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Media Release: Friday, May 23, 2014, 4:30 p.m. 

 

Regional Municipality of Waterloo 

Administration and Finance Committee 

Agenda 

Tuesday, May 27, 2014 

10:30 a.m. (Immediately following Planning & Works Committee) 

Regional Council Chamber 

150 Frederick Street, Kitchener 

 

1. Declarations of Pecuniary Interest under “The Municipal Conflict of 
Interest Act” 

 

2. Presentations 

a) David Marskell, THEMUSEUM, Re: Annual Update on Activities 

 

 

 
Consent Agenda Items 

Items on the Consent Agenda can be approved in one motion of 
Committee to save time.  Prior to the motion being voted on, any 
member of Committee may request that one or more of the items be 
removed from the Consent Agenda and voted on separately. 

 

3. Request to Remove Items from Consent Agenda  

4. 

 

Motion to Approve Items or Receive for Information 

a) Minutes of the Audit Committee – May 7, 2014 (Approval) 

 

1 

 b) Audit Committee Summary – Attached and marked AUS-140507 
(Approval) 

4 
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 c) CA-EM-14-001, Council Resolution Seeking Financial Assistance 
Under the Ice Storm Assistance Program (Approval) 

5 

 d) CR-14-001/ CA-HR-14-007/F-14-060, Shared Services Initiative - 
Region of Waterloo/ Waterloo Regional Police Services 
(Information) 

10 

 e) F-14-063, Municipal Funding Agreement – Federal Gas Tax 
Transfer (Approval) 

14 

 f) F-14-064, 2014 Property Tax Capping (Approval) 43 

 g) F-14-066, Periodic Financial Report for the Four Months Ended 
April 30, 2014 (Information) 

51 

 h) CR-RS-14-042/CR-FM-14-010, Surplus Declaration – 
Miscellaneous Property Disposals 

59 

 i) F-14-065, 2014 Development Charges Review (Information) 66 

 Regular Agenda Resumes  

6. 

 

Information/Correspondence 

a) Council Enquiries and Requests for Information Tracking List 

 

154 

7. Other Business  

8. Next Meeting – June 17, 2014  

9. Motion to Go Into Closed Session 

That a closed meeting of the Community Services, Planning and Works 
and Administration and Finance Committees be held on Tuesday, May 
27, 2014 at 11:00 a.m. in the Waterloo County Room in accordance with 
Section 239 of the “Municipal Act, 2001”, for the purposes of considering 
the following subject matters: 

a) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege and 
proposed or pending acquisition of land in the Cities of 
Cambridge and Kitchener 

b) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege, 
proposed or pending litigation and labour relations related to a 
matter before an administrative tribunal 

c) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege and 
proposed or pending litigation related to an agreement 

d) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege 
related to an agreement 

 

 



A&F Agenda - 3 - 14/05/27 

1638789 

 e) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege and 
proposed or pending litigation related to a matter before an 
administrative tribunal 

 

 f) receiving of legal advice subject to solicitor-client privilege and 
proposed or pending litigation related to an agreement 

 

 g) proposed or pending acquisition of land in the City of 
Kitchener 

 

 h) proposed or pending acquisition of land in the City of 
Kitchener 

 

10. Adjourn  
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Regional Municipality of Waterloo 

Audit Committee 

Minutes 

 

Wednesday, May 7, 2014 

5:35 p.m. 

Room 217 

150 Frederick Street, Kitchener, Ontario 

 

Present were: Vice Chair C. Zehr, K. Seiling and J. Wideman 

Members absent:  T. Galloway and S. Strickland 

Declarations of Pecuniary Interest under the “Municipal Conflict of Interest Act” 

None declared. 

Reports – Finance 

a)  F-14-059, Annual Financial Statements 

Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer, provided highlights of the report. He noted that in 
the past, only the Consolidated Financial Statements were presented to the Audit 
Committee for review and approval. From this point forward, the full set of statements 
including the Sinking Fund and the Trust Fund for residents at Sunnyside Home will be 
presented.  

He stated that new and improved Notes to the Statements is one of several changes to 
the Statements. He added that a note regarding the Stage 1 Light Rail Transit (LRT) 
project has been added, noting it was a subsequent event with reference to the project 
Agreement and the funding sources. He summarized the note with respect to the 
Reconciliation of the Surplus. He indicated that there will be many changes over the 
next few years related to the Sinking Fund and that staff will develop an investment 
strategy for this Fund. He stated that there are no major changes to the Trust Fund for 
Sunnyside residents. 
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Presentation 

a)  Elaine Read, Deloitte LLP - Outline of 2013 Audit Findings 

E. Read provided a summary of the audit report, stating that there were no significant 
issues with respect to internal control. She provided explanations about the corrected 
misstatements and compliance with Canadian Public Sector Accounting Standards 
(PSAS).  

C. Dyer responded to Committee questions about the restatement related to the 
recognition of development charge revenue in 2012. He stated that the action taken is a 
clear indication of how the Region will finance certain growth-related capital costs over 
the long term. 

Angela Hinchberger, Director, Financial Services, Treasury/Tax Policy, responded to a 
Committee question about the 2012 credit rating by outlining the rating criteria and 
stated that there was no impact anticipated from the development charges restatement 
on the Region’s rating. 

In response to a Committee question about the corrected misstatement related to the 
one-time grant from the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing, C. Dyer advised that 
there was no impact on the tax surplus since the funds were flowed through the Region 
by the Province. 

E. Read stated that there were no undisclosed deficiencies and that an unmodified audit 
report and statements will be issued. 

Adam Cross, Deloitte LLP, summarized the audit risks, internal controls and accounting 
practices, judgments and estimates, stating that there were no issues. 

E. Read provided an overview of the audit scope matters, including materiality; the use 
of the work of experts; legal and regulatory compliance; post-balance sheet events; 
management representation letter; independence; and, communications. 

Moved by J. Wideman 

Seconded by K. Seiling 

That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the Consolidated Financial 
Statements, the Sinking Fund Financial Statements, and the Trust Fund Financial 
Statements, all for the fiscal year ending December 31, 2013. [F-14-059] 

 Carried 

Motion to go into Closed Session 

Moved by J. Wideman 

Seconded by K. Seiling 

2 2



Audit Minutes - 3 - 14/05/07 

 

1628145 

That a closed meeting of the Audit Committee be held on Wednesday, May 7, 2014 at 
6:05 p.m. in Room 217 at 150 Frederick Street, in accordance with Section 239 of the 
“Municipal Act, 2001”, for the purpose of considering the following subject matters: 

a)  the security of the property of the municipality 
b) personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal employees 

 Carried 

Motion to Reconvene into Open Session 

Moved by K. Seiling 

Seconded by J. Wideman 

That the meeting reconvene into open session. 

 Carried 

The meeting reconvened into Open Session at 6:10 p.m. and adjourned. 

  

Committee Vice Chair, C. Zehr 

Committee Clerk, S. Natolochny  

3 3
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The Regional Municipality of Waterloo 

Audit Committee 

Summary of Recommendations to Council 

 

 

The Audit Committee recommends as follows: 

1. That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the Consolidated Financial 
Statements, the Sinking Fund Financial Statements, and the Trust Fund 
Financial Statements, all for the fiscal year ending December 31, 2013.  
[F-14-059] 

 

May 7, 2014 

 

 

4 4
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Region of Waterloo  

Office of the Chief Administrator 

Emergency Measures 

 

To: Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
Committee  

Date: May 27, 2014  File Code:  C04-50, D29-03 

Subject: Council Resolution Seeking Financial Assistance Under the Ice Storm 
Assistance Program 

Recommendation: 

That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo submit an application for financial assistance 
under the Ontario Ice Storm Assistance Program for damage that occurred during the 
December 2013 storm;  

And That Council delegate authority to the Region’s Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer to 
submit claims on behalf of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo. 

Summary: 

Nil 

Report: 

On December 19, 2013, Environment Canada issued a freezing rain warning and 
special weather statement for the entire region of southern Ontario.  The system 
brought an estimated 20 millimeters of ice to the Region from Friday, December 19 to 
Sunday, December 22, 2013. 

As a result of the freezing rain/ice, trees and tree limbs throughout the Region were 
damaged and fell on hydro lines causing wide-spread power outages.  At the peak of 
the power outages, there were approximately 47,000-50,000 Hydro customers without 
power.  The bulk of these customers had their power restored within 12 hours. 

The storm clean-up effort began immediately following the storm and large debris was 
removed from the municipal and Regional roads to allow normal traffic and business to 
resume.  The severity of subsequent winter snowstorms quickly buried the majority of 
the debris which became evident during the 2014 spring melt. 
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Some ice storm clean-up is ongoing.  The Region’s costs for ice storm response and 
clean-up are estimated to be approximately $403,618 and include the following major 
items: 

Department/Division: Claim Item: Estimated Costs: 

Transportation & 
Environmental Services – 
Transportation Division 

 Tree debris removal/cleanup 
 Tree trimming from broken 

limbs 

$250,000 

T&ES – Waste 
Management 

 Waived tipping fees 
 Brush processing 

$150,000 

Social Services – 
Emergency Social 
Services 

 Opening, operating, and closing 
of an Evacuation Centre in 
Woolwich Township  

$3,618 

Total Estimated Costs: $403,618 

 

On April 10, 2014, the Province of Ontario announced a one-time Ice Storm Assistance 
Program to help severely affected municipalities to cover extraordinary costs that were 
incurred as a result of the December 21-22, 2013 ice storm.  To be eligible to apply for 
this one-time Ice Storm Assistance Program, the Region must pass a resolution seeking 
financial assistance as a result of the December 2013 ice storm and delegate authority 
to the Treasurer to submit claims on behalf of the municipality. 

More information on the one-time Ice Storm Assistance Program can be found in the 
attached Ice Storm Fact Sheet, April 2014 from the Province of Ontario. 

Corporate Strategic Plan: 

This report supports Focus Area 2: Enhance Community Health and Social Well Being – 
Enhance Emergency Programs. 

Financial Implications: 

Region of Waterloo costs for the December 2013 ice storm exceeded $ 400,000.  
Details on the expression of interest forms and claim forms are to be provided by the 
Province of Ontario in May 2014 and will outline eligible costs. Expression of Interest 
Submissions are due June 16, 2014 and Claim Submissions are due August 31, 2014. 

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 

Council and Administrative Services, and Transportation Divisions, as well as the 
Finance Department have been consulted and will ensure that the appropriate claims 
information are captured in the incremental ice storms costs. 

6 6



May 27, 2014  Report:  CA-EM-14-001 

DOCS #1636023  Page 3 of 5 

 

Attachments: 

Attachment 1: Ice Storm Fact Sheet, April 2014 from the Province of Ontario 

 

Prepared By:  Steve LaRochelle, Co-ordinator of Emergency Plans and Training 

Approved By:  Michael L. Murray, Chief Administrative Officer 
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Attachment 1 
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Region of Waterloo  

Corporate Resources 

Human Resources 

Finance 

 

To: Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
Committee   

Date:   May 27, 2014     File Code:  A34-01 

Subject: Shared Services Initiative - Region of Waterloo/ Waterloo Regional 
Police Services 

Recommendation: 

For Information 

Report: 

Background 

This report provides an overview and update on the ongoing collaboration between 
administrative and technical staff of the Region of Waterloo (Region) and Waterloo 
Region Police Services (WRPS). The purpose is to find efficiencies, share expertise, 
avoid and ideally reduce operating and capital costs for common administrative and 
support services.  

This initiative originated with a consultant facilitated “Like Services Review” completed 
in 1998 involving staff of the WRPS and the Region. The intent of the Review was to 
identify opportunities to improve services within and across the two organizations, and 
initially involved financial and human resources practices and systems. The 
recommendations of the Review were implemented and ongoing collaboration 
continued between Region and WRPS staff.  

