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SEVENTH MEETING OF THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
TO BE HELD ON MONDAY, MARCH 22, 2004 AT 5:30 P.M.
IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, TOM DAVIES SQUARE

(DINNER WILL BE SERVED AT 5:00 P.M. IN THE COUNCILLORS’ LOUNGE)

(PLEASE ENSURE CELL PHONES AND PAGERS ARE TURNED OFF)

The Council Chamber of Tom Davies Square is wheelchair accessible. Please speak
to the City Clerk prior to the meeting if you require a hearing amplification device.
Persons requiring assistance are requested to contact the City Clerk’s Office at least
24 hours in advance of the meeting if special arrangements are required. Please call
(705) 671-2489, extension 2475. Telecommunications Device for the Deaf (TTY)
(705) 688-3919. Copies of Agendas can be viewed on the City’s web site at
www.greatersudbury.ca.

COUNCILLOR CALLAGHAN, CHAIR

1. Declarations of Pecuniary Interest
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PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS PAGE NO.

(The Greater Sudbury Police Services Board will make their presentation at the 2004-03-24
Finance Committee meeting.)

CORRESPONDENCE - INFORMATION ONLY

(Items # 3 and 4 were carried over from the Finance Committee meeting held on Wednesday,
March 10, 2004.)

2.

Report dated 2004-03-19 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Notice of Adoption of the 2004 Budget. 1-2
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(Section 291 of the Municipal Act, 2001 requires public notice before Council may hold a
meeting to adopt a budget, or to amend one.)

Report dated 2004-03-10 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Current Budget - 2004 Public Input Session 2 Update. 3-5
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report updates the 2004-02-27 report, which dealt with the Wards 1 through 4 ) Public
Input Meetings.)

Report dated 2004-03-10 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Tax Relief to Low Income Earners and Seniors. 6-10
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(On 2004-02-24, Finance Committee requested a report relating to property tax relief
available for low income families and seniors. This report outlines both the relief that the City
currently provides and additional options for Council's consideration.)

Report dated 2004-03-19 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding City of Greater Sudbury Debt Position at December 31, 2003. 11-13
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(At a recent meeting of the Finance Committee, Councillor Bradley requested information as
to the City’s debt position.)

Report dated 2004-03-19 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding 2004 Sudbury & District Health Unit Budget West Nile Contingencies. 14 - 17
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(At the Finance Committee meeting of 2004-03-10 Council requested a report on the West
Nile virus program, and alternatives to funding same.)
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CORRESPONDENCE - INFORMATION ONLY (continued) PAGE NO.

7.

10.

1.

12.

Report dated 2004-03-19 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Materials and Operating Expenses. 18 - 29
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(Atthe Finance Committee meeting of 2004-03-03, Council requested a reportidentifying the
items which are contained in the “Materials and Operating Expense” category.)

Report dated 2004-03-19 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Comparison of Pre-amalgamation Staffing and Current Levels of Staffing.
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY) 30-34

(Council at a previous Finance Committee meeting requested a chronology of staffing
comparing year 2000 pre-amalgamation to the current 2004 base budget.)

Report dated 2004-03-12 from the General Manager of Corporate Services
regarding Human Resources Division Legal Costs Review. 35-41
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(As aresult of discussions at the 2004-03-03 Finance Committee meeting, Council requested
a report on the use of outside legal counsel in both the Legal Services Division and the
Human Resources Division.)

Report dated 2004-03-08 from the General Manager of Public Works regarding
Convergence of Utilities. 42 - 45
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(A report entitled “Strategic Alternatives for City of Greater Sudbury Electric Utilities”, dated
2000-06-16, commonly known as the Navigant Report, covered many aspects associated
with the electrical utility, ranging from the sale of the utility, to the continued participation in
telecommunications (fibre optics), and on to the amalgamation of water, wastewater, and
hydro services.)

Report dated 2004-03-09, with attachments, from the General Manager of Public
Works regarding Sewer & Water Servicing. 46 - 78
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(During the Finance Committee meeting of 2004-03-03, the Chair requested that an option
be prepared to provide communal sewers to approximately 10 homes on Falconbridge Hwy.,
between Donnelly Drive and Metcalfe Avenue.)

Report dated 2004-03-15, with attachments, from the General Manager of Public
Works regarding Budget Enhancements - Snow Clearing for Churches &
Community Service Groups. 79 - 88
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

(This report refers to Priorities Recommendation #2003-55, Priorities Committee meeting of
2003-09-22.)

FINANCE COMMITTEE (2004-03-22) -li-



MANAGERS’ REPORTS PAGE NO.

{NONE}

MOTIONS

13.

14.

Presented by Councillor Gasparini:

WHEREAS many residents in the City of Greater Sudbury both throughout the
election and during the budget consultation process have requested that Council
consider the re-opening of recreational facilities that were closed in 2003,

AND WHEREAS these facilities contribute significantly to the overall quality of life
in Greater Sudbury;

AND WHEREAS opportunities for active, physical recreation are essential to our
overall health and well being given that we are facing a crisis of increased obesity
amongst our population and have poor indicators of cardiac health;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City of Greater
Sudbury direct staff to prepare a report outlining options with alternative
management and development models for the Adanac Ski Hill, the Falconbridge
Arena and the Dow Pool which will engage the community and involve interested
citizens, including, for example, the possible creation of a not for profit corporation
or the creation of a citizen management Board which could be mandated to market
the facilities, increase utilization and fund raise in support of the facilities;

AND FURTHER THAT $650,000 be committed to a reserve fund for capital
expenditures for those facilities ($500,000 - chair lift at Adanac Ski Hill; $90,000 -
Dow Pool; $60,000 - Falconbridge Arena) through a reallocation of existing reserve
funds, and that these funds remain in reserve until such time as this Council directs,
following consideration of the above mentioned report and the approval of business
plans and operating budgets for each facility.

Presented by Councillor Caldarelli:

WHEREAS Members of Council, management and employees of the City of Greater
Sudbury are all responsible to the taxpayer for the use of public resources;

AND WHEREAS local government auditors can contribute to identifying improvements in
service delivery, cost savings and improved accountability;

AND WHEREAS citizens are requesting continued services with taxes being increased no
more than is absolutely necessary;

AND WHEREAS cost savings and additional revenue generated through the auditing
process are value added benefits that cannot be ignored,

AND WHEREAS economy and efficiency audits and performance audits of local
government can enhance municipal government accountability by independently reviewing
and reporting on programs, functions, activities and organizations;

FINANCE COMMITTEE (2004-03-22) -lIv-



14. Presented by Councillor Caldarelli (Cont’d):

AND WHEREAS by conducting independent audits, auditors provide the public, elected
officials and management with a fair, objective and reliable assessment of local
government performance;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City Greater Sudbury
retain the services of an independent auditor who shall be responsible only to Council,
for a one year trial period;

AND FURTHER THAT this Council appoint a the following Members of Council to an
Ad Hoc Committee which will report back to Council by May 30th, 2004 with the
recommended terms and conditions of such appointment:

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

Councillor Caldarelli

Councillor

Councillor

Councillor

Councillor ;

AND FURTHER THAT this Committee set out a time line to have the Council Auditor
appointed and “in-place”prior to the start of the 2005 Budget process.

15. Motion by Councillor Caldarelli:

WHEREAS Members of Council have been told very clearly by the taxpayers of this
city that roads should be our number one priority this year;

AND WHEREAS any monies that may be forthcoming from the provincial and
federal governments will likely not been seen by municipalities in this calendar year,

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City Greater
Sudbury impose a freeze on all capital spending other than road projects until the
end of 2004;

AND FURTHER THAT this Council continue to lobby the provincial and federal
governments for monies to be used to rebuild our deteriorating infrastructure.
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MOTIONS (continued) PAGE NO.
16. Presented by Councillor Caldarelli:

WHEREAS Members of Council, management and employees of the City of Greater
Sudbury are all responsible to the taxpayer for the use of public resources;

AND WHEREAS tax increases have to be kept to the lowest possible level without
sacrificing essential services;

AND WHEREAS to achieve this it is necessary to stop the dramatic increases which
have been occurring in our operating budgets;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City Greater
Sudbury requests staff to bring in a budget for Materials and Operating expenses
for 2004 which is no more than $28,187,967, that being 5% more than the amount
budgeted in 2003.

