.

Other Pertinent Reports

e CWCD 176-2019
o CWCD 215-2019
e PDS 26-2019
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Prepared by:

Isaiah Banach

Manager, Long Range Planning
Planning and Development Services

Submitted by:
Ron Tripp, P.Eng.
Acting, Chief Administrative Officer

Recommended by:

Rino Mostacci

Commissioner

Planning and Development Services

This report was prepared in consultation with Alexander Morrison, Planner, and reviewed by
Helen Chamberlain, Director of Financial Management & Planning/Deputy Treasurer, Margaret
Murphy, Associate Director of Budget Planning and Strategy, Robert Fleming, Senior Tax and
Revenue Analyst, Donna Gibbs, Director of Legal and Court Services.

Appendices

Appendix 1 Niagara’'s comments: transition regulations for Bill 108 -  Pages 10 - 12
More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019, regarding the
Planning Act, 1990 (ERO 019-0181, -0183), and the
Development Charges Act, 1997 (ERO 019-0184)
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T Do Planning and Development Services
N'aga"a,/l/ Region 1815 Sir Isaac Brock Way, Thorold, ON L2V 4T7

905-980-6000 Toll-free: 1-800-263-7215

Delivered electronically

Subject: Niagara’s comments: transition regulations for Bill 108 - More Homes,
More Choice Act, 2019, regarding the Planning Act, 1990 (ERO 019-0181,
-0183), and the Development Charges Act, 1997 (ERO 019-0184)

Date: August 6, 2019

To: John Ballantine
Municipal Finance Policy Branch, Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

Planning Consultation
Provincial Planning Policy Branch

From: Rino Mostacci, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services, Niagara Region

Kindly accept this letter on behalf of the Commissioner of Planning and Development Services
of the Regional Municipality of Niagara (the “Region”) in response to the proposed regulations
for the Development Charges Act, 1997, and the Planning Act, 1990, through the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) Bill 108: More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019.

The views expressed in this letter are those of the Region’s Commissioner of Planning and
Development Services.

Comments in this letter are submitted collectively in response to the following Environmental
Registry of Ontario (“ERQO") postings:

o ERO #019-0181: “Proposed new regulation and regulation changes under the Planning
Act, including transition matters, related to Schedule 12 of Bill 108 - the More Homes,
More Choice Act, 2019”

e ERO #019-0183: “Proposed new regulation pertaining to the community benefits
authority under the Planning Act’

» ERO #019-0184: “Proposed changes to O. Reg. 82/98 under the Development Charges
Act related to Schedule 3 of Bill 108 - More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019”

Regional staff supports some of the proposed changes

Regional staff supports the following aspects of the proposed regulations:

¢ The Ministry's stated commitment that municipal revenue historically collected through
development charges (DCs) and parkland are maintained through the Community
Benefits Charge (CBC) formula.

¢ Clarified roles and responsibilities between the applicant and the municipality during the
land value appraisal process used to calculate a CBC.
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Niagara Region’s comments to Bill 108 transition regulations
EROs #019-0181, -0183, -0184
August 6, 2019

e Specified transition period for the review and approval of Planning Act, 1990,
applications such as official plan amendments, zoning by-law amendments, and plans of
subdivision.

o Specified official plan elements required to implement a Community Planning Permit
System and that approval of that instrument cannot be appealed.

e Decision to not specify a prescribed maximum interest rate on deferred / frozen DCs.
This will allow municipalities to determine the appropriate rate based on its particular
circumstances.

Regional staff comments

Participation in future consultations -

The regulation does not specify how the Region can participate in future Bill 108-related
consultation, including commenting on the CBC formula. The Region seeks to provide input.

Concern with the CBC By-law implementation date

The regulation sets out that CBCs need to be implemented by January 1, 2021.

This implementation date will be difficult to achieve given the process that must occur prior to
the completion of a CBC Strategy.

Undertaking a CBC Strategy in a two-tiered governance structure will take considerable time
and be difficult to coordinate between all stakeholders, particularly the first time.

It takes more than a year to complete the necessary background work required for a
Development Charge Background Study. As such, we expect a CBC Strategy to take at least
this long since it is a new initiative and will involve consultation and coordination with 13
municipalities. It is an unreasonable time expectation to have this work completed, including
passing a By-law, for Niagara's 13 municipalities by January 2021.