Through agreement of senior leadership of the Region and WRPS, this shared services 
initiative was expanded in 2013 to identify additional opportunities to improve the 
efficiency and effectiveness of both organizations while recognizing the distinct 
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mandates and governance structures of each. A joint steering team of senior staff from 
both WRPS and the Region oversees the identification, investigation and 
implementation of projects on an ongoing basis.  

Region participation: Gary Sosnoski (Co-Chair); Craig Dyer; Penny  Smiley; Daun 
Fletcher; Angela Hinchberger; Arlene McDonald; Ellen McGaghey; Bryan Stortz. 

WRPS participation: Deputy Chief Steve Beckett (Co-Chair); Bob Hillhorst; Shaena 
Morris; Pat Rivett; Joe Steiner; Bob Gould. 

The focus of recent activities continues to involve human resources, finance and 
purchasing initiatives, but has been broadened to include additional areas involving 
information technology and data, communications and media, training, and facilities 
management. Potential projects were identified by the staff of both organizations and 
prioritized based on identified criteria, mutual benefit and overall advantage to the 
taxpayer. 

Priority Focus Areas and Progress to Date  

Current and completed activities involve sharing systems, resources, data and 
expertise and implementation experiences, and integrating processes where applicable 
and legislatively permitted. This results in one or more of the following depending on 
the initiative: service improvement; cost avoidance; cost savings; avoidance of 
duplication in systems acquisition; staff efficiencies. Current priority initiatives in 
development or nearing completion include the following: 

1) Information Technology 

 Sharing Geographic Information System (GIS) tools and data- Region and 
WRPS staff are working on  improving  the process for updating street 
information within RoW boundaries and sharing this data with WRPS and other 
Police agencies where applicable. Police are funding consultant costs and the 
Region is providing coordination and technical staff resources. The improved 
process will result in more accurate and timely information, and a more efficient 
use of staff time. 

 Electronic transfer of collision data- this joint initiative will replace the current 
process of paper transfer from Police to the Region and the subsequent re-
keying of data. Direct transfer to a Region enterprise system will free up staff 
time currently dedicated to inputting collision data, and will reduce hardcopy 
printing costs. 
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2) Communications 

 Web site upgrades, design and AODA compliance- Region staff are sharing their 
experience and vendor expertise with WRPS, and if an upgrade is pursued by 
WRPS using the Region vendor, we will potentially utilize shared training and 
vendor services. 

 Communications blanket purchase order - discussions are underway regarding 
WRPS use of the Region’s negotiated purchase order for media (print, television, 
radio), business card and letterhead printing; also increased use of the Region’s 
publishing and design services. It is anticipated this will result in cost savings for 
WRPS due to the bulk purchase pricing. 

 

3) Facilities Management 

 Enhanced management of WRPS occupied facilities - collaborative application of 
the new facilities business model is expected to identify efficiencies and service 
gaps and result in improved building maintenance practices.  A cost reduction of 
$200,000 was reflected in the 2014 budget. 

 Relocation of WRPS training staff to WRESTRC - WRPS are relocating half of 
their training staff to WRESTRC and will provide limited oversight relative to 
facility access and use. It is anticipated this transfer will be completed by 
summer of this year. This relocation allows WRPS to avoid costs in the nearer 
term relative to creating increased office space at Police Headquarters, and 
allows Facilities Management to realize operational efficiencies. 

 

4) Human Resources 

 Sharing of Region’s applicant tracking system - this initiative is in the 
investigative stage and involves possible WRPS use of the module previously 
purchased by the Region for on-line applications and applicant screening. If 
practical, this would allow for the automation of current manual processes and 
avoid the cost of purchasing a similar system. 

 Safety Management System (SMS) collaboration and sharing - This initiative is in 
the investigative stage and if full implementation proves practical, this would 
allow for the automation of current manual processes and avoid the WRPS cost 
of a similar system. 

 

 

5) Finance 
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 Sharing of bar code reader technology- discussion is underway involving 
possible WRPS use of the Region’s reader technology for inventory control, data 
capture and integration with other financial software.  Sharing of the system 
would allow for the automation of current manual processes and avoid the cost of 
a similar system.  
 

Prior to 2013, Finance staff of the Region and WRPS completed a number of projects 
and this collaborative model formed the basis for the current shared services initiative. 
These projects included: on-line access to the general ledger for Police unit managers; 
WRPS access to the Region’s budget system for direct input of data; joint development 
of capital forecasting plans; P-Card distribution to select WRPS staff under the Region’s 
P-Card policy; various procurement initiatives; WRPS accounts payable and accounts  
receivable centralized within Region Financial Services and Treasury Services 
Divisions; and, implementation of point of sale terminals for WRPS locations. 

In addition to the above, there are a number of other related projects involving various 
forms of collaboration between the Region and WRPS including: updating of ortho 
photography for GIS applications (aerial photography will be updated in May of this 
year); E-ticketing, which is expected to be completed by summer of 2014 resulting in 
staff savings and expected increase in fine revenue; replacement of the voice radio 
system in partnership with other area municipal emergency and operations providers 
including enhanced security and performance features (implementation is expected by 
early 2015). 

Corporate Strategic Plan:  

The above initiatives support focus area 5 - Service Excellence, and directly relate to 
objectives 5.3 (ensuring programs and services are efficient, effective and demonstrate 
accountability to the public), and 5.6 (strengthening and enhancing partnerships). They 
also reflect the Region values of Service, Collaboration and Innovation.  

 

Prepared By:   Gary Sosnoski, Commissioner, Corporate Resources  

 

Approved By:  Penny Smiley, Commissioner of Human Resources 

  Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer 

  Gary Sosnoski, Commissioner, Corporate Resources 
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Region of Waterloo  

Finance Department 

Financial Services & Development Financing 

 

To: Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
Committee  

Date:  May 27, 2014  File Code:  F01-80 

Subject: Municipal Funding Agreement – Federal Gas Tax Transfer 

Recommendation: 

That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo pass a by-law to authorize the Regional 
Chair and Regional Clerk to execute the Municipal Funding Agreement for the Transfer 
of Federal Gas Tax Revenues between the Association of Municipalities of Ontario 
(AMO) and the Region of Waterloo, as attached to Report F-14-063 as Appendix B, 
setting out the terms and conditions for the use of federal gas tax revenues to be 
transferred to the Region of Waterloo. 

Summary: 

Nil 

Report: 

The 2005 Federal Budget announced revenue sharing arrangements for the federal gas 
tax revenues for investment in environmentally sustainable municipal infrastructure, 
known as “The New Deal for Cities and Communities.”  In Ontario, this program was 
administered by the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) on behalf of the 
federal government for all municipalities in the province except Toronto.  This program 
was in effect until March 31, 2010, at which time an amending agreement came into 
effect extending the transfer of gas tax funds to March 31, 2014. 

The 2014 Federal Budget announced up to $2 Billion annually for municipal, regional 
and First Nations infrastructure beginning April 1, 2014.  On April 1, 2014, AMO signed 
the “Canada-Ontario-AMO-Toronto” agreement that contains the framework for the 
transfer of federal gas tax funds to Ontario municipalities to provide stable, reliable and 
predictable funding for municipal infrastructure purposes for the next 10 years. 
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As a result, Ontario municipalities can expect to receive a predictable and stable 
funding stream of $3.8 Billion between 2014 and 2018.  These funds will be allocated to 
municipalities on a per-capita basis using the 2011 census data for 2014 to 2018 and 
the 2016 census data for 2019 to 2023.  The agreement will be reviewed by AMO by the 
end of 2018. 

Under the terms of the new Agreement, the Region will be eligible to receive the 
following estimated allocations: 

Year* Estimated Schedule of Fund Payments 
 Payment #1 Payment #2 Total 

2014 $7,341,587 $7,341,587 $14,683,174 
2015 $7,341,587 $7,341,587 $14,683,174 
2016 $7,708,667 $7,708,667 $15,417,334 
2017 $7,708,667 $7,708,667 $15,417,334 
2018 $8,075,746 $8,075,746 $16,151,492 

* An estimate of the Funds and schedule of payments for the latter 5 years of the 
agreement (2019-2023) will be provided to the Region following AMO’s review of the 
agreement in 2018. 

Provisions of the new Agreement include: 

1. Permanency: The Gas Tax Fund (GTF) is now permanent in federal legislation. 
The Municipal Funding Agreement (MFA) has a term of 10 years. 
 

2. New Categories of infrastructure:  Municipalities can now invest in the following 
categories (in addition to the existing local roads & bridges, public transit, water, 
wastewater, solid waste, community energy systems and capacity building): 

 Regional airports,  short-line rail and short-sea shipping 
 Disaster mitigation 
 Broadband connectivity 
 Brownfield redevelopment 
 Cultural, tourism, sport & recreational infrastructure 

 
3. Flexibility:  Municipalities can carry over funding up to 5 years. Outcomes are 

now focused on community benefits and not just environmental outputs. 
 

4. Partial Indexation:  Municipal allocations will increase in 2016 and 2018 as the 
GTF will grow nationally at 2% per year in $100 million increments. 
 

5. Streamlined administration:  Municipalities now have fewer reporting and audit 
requirements. 

The Region is required to enter into an Agreement with AMO to enable this transfer and 
AMO requires a By-law passed by the municipality to authorize the agreement.  The 
draft By-law and the Agreement are attached to this Report.   
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Corporate Strategic Plan: 

This report supports the strategic objectives of the Region’s Corporate Strategic Plan to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and work to improve air quality; and to develop, 
optimize and maintain infrastructure to meet current and projected needs.  

Financial Implications: 

The new federal gas tax funding agreement will provide guaranteed funding for ten 
years, starting with $14.7 million in 2014 and increasing to an estimated $16.2 in 2018 
at which time the program will be reviewed and a schedule of estimated payments for 
2019-2023 will be provided to the Region by AMO.  

The Region received $14.7 million annually from 2010-2013 in federal gas tax funding 
and has received a total of $94.3 million in funding since the program’s inception in 
2005. 

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 

Staff from Legal Services was consulted. 

Attachments 

Appendix A – Draft By-law 

Appendix B – Agreement between AMO and the Regional Municipality of Waterloo 

Prepared By:  Shane Fedy, Financial Analyst, Transportation/RDC 

Approved By:  Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer 
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APPENDIX A 

BY-LAW NUMBER 14-#### 

OF 

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO 

WHEREAS the Regional Municipality of Waterloo wishes to enter into an Agreement in 
order to participate in the federal Gas Tax Fund; 

AND WHEREAS the Regional Municipality of Waterloo acknowledges that Funds 
received through the Agreement may be invested in an interest bearing reserve account 
for a maximum of five (5) years; 

AND WHEREAS section 23.1 of the Municipal Act, 2001 authorizes a municipality to 
delegate its powers and duties under the Municipal Act, 2001, including those related to 
investments; 

AND WHEREAS the One Investment Program provides Ontario municipalities an 
opportunity for competitive investment returns and diversification of investments, 

AND WHEREAS the Association of Municipalities of Ontario has worked with the One 
Investment Program to develop specific investment options for a municipality’s Gas Tax 
Funds, 

AND WHEREAS the Treasurer confirms that the One Investment Program complies 
with the Regional Municipality of Waterloo’s investment policies and goals; 

Now THEREFORE, the Council of the Regional Municipality of Waterloo, a municipal 
corporation pursuant to the Municipal Act, 2001. 

ENACTS AS FOLLOWS 

The Regional Chair and Regional Clerk are hereby authorized to execute this Municipal 
Funding Agreement for the transfer of federal Gas Tax Funds between the Association 
of Municipalities of Ontario and the Regional Municipality of Waterloo as in Schedule A 
attached hereto. 

And that the Corporation authorizes the appointment of the Association of Municipalities 
of Ontario, as the Municipality’s delegate for the investment of the municipality’s Gas 
Tax Funds in the specific Gas Tax investment options offered through the One 
Investment Program. 