AND FURTHER THAT this reduction in the amount requested for the 2004 budget
be made with no decrease in the number of full time employees and with as little
disruption to citizen services as is possible.

17. Presented by Councillor Caldarelli:

WHEREAS Members of Council, management and employees of the City of
Greater Sudbury are all responsible to the taxpayer for the use of public resources;

AND WHEREAS it is incumbent upon all parties to practice fiscal responsibility and
economic restraint;

AND WHEREAS keeping spending under control is essential for good fiscal
management;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT all employees be instructed that
budget cost centers are not to be overspent without the express permission of
Council;

AND FURTHER THAT before any cost center is overspent there must be a report

to Council which explains all the reasons the expenditure must be made and why
it cannot be delayed until the next fiscal year.
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2004 BUDGET REVIEW

18. a. The Chair of the Finance Committee will continue the review of the Base
Budget of the 2004 Budget document continuing at Page 157.

b. Review of the reduction and enhancement options.
» Councillor Ted Callaghan, Chair, Finance Committee

2004 PARKING LOT REVIEW

19. The Chair of the Finance Committee will review each of the items placed in the
Parking Lot during the meeting. The consensus of Council will be required for each
item listed in the Parking Lot.

1. Outstanding requests from the Parking Lot March 3, 2004 89
2. Outstanding requests from the Parking Lot March 8, 2004 90
3. Outstanding requests from the Parking Lot March 10, 2004 91
4. Outstanding requests from the Parking Lot March 22, 2004
» Councillor Ted Callaghan, Chair, Finance Committee

10:00 P.M. ADJOURNMENT (RESOLUTION PREPARED)

(TWO THIRDS (2/3) MAJORITY REQUIRED TO PROCEED PAST 10:00 P.M.)

NEXT FINANCE COMMITTEE MEETING

DATE: WEDNESDAY, MARCH 24, 2004

TIME: 5:00 P.M.

PLACE: COUNCIL CHAMBER

2004-03-19

COUNCILLOR TED CALLAGHAN CORRIE-JO CAPORALE
CHAIR, 2004 FINANCE COMMITTEE COUNCIL SECRETARY
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Request for Recommendation

Finance Committee

@ Sudbiii

wwwidity.greatersudbury.on.ca

Type of Decision

Meeting Date | Monday, March 22, 2004

Report Date Friday, March 19, 2004

Decision Requested Yes No

Priority High X | Low

Direction Only

Type of Meeting Open Closed

" Report Title
Notice of Adoption of the 2004 Budget

Policy Implication + Budget impact '

This report and recommendation(s) have been raviewed by the
Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

Policy Implication:

Section 291 of the Municipal Act, 2001 requires
public notice before Council may hold a meeting
to adopt a budget, or to amend one.

Public Notice By-law 2003-2 further requires the
Clerk to publish one notice in a daily newspaper
and on the City’s web page a minimum of seven
(7) days prior to the meeting of the Finance
Committee.

Budget Impact:

Statutory Advertising is budgeted annually under
the Clerks Services Cost Centre.

Recommendation =

This Report appears on the Agenda for
informational purposes only.

X | Background Attached

Recommendation Continued

Reconinended by the General Manager

A< —
Doug Wuksinic
General Manager of Corporate Services

Recommended by the C.A.O.

Chief Administrative Officer

\

Revised: January 8, 2003



Title: Notice of Adoption of the 2004 Budget Page: 1
Date: 2004-03-19

Heather Salter
Acting Director of Legal/Clerks Services

Thom M. Mowry X
City Clerk

Background Information:

The Municipal Act, 2001 requires the City to provide notice to the public of its intention to pass
certain by-laws, the holding of certain required public meetings, and of other matters. Schedule
"A" of By-Law 2003-2 sets out the form, manner and times the notice shall be given, unless
specified by the Municipal Act, 2001, another Act or a regulation, or, if Council directs that other
public notice is to be given. The notice requirements include posting on the City's web page at

www.greatersudbury.ca.

Section 291 of the Municipal Act, 2001 states that:

291. (1) Before adopting all or part of a budget under section 289 or 290, or amending
such a budget, a municipality shall give public notice of its intention to adopt or amend
the budget at a council meeting specified in the notice.

(2) If a budget is not adopted or amended at the council meeting specified in a notice
under subsection (1) but consideration of the matter is deferred, no further notice is
required under subsection (1) if a public statement is made at the meeting that the
matter has been deferred and that the municipality now intends to adopt or amend the
budget at a later council meeting specified in the public statement.

(3) If a budget is not adopted or amended at the council meeting specified in a public
statement under subsection (2), no further notice is required under subsection (1) if
a public statement is made at the meeting that the matter has been deferred and that
the municipality now intends to adopt or amend the budget at a later council meeting
specified in the public statement.

The current budget schedule provides for one (1) additional meeting to be held on Tuesday, March
30, 2004 at which time it is anticipated that the Finance Committee will conclude its 2004 budget
deliberations. Should the Finance Committee not complete its 2004 budget deliberations on March
30, 2004 then the Chair will make a public announcement prior to the adjournment motion
announcing the location, date and time when Council will meet to adopt its final budget. No further
public notice is required.
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Request for Recommendation

Grer [Grand

Meeting Date | March 10, 2004 Report Date March 10, 2004
Decision Requested Yes X No Priority X | High Low
Direction Only Type of Meeting ¥ | Open Closed

Current Budget - 2004 Public Input Session 2
Update

X This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the

Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

For Information only.

X | Background Attached

Recommendation Continued

General Manager of Corporate Services

M. Mieto

Chief Administrative Q\ﬁ%cer
R

"~

Revised: January 8, 2003




Title: Current Budget - 2004 Public Input Session 2 Update Page: 2
Date: March 10, 2004

E. Stankiewicz Yy S. Jonasson
Co-ordinator of Currem Budget Director of Finance/City Treasurer
BACKGROUND

The intention of the second round of public consultation was to obtain comments relating to the budget
document and direction on four specific questions. This report provides a preliminary summary of both the
input regarding the four questions and the specific suggestions received. Workbooks which contained a list
of all the options that would be reviewed by Council during budget deliberations were provided to all
participants.

This report updates the February 27, 2004 report, which dealit with the Wards 1 through 4 public input
meetings. Wards 5 and 6 public input sessions were held on Monday March 1, 2004 and Tuesday
March 2, 2004. The rankings of the questions and the additional suggestions from Wards 5 and 6
have been identified. The additional items from these two Wards have been bolded.

The round table discussions revolved around four questions:
1. What level of municipal service do you expect? Should any services be reduced or eliminated?

2. Should those who use a service pay for the service (user fees) and/or should everyone share in the
cost (taxes)? '

3. What services would you like to see improved or added?

4. Should the City borrow money and/or implement a special levy to fix roads, repair arenas, replace fire
trucks, maintain police communications, etc?

The comments for all tables were recorded and are identified in the minutes from each ward meeting. These
minutes have previously been circulated to Council.

After comments were made from the tables relating to the four specific questions, the groups were asked to
rank the priorities. The following chart reflects the results of the rankings:

Ward 1 2 3 4 5 6
City Taxes should be increased to maintain services. 31 {28 133147 | 5 |351179
Services should be improved or added. 23 131 131|154 6 |30 | 175
The City should borrow money and/or implement a special levy to fix roads, etc. | 27 | 26 | 30 | 26 | 6 | 29 | 144
Those who use a service should pay for the service. 16 129 {31 13541 7 |19 | 137
Services should be eliminated or reduced. 8 21 120 |15 | 8 | 22 92




Title: Current Budget - 2004 Public Input Session 2 Update Page?3
Date: March 10, 2004

Specific Suggestions Emanating From the Public Input Sessions

This list is made up of specific new suggestions that were not identified in the first round of public input
sessions and where no current option exists.