It would be unfair to prohibit the collection of development charges under a circumstance where
a By-law was not passed during this period. Losing out on these charges would be detrimental
to the construction of community infrastructure necessary to accommodate growth.

Regional staff requests MMAH to adjust the implementation date of a CBC By-law to allow for
proper planning and consultation with municipalities to better understand administrative
resourcing, tools, and processes required for this major transition.

In our view, instead of the January 2021 implementation date, CBCs should be phased-in at the
time of DC By-law expiry. For example, if a DC By-law expires in March 2023, development
charges, including soft services DCs, could continue to be collected until that date, at which time
a CBC By-law would be required in order to do so. Using this phased approach will allow for
better coordination between the local municipalities and Region, and allow additional time for
municipalities to prepare and plan for this new funding process.

Page 2 of 3
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Niagara Region’'s comments to Bill 108 transition regulations
EROs #019-0181, -0183, -0184
August 6, 2019

Additionally, there is confusion about the requirements for the January 2021 date based on the
available materials. It is unclear whether a new DC By-law must be passed by January 2021
(thus requiring a new DC Study prior to that date), or if a municipality may instead amend its
existing DC By-law by removing soft service rates recovered through the CBC By-law (without a
DC Study). If the January 2021 date remains in the final form of the regulation, clarification
about the requirements is needed.

Non-profit housing definition

Non-profit housing developments are able to defer payments in the revised DC Act. The
regulation does not currently identify eligibility requirements for a non-profit that could receive
this benefit.

Regional staff requests that the regulation include a “charitable organization” requirement for
non-profit housing developments to prevent unmeritorious corporations from incorporating as a
non-profit to qualify for DC deferral.

Applicable DC rates upon expiry of deferral periods

Regional staff requests clarification in regards to whether the initial DC rate or current DC rate
would apply to applications whose two year deferral period has expired under ss. 26.1-26.2 of
the DC Act.

Establish criteria for eligible CBC “in-kind contributions”

The regulation should specifically identify eligibility requirements for “in-kind contributions” in lieu
of cash on a remaining CBC balance (Planning Act, 1990, ss.37(6-8)).

For example, the regulation should provide that in-kind contributions collected by municipalities
count towards its 60% annual spending/allocation requirement (Planning Act, 1990, ss.37(27)).
The legislation and regulation is unclear on whether in-kind contributions, or cash-only, meet the
60% requirement.

Conclusion
Regional staff appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments and looks forward to
participating in further consultation opportunities.

Respectfully submitted and signed by

~ Mo

Rino Mostacci, MCIP, RPP
Commissioner of Planning and Development Services
Niagara Region

Page 3 of 3
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G4 MEMORANDUM
PORT COLBORNE
TO: Mayor Steele and Members of City Council
FROM: Carrie Mcintosh, Deputy Clerk
DATE: August 26, 2019
RE: Port Colborne Harvest Festival 2019

The Harvest Festival is an annual event held by the Downtown Business Improvement
Area. This year's event will be held September 28, 2019. The event organizer is proposing
to use King George Park/Market Square. Further information with respect to the event
organizer's requests for use of municipal resources (closure of market square, road
closure(s), barriers, use of the park, etc.), in accordance with the City’s policies and
procedures concerning festivals and events, will be forthcoming in a report to Council.
The event organizers are working with City Events staff on the details.

According to Regulation 389/91 under the Liquor License Act, a Special Occasion Permit
(SOP) is required for occasional special events where liquor is offered for sale anywhere
other than a licensed establishment or private property. In order to obtain a SOP for an
event such as the Harvest Festival, the municipality must provide a letter to the Alcohol
and Gaming Commission of Ontario (AGCO) that the event is of municipal significance.

In order to ensure that there is enough time for the organizer to obtain a SOP, it is
requested that Council approve the following resolution at its meeting of August 26, 2019.

That the Council of The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne hereby deems the
2019 Harvest Festival as a municipally significant event and supports the
application to the Alcohol and Gaming Commission of Ontario for a Special
Occasion Permit.