Schedule A shall form part of this by-law. 
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Appendix B 
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Region of Waterloo  

Finance Department 

Treasury Services Division 

 

To: Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
Committee 

Date: May 27, 2014  File Code:  F22-00 

Subject: 2014 Property Tax Capping 

Recommendation: 

That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo approve the following options for the 2014 
Property Tax Capping Program: 

a. Establish the annual limit on tax increases for properties in the commercial, 
industrial and multi-residential classes at the greater of; ten percent (10%) of 
the previous year’s annualized capped taxes, or 5% of the previous year’s 
current value assessment (CVA) taxes; 

b. Establish thresholds for properties in the commercial, industrial and multi-
residential classes such that if the taxes on the property calculated under the 
capping program are within $250 of the current value assessment (CVA) 
taxes, the CVA  taxes will apply; 

c. Exclude properties in the commercial, industrial and multi-residential classes 
that were at their current value assessment taxes in 2013 from the 2014 
capping and claw back program; 

d. Exclude properties in the commercial, industrial and multi-residential classes 
that were subject to a claw back in 2013 from becoming a capped property in 
2014;  

e. Fund the limits on tax increases for 2014 for the commercial, industrial and 
multi-residential classes by limiting 2014 tax decreases for properties in the 
same class. 

And that the required by-laws to establish the options for the 2014 Property Tax 
Capping Program and to establish the 2014 claw back percentages for the commercial, 
industrial and multi-residential classes be included on Regional Council agendas in 
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June 2014; 

And further that the Area Municipalities be notified accordingly. 

Summary: 

Changes in provincial legislation in 2005 and 2009 provided single tier and upper tier 
municipalities with options for determining the annual property tax capping program for 
multi-residential, commercial and industrial properties (the capped classes).  Capping 
options must be approved on an annual basis or the default option that applied prior to 
2005, where tax increases were limited to 5% of previous years capped taxes plus 
municipal budget increases, will apply.  Since 2005, the Region has approved a number 
of the capping options including a ten percent (10%) limit, thresholds of $250, limits on 
tax decreases to fund capping costs within the same class and the “Stay at CVA” 
option, one of the new capping options introduced by the Province in 2009.  In 2011, the 
Region approved further changes to the program to establish the annual limit or cap at 
the greater of 10% of prior year’s capped taxes or 5% of prior year current value 
assessment (CVA) taxes and to implement the “Cross CVA” option to the extent that 
properties subject to a claw back in a given year were prohibited from moving to a 
capped status in the subsequent year.  While the use of these capping program options 
assists the Region with its efforts to get out of capping, the fact remains that there are 
currently two mitigation strategies in place, capping and the reassessment 
phase-in, when only one is required.  The recommended capping program for 2014 is 
the same program used in years 2011-2013.  The Area Treasurers are in agreement 
with the recommended capping program for 2014.   

Report: 

Background 

In 1998, the Province passed legislation to temporarily protect Ontario businesses from 
large property tax increases resulting from property tax reform.  The legislation limited 
property tax increases for commercial, industrial and multi-residential properties (the 
capped classes) to 10% in 1998 and a further 5% in each of 1999 and 2000.  The 10-5-
5 limits applied to tax increases related to property tax reform and budgetary increases 
were in addition to the limits.  The limits on tax increases for the capped classes were 
financed by limiting tax decreases for other properties within the same class and there 
were no impacts on the uncapped property classes, including the residential class.   

“The Continued Protection for Taxpayers Act, 2000” (Bill 140) established a permanent 
program to implement the Province's commitment of limiting tax increases for the 
capped classes.  With Bill 140, the ability to pass municipal levy increases on to the 
capped classes depends on the tax ratios established for the capped classes relative to 
threshold ratios prescribed by the Province.  Municipal levy or budget increases are in 
addition to the increases calculated under the capping program provided municipalities 
are at or below the threshold ratios for the capped classes as is the case in this Region.  
The approved tax ratios for the multi-residential, commercial and industrial classes for 
2014, at 1.95, are all below the provincial thresholds.  Under Bill 140, municipalities can 
finance all or part of the capping costs by limiting tax decreases for properties in the 
same class, through internal revenues, or through the general levy.  Since capping 
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began in 1998, annual capping costs in this Region have been funded by limiting 
decreases for properties in the same class without experiencing any shortfalls. 

Capping Program Options  

Effective 2005, the Province provided a number of capping options, rather than 
mandatory requirements, to enable municipalities to make decisions which respond to 
local conditions.  The options include: 

1. an increase in the amount of the annual cap from 5% to up to 10% of previous 
year’s capped taxes; 

2. the ability to set an upper limit at the greater of a 5% to 10% cap on previous year’s 
capped taxes or 5% of previous year’s current value assessment (CVA) taxes;  

3. the ability to move capped and/or claw back properties directly to their current value 
assessment (CVA) taxes if they are within $250 of the CVA taxes; 

4. the ability to combine option 3) with either of options 1) or 2);   
5. the ability to use different options or combinations of options for each of the three 

capped classes. 

An additional option to “phase-out” the preferential treatment given to new construction 
was adopted by Regional Council in 2005.  Effective 2008, all new construction is taxed 
at its CVA taxes. 

In 2009, the Province introduced further capping options to provide municipalities with 
increased flexibility under the business tax capping program.  Those options include: 

1. An option which removes properties from the capping and claw back program 
once they have reached their CVA level taxes (the “Stay at CVA” option).  For 
example, properties can be removed from the 2014 capping program if they 
were at their CVA taxes in 2013.   

2. An option which prohibits properties that were capped in one year (2013) from 
becoming a clawed back property in the next year (2014) and/or prohibits 
properties that were clawed back in one year from becoming a capped property 
in the next year (the “Cross CVA” option).   

3. An option which allows municipalities to implement both the “Stay at CVA” and 
“Cross CVA” options (the “Both” option).   

For properties that exit the capping program under these options, future assessment 
changes would be mitigated by the province-wide assessment phase-in.   

These options are intended to assist with the incompatibility that exists between capping 
programs and assessment phase-ins and enable municipalities to reduce capping 
impacts in terms of cost and number of properties capped.  The options also eliminate 
the previous “taxpayer unfairness” where properties could continually be protected 
through subsequent reassessments and, assist municipalities to get out of capping 
where capping is not needed.   

The Region adopted the “Stay at CVA” option in 2010 and the “Cross CVA” option in 
2011 to the extent that properties subject to a claw back could not cross over to become 
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a capped property. 

Recommended Capping Program for 2014 

For 2014, staff is recommending a capping program based on the same options 
recommended and approved for the 2011 through 2013 programs.  With the 
recommended program, the tax increase or “cap” would be based on the greater of 10% 
of previous year’s annualized capped taxes or 5% of previous year’s CVA taxes.  There 
are some “outlier” properties that have received significant capping protection over the 
years with a cap based on 10% of prior years capped taxes as their capped taxes are 
significantly lower than their CVA taxes.  Continued use of the 5% CVA cap for these 
properties moves these properties towards their CVA taxes at a faster rate.   

The recommended 2014 program would continue to have thresholds of $250 applicable 
to both capped and claw back properties and include the “Stay at CVA” option so 
properties that were at CVA taxes in 2013 would be excluded from the 2014 capping 
and claw back program regardless of the tax increase or decrease for the property.  The 
recommended program would also continue with the “Cross CVA” option to the extent 
that properties subject to a claw back in 2013 are prohibited from moving to a capped 
status in 2014.  Finally, under the recommended program, capping costs would be 
funded by limiting tax decreases within the same property class.   

This program is recommended for the following reasons: 

 capping costs, number of capped properties and claw back percentages are the 
lowest; 

 capping costs are funded by limiting decreases within the same property class;  
there are no shortfalls, no budget impacts, no need for other funding sources 
such as reserve funds and no impact on the other property classes; 

 all three capped classes are treated the same which is simpler for area municipal 
staff to administer and easier for taxpayers who own property in more than one of 
the capped classes;  

 the cap on tax increases is at the maximum allowed under legislation; 
 the “Stay at CVA” option, which is one of the best tools to assist with the goal of 

“getting out of capping,” continues to prohibit properties that have reached their 
CVA taxes from returning to capped or claw back status;  

 the “Cross CVA” option prevents properties from moving from claw back to 
capped status; 

 essentially, the greatest number of properties are paying full CVA taxes and the 
lowest number of properties are affected by capping; 

 progress towards the goal of getting out of the capping program altogether;  
 the assessment phase-in program continues to provide benefits to properties 

losing protection under the capping program: 
 same program as previous years which simplifies capping for taxpayers. 

Appendix 1, attached, shows a comparison of the 2014 capping options based on:  

 the 5% Default program; 
 the program used from 2005-2009 which included the use of $250 thresholds; 
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 the program used in 2010 which added the “Stay at CVA” option; 
 the program used in 2011 through 2013 which added the option to limit  

increases at the greater of 10% of capped taxes or 5% of CVA taxes and the 
“Cross CVA” program to exclude claw back to capped movements 
(recommended program for 2014); 

 the program used in 2011-2013 programs with the full “Cross CVA” program to 
exclude movement from both claw back to capped and capped to claw back 
status. 

The recommended program for 2014, which is the same program adopted for years 
2011-2013, is noted in the second column from the right on Appendix 1.  In all cases, 
the analysis is based on 2014 Area Municipal tax rates and the data currently available 
in the OPTA system, which is provided by the Province and used to calculate capping 
impacts.  Past experience has shown that capping costs and the number of properties 
impacted by capping generally decrease between the time the capping options are 
modeled and the data is finalized for billing. 

With the recommended 2014 program, capping costs are $699,077 with 174 or 2.1% of 
properties capped and 399 or 4.7% of properties with a claw back.  A total of 573 or 
6.8% of all properties in the capped classes are affected by the program.  While the 
recommended 2014 program and the program that includes the full “Cross CVA” option 
are essentially the same based on current data,  the recommended program better 
aligns with the goal of getting out of capping as it prohibits properties from moving from 
claw back to capped status.  The other options shown on Appendix 1 have higher 
capping costs and impact a greater number of properties, particularly the Default 5% 
program where capping costs are $1.98 million and 65.5% of all properties in the 
commercial, industrial and multi-residential classes are affected by the capping 
program.  In the absence of a Council resolution approving a capping program for 2014, 
the Default 5% option will apply.  Approval of recommended options for 2014 does not 
bind the Region to continue with the options in subsequent years as Council is required 
to approve capping programs annually.   

Appendix 2 shows capping results for 2005 – 2013 (at a summary level) and the 
recommended program for 2014.  Data for 1998, the first year of property tax capping, 
is also shown.  

Area Municipal Input 

The Area Treasurers support a capping program that does not result in capping 
shortfalls and positions the Region to get out of capping.  The Area Treasurers are in 
agreement with the recommended program for 2014. 

Timing and By-law Requirements 

Under the “Municipal Act,” the Region must pass a by-law to include any of the capping 
options for 2014.  If a by-law including the recommended options is not passed, the 
Default 5% capping option would apply.  Tax increases for capped properties would be 
limited to 5% of previous year’s capped taxes plus budgetary increases.  This would 
result in capping costs of $1.98 million and impact 65.5% of all properties in the capped 
classes compared to $0.70 million and 6.8% for the recommended option.  While the 
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Region has until the end of the year to establish the 2014 capping program, passing the 
2014 capping by-law sooner enables the Area Municipalities to bill final taxes for the 
capped classes.  Upon approval of the recommendation, the required by-law will be 
placed on the June 4, 2014 Council agenda.  The final claw back percentages for 2014 
will then be determined and the required by-law to establish those percentages will be 
placed on the June 25, 2014 Council agenda.  

Corporate Strategic Plan: Nil 

Financial Implications: 

The recommended capping program for 2014 has the lowest possible capping costs 
and impacts the fewest number of properties in the capped classes.  Capping costs will 
be funded by limiting decreases for other properties in the same class so there is no 
impact on the residential taxpayer and no impact on the total amount of property taxes 
collected for 2014.   