They are as follows in no specific order:

E B EREEBEREREE EERGB

Recreation user fees to be increased in increments

Blue box collection every second week

Garbage collection every second week in winter

Use volunteers more effectively

Promote Sudbury as a retirement community

Harmonize service levels throughout the City

Increased policing especially in the outlining area

Privatize facilities

Convert Pioneer Manor to a not for profit long term care facility

Build additional mausoleums to generate more revenue

Introduce photo radar to generate revenue

Approach MTO for funding of Highway 144 and adding walkways

Introduce a by-law to have property owners maintain their sidewalks in front of their home during the
winter

Do not provide winter maintenance services to seasonal roads

Provide funding for a trail system at High Falls and for the Tom Morley Mine project
Increase library hours

Education on recycling and sale of composters

Remove snow banks at entrance of YMCA for seniors’ safety

Conduct a hiring freeze

Assembile a joint liaison committee with federal and provincial M.P.’s to promote Sudbury
Sudbury Community Foundation requesting $200,000 one-time funding
Scheduling road maintenance off peak hours

&1




Request for Recommendation

Finance Committee

* Sudﬁreaterl(;rand

wwwi.city.greatersudbury.on.ca

Type of Decision

Meeting Date | March 10, 2004 Report Date March 10, 2004

Decision Requested Yes X ; Priority X | High

Direction Only Type of Meeting X | Open

Report Title

Tax Relief to Low Income Earners and Seniors

X This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the
Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

FOR INFORMATION ONLY
N/A

3¢ | Background Attached Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the C.A.O.

A

get of Corporate Services

Revised: January 8, 2603



Title: Tax Relief to L.ow Income Earners and Seniors Page: 1
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 10, 2004

E. Stankiewicz S. Jonasson
Co-Ordinator of Current Budget Director of Finance/City Treasurer

e

BACKGROUND

On January 24, 2004, Finance Committee requested a report relating to property tax relief available for fow
income families and seniors.

This report outlines both the relief that the City currently provides and additional options for Council’s
consideration.

The aspect of addressing social equity objectives through specific programs such as tax relief for low income
individuals is addressed as a principle in the Long Term Financial Plan (LTFP). The LTFP (4.1) indicates that
“financial plan policies should be applied on the basis of their benefit to the community as a whole. When
Council considers it necessary, support programs should be provided to address the needs of individual
residents unduly burdened as a result of the implementation of a policy”. '

CURRENT RELIEF

Low Income Seniors - Property Tax Rebate

The City currently provides a $100 tax rebate for senior citizens, who own their own home and are in receipt
of the Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS), under the provisions of the Municipal Elderly Residents
Assistance Act, R.S.0. 1990. This legislation is no longer in existence, however all bylaws passed under this
Act prior to January 1, 2003 are valid. Unlike other special provision bylaws under the Act, this one will not
expire on a specific date. However, it should be noted that the City can no longer amend the bylaw. Since
the City cannot change any of the provisions of the bylaw, no additional tax relief can be provided to this
group of residents under this Act. Accordingly, if we are to provide a new form of assistance or expand our
rebate program, it will have to be justified under other sections of the Municipal Act. Currently the City
receives approximately 950 applications for this $100 rebate of municipal taxes.

Tax Deferral for Low Income Seniors and Low Income Disabled

There is a Provincial requirement for municipalities to provide property tax relief to low income seniors and
low income disabled persons by allowing for deferral or cancellation of property tax increases over the
previous year. Under Section 319 of the Municipal Act the City of Greater Sudbury currently offers a tax
deferral on property tax increases over $100 for the affected property owners. Since there is a considerable
administrative burden to operating this program, the $100 minimum was put into effect. Applicants taking
advantage of this program will have a lien placed against their property at their cost. The Region of Sudbury
initiated this program in 1998. Since the program’s inception, there has been no take up on the program.

7




Title: Tax Relief to Low Income Earners and Seniors Page?
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 10, 2004

WHAT OTHER MUNICIPALITIES DO

Thirteen municipalities were surveyed requesting information regarding voluntary property tax rebate
programs and the Provincial mandatory program for tax relief for low income seniors and low income
disabled. Since the upper tier is responsible for developing the provincially mandated programs while the
lower tier or single tier municipalities are responsible for providing voluntary tax relief, a cross section of
municipalities were surveyed. To date, only eight municipalities have responded.

Of the lower tier and single tier municipalities surveyed, only one city provided a voluntary tax rebate for
seniors of $125 annually under Section 365 of the Municipal Act which deals with the unduly burdensome
aspect.

As for the provincially mandated program, all municipalities provide for a deferral of property tax increases,
however, they use different parameters. Some have a threshold of $100 before a deferral can take place
while others have no minimum requirement. In most cases, applicants must be in receipt of the Guaranteed
Income Supplement (GIS) or Ontario Disability Support Program (ODSP). Only one municipality had no
income requirement. Collectively, there is very little take up on this program. Once the public realizes that
this program is a deferral, not a cancellation of taxes, and involves a lien on their property, they do not take
advantage of the tax deferral.

POSSIBLE AREAS FOR PROPERTY TAX RELIEF

There are two sections of the Municipal Act, where tax relief may be granted but they are very broad in
nature.

Section 107 of the Municipal Act allows municipalities to provide grants or aid where a Council considers
appropriate, to any person, group or body for any purpose that Council considers to be in the interests of the
municipality. If Council provides property tax relief under this section, there must be specific criteria set out
in the bylaw to ensure that Council’s intentions are met, and only the targeted group can take advantage of
this plan.

Section 365 of the Municipal Act is another area where specific property tax relief can be provided to low
income persons and low income seniors. This section allows for the cancellation, reduction or refund of taxes
levied for both municipal and educational purposes. A low income person, in an eligible property may make
application for relief. Where taxes are considered to be unduly burdensome, as defined in the bylaw, relief
may be provided. In this.case, the bylaw would have to set out strict parameters for eligit*'ity to ensure that
Council’s targeted group is the only beneficiary of this relief. Once a rebate has been provided the City will
charge back the education portion to the school boards.




Title: Tax Relief to Low Income Earners and Seniors Page?3
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 10, 2004

Options

As identified in the LTFP, it is recommended that property taxation relief be provided to low income property
owners to offset the increased taxation required to conform to the LTFP.

Finance Committee has provided direction to staff to formulate a plan to provide such relief. Currently, low
income seniors receive a $100 property tax rebate for municipal purposes. However, as a result of potential
increases in taxes, Council may wish to increase this amount and may wish to address the needs of the low
income homeowners and low income disabled homeowners.

Under Section 365 of the Municipal Act, the municipality may rebate taxes to property owners where it
considers the property taxes are unduly burdensome to the individual. Since this section allows for any
rebate to be shared with the school boards, the City should discontinue its tax rebate program for low income
seniors under the Municipal Elderly Residents Assistance Act where the City pays 100 percent of the program
and provide relief under Section 365 of the Municipal Act.

The following are options that should be considered to provide tax relief for low income groups under Section
365 of the Municipal Act.

1. This option would eliminate the seniors’ property rebate under the Municipal Elderly Residents
Assistance Act and reintroduce the rebate under Section 365 of the Municipal Act. With the current
number of 950 applicants, the gross rebate would be $95,000 with $17,000 being charged to the
school boards. This option would save the City $17,000.

2. . The next option would provide an additional $50, thereby increasing the property tax rebate to $150
for seniors. This would impact the City by $39,000.

An increase of an additional $50 tax rebate for a total of $200 would add another of $39,000 to the
tax levy.