Respectfully,

arrie Mclntosh
Deputy Clerk

Cc. Ashley Grigg, Director of Community and Economic Development
Nicole Halasz, Manager of Parks and Recreation
Luke Rowe, Events Assistant/Volunteer Coordinator
Kristina Domenicucci, Customer Service/Licensing Clerk
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City of Port Colborne
Regular Committee of the Whole Meeting 21-19

Minutes
Date: August 12, 2019
Time: 6:30 p.m.
Place: Council Chambers, Municipal Offices, 66 Charlotte Street, Port Colborne

Members Present: M. Bagu, Councillor
E. Beauregard, Councillor
G. Bruno, Councillor
F. Danch, Councillor
A. Desmarais, Councillor
D. Kalailieff, Councillor
W. Steele, Mayor (presiding officer)
H. Wells, Councillor

Absent: R. Bodner, Councillor

Staff Present: D. Aquilina, Director of Planning and Development
B. Garrett, Director of Corporate Services
A. LaPointe, Manager of Legislative Services/City Clerk
C. Lee, Director of Engineering and Operations
S. Luey, Chief Administrative Officer
C. Mcintosh, Deputy Clerk (minutes)

Also in attendance were interested citizens, members of the news media and WeeStreem.

1. Call to Order:

Mayor Steele called the meeting to order.

2. National Anthem:

Those in attendance stood for O Canada.

3. Introduction of Addendum ltems:

Nil.

4, Confirmation of Agenda:

Moved by Councillor H. Wells
Seconded by Councillor A. Desmarais

That the agenda dated August 12, 2019 be confirmed, as circulated or as

amended.
CARRIED.
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5 Disclosures of Interest:

Councillor Bruno declared a pecuniary interest regarding item 6 as the lots subject to
the requested development agreements abut his daughter's and son in law’s property.
Councillor Bruno refrained from discussing or voting on item 6.

Councillor Beauregard declared a pecuniary interest regarding item 9 as he is
employed by Sullivan Mahoney, the solicitor for Rankin companies. Councillor
Beauregard refrained from discussing or voting on item 9.

Councillor Danch declared a pecuniary interest regarding item 9 as Rankin
Construction Inc. is a customer of his business. Councillor Danch refrained from
discussing or voting on item 9.

6. Adoption of Minutes:

(a) Regular meeting of Committee of the Whole 20-19, held on July 22, 2019.

Moved by Councillor D. Kalailieff
Seconded by Councillor E. Beauregard

That the minutes of the regular meeting of the Committee of the Whole
20-19, held on July 22, 2019, be approved as presented.
CARRIED.

8 Determination of Iltems Requiring Separate Discussion:

The following items were identified for separate discussion:
ltems 1, 2, 3,6, 9, 10, and 13.

8. Approval of ltems Not Requiring Separate Discussion:

Moved by Councillor H. Wells
Seconded by Councillor A. Desmarais

That items 1 to 14 on the agenda be approved, with the exception of items that
have been deferred, deleted or listed for separate discussion, and the
recommendation contained therein adopted.

ltems:

4. Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-
122, Subject: Recommendation Report: Proposed Expansion of the
Downtown Central Business District Community Improvement Plan

Committee of the Whole recommends:

That the expansion of the project area for the Downtown Central
Business District Community Improvement to include 176 Elm Street, be
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5. Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-
123, Subject: Environmental Advisory Committee Memorandum on the
Vale-Community-Based Action Plan

Committee of the Whole recommends:

That the Director of Planning and Development be directed to send a
letter to the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks
requesting clarification with respect to the safe soil levels of the Port
Colborne Community Based Risk Assessment Chemicals of Concern and
levels for use in Ontario Regulation 153/04.