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: Nil 

Attachments: 

Appendix 1 – 2014 Capping Program Options 
Appendix 2 – Comparison of 2005 – 2013 Capping Programs 

Prepared By:  Angela Hinchberger, Director of Treasury Services and Tax Policy 

Approved By:  Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer 
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Appendix 1
F-14-064

Default 10% Cap 10% Cap 10% or 5% CVA 10% or 5% CVA

5% Thresholds Thresholds Thresholds Thresholds

Stay at CVA Stay & Cross CVA Stay at CVA

Ex. Claw to Cap Cross CVA

2013 (2005-2009) (2010) (2011-2013)

MULTI-RESIDENTIAL

Clawback % 63.48% 66.79% 35.91% 40.41% 40.33% 40.33%
Capping Costs $72,632 $194,247 $80,647 $53,706 $53,604 $53,604
Clawbacks $72,632 $194,247 $80,647 $53,706 $53,604 $53,604
Net Class Impact $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
# of Prop Capped 16 96             25              15                15                    15                    
# of Prop Clawback 23 352           92              27                27                    27                    
# of Prop - Thresholds 9 -            266            -               -                   -                   
# of Prop - No Impact 901 500           565            906              906                  906                  
Total Properties 949 948           948            948              948                  948                  

COMMERCIAL

Clawback % 25.92% 36.56% 29.82% 31.12% 29.79% 29.79%
Capping Costs $494,093 $1,409,420 $980,927 $354,853 $339,205 $339,205
Clawbacks $494,093 $1,409,420 $980,927 $354,853 $339,205 $339,205
Net Class Impact $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
# of Prop Capped 134 815           168            102              101 101
# of Prop Clawback 235 2,997         819            220              218 218
# of Prop - Thresholds 184 -            2,279          19                21 21
# of Prop - No Impact 5,283 2,077         2,623          5,548           5,549 5,549
Total Properties 5,836 5,889         5,889          5,889           5,889 5,889

INDUSTRIAL

Clawback % 25.40% 25.43% 25.90% 32.23% 31.67% 32.38%
Capping Costs $356,842 $373,778 $320,400 $311,734 $306,268 $306,268
Clawbacks $356,842 $373,778 $320,400 $311,734 $306,268 $306,268
Net Class Impact $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
# of Prop Capped 72 130           71              58                58 58
# of Prop Clawback 153 1,096         261            154              154 153
# of Prop - Thresholds 103 -            851            2                  2 2
# of Prop - No Impact 1,215 308           351            1,320           1,320 1,321
Total Properties 1,543 1,534         1,534          1,534           1,534                1,534                

ALL CLASSES

Capping Costs $923,567 $1,977,445 $1,381,974 $720,293 $699,077 $699,077
Clawbacks $923,567 $1,977,445 $1,381,974 $720,293 $699,077 $699,077
Net Class Impact $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
# of Prop Capped 222             1,041         264            175              174                  174                  
# of Prop Clawback 411             4,445         1,172          401              399                  398                  
# of Prop - Thresholds 296             n/a 3,396          21                23                    23                    
# of Prop - No Impact 7,399           2,885         3,539          7,774           7,775                7,776                
Total Properties 8,328           8,371         8,371          8,371           8,371                8,371                

% of Properties Capped 2.7% 12.4% 3.2% 2.1% 2.1% 2.1%
% of Properties Affected 7.6% 65.5% 17.2% 6.9% 6.8% 6.8%

Alternative formats available upon request

1633979

THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF WATERLOO

2014 CAPPING PROGRAM OPTIONS

                                         RECOMMENDED
2014 as at May 9, 2014 (Actual Tax Rates)
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Region of Waterloo  

Finance Department 

Financial Services Division 
 

To:  Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
   Committee  

Date: May 27, 2014  File Code:  F11-30 

Subject: Periodic Financial Report for the Four Months Ended April 30, 2014 

Recommendation: 

For Information 

Summary: Nil 

Report: 

Regional Council has passed the Financial Management By-law (By-law 05-008) to 
establish the financial management framework for the Region.  The By-law requires that 
a report to Administration and Finance Committee be prepared periodically on the 
Budget to Actual variances in appropriations under the Operating Budget.  This report 
covers the four months ended April 30, 2014. 

Tax Supported Operating Budget 

For the first four months of 2014, the Region is posting a deficit of $0.89 million or 0.9% 
of the Region’s net budgeted expenditures of $100.2 million (all figures exclude 
Waterloo Regional Police Services).   

Appendix One includes the net budget, net actual, and variance (dollar and percentage) 
information for the 2014 Operating Budget appropriations.  The net of all operating 
budget appropriations is recovered through tax revenue.  

Program Variances 

The variances reported in Appendix One under the “Variance” column present the 
actual results for the Region.  Further detail on significant variances is provided in the 
following notes: 
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Note 1 - Provincial Offences 

For the first four months of the year, POA revenues are under budget by $660,405. 
Collection Revenues are close to budget. General Revenues are $410,485 under 
budget due to a continuing decline in tickets issued, the early court resolution process 
which can result in decreased fine amounts and a higher number of defaults arising 
from people’s inability to pay.  Red Light Camera (RLC) Revenues are $266,889 lower 
than budget.  Eight cameras have been non-operational due to road construction and 
extreme weather conditions.  Plans are in place to have the 8 cameras operational as 
follows: 3 in May, 1 in July, 3 in September and 1 in November. Public awareness of 
camera locations is also a contributing factor to the reduced RLC revenue.  While it is 
difficult to project the total 2014 revenues, it is anticipated that POA revenues could be 
$1.4 to $1.6 million under budget by year end. Staff will continue to monitor the 
revenues and provide an update in the next Periodic Financial Report. 

Note 2 – Housing 

The current housing surplus of $0.14 million is due to savings in the rent supplement 
program and higher rental revenues for Waterloo Region Housing (WRH). The Non-
Profit/ Cooperative program has higher costs which are due to timing of subsidy 
recoveries.  

Note 3 – Waste Management 

Significant adjustments to waste management revenues were made in both the 2013 
and 2014 budgets.  To the end of April, industrial/commercial/institutional (ICI) tipping 
fee revenues are very close to the 2014 estimates, and as such no significant variance 
is expected.  Sale of recyclable materials is also close to the 2014 year to date budget. 

Note 4 – Grand River Transit (GRT) 

The YTD operating deficit of $0.29 million in GRT is primarily related to a shortfall in 
ridership revenue.  GRT fare revenue is trending 3.75% below 2014 budgeted 
levels.  During the year it can be difficult to anticipate seasonal impacts on ridership 
revenue so it may not be practical to project this trend to year end.  Transit planning 
staff monitors route performance and ridership revenue on a monthly basis. 

Note 5 – Transportation 

Based on information currently available (including estimates from some area 
municipalities), regional road maintenance costs to the end of April are approximately 
$1.1 million over budget due to winter control costs incurred in January to March. Total 
winter control costs for this period are estimated at $5.8 million representing 77% of the 
2014 budget. If winter control costs in November and December 2014 are similar to the 
average of the last 4 years, the Region would end the year approximately $500,000 
over budget.  For the purposes of this report, a transfer of $792,000 from the Winter 
Control Reserve has been assumed, resulting in a net over expenditure of $0.27 million.  
The necessity of this transfer will be reviewed at year end. 
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Note 6 – Income Support Programs, Benefits and Social Assistance, and Transfer from 
Tax Stabilization Reserve Fund 

Income Support caseloads continue to be near historic highs.  April caseload was 
8,631, a decrease of 6 cases from the previous year, and 2,339 cases higher than 
September 2008.  The net levy impact of cost shared programs exceeds the year to 
date budget by $25,000.  This is offset by a higher than budgeted contribution from the 
Tax Stabilization Reserve Fund. 

Note 7 – Supplementary Taxes 

Supplementary taxes are shown as equal to the year to date budget.  The first 
supplementary tax run will be extracted in late May. The next two supplementary 
assessment runs have been scheduled by MPAC for August and October. 

Note 8 – Police 

Net actual expenditures for Police Services are reported as equal to budget as the 
Police Services Board reviews the actual and budget financial information 
independently. 

User Rate Operating Budgets 

A summary of the revenues, expenditures and contributions to the capital reserves for 
the water and wastewater treatment budget is presented in Appendix One. 

Note 9 – Water Supply 

As of the end of April, water flows are slightly higher than budget for this period.  If the 
current water revenues continue at this pace, a revenue surplus of approximately 6% 
may result at year end. Depending on summer weather conditions, the water flows 
could change significantly to year end. 

The variance in water supply user rate expenditures is due to temporary vacancies and 
timing of expenditures.  At this time, the RDC Exemption financing is currently under 
budget as well as the Lab Services budget. These current under expenditures may not 
continue to year end. 

Note 10 – Waste Water Treatment 

The wastewater treatment user rate revenue is higher than anticipated due to April 
being a wet month.  If the current wastewater flows continue at this pace, a revenue 
surplus of approximately 1.6% may result at year end. 

Rapid Transit Project 

Appendix Three provides expenditure and commitment details for the Rapid Transit 
project.  The capital cost estimate for the project remains at $818 million. Actual 
expenditures to April 30, 2014 were $62.1 million. 

 

53 53



May 27, 2014  Report: F-14-066 

 

1633724  Page 4 of 8 

Budget Amendments 

Regional Council adopted the 2014 Tax Supported Operating and Capital Budgets at its 
meeting of January 15, 2014.  Appendix Two list amendments to the 2014 Budget that 
have been approved to date by Regional Council. 

Corporate Strategic Plan: 

The Periodic Financial Report ensures Regional programs and services are efficient 
and demonstrate accountability to the public. 

Financial Implications: 

To the end of April, the Region has posted a deficit of $0.9 million.  The main source of 
the deficit is POA revenues, which will be closely monitored by staff.  Winter control 
expenditures should be manageable within the overall operating budget and reserve 
balances. 

It is anticipated that the Region’s financial position will improve during the course of the 
year.  Staff continues to monitor the Region’s financial position and will provide 
additional financial reports to Committee as warranted. 

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 

All departments reviewed the financial information for the reporting period and provided 
input to Finance for inclusion in this report. 

Attachments: 

Appendix One – Periodic Financial Report  
Appendix Two – 2014 Operating Budget Amendments 
Appendix Three – Rapid Transit Project Overview 
 
Prepared By: Lee Parent, Manager of Financial Services 

    Erin Gray, Financial Analyst, Rapid Transit 

Approved By: Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer 
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The Regional Municipality of Waterloo 

     
Appendix One 

Periodic Financial Report 
         For the Four Months Ended April 30, 2014 

        
          
 

$ in 000's 
    

 

Year to 
Date 

Budget 
 

Actual 
 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 

 

% 
Variance 

 
Note 

TAX SUPPORTED BUDGETS 
         

          
Elected Offices $541   $534   $7   1.3% 

  

 
         

General Support          Chief Administrative Officer $613   $616   ($3)  (0.5%) 
  Finance 2,068   2,010   58   2.8% 
  Human Resources 1,476   1,548   (72)  (4.9%) 
  

         
  Corporate Resources 5,740   5,641   99   1.7% 
  POA and Prosecution (1,610)  (950)  (660)  (41.0%) 
 

1 
Total Corporate Resources $4,130   $4,691   ($561)  (13.6%) 

  

         
  Total $8,287   $8,865   ($578)  (7.0%) 
  

         
  

Planning, Housing and Community Services        
  Planning and Community 

Services $1,862   $1,818   $44   2.4% 

 
 

Housing 10,227   10,084   143   1.4% 
 

2 
Heritage Services 2,539   2,497   42   1.7% 

  Total $14,628   $14,399   $229   1.6% 
  

         
  

Transportation & Environmental Services      
  D&C and Administration $0   $0   $0   0.0% 
  Waste Management 11,629   11,686   (57)  (0.5%) 
 

3 
Transit 17,109   17,402   (293)  (1.7%) 

 
4 

Transfer to RTMP Reserve 6,226   6,226   0   0.0% 
  Engineering & Planning 8,743   8,764   (21)  (0.2%) 
  Transportation 8,609   8,874   (265)  (3.1%) 
 