3. - Extending this tax relief program to recipients of ODSP and Ontario Works benefits would have an
impact to the City. Currently 76 Ontario Works clients own their own homes. The Province has not
provided the City with the number of ODSP clients who own their own homes. Our estimate would
be approximately 500 individuals. Based on these numbers, a $100 tax rebate for this group would
have an additional cost to the City of $47,000.

To provide additional relief of $50 for a total of $150 would cost another $24,000. To extend this
s relief by another $50 for a total of $200 would cost the City an additional $24,000.

To be eligible for this tax relief, Ontario Works clients must be in receipt of benefits while Ontario
Disability Support Program clients must receive the ODSP benefits.




Title: Tax Relief to Low Income Earners and Seniors Page4
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 10, 2004

4. This option deals with low income working families. The threshold would be set at $20,000 combined
income for both the property owner and spouse. This threshold would include all GIS recipients, OW
clients, and most OSDP recipients. The threshold should be indexed to inflation each year. According
to Statistics Canada, there are approximately 5,000 homeowners with an income of under $20,000.
Discounting the previous groups (Seniors, OW, ODSP), this leaves approximately 3,500 households.
Providing a $100 rebate to this group would cost the City $287,000. An additional $50 for a total of
$150 would cost approximately $144,000 and an additional $50 for a total of $200 would cost
$144,000 more. The requirements would have applicants provide the previous year's notice of
assessment for both owner and spouse.

All of these options represent estimates to the best of our knowledge and the total impact will only be known
once the plan is implemented and the City realizes the take up on the program.

For illustration purposes, the following chart identifies the impact of all options.

Additional Cost/

(Savings)
$

Current  ($100 rebate) $95,000

Current under Section 365 ($100 rebate) $78,000 (17,000)
Seniors - additional $50 for a total of $150 39,000
Seniors - additional $50 for a total of $200 39,000
ODSP + OW - $100 tax rebate 47,000
ODSP + OW - additional $50 for a total of $150 24,000
ODSP + OW - additional $50 for a total of $200 24,000
Low income working families - $100 287,000
Low income working families - additional $50 for a total of $150 144,000
Low income working families - additional $50 for a total of $200 144,000

If all options are accepted, the total impact to the City would be approximately $730,000. These are the best
estimates at this time.

SUMMARY

In summary, there are avenues available to provide tax relief to low income earners. Finance Committee may
choose from the alternatives identified to provide tax relief to the less fortunate in our society.




Request for Recommendation

Finance Committee

Type of Decision

Meeting Date | March 22, 2004

Report Date

S ] [ Greater |Grand

www.city.greatersudb

March 19, 2004

ury.on.ca

Priority

X | High

Decision Requested Yes X

Direction Only

Type of Meeting X | Open

Report Title

City of Greater Sudbury
Debt Position at December 31, 2003

Policy Implication + Budget Impact

X This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewad by the
Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

N/A

Recommendation

FOR INFORMATION ONLY

X | Background Attached

Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the C.A.O.

Cflief Administrative Offjcer
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Title: Debt Position at December 31, 2003
Date: March 19, 2003

Page: 1

C. Mahaffy S. Jonasson

Do

Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer Director of Finance/City Treasurer
BACKGROUND

At a recent meeting of the Finance Committee, Councillor Bradley requested information as to the City’s debt

position.

The following details the outstanding debt as at December 31, 2003:

Due to Royal Bank of Canada

Due to Toronto Dominion Bank

Province of Ontario (Northern Ontario Heritage Fund)
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation

Bank of Nova Scotia

The debt is for the following:

$18,271,376
6,598,657
100,000
44,411
36,992
$25,051,436

Project Amount Institution Maturity
1) 199 Larch Street * $16,945,543 RBC 2023
2) Former Towns of Rayside-Balfour and Onaping Falls for the Trillium

Centre, Town Hall, ambulance bays and a transit vehicle (R-B) and

retrofit of an arena (OF) 715,120 RBC 2007
3) Former Town of Onaping Falls retrofitting Dowling Arena 610,713 RBC 2011
4) Former Region re: Ministry of the Environment projects in Valley

East, Rayside-Balfour and Onaping Falls for water and wastewater

services 6,598,657 D 2007
5) Former Town of Rayside-Balfour re: Trillium Centre (interest free) 100,000 NOHF 2013
6) Former Region for wastewater works 44,411 CMHC 2004
7) Former Town of Onaping Falls for a snowplow 36,992 BNS 2005

$25,051,436
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Title: Debt Position at December 31, 2003
Date: March 19, 2003

Page?2

* The repayments for 199 Larch Street are largely funded through lease payments from the Province, for
which there is a 20-year guarantee. The balance is funded through lease payments for City departments
located in that building. Rent formerly paid to the Province is now paid to ourselves.

In 2004 the City will be debenturing between $9 and $10 million for the Pioneer Manor project. The Province
will be funding the repayment of this amount, through monthly transfers, for twenty (20) years.

Annual Debt Repayment Limit

Each year the Province calculates Annual Debt Repayment Limit (ARL) for each municipality. The 2004
calculation should arrive at any time now. However, the calculation for 2003 indicated that the City had
sufficient debt capacity to increase debt repayments by $47 million annually. After 199 Larch Street and other
commitments were taken into consideration, the ARL is still about $40 million.
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Title: Health Unit Funding

Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 19, 2004

Page: 1

E. Stankiewicz S. Jonasson
Co-Ordinator of Current Budget Director of Finance/City Treasurer
BACKGROUND

At the Finance Committee meeting of March 10, 2004 Council requested a report on the West Nile virus
program, and alternatives to funding same.

The Sudbury and District Health Unit budgeted $500,000 (gross) for the West Nile virus program as a
contingency item to create a mechanism for municipalities to access 50% funding for these activities. West
Nile virus control activities are a municipal responsibility. Only if the municipalities incur costs relating to West
Nile virus control activities will the Health Unit levy municipalities thus creating a mechanism for municipalities
to be reimbursed 50% and to receive offsetting Community Reinvestment Funds.

While the Health Unit has the ability to issue a supplementary levy to the municipalities, municipalities cannot
levy the taxpayers more than once. For this reason, the City has included the West Nile component of the
Health Unit’s budget in its base budget. If the supplementary levy does not materialize, the funds will be
retained by the City and will form part of the year-end corporate position.

After the City had passed it's budget in 2003, the Health Unit did a supplementary budget submission to the

Province to include a $500,000 West Nile virus program. Because of the timing, the program was not
included in the City’s budget. Fortunately, total costs in 2003 were minimal.

Funding Relationships

Annually, the Health Unit submits a budget to the Province, and based on this submission advises the
member municipalities of the amount being levied for the year. Some of the Health Unit's programs are
funded at 100% by the Province, while the remainder receive 50% funding. The remainder of the budget, the
other 50% of the cost shared programs, is funded by the municipalities. Based on percentage of population,
the City’s share of the Sudbury and District Health Unit net budget is 85.45%. Numerous other small
municipalities share in the remaining 14.55%.

Community Reinvestment Fund

The Health Unit is a Local Service Realignment (LSR) program, and therefore the City receives Community
Reinvestment Funds (CRF) to offset a portion of any increased programs of the Health Unit. Based on
funding ratios in existence before the downloading exercise, about 57% of any increase is offset by CRF.
The following example, using $100,000 gross costs at the Health Unit, illustrates how the funding works,
rounding to the nearest $100:
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Title: Health Unit Funding Page2
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 19, 2004

Gross Cost - Health Unit $100,000
Provincial subsidy (50,000)
Municipal Share $ 50,000
Other Municipalities’ share - 14.55% (7,300)
City’s share $ 42,700
Offsetting CRF funding to City (24,300)
Net City cost $ 18,400

Using this same formula, the City’s net share of the West Nile virus levy would be about $92,000.