T Memorandum from Nancy Giles, EA to CAO and Mayor and Staff Liaison to the
Grant Policy Commitiee Re: Recommendations of Grant Policy Committee

Committee of the Whole recommends:

That the memorandum from Nancy Giles, EA to CAO and Mayor and
Staff Liaison to the Grant Policy Committee Re: Recommendations of
Grant Policy Committee, be received for information; and

That donation/sponsorship requests be approved for a total of $10, 325
for the second allocation for the year 2019 as follows:

Community Living Port Colborne Wainfleet — to provide financial
assistance to the children of Port Colborne who are unable to register for
recreation programs due to lack of funds - $1,700

Friends of Port Colborne Lighthouses — to assist with the cost of
insurance to allow tours of the Port Colborne Lighthouses - $1,400

Friends of Roselawn Centre — to assist with the cost of purchasing a new
stove for the Roselawn Centre - $1,200 (Note: these funds will only be
disbursed if the City proceeds with the project)

Niagara Nutrition Partners — to assist with the purchase of food to run the
nutrition programs in Port Colborne schools - $2,500

Port Colborne Fair Trade Town Committee — to purchase a new banner,
advertising and printing for the Fair Trade Crawl and a 10 year
celebration cake - $725

Port Colborne Historical & Marine Museum Auxiliary — to assist with
renovations to Arabella’s Tea Room - $2,800.
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10.

8. Bryan Elliott, Ice Dogs Game Coordinator Re: Request for Proclamation of
Niagara Ice Dogs Day in Port Colborne

Committee of the Whole recommends:
That Friday, August 30, 2019 be proclaimed as “Niagara Ice Dogs Day” in
the City of Port Colborne, in accordance with the request received from
Bryan Elliott, Ice Dogs Game Coordinator.

11. Niagara Housing Statement Final Summary Report (Report PDS 27-2019)

Committee of the Whole recommends:

That the correspondence received from the Niagara Housing Statement
Final Summary Report, be received for information.

12. Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing Re: Provincial Policy Statement
Review — Draft Policies

Committee of the Whole recommends:
That the correspondence received from Steve Clark, Minister, Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing Re: Provincial Policy Statement Review —
Draft Policies, be received for information.

14, City of Thorold Re: Bill 115 — Beer Retailing in Ontario

Committee of the Whole recommends:

That the resolution received from the City of Thorold Re: Bill 115 — Beer
Retailing in Ontario, be received for information.
CARRIED.

Presentations:

Nil.

Delegations:

(a) Sandeep Chera, Operations Manager, B.C. Investments Ltd., Operating as
Storage Guyz Port Colborne Re: Request Street Name Change of Ramey
Road, Port Colborne

Sandeep Chera presented a request to change the name of Ramey Road, north
of Highway 140, to better identify the location of his business. A copy of the
request is attached.

Moved by Councillor H. Wells
Seconded by Councillor A. Desmarais
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That the Chief Administrative Officer be directed to provide a report back

to Council with respect to a policy and practice regarding re-naming of
City roads.
CARRIED.

11. Mayor’s Report:

A copy of the Mayor’s Report is attached.

12. Regional Councillor’'s Report:

Nil.

13. Councillors’ ltems:

(a) Rural road cleanup (Wells)

Councillor Wells thanked the Director of Engineering and Operations and the
roads crew for cleaning up a rural road manure spill.

(b) Parking at Pleasant Beach (Wells)

In response to concerns expressed by Councillor Wells with respect to property
owners near Pleasant Beach allowing beach goers to park their vehicles for a
fee, the Chief Administrative Officer advised that this practice is not allowed and
staff is continuing to enforce parking at the beach while preparing a report to
Council to try to address the illegal parking.

(c) Railway crossing — Sugarloaf and Elm Streets (Bagu)

In response to Councillor Bagu's request for an update, the Director of
Engineering and Operations advised that Trillium Railway has scheduled the
repair of the railway crossing at Sugarloaf and Elm Streets for September.

(d) Speeding at the West end of Stanley Street (Bagu)

In response to a concern expressed by Councillor Bagu about vehicles speeding
as they cut through the West end of Stanley Street to access Clarence Street,
the Chief Administrative Officer advised that he will forward the concern to the
Niagara Regional Police. The Director of Engineering and Operations advised
that a consultant is being hired to conduct traffic studies in the City and the
intersection will be included in the report to Council.

(e)  City customer service (Bagu)
In response to an inquiry by Councillor Bagu, the City Clerk advised that the
phone system is expected be live answered in the fall as a first step in the roll

out of the customer service project over the next year. The Chief Administrative
Officer requested for Councillors to report customer service issues to him.
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() Communication to Councillors about operations (Bagu/Bruno)

In response to a request by Councillors Bagu and Bruno for staff to provide
communication to Councillors ahead of time regarding work being done in the
City, the Chief Administrative Officer advised that communication is a prominent
feature in the strategic plan that is being developed and staff is looking to make
improvements in the future.