5 
Airport 2,004   2,087   (83)  (4.1%) 

  Total $54,320   $55,039   ($719)  (1.3%) 
  

         
  

Social Services         
  Social Planning $1,694   $1,675   $19   1.1% 
  Senior's Services 2,711   2,704   7   0.3% 
  Children's Services 2,793   2,812   (19)  (0.7%) 
  Ontario Works Admin 3,452   3,428   24   0.7% 
  Income Support Programs 2,453   2,505   (52)  (2.1%) 
 

6 
Benefits and Social Assistance 957   798   159   16.6% 

 
6 

Transfer from Tax Stabilization 
Reserve Fund (847)  (872)  25   (3.0%) 

 

6 

Total $13,213   $13,050   $163   1.2% 
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The Regional Municipality of Waterloo  Appendix One 
Periodic Financial Report      
For the Four Months Ended April 30, 2014     
      
 $ in 000's  

 

 

Year to 
Date 

Budget 
 

Actual 
 

Surplus 
(Deficit)  

% 
Variance  Note 

           
Public Health           

Public Health $2,306   $2,305   $1  0.0%   
Emergency Medical Services 3,903   3,904   (1)  0.0%   
Total $6,209   $6,209   $0  0.0%   

           
Corporate Financial $1,673   $1,673   $0   0.0%   
Supplementary Taxes (1,267)  (1,267)  0   0.0%  7 
Gapping (641)  (641)  0   0.0%   
Crime Prevention Council 231   228   3   1.3%   
Economic Development 384   384   0   0.0%   
Grants to Arts, Culture and 
Community Organizations 408   408   0   0.0%   

Associated Agencies 2,246   2,246   0   0.0%   
TOTAL DIRECT REGIONAL $100,232  

 
$101,127  

 
($895) 

 
(0.9%)   

           
Police $46,969   $46,969   $0   0.0%  8 

          
Library 810  773  37  4.6%   
          
NET BEFORE LEVY $148,011  

 
$148,869  

 
($858) 

 
(0.6%)   

           
TAX AND OTHER REVENUES          

Tax Revenues $146,080   $146,080  $0   0.0%   
Payment-in-Lieu 1,931   1,931   0   0.0%   
Total $148,011  $148,011  $0   0.0%   

           
NET REGIONAL LEVY $0  

 
($858) 

 
($858) 

 
(0.6%)   

           

           
USER RATE SUPPORTED BUDGETS          

           
Water Services           

Expenses $11,782   $11,494   $288   2.4%   
Revenue 15,718   16,398   680   4.3%   
Contribution to/from Capital 3,936   3,936   0   0.0%   
Total $0  

 
$968  

 
$968  

 
8.2%  9 

           
Waste Water            

Expenses $13,137   $13,129   $8   0.1%   
Revenue 22,003   22,788   785   3.6%   
Contribution to/from Capital 8,866   8,866   0   0.0%   
Total $0  

 
$793  

 
$793  

 
6.0%  10 
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Appendix Two 
 

The Regional Municipality of Waterloo 
2014 Budget Amendments 
 

Approval 
Date 

Description 2014 
Expenditure 
Increase 

2014 
Funding 
Source 

Operating Budget 

26-Feb Youth Employment Services $450,000 Provincial 
Grant 

9-April Homelessness Partnership Strategy $331,354 Federal 
Grant 

9-April Immigration Partnership Council $244,438 Provincial 
Grant 

Capital Budget 

7-May Fleet Services Program Review $200,000 Equipment 
Reserves 
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Appendix Three 
The Regional Municipality of Waterloo  
Rapid Transit Expenditure Details 

As of April 30, 2014 

 Budget as 
Per March 4, 
2014 Report 

Actual 
Expenditure as 

at April 30, 
2014 

Commitments 
as at April 30, 

2014 
Comments 

Project Office/ 
Consultants 

 

$51.8 m $21.8 m $9.4 m Includes staffing, office and 
internal engineering costs 

Consultant costs include 
Parsons Brinckerhoff, 
Infrastructure Ontario, Deloitte, 
Norton Rose and various 
consulting engagements 

Property 
Acquisition 

$42.3m $15.8 m $0.3 m Includes property acquisition 
and demolition costs 

Early Works and 
Other 
infrastructure 

$29.3m $3.4 m $1.9 m Includes costs associated with 
moving utilities such as Bell, 
Rogers, Kitchener Wilmot 
Hydro, Waterloo North Hydro, 
Kitchener Utilities 

Hydro One- 
Transmission 
line relocation 

$26.3m $2.5 m $24.1 m On January 15, 2014 Council 
approved entering into an 
agreement with Hydro One to 
bury transmission lines along 
the corridor.  

MTO Underpass 
Construction 

$11.2m  $10.4 m Expected completion date: 
fall/winter 2014 

Vehicles $95.5m $18.6m $76.0 m  Includes vehicles, parts and 
tools as per the agreement with 
Bombardier. 

LRT 
Construction 

$532.1m   On May 9, 2014 the DBFOM 
Contract was concluded with 
GrandLinq. The contract net of 
recoveries  is $529.3 M 

aBRT Vehicles 
and 
Construction 

$19.5m    

Contingency 
allowance 

$10.0m    

Total $818.0m $62.1 m  $122.1 m  
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Corporate Resources 

Legal Services 

Facilities Management and Fleet Services 

 

To: Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
Committee  

Date: May 27, 2014  File Code:  L07-40 

Subject: Surplus Declaration – Miscellaneous Property Disposals 

Recommendation: 

That the Regional Municipality of Waterloo declare the following properties surplus: 
 

(a) 533 Queen Street South described as Part Lots 322, 323 and 324, Municipal 
Compiled Plan of Subdivision of Lot 17, German Company Tract, City of 
Kitchener, Regional Municipality of Waterloo, being Part 2, on Reference Plan 
58R-16727, part of PIN 22498-0301 (LT); 

 
(b) 176 Benton Street and 180 Benton Street described as Part Lot 5, Plan 397, 

City of Kitchener, Regional Municipality of Waterloo, being Parts 1, 2 and 3, 
on Reference Plan 58R-16135, PIN 22499-0018 (LT); and 

 
(c) 152 Benton Street, 156 Benton Street and vacant parcel of land on south-

west corner of Benton Street and Courtland Avenue described as Part Lots 6, 
10 and 11, Plan 397, City of Kitchener, Regional Municipality of Waterloo, 
being Parts 5, 6 and 7, on Reference Plan 58R-16135, PIN 22499-0551 (LT); 

 
And approve a sale process utilizing the local multiple listing service by listing the 
properties with real estate broker(s), with reserve bid at appraised value, and pursuant 
to the Region’s property disposition by-law; 

And That the net proceeds from the disposition of the surplus properties be transferred 
to the Capital Levy Reserve Fund, as outlined in report CR-FM-13-023/CR-RS-13-090, 
dated December 3, 2013. 

59 59



May 27, 2014  Report:  CR-RS-14-042/CR-FM-14-010 

1628618  Page 2 of 7 

 

Summary: 

Nil  

Report: 

Background: 
  
Staff have undertaken a review of Region owned properties no longer required for the 
purpose they were initially purchased with a view to disposing over the next three years. 
The goal of this program is to dispose of any properties not required for long term 
service delivery thereby minimizing the associated operating and capital costs.   
 
The first phase of disposals includes a number of properties that were originally 
acquired decades ago by the City of Kitchener for a road project to connect Benton 
Street to Queen Street. That project was called the Queen/Benton Diversion, and the 
road project was uploaded to the Region. 
 
As was noted in earlier report CR-RS-11-073/CR-FM-11-025 dated November 8, 2011, 
the Queen/Benton Diversion is no longer required and not included in the most recent 
Official Plan. The report also recommended the sale of 168 Benton Street which was 
subsequently declared surplus and sold.  
 
This report will discuss the remaining Queen/Benton Diversion Project properties.  All 
the properties discussed below have been circulated to the City of Kitchener and all 
Regional Departments and no interest was expressed in any of the properties.  It is 
noted that the properties have merged in title over time such that they comprise three 
properties, specifically; 533 Queen Street (including adjacent lot), 176 and 180 Benton 
Street and 152 and 156 Benton Street, including the lot at Courtland Avenue.   
533 Queen Street: 
 
This property is located at the corner of Queen Street South and Mill Street (Attachment 
A) and has a 1,478 square foot, 2 storey single detached house.  The lot is estimated to 
be some 8,600 square feet with a sizable side yard fronting on Mill Street.  The property 
was acquired by the City of Kitchener for the Queen/Benton Diversion project and 
transferred to Regional ownership in 2011.  The property’s potential uses are being 
explored prior to marketing. It is of note that the residential houses next to 533 Queen 
have mostly been converted into commercial uses with parking in the rear. This house 
is vacant.   
 
 
176 Benton Street: 
 
This property has a 60’ x 152’ lot and a 1,900 square foot, 2 storey, single detached 
house (Attachment B). The property was originally acquired by the City of Kitchener for 
the Queen/Benton Diversion project. The property is vacant. 
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180 Benton Street:  
 
This property has a 46’ x 152’ lot and a 1,900 square foot, 2 storey, single detached 
house (Attachment B).   Like 176 Benton Street, the property was originally acquired by 
the City of Kitchener for the Queen/Benton Diversion project. The property is vacant. 
 
 
152 Benton Street, 156 Benton Street and vacant parcel of land on south-west corner of 
Benton Street and Courtland Avenue: 
 
This property consists of two residential houses and one vacant lot at the corner of 
Benton Street and Courtland Avenue (Attachment C). It is noted that all three are 
currently merged under the same Land Titles PIN and, as such, are currently one 
property on title.  These properties were originally acquired by the City of Kitchener for 
the Queen/Benton Diversion project.  The house at 152 Benton Street has a 1,900 
square foot single detached 2 storey house on a lot that was originally 50’ x 130’.  The 
house at 156 Benton Street has a 2,300 square foot, 2 storey, duplexed house on a lot 
that was originally 45’ x 126’.  The vacant parcel has the following approximate 
dimensions 95’ x 42’ x 36’ x 72’ x 65’. 
 
Both houses are tenanted and the tenants have been notified of the Region’s intention 
to sell the property.  In this case, as the tenants are not part of a Regional 
accommodation program, the property could be sold with the tenants in place and thus 
they could remain until such time as the new owner has need of the units and provides 
notice in accordance with the applicable legislation. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
By declaring these properties surplus, Regional Council provides staff the authority to 
market and sell them. Timing is dependent on completion of appraisals, finalization of 
planning consultant reports and resolution of planning issues, as well as marketing 
option considerations.  At the time of the writing of this report, environmental Phase 1 
reports have been concluded, draft planning studies have been completed on most of 
the properties and independent appraisals are underway.   
 
Given the type and number of properties to be sold it is believed that the properties 
would be best marketed through listings with real estate brokers to maximize market 
exposure.  The real estate broker will be selected competitively. Council will be required 
to approve the final sale of all of the properties referenced in this report based on the 
final disposition schedule.    
 
Corporate Strategic Plan: 
 
The program of property disposals demonstrates meaningful stewardship, optimization 
and fiscally responsible asset management as part of strategic objective 2.2 – Develop, 
optimize and maintain infrastructure to meet current and projected needs. 
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Financial Implications: 
 
The one-time proceeds of disposition of these assets net of the costs of marketing, 
appraisals, environmental assessment studies, transactional processes, real estate 
agent fees and planning consultants will be transferred to the Capital Levy Reserve 
Fund (CLRF).  The CLRF is a source of financing for capital projects and other projects 
that can not be debentured.  Use of the CLRF avoids debt servicing costs and 
fluctuations in the operating budget and tax levy.  Any operating budget savings arising 
from the property dispositions will be reflected in subsequent year’s budgets. 
 
Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 
 
Finance, Planning Housing and Community Services and Social Services staff have 
reviewed this report and their comments have been included where appropriate. 
 