Funding Alternatives

Identified below are some funding alternatives:

Budget for the West Nile Virus Program in 2004

Do not reduce the budget for the West Nile Virus program, on the clear understanding that the Health Unit
will levy only if a program is undertaken. Any funds not levied by the Health Unit would remain with the City
and form part of the City’s year-end position in 2004.

Fund City’s share from Reserves

The City could reduce the levy by funding the West Nile virus option from reserves. After 2003 year-end is
finalized and the 2004 budget is struck, the $92,000 net cost would be committed from a reserve or reserve
fund to be identified.

Funding from reserves would be appropriate if the West Nile virus program were a one-time undertaking.
Dr. Suftcliffe indicated that this was probably not the case and she could not estimate when the West Nile
threat might end. She also indicated that she would probably be unable to answer this same question in a
year’s time.

Fund from Health Unit Reserves

Itis understood that the Health Unit has about $350,000 in reserves, although some of this amount may have
been committed in 2004. The Board of Health could be asked to dedicate a portion of these reserves to cover
the municipal portion (approximately $108,000) of any West Nile virus costs encountered this year. The full
$250,000 would be levied against the municipalities in order for the municipalities to receive the CRF funding,
but the Health Unit would reimburse all of the member municipalities the net costs from the reserve. The City
could reduce the levy by $92,000 under this option. Please note that the Board does not meet again until the
third Thursday in April.
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Fund from Health Unit and Municipal Reserves Equally

A combination of the previous two options, where the City would identify and commit a reserve for $46,000
while the Health Unit reserved about $54,000. All of the other member municipalities would have to agree
to this arrangement as well, and reserve their portion.

Summary
If the West Nile virus is going to be budgeted on an ongoing basis by the Health Unit, it is more appropriate

for the City to have ongoing permanent funding for this program in its base budget. However, if the program
is a one-time budget item, it would be acceptable to fund the net cost from reserves.
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Title: Materials and Operating Expenses

Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 19, 2004

E. Stankiewicz S. Jonasson
Co-Ordinator of Curfent Budget Director of Finance/City Treasurer

Page: 1

BACKGROUND

At the Finance Committee meeting of March 3, 2004, Council requested a report identifying the items which
are contained in the “Materials and Operating Expense” category.

Attached is a spreadsheet which reflects the accounts contained in this category. Totals are provided by
department. All line accounts are reflected with the exception of those in the Public Works Operations

Section as there are over 500 accounts. Therefore, they are not identified by type of material but rather by
the work program function.

The following chart reflects the value of the “Materials and Operating Expenses” category by department in
the 2004 budget:

$
Revenue 2,656,000
Executive & Legislative 184,300
Corporate Services 1,575,200
Economic Development and Planning 1,227,255
Health and Social Services 1,715,100
Citizen and Leisure Services 3,501,160
Public Works 15,728,398
Emergency Services 1,562,710
Police Services 1,217,230

29,367,353

The following provides a summary of each area. The page number referred relates to your Current Budget.

Revenue $2,656.000 Page 4

The three accounts in this area are required as these items are mandated by the Province. Tax write-offs,
charity rebates and vacancy rebates total approximately $2.7 million.




Title: Materials and Operating Expenses Page?2
Reviewed by: C. Mahaffy, Manager of Financial Planning & Policy/Deputy Treasurer
Date: March 19, 2004

Executive & Legislative  $184,300 Page 15
Of the $184,300 budgeted expenditures in this area, one of the major items deals with the $10,400 allocation

for each Councillor for expenses, which totals $125,000.

Corporate Services $1,575,200 Page 30

There are various number of different functions in this area from office expense to tax registration expenses.
The bulk of the expenditures is for copier and printer maintenance and supplies and computer purchases in
the Information Technology Section, approximately $.7 million of the $1.6 million in Corporate Services.

Economic Development and Planning  $1,227,255 Page 66

Of the $1.2 million in this category, over $1 million is related to Economic Development. There has been a
major increase in this area and it is due to the new programs initiated to promote economic development.
These programs have leveraged significant funding from Provincial and Federal organizations.

Health and Social Services  $1,715,100 Page 86

Almost 90% of the expenditures in this department for materials ($1.54 million of $1.72 million) occurs in
Pioneer Manor with the majority taking place as a result of food purchases. Other large expenditure accounts
are medical supplies, drugs and incontinence supplies.

Citizen and Leisure Services $3,501,160 Page 121

There are varied number of accounts in this department that range from office expense, to the Santa Claus

Parade, and to concession supplies at the various arenas. These items account for $3.5 million of the $29.4
million corporate total.

Public Works $15,728,398 Page 203

Of the $15.7 million, $6.2 million is contained in the water and waste water areas, largely for chemicals and
utilities. These items have no impact on the levy. The roads area is worth $4.4 million and some activities
in this area are: railroad crossing surface maintenance, sidewalk repairs and catchbasin and manhole repairs.
These three activities would use the following materials: rubber grids, asphalt, cement, gravel, wood, fibre
spacers, catchbasin manholes, bricks, mortar, pipes and metal covers. As mentioned previously, there are
approximately 500 accounts in Operations and each materials account may contain any number of materials
required to perform the various functions.
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Emergency Services $1,562,710 Page 278

The major items in this area deals with vehicles and building maintenance for Fire Services which accounts
for $.6 million. Another $.2 million is allocated to uniforms for both Fire and EMS purposes. These items
account for 50% of the $1.6 million budget for materials and operating expenses.

Police Services $1,217,230 Page 328

Fleet costs account for more than 50% of the total materials costs ($620,000 out of $1.2 million) in the Police
Services area.

SUMMARY

Since this category is called Materials and Operating Expenses, it contains many accounts which provide for
the purchase of material and expenditures related to specific functions.




City of Greater Sudbury
2004 Current Budget
Materials and Operating Expenses

Cost Centre Section Account Description Amount Sub-Total
A-A.05.00.00.00 Taxation Levy Tax Write Offs 1,930,000
Charity Rebates 76,000
Vacancy Rebates 650,000 2,656,000
B.A.05.00.00.00 Office of the Mayor Office Expense 15,000
Public Relations - Mayor 17,500
BA.10.00.00.00 Council Expenses Each Councilor @$10,400 ea 124,800
B.C.05.00.00.00 Chief Administrative Officer Office Expense 10,000
B.C.10.00.00.00 Communications Office Expense 12,000
B.C.15.00.00.00 Corporate Strategy & Policy Office Expense 2,500
B.C.20.00.00.00 Internal Audit Office Expense 2,500 184,300
C.A.05.00.00.00 General Manager's Office Office Expense 5,130
General Administration 5,130
C.C.05.00.00.00 Information Technology Services Office Expense 5,580
Data Paper Computer 15,600
Copiers - Supplies & Mice 220,000
Docutech Supplies 35,000
City Share Manfg Tax 3,800
C.C.15.00.00.00 Network & Support Computer Purchases 256,900
Network Infrastructure 50,000
Printer Supplies 75,000
C.F.05.00.00.00 Administration Office Expense 38,950
C.F.20.00.00.00 Payroll Services Office Expense 5,130
C.F.30.00.00.00 Taxation Office Expense 41,000
Tax Registration Expenses 154,130
Tax Sale Costs 16,550
C.F.40.00.00.00 Billing & Collections 37,310
C.F.50.00.00.00 Financial & Corporate Expenditure Contingencies 76,880
Prov. For Doubtful Account 10,250
Employee Appreciation 15,380
C.H.05.00.00.00 Human Resources Admin Office Expense 18,360
Contingencies 30,000
C.H.15.00.00.00 Health & Safety Health Care & Safety 11,170
C.P.05.00.00.00 Supplies & Services Office Expense 6,150
C.8.05.00.00.00 Solicitors Office Expense 45,000
C.S.06.05.00.00 Properties 1679 Main Street 15,000
200 Larch Street 35,000
49 Elgin Street 20,000
85 Elm Street 15,000
7 Serpentine Street 2,500
194 Maclennan Street 1,500
61 First Avenue 3,000
191 Church Street 3,500
227 Tenth Avenue 3,500
2 First Avenue 25,000
C.5.08.00.00.00 Clerks Services Office Expense 25,000
Postage & Courier 186,000
Council Meeting Expenses 9,000
C.S.10.00.00.00 Provincial Services Office Expense 52,800 1,575,200
E.C.05.05.05.00 GSDC Office Expense 41,000
E.C.05.05.15.11 Export Devl Initiative Office Expense 10,000
E.C.05.15.00.00 GSDC - Board and Committees Leverage Funding 130,295
E.C.05.20.00.00 GEO Smart Hardware & Software 252,120
Marketing 30,000
Other Costs 124,440
E.C.05.38.04.00 Esudbury.Com Office Expense 1,000
E.C.05.38.05.00 Connect Ontario Computer Purchases 122,580
Software 190,160
E.C.05.40.05.00 RBC General Office Office Expense 6,000
E.C.05.40.10.00 Business Plan Initiative Admin/Office Expense 12,260
E.C.05.40.35.00 S.8. Business Plan Challenge Office Expense 14,500
E.C.05.40.40.00 Bridges to Better Business Office Expense 17,200
E.C.05.45.10.00 Centre Lionel E. Lalonde Centre Office Supplies 8,280
Materials 38,950
Repairs & Maintenance 24,180
E.P.03.00.00.00 Planning Administration Office Expense 9,250
Books & Subscriptions 2,500
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City of Greater Sudbury
2004 Current Budget
Materials and Operating Expenses