(g) Councillor attendance at senior staff meetings (D. Kalailieff)

In response to an inquiry by Councillor Kalailieff about Councillor attendance at
senior staff meetings, the Chief Administrative Officer noted that Councillors
receive the minutes of the meetings and that the meetings are very operational
whereas Council’'s role is to provide policy oversight but that he would discuss
with staff a better approach to providing information to Councillors in a more
meaningful and timely way.

(h)  Trees on West Street (Danch)

Councillor Danch advised that the tree trimming on West Street appears to be
incomplete as some of the trees still have dead branches on them.

(i) Trees on West Street (Kalailieff)

In response to an inquiry by Councillor Kalailieff, the Director of Engineering and
Operations advised that the City has a tree replacement plan for the trees on
West Street, which will occur during optimal seasonal planting time in the fall.

§)) Eagle Marsh Drain (Kalailieff)

In response to a request by Councillor Kalailieff for an update about the Eagle
March Drain, the Director of Engineering and Operations advised that staff is
doing maintenance, repairs, and logistics Thursday and Friday. The Director
advised that on the weekend, staff checked the automation system installed on
the drain gate and it and the alarm are functioning. The Director further advised
that staff will continue to proactively monitor the drain. The City Clerk advised
that processes for providing residents with more up to date information is a
function that can be reviewed during the update of the City's website.

(k) Sidewalk on Glenwood Avenue (Kalailieff)

In response to a concern expressed by Councillor Kalailieff on behalf of a
resident on Glenwood Avenue, the Director of Engineering and Operations
advised that he will check on the status of the sidewalk repair.

{)) Garbage cans in the downtown core (Kalailieff)

In response to an inquiry by Councillor Kalailieff with respect to the expected
date for the installation of new garbage cans in the downtown area, the Director
of Engineering and Operations advised that the funds were not approved by
Council in the 2019 budget.
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(m) Larry Peyton, annual MS Bike Ride (Kalailieff)

Councillor Kalailieff informed that Larry Peyton, a Port Colborne octogenarian,
will be participating again this year in the annual MS Bike Ride on August 18,

2019.

(n)  Lighthouse pins (Kalailieff)
Councillor Kalailieff displayed her lighthouse pin from the Friends of the
Lighthouses group and encouraged people to purchase a pin to support the
group. Councillor Kalailieff also complimented the lighthouse tours that are run
by the not-for-profit group during Canal Days.

(o) Special Olympics bocce tournament (Kalailieff)

Councillor Kalailieff advised that she, several Councillors, and staff attended the
Port Colborne Optimist Club’s bocce tournament on August 10 to raise funds for
Special Olympians.

14. Consideration of ltems Requiring Separate Discussion:

1. Motion by Councillor A. Desmarais Re: Living Wage Employer

Moved by Councillor A. Desmarais
Seconded by Councillor D. Kalailieff

Whereas more and more people working for low wages are facing
impossible choices such as whether to buy food or heat the house,
whether to feed the children or pay the rent. The results can be spiralling
debt, constant anxiety and long-term health problems. In many cases the
adults in a family are working long hours, often at two or three jobs, just to
pay for basic necessities, and

Whereas the living wage is the hourly rate of pay that enables wage

earners living in a household to:

o Feed, clothe and provide shelter for their family

o Promote healthy child development

e Participate in activities that are an ordinary element of life in the
community

e Avoid the chronic stress of living in poverty, and

Whereas the living wage for the Niagara Region has been calculated to
be $17.99 per hour (The Niagara Poverty Reduction Network —
Calculating the Living Wage in the Niagara Region 2018), and

Whereas we, the Corporation of the City of Port Colborne strive to make
decisions and take actions that have a positive impact on our community,
our staff, and the people we serve.

Therefore Be It Resolved That:
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The Corporation of the City of Port Colborne becomes a Living Wage
Employer at the Supporter Level immediately; and

That Council directs Chief Administrative Officer Scott Luey to work with
responsible departments to achieve Leader Level status at the time of the
2020 budget deliberations.