Attachments: 
 
Attachment A – 533 Queen Street 
Attachment B – 176 and 180 Benton Street 
Attachment C –152 and 156 Benton Street 
 
 
 
Prepared By: Ellen McGaghey - Director, Facilities Management and Fleet Services 
   Tom Penwarden, Manager of Real Estate Services 
 
Approved By: Gary Sosnoski, Commissioner, Corporate Resources 
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Attachment “A” 
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Attachment “B” 
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Attachment “C” 
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Region of Waterloo  

Finance Department 

Financial Services & Development Financing 

 

To:  Chair Tom Galloway and Members of the Administration and Finance 
 Committee  

Date: May 27, 2014  File Code:  F27-50 

Subject: 2014 Development Charges Review 

Recommendation: 

For Information 

Summary: 

The Region is required to undertake a review of the Regional Development Charge 
(RDC) and the Regional Development Charge By-law (RDC By-law) every five years 
before the expiry of the current RDC By-law on July 31, 2014.  The required 
Background Study has been completed and taking into account forecasts of growth and 
capital requirements, the maximum permissible development charge rates have been 
calculated.  After discussions with stakeholders, and any adjustments, the proposed 
development charge rates are $20,437 per single detached dwelling (residential, Cities) 
and $11.14 per sq. ft. (non-residential, Cities).  

Development charges only provide a portion of the funding for growth related capital 
projects.  There is a significant burden on the property taxes and user rates for both 
renewal of infrastructure and the amount of growth-related capital costs which cannot 
be recovered from development as a result of the provisions of the Development 
Charges Act. 

Many of the Water and Wastewater capital projects to be undertaken to support growth 
will necessarily be oversized and will provide benefit beyond the 10 year study period.  
These projects will require debt financing estimated at $259.0 million, together with the 
resulting debt servicing annual costs, until such time as growth occurs and development 
charges are collected. If development charge collections are not sufficient to pay debt 
servicing costs, these costs would need to be funded by user rates or property taxes. 
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There are options available to Council: setting the development charge rate at the 
maximum permissible or a lower rate, and options are presented within the report for 
setting the RDC rate.  Staff recommends that the maximum permissible development 
charge rates, as adjusted, be implemented. 

A working group of councillors and staff have reviewed the calculated rates and 
implementation options and policy issues.  To encourage industrial development in the 
Region, it is recommended that the 50% expansion exemption for industrial 
development now be measured from August 1, 2014, thereby providing an exemption 
for expansion of existing industrial development.  Also, it is recommended that the RDC 
for new industrial development be set at 50% of the maximum permissible development 
charge rate. 

In preparing the draft RDC By-law for review, various policy issues were reviewed by 
the working group. The following recommendations have been incorporated into the 
draft RDC By-law attached to this report: 

 Brownfield remediation exemption be extended to 7 years; 
 Redevelopment time limitation be extended to 7 years; 
 Downtown core exemption be continued in an area which matches that provided 

by an area municipality under its DC by-law, and that this exemption be phased 
out by January 1, 2019; 

 Continue to charge RDCs for educational institutions; 
 Definition for amenity space in multi-unit residential development be updated to 

clarify the non-residential space which is exempt. 

A public meeting, required to be held under the Development Charges Act, is scheduled 
for June 4, 2014.  After consideration of the input received and any required changes to 
the draft RDC By-law, an update report will be provided to A&F Committee on June 17, 
2014.  The RDC By-law will be presented for approval at the Council meeting to be held 
on June 25, 2014.  

Report: 

1. Background 

The purpose of the Regional Development Charges By-law (RDC By-law) is to recover, 
to the extent permissible, growth-related capital costs from those segments of the 
community (namely residential and non-residential development) which give rise to the 
need for additional growth-related capital works.  Council passed the current RDC By-
law with an effective date of August 1, 2009 and the current By-law will expire on July 
31, 2014. 

Before passing a new Development Charge By-law, a municipality is required to 
prepare a Background Study.  This Background Study and the draft development 
charge by-law must be made available to the public at least two weeks prior to a 
statutory public meeting where the Council will hear representations on the proposed 
By-law.  The draft Background Study dated March 2014 was presented to 
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Administration and Finance Committee on April 1, 2014 (F-14-043) and posted on the 
Region’s website.  

The draft RDC By-law was posted on the Region’s website on May 21, 2014 and is 
attached to this report as Appendix B. 

It is required that Council hold a public meeting to hear input on the Background Study 
and the draft development charge by-law before the by-law is approved.  The public 
meeting is scheduled to be held before the Council meeting on June 4, 2014.  After 
consideration of the input received, and after any required changes are made to the 
draft Background Study and the draft development charge by-law, it is anticipated that 
an update report will be submitted to A&F Committee on June 17.  The final by-law will 
be presented for consideration and approval at the Council meeting to be held on June 
25, 2014. 

A working group comprised of councillors and senior staff was established to review the 
work of the staff committee and provide input to the development of the Background 
Study and draft by-law. Councillors Tom Galloway (chair of the working group), Jim 
Wideman, Jane Brewer, Carl Zehr, Todd Cowan, Claudette Millar and Les Armstrong 
represent Council on the working group. 

The purpose of this report is to provide an update on the ongoing consultation process 
and information on policy matters and implementation strategies available to Council in 
setting the development charge rate. 

2. Draft Background Study 

A staff committee with representatives from all departments and the Police Service have 
been meeting since January 2013 to gather information and plan the development of 
the new development charge by-law. The Development Charges Background Study, 
dated March 2014, was prepared by Hemson Consulting Ltd. in accordance with the 
provisions of the Development Charge Act (DCA) and Regulation after consultation and 
discussion with Region staff.  The Executive Summary of the Background Study is 
attached to this report as Appendix A.  The calculated maximum permissible rates are 
established by projecting growth, determining the increase in capital infrastructure 
necessary to service that growth (taking account service standard constraints and 
existing capacity), estimating the costs of that infrastructure, apportioning the costs 
between residential development and non-residential development, and determining the 
unit charges which must be imposed on development to provide the necessary revenue 
to finance the growth-related expenditures. 

The Background Study includes the following Regional services for DC purposes: 

  1)  Water supply 

  2)  Wastewater treatment 

  3)  Transportation (e.g. roads, traffic signals, sidewalks and cycling infrastructure) 
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  4)  Police Services 

  5)  Emergency Medical Services 

  6)  Airport 

  7)  General government (i.e. growth related studies) 

  8)  Operations and facilities 

  9)  Transit – applies to Cities only 

10)  Library – applies to Townships only. 

After the growth projections are established and the capital costs determined, the unit 
charges to be imposed on development are calculated.  The rates are determined per 
capita for residential development and then factors are applied based on the person per 
unit (ppu’s) to determine the rates for each of the residential dwelling types (single 
detached, semi-detached, townhouses, apartments and lodging rooms).  The rates for 
non-residential development are determined by dividing the estimated total square 
footage of projected non-residential development into the total costs required to service 
non-residential growth. 

The growth forecasts included in the Background Study include projected increases in 
population and employment which must be translated into factors – population 
increases are translated to the number of new housing units which will be required and 
employment growth is translated to the number of square feet of gross floor area which 
will be generated to support the employment. 

The growth forecasts for development charge purposes are also required to be 
consistent with those established under the Province’s Growth Plan for the Great 
Golden Horseshoe and this requirement has been met.  The growth forecasts included 
in the Background Study were prepared by the Region and have been shared with the 
local municipalities for use in preparing their respective development charge studies. 

The maximum permissible residential development charge rates are shown in the table 
on page 7 of the Executive Summary of the Background Study (Appendix A) and are 
$21,283 per single-detached unit in the Cities and $20,704 in the Townships. There are 
rates presented for townhouses, apartments and lodging units based on the different 
occupancy expected in those unit types. 

The maximum permissible non-residential development charge rates are shown in the 
table on page 8 of the Executive Summary of the Background Study (Appendix A) and 
are $11.34 per sq. ft. in the urban areas and $10.90 in the townships. 

3. Input Received from Stakeholders 

Stakeholders to the development charge process were invited to a meeting with the 
working group in April 2014 where staff provided a presentation on the RDC By-law 
review process and the working group received input from the stakeholders.  The 

69 69



May 27, 2014  Report:  F-14-065 

 

1604427  Page 5 of 88 

presentation of the Waterloo Region Homebuilders to the working group is attached to 
this report as Appendix D.  Staff responded to many of the comments at the meeting 
and the working group indicated that it would take all of the comments into 
consideration in making its recommendations on the implementation of the development 
charge rates. 

Various stakeholders submitted written comments to the Region regarding the 
calculations in the Background Study.  Staff have held meetings with the stakeholders 
group during May 2014 to review the comments and provide responses and the relevant 
correspondence (both comments and responses) is detailed in Appendix D to this 
report.  The development industry stakeholders have indicated their concern with the 
proposed rate increase. 

4. Adjustments to the rates calculated in the Background Study 

As a result of the discussions held with stakeholders, various minor adjustments and 
corrections have been made to the calculations in the Background Study.  The adjusted 
maximum permissible residential and non-residential development charge rates are 
shown in Appendix C (Tables 1 and 2). 

These adjusted maximum permissible development charge rates, with comparison 
information from the 2009 calculated residential and non-residential development 
charge rates and the current (2014) development charges are shown in Table 3, which 
follows: 

Table 3 

Comparison of adjusted 2014 maximum permissible rates to 2009 maximum and 
2014 current development charges 

 Residential Non-Residential 

2014 Background Study – Adjusted 
maximum permissible rates  

$20,437 per single-
detached unit (urban) 

$11.14 per sq. ft. 
(urban) 

2009 Background Study – maximum 
permissible rates (adjusted by 
construction cost index) – Note 1 

$17,769 per single-
detached unit (urban) 

$13.82 per sq. ft. 
(urban) 

2014 Current DC rates charged under 
the DC By-law – Note 1 

$13,288 per single-
detached unit (urban) 

$9.59 per sq. ft. 
(urban) 

2014 Background Study / 2009 
Background Study 

+15% -19% 

2014 Background Study / Current DC’s  +54% +16% 

Note 1 – In setting the 2009 By-law rates, Council, having reviewed the issue of the 
economic slowdown at that time and its effect on potential development and reviewing 
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options to reduce the rate incorporated the following changes to the rate: 

 The prior year oversized projects in water and wastewater were removed from 
the calculation of the development charge rate; 

 Unspecified deferral of 10% of capital projects in the hard services 
(transportation, water, wastewater were included in the calculation of the 
development charge rate; and 

 The issuance of debt for 40% of the hard services capital costs in years 2014-
2018 was included in the calculation of the development charge rate. 

This had the effect of reducing the development charge imposed from the maximum 
permissible rate by 24%. 

5. Does Growth Pay for Growth? 

Development charges are levied against new development to pay for “growth-related” 
capital costs.  The principle behind development charges is that “growth pays for 
growth” so that the financial burden of servicing new development in a municipality is 
not borne by the existing taxpayers and ratepayers. In reality, development charges 
cannot fully fund growth-related capital due to statutory limitations, as follows: 

 Ineligible services – growth related costs may not be collected for increased 
capital costs relating to: cultural facilities including museums, theatres and art 
galleries; hospitals; waste management services; headquarters of general 
administration; parkland acquisition; and tourism facilities 

 Historic service level – growth related costs to be recovered through DC’s must 
not result in the historic 10-year average service level being exceeded – this 
determines the “maximum allowable” charge  which forms one basis of the DC 
calculation 

 Capital costs are reduced by the amounts which benefit growth which will occur 
beyond the ten year horizon of the DC calculation 

 Growth related capital costs for all soft services (transit, EMS, airport, Library, 
Operations and facilities, and general government) are reduced by 10% and 
these costs may not be included in the DC calculation. 

The combination of these factors results in a significant portion of capital costs included 
in the capital program of a municipality being borne by the current taxpayer and 
ratepayer. 