|  CostCentre Section Account Description Amount Sub-Total
IE.P.05.00.00.00 Building Services Office Expense 25,000
E.P.10.05.00.00 Committee of Adjustment Office Expense 3,000
E.P.10.10.00.00 Development Services Printing & Stationery 1,000
E.P.15.05.00.00 Municipal Law Enforcement Office Expense 8,000
Supplies 5,000
. Dog Tags & Supplies 10,000
E.P.25.05.00.00 Community & Strategic Planning Office Expense 2,090
Public Advisory Panel 6,270
E.P.25.10.00.00 Lake Water Quality Expenses 12,750
E.P.25.15.00.00 Geographic Info Survey & Mapping _ |Misc Equipment Cost 7,300
drafting supplies 26,500
mapping 10,400
E.P.25.20.05.00 Environmental Initiatives Biologist - Materials 6,200
E.P.25.20.10.00 Land Reclamation Tree Giveaway - Expenses 200
Materials and Equipment 62,330
E.S.01.00.00.00 Social Housing Admin Office Expense 6,500 1,227,255
H.A.05.00.00.00 General Manager's Office Office Expense 2,980
H.C.05.00.00.00 Children Services Admin Office Expense 9,660 |
Related Expenses 11,650
H.C.07.00.00.00 Children First Roundtable Related Expenses 5,000
H.C.10.00.00.00 Municipal Day Care Office Expense 790
Playroom and Playground supplies 4,150
Laundry 2,720
Food 45,160
Dietary Supplies 1,510
H.L.05.20.00.00 Pragram & Support Services Supplies (hobby Crafts) 19,000
H.L.05.25.00.00 Food Meat Products 278,000
Other Foods 68,000
Dry Goods 146,000
Dairy 120,000
Bread 27,000
Coffee 29,000
Produce 188,000
Catering 20,000
Supplements 44,000
H.L.05.30.10.00 Nursing Admin Med Supplies & Drugs 137,000
Other Personal Care 6,000
H.L.05.35.05.00 Housekeeping Supplies - Housekeeping 70,000
Admin Costs - CPS 530
H.L.05.35.10.00 Building & Property Supplies 47,000
H.L.05.35.15.00 Dietary Supplies - Chemicals 23,000
Paper Supplies 16,000
Rental Supplies 4,000
Admin Costs - CPS 12,000
H.L.05.35.20.00 Laundry & Linen Supplies - Incontinence 200,000
Supplies - Laundry 25,000
Admin Costs - CPS 350
H.L..05.35.35.00 Facility Costs Other Misc Maintenance 58,000
H.0.05.05.00.00 OW General Admin General Office Expenses 60,000
Meeting Expense 2,500
Interest Charges 1,500
Leasehold Improvements 3,000
H.0.23.05.00.00 ESS Admin Office Expense 8,000
Supplies 10,100
Publications/Subscription 2,500
Software Licenses 3,500
Marketing 2,500 1,715,100
1..A.05.00.00.00 Citizen & Leisure Gm's Office Office Expense 4,000
Board Expenses 3,000
1..C.01.00.00.00 Cemetery Administration Office Expense 14,160
Advertising, Promotion 5,000
L..C.05.00.00.00 Sudbury Cemetery Services Materials 18,000
Memorial Dedication Material 22,000
1L.C.07.10.00.00 Rayside Cemetery Services Materials 7,000
Memorial Dedication Material 3,000
L.C.07.15.00.00 Nickel Centre Cemetery Services Memorial Dedication Material 3,500
L.C.07.20.00.00 Valley East Cemetery Services Materials 5,200