Moved by Councillor A. Desmarais
Seconded by Councillor E. Beauregard

That the rules respecting delegations, as outlined under Section 10 of the
Procedural By-law, be suspended in order permit members of the public
to speak regarding Councillor Desmarais’ motion for the City to become a
Living Wage Employer.

CARRIED.

Lori Kleinsmith and Anne Coleman answered questions by Council about
becoming a Living Wage Employer.

Moved in referral by Councillor G. Bruno
Seconded by Councillor H. Wells

That consideration of the motion by Councillor Desmarais Re: Living
Wage Employer be referred to the Chief Administrative Officer to address
the implications and cost of becoming a Living Wage Employer;

and

That the Chief Administrative Officer report back with recommendations
before the 2020 budget process.
CARRIED.

2. Engineering and Operations Department, Engineering Division, Report
2019-124, Subject: Clarence Street Crosswalk, Investigation Regarding
Safety Concerns

Moved by Councillor M. Bagu
Seconded by Councillor D. Kalailieff

That staff be directed to implement Option “A”, the temporary installation
of median delineators on Clarence Street, east and west of Catharine
Street and to install additional signage stating “Stop for Pedestrians”, at
an estimated installation price of $3,000, the funds to cover the cost of
this works be taken from G/L # 0-500-74210-3215.

CARRIED.

3. Chief Administrative Officer, Report 2019-126, Subject: Transit Update

Moved by Councillor A. Desmarais
Seconded by Councillor E. Beauregard
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That Chief Administrative Officer Report 2019-126, Subject: Transit

Update, be received for information.
CARRIED.

6. Planning and Development Department, Planning Division, Report 2019-
127, Subject: Proposed Development Agreements for Lawrence Barnai,
1628 Minor Road

Moved by Councillor M. Bgu
Seconded by Councillor H. Wells.

That two development agreements be entered into with Lawrence Barnai
for 1628 Minor Road and that the Mayor and Clerk be authorized to sign
and execute said agreements.

CARRIED.

9. Rankin Construction Inc. Re: Peer Review for Port Colborne Quarries Site
Alteration Permit

Moved by Councillor M. Bagu
Seconded by Councillor H. Wells

That the correspondence received from Tom Rankin, P. Eng., CEO
Rankin Construction Inc. Re: Peer Review for Port Colborne Quarries Site
Alteration Permit, be received for information.

CARRIED.

10. Vance Badawey, Member of Parliament, Niagara Centre Re: SME Project
Stream of the Climate Action Incentive Fund for Small and Medium Sized
Businesses

Moved by Councillor G. Bruno
Seconded by Councillor E. Beauregard

That the correspondence received from Vance Badawey, Member of
Parliament Niagara Centre Re: SME Project Stream of the Climate Action
Incentive Fund for Small and Medium Sized Businesses, be received for
information.

CARRIED.

13. Town of Fort Erie Re: Whistleblowing Policy

Moved by Councillor A. Desmarais
Seconded by Councillor M. Bagu

That the resolution received from the Town of Fort Erie Re:
Whistleblowing Policy, be received for information.
CARRIED.
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15. Notice of Motion:

Nil.

16. Adjournment:

Moved by Councillor F. Danch
Seconded by Councillor E. Beauregard

That the Committee of the Whole meeting be adjourned at approximately
8:08 p.m.
CARRIED.

AL/cm
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PORT COLBORNE

MAYOR'’S REPORT - AUGUST 12, 2019

CANAL DAYS

Last weekend Mother Nature cooperated with magnificent weather for our concerts,
boat cruises, fishing tournament, fireworks, car and kite shows, Museum activities and
more at our 415t Annual Canal Days.

| want to extend our appreciation to staff, volunteers and sponsors who came through
once again and made Canal Days a resounding success.

A special thank you to their families who give up their parents, grandparents, sons and
daughters for the weekend while they worked behind and in front of the scenes to help

us showcase our city.
It all comes together with a great team.

As we look ahead to next year, | would ask you to check out our website and complete

the Canal Days survey before Thursday. It only takes about 5 minutes and your opinion

is important to us.
GOVERNANCE

Last Tues