A comparison of the Region’s overall 10 year capital program and the amounts 
recoverable for the Region’s growth-related capital projects, with a description of the 
adjustments which are required in the DC rate calculation follows: 

  

71 71



May 27, 2014  Report:  F-14-065 

 

1604427  Page 7 of 88 

Table 4 

Growth-related capital costs recoverable through development charges 

($ in millions) General 
services 

Roads Water and 
Wastewater 

10 year Capital program approved by Council 
(note 1) 

$1,719.5 $915.3 $1,254.1 

10 year Growth Capital Forecast, as detailed in 
the Background Study 

$262.3 $525.7 $1,219.1 

Plus: Prior oversized projects in Water and 
Wastewater 

  $495.2 

 $262.3 $525.7 $1,714.3 

Less: Capital costs attributable as a Benefit to 
existing development (i.e. the current taxpayer) 

$86.7 $23.6 $1,002.5 

10 year projected Net growth-related costs $175.6 $502.1 $711.8 

Less: Capital costs not recoverable related to 
service level increases and benefits extending 
beyond the period of the ten year study 

$85.2 $0 $322.0 

10 year Maximum allowable growth-related 
costs based on historic service levels 

$90.4 $502.1 $389.8 

Less: 10% discount prescribed by the Act  $15.8 $0 $0 

10 year Growth-related capital costs which are 
recoverable through the development charge 

$74.6 $502.1 $389.8 

% of Region total capital program recoverable 
from development charges 

24.9% 

 

Note 1 – the capital program includes the Rapid Transit project, which is not eligible for 
development charges as it exceeds the historic service level of transit service in the 
Region.  The Region (together with the City of Ottawa and other municipalities) has 
requested that the DCA be amended to include forward-looking service levels when 
calculating DC’s on transit systems, similar to the amendment provided for the York-
Toronto Subway Extension. 
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6. Debt Projections to complete growth-related projects 

As detailed in Report F-09-062 (2009 Development Charges Review – Revised 
Update), dated June 16, 2009, Regional Council considered, in setting the final 
development charge rate at that time, the issuance of RDC debentures during the 10 
year term of the development charge planning period. 

In 2013, the Region issued $70 million in 20-year debentures for the growth related 
portion of Process Upgrade capital projects for the Kitchener and Waterloo Wastewater 
Treatment Plants, with the associated debenture servicing costs funded from the 
Wastewater Development Charges Reserve Fund. (Report F-13-034, dated April 9, 
2013).  The resulting debt servicing costs in the amount of $5 million annually are 
funded from the RDC collections for wastewater. 

The 2014 Development Charges Background Study identifies projects in the Water and 
Wastewater service areas which, when completed, will provide for growth beyond the 
ten year planning period of the Study.  While the projects will be built and financed 
during the ten year period 2014-2023, the growth-related costs of these projects related 
to the period beyond 2023 will be paid through development charge collections after 
2023.  

For Water growth-related projects the information is provided on page 156 of the 
Background Study and the post-2023 benefit totals $86.3 million (prior oversized 
projects are excluded).  For Wastewater growth-related projects the information is 
provided on page 172 of the Background Study and the post-2023 benefit totals $172.7 
million (prior oversized projects are excluded).  These project costs of $259.0 million will 
require debenture financing until such time as development charge collections are 
sufficient to meet the debt servicing costs in 2023. 

The additional debt service costs are estimated at $18 million annually for total debt 
servicing costs of $23 million annually.  If development charge collections are not 
sufficient to meet the debt servicing costs, the costs would have to be funded from the 
user rates or property taxes. 

Staff will monitor the development charge collections and capital program expenditures 
and report back regularly through the budget process on any shortfalls which may result 
to determine the sufficiency of DC revenues to meet program expenditures.  Through 
this analysis, it may be determined that changes are necessary to the capital plans and 
through development approvals to defer capital projects and potentially defer 
development. 
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7. Setting the Development Charge Rate 

The development charge rates calculated, as detailed in Tables 1 and 2 (Appendix C), 
are the maximum amount that can be included in the development charge by-law. 
These calculated maximum permissible development charge rates represent increases 
of 54% on the residential development charge rate and 16% on the non-residential 
development charge rate.  The overall increase in the development charge rates is the 
result of the significant increase in both the number and cost of capital projects which 
are necessary to support growth. 

If decisions are made to implement a phase-in of the new rates, or discounts, or not 
including all the services, the costs of implementing these capital projects reverts to the 
property tax base and user rate base.  There are a number of alternatives available for 
Council’s consideration in setting the rate. A discussion of each of the options follows. 

8. Option 1 – Set the Development Charge Rate at the Maximum Allowable Rate 

A municipality is provided with the option of setting the development charge at the 
maximum rate permissible as determined through the requirements of the Act and 
included in the Background Study or charge a lesser rate, with the balance of funding to 
be provided by the current taxpayer.  Setting the development charge rate at the 
maximum permissible level provides the required funding for the growth related capital 
projects. 

The total eligible development charge capital costs of $74.6 million for general services 
and $891.9 million for engineering services, as found on pages 4-6 of the Executive 
Summary of the Background Study (Appendix A), are significant costs to be recovered 
from new development in the Region.  
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As shown in Table 4 above, for general services (all services except Transportation, 
Water and Wastewater), the growth related capital costs of $262.3 million and after 
taking deductions for historic service levels, benefits to existing taxpayers, benefits to 
growth beyond the ten year horizon of the study and the 10% statutory deduction, there 
are eligible development charge costs of $74.6 million to be recovered from the 
development over the ten-year period of the study. 

Similarly, for Transportation, Water and Wastewater, there are eligible development 
charge costs of $502.1 million and $389.8 million respectively to be recovered from the 
development over the period of the study. 

The current taxpayer and user ratepayer will still be required to invest the amounts not 
recoverable from development charges and the balance of the ten year capital program 
which includes rehabilitation projects and Regional services for which development 
charge funding is not permissible. 

Also, as described in Section 5, debenture financing of approximately $259.0 million will 
be required over the next 10 years with associated debt servicing costs to be funded by 
the collection of development charges in the following 10 years. 

Staff recommends that Council set the development charge rate at the adjusted 
maximum permissible rate as set out in Tables 1 and 2 of Appendix C. 

Imposing the maximum permissible rate provides the maximum funding for capital 
projects from the development charge. It also reduces the risk of property tax and user 
rate impacts, especially related to the debenture financing required for growth related 
projects.  This follows the principle of “growth pays for growth” on which the 
Development Charges Act is based. 

9. Option 2 – Calculate a Reduced Development Charge Rate by Deferring 
Projects 

A municipality may elect to reduce the development charge rate by reducing the 
services which are included in the development charge by-law and/or reduce the 
number and cost of projects expected to be completed under the by-law. The capital 
projects included in the Transportation, Water and Wastewater section of the 
Background Study are all included in the Region’s approved ten year capital program 
and these projects are required to be completed to meet the needs of development. The 
Region may consider deferring projects to reduce the development charge rate. 

For example, a 10% deferral of capital costs related to Transportation (Roads) projects 
would result in the following impact: 

Capital costs reduction $50.0 million 

Decrease in residential rate $1,124 per single detached unit 

Decrease in non-residential rate  $0.62 per sq. ft. 
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10. Option 3 – Phase-in – Defer the Implementation of the Rates 

The new development charge rates will be implemented at the start date of the new 
RDC By-law, which is August 1, 2014.  The Region can consider the deferral of the 
implementation of the rates until January 1, 2015 or some later date.  This deferral has 
been requested in the past by the development community, so that they would have the 
opportunity to adjust their business plans accordingly, taking into account the new rates. 
This would encourage development which is “shovel ready” to be started during the 5 
months from August 1 – December 31.  If the conclusion is to implement a phase-in of 
the new rates with the maximum permissible rate being implemented on January 1, 
2015, the revenue lost from the implementation reverts to the property tax base and 
user rate base. This amount is currently estimated at $9.3 million which would need to 
be funded from the property tax budget and user rate budget during 2014.  As funding is 
not available in the current budgets, the resulting deficit would need to be funded from 
increased tax rates and user rates in 2015. 

11. Industrial (non-residential) development and the 50% expansion exemption 

The Regional Development Charge By-law includes a statutory provision where an 
existing industrial building will receive an exemption for an expansion of up to 50% of 
the Gross Floor Area (GFA).  This exemption is based on the existing building on the 
site as of April 1, 1999 together with a building or portion of building constructed on a 
site for which full development charges were paid.  

A review of other municipal DC by-laws indicates that the Region’s and the local 
municipalities’ DC by-law provision is not common practice.  Many municipalities 
provide the industrial expansion exemption with no limitation or reset the limitation at the 
start of each new DC by-law.  The City of Kitchener has considered this matter and 
approved the reset of the existing industrial building exemption to June 1, 2014.   

The working group reviewed this issue and to encourage the expansion of industrial 
development in the Region, recommends that the existing industrial exemption be 
based on the existing building on a site as of the date of new DC by-law, that is, August 
1, 2014. 

Regional and City of Kitchener staff have also discussed possible incentives to 
encourage new industrial development within the City and Region.  As existing industrial 
buildings will now be provided an exemption up to a 50% expansion, it was suggested 
that new industrial development be provided a 50% discount on the non-residential rate 
for the first development on a site.  This discount would be paid from the tax rate and 
user rate budgets. Over the five year term of the by-law, and based on growth forecast 
in the Background Study, the estimated cost of providing this discount is $7 million.  

The working group has considered this issue and recommends that a discount on new 
industrial development be provided in the amount of 50% development charge 
otherwise calculated.  The draft by-law includes this provision.   

The Region has budgeted $1.87 million for RDC exemptions in the property tax and 
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user rate budgets for 2014.  This amount is estimated to be sufficient to meet the 
expected cost of the discount proposed for the industrial non-residential charge in 2015, 
together with the current exemptions proposed. 

12. Draft Development Charge By-law 

The draft Regional Development Charge By-law has been prepared by Legal Services 
and Financial Services staff and is attached as Appendix B.  A number of the changes 
in the draft by-law are of a “housekeeping” nature, including updated wording to provide 
clarity to definitions and terms of the by-law.  The draft by-law presented includes the 
adjusted maximum permissible rates determined in the Background Study and the 
policy changes which were considered by the RDC staff committee and the working 
group and which are described below. 

13. Policy Review 

13a. Brownfield Remediation Exemption 

In October 2007, the Region established the Brownfields Financial Incentive Program, 
which includes an exemption from development charges to the extent that eligible costs 
were expended to rehabilitate and redevelop a brownfield.  This financial incentive is 
provided to help mitigate the additional costs associated with brownfields projects as 
compared to equivalent greenfield developments.  The development charge exemption 
for brownfield remediation is a targeted exemption which helps to encourage the 
remediation and redevelopment of brownfields. 

One change is recommended to the exemption and that is related to the time limit for 
completion of the redevelopment on the remediated brownfield. Staff have received 
input from developers who have completed projects in this area who advise of concerns 
with the ability to redevelop the remediated brownfield within the 5 year timeframe from 
the date of receiving the Record of Site Condition (RSC).  The working group has given 
consideration to this information and recommends that the exemption time limit be 
extended to 7 years from RSC.  This change is reflected in the draft by-law. 

13b. Redevelopment time limitation 

Similar to the brownfields discussion above, the development community has advised 
that with many demolitions and redevelopment projects there are concerns with the 
ability to redevelop the property within the 5 year timeframe from the date of demolition. 
It is recommended, and included in the draft by-law, that the redevelopment allowance 
time limit be extended to 7 years from the date of demolition. 

13c. Downtown Core Exemption 

In January 1999, the Region established the downtown core area exemption in the 
downtown core areas of the Cities of Cambridge, Kitchener and Waterloo, and in each 
of the townships. The exemption was included in subsequent by-laws until 2009, when 
the Region continued the downtown core area exemption only in those local 
municipalities which have a similar exemption in the local municipal DC by-law.  At the 
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present time, only Cambridge and Kitchener include an exemption. 