Memorial Dedication Material

2,000




City of Greater Sudbury
2004 Current Budget
Materials and Operating Expenses

Cost Centre Section Account Description Amount Sub-Total
L.C.07.25.00.00 Walden Cemetery Services Materials 4,000
Memorial Dedication Material 750
1..C.07.30.00.00 Capreol Cemetery Services Materials 2,000
Memorial Dedication Material 750
1..C.07.35.00.00 Onaping Falls Cemetery Services Materials 2,000
Memorial Dedication Material 1,000
L.C.40.00.00.00 Civic Memorial Mausoleum Operating Expenses 7,000
L.P.01.00.00.00 Libraries - Admin Office Expense 16,000
Postage Freight Express 3,000
Reference - Materials 39,400
Electronic Materials 63,550
L.P.03.00.00.00 TDS Call Centre Office Expense 16,000
L..P.05.25.00.00 Community Quireach Services Publicity and Display 12,480
L.P.05.35.00.00 Grants/Donations Materials - Books 10,000
L.P.05.40.05.00 Mackenzie District Library Circulation Expenses 11,830
Janitorial Supplies 2,500
Bldg. Repairs & Mtce 27,540
Materials - Books 119,500
Periodicals 21,700
Materials - Non Print 32,840
L.P.05.40.10.00 New Sudbury District Library Office Expense 4,500
Materials - Books 98,410
Periodicals 5,940
Materials-Non Print 19,070
L.P.05.40.20.00 South End District Library Office Expense 6,500
Materials - Books 65,990
Periodicals 9,910
Building Maintenance 13,000
Materials - Non Print 11,120
1..P.05.40.30.00 Lively CSC/Earl Mumford Branch Office Expense 6,500
Materials - Books 32,310
Periodicals 2,480
Materials - Non Print 5,430
L.P.05.40.45.00 Chelmsford C3C Building Maintenance 17,000
QOffice Expense 8,000
Material - Books 41,090
Periodicals 7,380
Materials - Non Print 6,010
1..P.05.40.65.00 Valley East CSC Office Expense 8,000
Building Maintenance 12,000
Material - Books 73,680
Periodicals 3,560
Materials - Non Print 12,710
L..P.05.50.05.00 Garson CS8C Office Expense 8,000
Building Maintenance 12,000
Material - Books 33,630
Materials - Non Print 5,700
L.P.05.50.10.00 Dowling CSC Office Expense 8,000
Building Maintenance 18,000
Materials - Books 16,140
Materials - Non Print 3,310
L..P.05.50.15.00 Capreol CSC Office Expense 8,000
Building Maintenance 12,000
Material - Books 11,520
Materials - Non Print 2,390
L.P.05.60.05.00 Coniston Branch Office Expense 1,000
Building Maintenance 8,000
Material - Books 7,040
Materials - Non Print 1,450
L..P.05.60.10.00 Copper Cliff Branch Office Expense 500
Material - Books 9,630
. Materials - Non Print 1,990
L..P.05.60.20.00 Azilda Branch Office Expense 1,000
Building Maintenance 6,000
Material - Books 9,720
Materials - Non Print 2,010
{L.P.05.60.25.00 Levack Branch Office Expense 1,000
Building Maintenance 3,500
Material - Books 7,720
{L.P.10.05.00.00 Anderson Farm Museum Display 5,000
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Cost Centre Section Account Description Amount Sub-Total
Building Maintenance 5,100
Advertising Expenses 3,100
IL.P.10.10.00.00 Copper Cliff Museum Museum Supplies 1,000
| Museum Display 1,000
IL.P.10.15.00.00 Flour Mill Museum Museum Display 1,000
Building Maintenance 1,000
1L..R.05.00.00.00 Leisure Services Admin Office Expense 30,800
Careshare Expenditures 10,200
Parking Fees & Mileage 8,000
Social Club Expenses 3,000
Can Operating Costs 12,000
L.R.10.10.00.00 Recreation Programs Summer Supplies 56,100
Amphitheatre 3,190
General Interest Supplies 4,080
L.R.10.15.00.00 Recreation Programs Winter Winter Activity Supplies 30,600
L.R.10.25.00.00 Leisure Special Events Special Events 40,000
Santa Claus Parade 9,560
Civic Awards 5,000
L.R.45.10.05.00 Major Community Parks Flower Order 21,250
Repairs & Maintenance 9,680
Janitorial Supplies 2,080
Supplies 30,000
L.R.45.10.10.00 Local and Linear Parks Flower Order 22,000
L.R.45,10.15.00 Athletic Field Maintenance Flower Order 500
L.R.45.10.20.00 Playgrounds and Tot Lots Flower Order 2,000
L.R.45.10.25.00 Parks General Maintenance Repairs & Maintenance 50,510
Misc Materials 15,000
L.R.45.10.30.05 Whitewater Lake Park Repairs & Maintenance 6,430
L.R.45.10.30.10 Cote Park Repairs & Maintenance 4,080
Janitorial Supplies 1,020
L.R.45.10.30.15 Ella Lake Park Land use Permit 100
Supplies & Maintenance 100
L.R.45.10.30.20 Community Parks Vermillion Lk Park 1,800
L.R.55.10.00.00 Rayside Fitness Centre Office Supplies 520
Repairs & Maintenance 3,260
L.R.55.15.00.00 Dowling/Leisure Centre Repairs & Maintenance 10,220
Vending Machine 1,570
Equipment Supplies 2,040
1..R.60.05.00.00 Ski Hill Operations Office Expense 800
Building Maintenance 6,000
Capreol Supplies 3,060
L..R.65.10.00.00 Falconbridge Community Centre Printing & Stationery 100
Cleaning Equipment 2,550
Building Maintenance 9,660
First Aid supplies 210
Equipment Maintenance 320
L.R.65.15.00.00 Community Recreation Centre L. of Fatime Supplies 3,000
V.E. Youth Centre 3,060
L..R.65.20.00.00 Minnow Lake Community Centre Cleaning Supplies 4,080
L.R.65.25.00.00 Capreol Millennium Centre Building Maintenance 30,500
Telephone/internet 100
Program/Course Expenses 8,050
L.R.70.05.00.00 Waterfront Program & Services Supplies 10,000
L.R.70.10.05.00 Nickel District Pool Office Supplies 1,940
Supplies 8,540
Building Maintenance 14,970
L.R.70.10.10.00 Gatchell Pool Office Expense 2,550
Supplies 6,630
Building Maintenance 23,010
L.R.70.10.15.00 R.G. Dow Pool Building Maintenance 520
L.R.70.10.20.00 Onaping Falls Comm Centre/Pool Repairs & Maintenance 14,340
Equipment Supplies 4,080
L.R.70.10.25.00 Howard Armstrong Rec Centre Office Supplies 6,630
Uniforms 850
Credit Card Charges 1,000
Catering Supplies 500
Janitorial Supplies 6,890
Pool Supplies 14,780
Pro-Shop Supplies 1,380
Vending Machine Supplies 2,240




City of Greater Sudbury
2004 Current Budget
Materials and Operating Expenses

Cost Centre Section Account Description Amount Sub-Total

Building Maintenance 18,360

Training & First Aid 6,890

Squash/Fitness Supplies 3,880

Yard Maintenance 2,600

Special Events 2,470

Equipment Maintenance 22,470

1L.R.80.05.05.00 Barrydowne Arena Equipment Supplies 1,000
Building Maintenance 1,000

Supplies 1,000

L.R.80.05.10.00 Cambrian Arena Office Expense 2,210
Equipment Supplies 13,580

Building Maintenance 21,800

Supplies 15,080

Uniforms 1,000

L.R.80.05.15.00 Carmichael Arena Office Expense 1,390
Equipment Maintenance 11,150

Building Maintenance 23,640

Supplies 21,020

Uniforms 1,000

L.R.80.05.20.00 Countryside Arena Office Expense 1,090
Equipment Supplies 20,140

Building Maintenance 29,580

Supplies 23,000

Uniforms 1,000

L.R.80.05.25.00 Meclelland Community Centre Office Expense 1,120
Building Maintenance 27,210

Supplies 17,000

Equipment Supplies 14,570

Uniforms 1,000

L.R.80.05.30.00 Chelmsford Arena/Community Hall Office Expense 1,020
Canteen Supplies 20,000

Equipment Maintenance 10,200

Building Maintenance 19,380

Zamboni Propane 5,000

Hall Supplies 1,500

Hall Maintenance 1,020

Uniforms 1,000

1..R.80.05.35.00 Dr. E, Leclair Arena/Community Hall _|Office Expense 1,020
Canteen Supplies 18,000

Equipment Maintenance 11,140

Building Maintenance 15,380

Zamboni Propane 5,000

Hall Maintenance 7,750

Hall Supplies 11,000

Uniforms 1,000

L..R.80.05.40.00 Garson Community Centre/Arena Cleaning Equipment 5,100
Building Maintenance 15,300

Equipment Maintenance 6,640

Skating Area Maintenance 3,080

First Aid supplies 200

Concession Equipment Mtce 200

Work Wear 1,000

Hall Equipment 3,000

Hall Workwear 120

Office Expense 100

Hall Maintenance 2,200

Concession Supplies 24,480

Uniforms 1,000

L..R.80.05.45.00 Coniston Arena Office Expense 1,000
Building Maintenance 16,000

Equipment Maintenance 5,310

Uniforms 1,000

IL.R.80.05.50.00 Falconbridge Arena Building Maintenance 500
Equipment Maintenance 500

L.R.80.05.55.00 Capreol Arena/Community Hall Office Expense 1,530
Building Maintenance 12,000