The City of Kitchener, in its current development charge by-law review has proposed 
two changes to the downtown core area exemption, which are, to increase the size of 
the area effective January 1, 2016 to include the area shown in the map attached to the 
draft development charge by-law (Appendix B) and to give notice that the exemption will 
be eliminated as of January 1, 2019. 

The City of Cambridge, in its current development charge by-law review has not 
proposed any changes to the downtown core area exemption. 

The Region has continued the development charge exemption for brownfield 
rehabilitation described above and this represents a targeted exemption to encourage 
specific remediation and development of brownfield sites.  The exemption is provided 
for any identified brownfield site in the Region, but it is not necessary to claim this 
exemption in the downtown core as there is a complete exemption in that area.  If the 
Region were to eliminate the exemption for the downtown core areas, any brownfield 
sites in the downtown core areas would still qualify for the brownfield exemption.  

The Region is making a significant investment in transit (LRT, aBRT and conventional 
transit) which continues to encourage development in the downtown core areas. 

The working group has considered this issue and recommends that the Region continue 
to include the downtown core areas in Cambridge and Kitchener in the Regional 
development charge by-law, including the additional area proposed by the City of 
Kitchener, until December 31, 2016.  It is proposed that the exemption be provided at 
65% of the current exemption for 2017, at 35% of the current exemption for 2018 and 
be eliminated on January 1, 2019.  The implementation of this recommendation would 
provide a 30 month notice period before the exemption is decreased from 100% to 65%, 
providing opportunity for the development community to advance their business plans 
for this area.  The draft by-law includes these provisions. 

13d. Educational institutions  

In 2013, the Region considered a request for a grant in the amount of development 
charges payable on the non-residential development (expansion) of a private school.  
The Region took no action on the request.  The Region has received a number of 
requests since 2000 to vary the amount of development charges payable for 
educational facilities, including both private schools, universities and other private 
colleges.  Council did not approve any of the requests. 

The working group has considered the issue and recommends that no exemption be 
provided and no change be made to the current Regional policy. 

13e. Amenity space in multi-unit residential development 

The Region currently imposes a non-residential charge for amenity space provided in 
residential buildings.  The owners of two developments made a formal complaint under 
the DCA and both were rejected by Council and the development charge imposed was 
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upheld.  One of the complaints is now the subject of an appeal to the Ontario Municipal 
Board.  The Board has not yet set a hearing date for this complaint.  The development 
community requested that the Region review the definition in the DC By-law and provide 
clarity on this provision. 

Staff provided information to the working group on the provision for non-residential 
space included in other municipal DC by-laws and the working group has considered 
the issue and the following wording has been included in the draft by-law for 
consideration: 

(a) "Accessory Building" means a building or structure, or part of a building or 
structure, that is: 

(i) a parking garage that is exclusively devoted to providing vehicle parking to 
the main use situated on the same Site;  

(ii) a mechanical room that is exclusively devoted to providing heating, cooling, 
ventilating, electrical, mechanical or telecommunications equipment for a 
building situated on the same Site 

(iii) an entrance way, elevator, stairwell or hallway that provides access to a 
Dwelling Unit or Lodging Unit on the same Site;  

(iv) a pool area, change room, restroom, fitness facility, kitchen, laundry room, 
lounge or meeting room that is for the exclusive use of the residents of a 
Dwelling Unit or Lodging Unit on the same Site; 

(v) a storage room that provides storage exclusively to a resident or residents 
of a Dwelling Unit or Lodging Unit on the same Site; or  

(vi) an exterior deck, porch, canopy, gazebo, storage shed or stairway that is 
exclusively devoted to the use of a resident or residents of a Dwelling Unit 
or Lodging Unit on the same Site; 

14. Update re Development Charge By-law Reviews of Local Municipalities 

Staff have contacted the local municipalities to report on the status of the development 
charge by-law reviews currently being undertaken by the area municipalities in the 
Region.  The City of Waterloo completed their development charge by-law review in 
2012.  The other six local municipalities are undertaking their development charge by-
law review at the current time, with implementation dates for the new development 
charge by-laws between July and September 2014.  Table 5 provides a summary of the 
status of those reviews. 

Municipality Status of DC Review 

City of Waterloo Review completed and new DC by-law approved in 
2012 

City of Kitchener Public Meeting held April 28, 2014 

Final report and By-law presented to Council on May 
26, 2014 
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Municipality Status of DC Review 

City of Cambridge Background Study presented to Council for 
consideration. Public meeting held on May 26, 2014 

Township of North Dumfries Background study and by-law review underway. By-
law expires in 2014. 

Township of Wellesley Background study and by-law review underway. By-
law expires in 2014. 

Township of Wilmot Background study and by-law review underway. By-
law expires in 2014. 

Township of Woolwich Background study and by-law review underway. By-
law expires in 2014. 

 

The potential development charge rate increases is different at the local municipal level 
due to differences in the services provided and the growth-related capital projects 
resulting. 

15. Comparative Municipal Development Charge Rates 

Appendix E provides comparative information of development charge rates for other 
Regional municipalities and other single-tier and upper-and lower-tier total development 
charges in other municipalities. 

The proposed DC rates, for both residential and non-residential development, are 
added to the area municipality DC rates and compared with other municipalities (shown 
in the first two graphs).  The proposed rates are in the middle of the range when 
compared to other municipalities.  The DC rates are generally lower west of the Region, 
approximately equal to Hamilton and higher to the east into the GTA. 

For industrial (non-residential) DCs, the proposed DC rates are shown in comparison to 
other municipalities, both at the maximum permissible amount and the proposed 50% 
reduction.  With this reduction in place, the Region’s industrial DC rate will be at the 
lower end of the range for municipalities which charge a DC for industrial.  Some 
municipalities, as shown on the graph, do not impose a DC charge on industrial 
development.  

16. Next steps 

It is required that Council hold a public meeting to hear input on the Background Study 
and the draft Development Charge By-law before the By-law is approved and the public 
meeting is schedule to be held before the Council meeting on June 4, 2014. 

A further report on rate strategies and implementation will be presented to the 
Administration and Finance Committee meeting on June 17, 2014. 
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After consideration of the input received and any required changes are made to the 
Background Study and the draft development charge by-law, it is anticipated that the 
draft by-law will be presented for consideration and approval at the Council meeting to 
be held on June 25, 2014. 

Corporate Strategic Plan: 

The Regional Development Charge By-law supports Focus Area 1, Growth 
Management and Prosperity, of the Corporate Strategic Plan and specifically strategic 
objective 2.2 to develop, optimize and maintain infrastructure to meet current and 
projected needs as development charges provide an important source of funding for 
infrastructure needed to accommodate planned growth.  

Financial Implications: 

The Regional Development Charge is a significant component of the Region’s Capital 
financing Program.  Over the period of the By-law from 2014-2018, it is anticipated that 
the regional Development Charge will fund approximately $507.0 million of the projected 
capital costs for that period.  While the development charge rates are significant, the 
taxpayer, through property taxes and user rates, contributes a significant amount of the 
remainder of the capital costs to be incurred during this time frame.  If the maximum 
allowable development charge rate is not imposed and collected, the property tax and 
user rate budgets must absorb the foregone revenues and/or capital projects must be 
deferred. 

Other Department Consultations/Concurrence: 

Staff from all departments which have growth-related projects and Police Services are 
participating in the Development Charge By-law Review. 

Attachments: 

Appendix A – Executive Summary – Development Charges Background Study – Region 
of Waterloo – HEMSON Consulting Ltd. – March 2014 

Appendix B – Draft Regional Development Charge By-law, 2014 

Appendix C – Adjusted Maximum Permissible Development Charge Rates 

Appendix D – Correspondence received from stakeholders, together with responses 
from Regional staff 

Appendix E – Comparison of development charge rates in other municipalities 

Prepared By:  Calvin Barrett, Director, Financial Services and Development Financing 

Approved By:  Craig Dyer, Chief Financial Officer 
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REGIONAL LIBRARY $186 $186 $210 $210

WATERLOO REGIONAL POLICE SERVICE $437 $437 $257 $257

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES $66 $66 $95 $93

AIRPORT $184 $184 $362 $223

TRANSIT $538 $538 $788 $788

GENERAL GOVERNMENT $109 $109

OPERATIONS AND FACILITIES $129 $129 $118 $118

SUBTOTAL GENERAL SERVICES $1,540 $1,540 $1,940 $1,798

TRANSPORTATION $7,835 $10,040 $10,334 $10,288

WATER $2,737 $3,997 $2,676 $2,385

WASTEWATER $1,362 $2,378 $6,542 $6,176

SUBTOTAL ENGINEERING SERVICES $11,934 $16,415 $19,553 $18,849

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT CHARGE - URBAN $13,288 $17,769 $21,283 $20,437

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT CHARGE - TOWNSHIP $12,936 $17,417 $20,704 $19,859

Change from Current - Urban 60% 54%

Change from Current - Township 60% 54%

Change from 2009 Maximum - Urban 20% 15%

Change from 2009 Maximum - Township 19% 14%

TABLE 1

included in Police above

REGION OF WATERLOO

2014 DEVELOPMENT CHARGES BACKGROUND STUDY

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT CHARGES BY UNIT TYPE

Residential Charge Per SDU

Current

2009 RDC Study 

Maximum

2014 RDC Study 

Maximum

Adjusted 2014 

Maximum
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Service

REGIONAL LIBRARY $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00

WATERLOO REGIONAL POLICE SERVICE $0.28 $0.28 $0.14 $0.14

EMERGENCY MEDICAL SERVICES $0.04 $0.04 $0.05 $0.05

AIRPORT $0.24 $0.24 $0.36 $0.28

TRANSIT $0.36 $0.36 $0.44 $0.44

GENERAL GOVERNMENT $0.06 $0.06

OPERATIONS AND FACILITIES $0.08 $0.08 $0.07 $0.07

SUBTOTAL GENERAL SERVICES $1.00 $1.00 $1.12 $1.05

TRANSPORTATION $4.89 $6.58 $5.74 $5.71

WATER $2.46 $3.86 $1.30 $1.23

WASTEWATER $1.24 $2.38 $3.18 $3.16

SUBTOTAL ENGINEERING SERVICES $8.59 $12.82 $10.22 $10.10

TOTAL DEVELOPMENT CHARGE $9.59 $13.82 $11.34 $11.14

Change from Current 18% 16%

Change from 2009 Maximum -18% -19%

included in Police above

TABLE 2

REGION OF WATERLOO

2014 DEVELOPMENT CHARGES BACKGROUND STUDY

NON-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT CHARGES PER SQUARE FOOT OF GFA

Non-Residential Charge per sq.ft.

Current

2009 RDC Study 

Maximum

2014 RDC Study 

Maximum

Adjusted 2014 

Maximum
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Meeting date Requestor Request

Assigned 

Department

Anticipated 

Response Date

26-Jan-10 Committee

Report on a policy related to development charge grants,
exemptions and deferral requests, to include past
history/practice, implications, and options.

Finance

2014, as part of 
Development 

Charges By-law 
review

28-Feb-12 A&F Process for calculating/appeal of development charges
Finance / Legal 

Services

2014, as part of 
Development 

Charges By-law 
review

05-Dec-13 S. Strickland

That the Regionally-owned properties noted in report CR-FM-
13-023/CR-RS-13-090, items b,d,e of the motion, be 
deferred to staff for a report with options regarding how these 
properties could be used to further Regional objectives. PH&CS Feb-2014

11-Dec-13 D. Craig

That  staff review and comment on a three year planned 
budget cycle starting in 2016 and modeled after the City of 
Waterloo.

Finance/CAO's 
Office Spring 2014

11-Dec-13 D. Craig

THAT the issue of eliminating Regional staff through a 
process of attrition be referred to the Administration and 
Finance Committee for a future staff report on this issue. CAO's Office May-2014

15-Jan-14 R. Deutschmann

That staff report back to Council with the scope of work for 
an RFP for a service review and the subsequent timing will 
be outlined in that report. CAO's Office 30-Jun-2014

Council Enquiries and Requests for Information

Administration and Finance Committee

122904
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