Equipment Repairs 7,000

Hall Supplies 1,760

Socan 610

Hall Maintenance 2,250
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Concession Supplies 15,000
Uniforms 1,000
L.R.80.05.60.00 T.M.Davies Arena/Community Hall Office Expense 1,020
Building Maintenance 45,190
Concession Supplies 34,170
Equipment Maintenance 23,460
Hall Supplies 1,530
Uniforms 1,000
L.R.80.05.85.00 Centennial Arena/Community Hall Office Expense 3,500
Building Maintenance 21,930
Equipment Maintenance 18,870
Uniforms 1,000
1..R.80.05.70.00 Raymond Plourde Arena Office Expense 1,410
Janitorial Supplies 6,440
Building Maintenance 25,180
Equipment Maintenance 10,910
Uniforms 1,000
L.R.80.05.75.00 Jim Coady Memorial Arena Office Expense 1,020
Building Maintenance 6,270
Equipment Maintenance 5,300
Uniforms 1,000
L.R.80.15.00.00 Sudbury Community Arena Office Expense 7,000
Miscellaneous 15,300
Cost of Sales 60,000
Building Maintenance 55,160
Heat and Refrig'n Material 10,000
Uniforms 4,590
Credit Card Charges 13,260
Event Expense 40,000
Beverage Costs of Goods 20,000
L.T7.05.00.00.00 Director's Office Office Expense 1,090
L.T.15.05.00.00 Parking Administration Office Expense 11,500
Parking Improvements 10,500
Snow Plowing Admin 125,000
L.T.15.10.00.00 Parking Meter Operations Supplies & Maintenance 6,000
L.T.15.15.05.00 Sudbury Arena Lot Maintenance 16,500
L.7.15.15.10.00 Beech Street Lot Maintenance 8,000
L.T.15.15.15.00 Tom Davies Square Lot Maintenance 6,000
L.T.15.15.20.00 Centre For Life Maintenance 6,000
1..7.15.15.25.00 Larch Street Lot Maintenance 5,200
L.T.15.15.30.00 MacKenzie Street Lot Maintenance 7,000
L.T.15.15.35.00 Shaughnessy Street Lot Maintenance 9,000
L.T.15.15.40.00 Elgin/Market Square Maintenance 8,000
L. T.15.15.45.00 Elm Street Lot Maintenance 6,500
L.T.15.15.50.00 Medina Lane Lot Maintenance 2,500
L.T.15.15.55.00 Elgin Street CPR LOT Maintenance 4,000
Lease 54,000
L.7.20.05.00.00 Crossing Guards Office Expense 12,000
L..T.25.05.00.00 Transit Administration Operating Materials 85,000
L.T.25.10.00.00 Transit Supervisors Uniforms 3,100
1.7.25.15.00.00 Equipment, Shelter & Building Mtce Building Maintenance 131,880
Shelter Maintenance 122,200
Bus Stop Signs 27,890
L.T.25.20.00.00 Downtown Transit Terminal Snow Removal - Terminal 19,000
Building Maintenance 14,700

L.T.25.30.00.00 Transit Bus Operators Uniforms 41,800 3,501,160
P.A.10.00.00.00 Administrative Services Office Expense 29,730
P.E.07.00.00.00 Traffic & Transportation Traffic Material 6,150
P.E.10.00.00.00 Technical Services Easements 5,000
P.E.20.00.00.00 Design & Drafting Office Expense 37,000
P.E.25.00.00.00 Construction Services Office & Soil Supplies 28,230
Misc Supplies 11,500
P.E.30.05.00.00 Tom Davies Square Complex Small Tools and Supplies 1,100
P.E.30.10.00.00 Municipal Buildings Miscellaneous MMMS 20,500
P.M.05.00.00.00 Operations - Administration Office Expense 55,830
Material Handling 14,000
P.M.15.00.00.00 Water Maintenance MMMS 3,054,350
P.M.20.00.00.00 Waste Water Maintenance MMMS 3,112,300
1P.M.22.00.00.00 WW & W Miscellaneous MMMS 213,330
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P.M.25.00.00.00 Roads Maintenance MMMS 4,435,700
P.M.30.10.00.00 Parks Maintenance MMMS 329,500
P.M.35.05.00.00 Maintenance Supervision - Fleet Office Expense 7,180
P.M.35,10.00.00 Depots - Frobisher, St. Clair Fuel - Sudbury Hydro 57,800

Fuel Operations 1,240,000
Hire Vehicle Fuel 13,500
Mechanical Materials 1,127,500
Supplies 235,750
Tool Crib Material 31,520
Propane Fuel 37,000
Collision Repairs 25,650
Fuel - French Sep. School Board 10,200
Fuel - English Sep. School Board 17,000
P.M.35.20.00.00 Transit Depot Miscellaneous 1,440
Supply Bus 625,250
Body Work 60,900
Tire Replacement 63,000
Lic Plates Vehicles 20,500
Shop Supplies 55,350
ACC Nonrecoverable 17,000
Insurance Deductible Cost 40,000
Bus rebuilds 51,250
{P.M.40.05.00.00 Public Works Depots MMMS 479,230
IP.W.05.00.00.00 Waste Management - Admin Office Expense 2,040
P.W.15.00.00.00 Collection Garbage Collection MMMS 10,250
P.W.20.05.00.00 Blue Box Recycling Materials & Supplies 70,000
P.W.20.10.00.00 Home Composting Materials & Supplies 10,000
P.W.25,10.00.00 Tipping Fee Collection Office Equipment/Supplies 10,000
Utilities 19,168

Supplies Repairs & Mtce 35,700 15,728,398
Q.A.05.00.00.00 Emergency Services GM's Office Office Expense 4,430
Q.E.05.00.00.00 Emergency Preparedness EQC Equipment 6,200
Materials 6,800
Public Awareness 7,500
Q.F.01.01.00.00 Fire Administration Office Expense 32,990
Volunteer Recognition 8410
Q.F.01.04.00.00 Facilities & Apparatus Property Tax 4,620
Uniforms 102,290
Protective Clothing 35,500
Fire Fighting Supplies 86,850
Equipment Mtce - Supplies 52,490
Veh. Mice 405,350
Janitorial Supplies 23,160
Building Maintenance 180,000
Q.F.01.07.00.00 Fire Prevention & Public Education Fire Prevention 10,800
Public Education 4,200
Q.F.05.07.00.00 Career - Volunteer District 1 Bunker Gear 4,950
Q.F.08.01.00.00 Composite Career Suppression Protective Clothing 11,480
Q.F.08.04.00.00 Composite - Volunteer District 4 Bunker Gear 7,430
Q.F.11.01.00.00 Volunteer - District 2 Meals 12,770
Bunker Gear 9,900
Q.F.11.02.00.00 Volunteer - District 3 Bunker Gear 12,380
Q.F.11.03.00.00 Volunteer - District 4 Bunker Gear 2,480
Q.F.11.04.00.00 Volunteer - District 5 Bunker Gear 14,860
Q.1..05.00.00.00 E.M.S. Administration Office Expense 4,000
Q.L.10.00.00.00 E.M.S. Field Operations OPALS Supplies& Equipment 84,930
Medical Supplies & Equipment 100,000
Drugs 47,000
Uniforms 80,000
Cleaning Equipment 11,600
Office Supplies & Equipment 15,000
Computer / Software 840
Bedding 7,000
Laundry Bedding 75,000
Oxygen/Gases & Equipment 50,000
Building Maintenance 27,500

Q.L.15.00.00.00 Night Landing Sites Equipment Supplies 12,000 1,562,710
R.P.05.05.00.00 Police Services Board Office Expense 1,500
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Miscellaneous 9,440
IR.P.05.20.00.00 General Personnel Volunteer & Police Aux. 20,000
IR.P.10.05.00.00 Fleet Maintenance - Others 336,810
Gasoline 280,000
R.P.10.15.00.00 Operations Building Janitorial Supplies 2,000
R.P.10.25.00.00 Contract Services Photocopy 57,600
R.P.10.35.05.00 Emergency Services Mobile Command Post 4,200
911 Expenses 6,560
R.P.10.40.00.00 Training Branch Training Supplies 5,000
Training Rentals 27,000
Books & Subscriptions 14,000
R.P.10.45.00.00 Stores Uniforms 153,000
Enforcement Supplies 100,000
Ammunition Costs 68,530
Office Supplies 70,000
Postage & Shipping 12,480
Enforcement Costs 8,000
Equipment Maintenance 6,500
Computer Toner 25,000
R.P.10.75.00.00 Alarm Program Computer 800
Software 5,000

Office Supplies 3,800 1,217,230

Total

29,367,353
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Division Review

~ Report Prepared By

Name Name
and Title and Title
BACKGROUND

Council at a previous Finance Committee meeting requested a chronology of staffing comparing year 2000
pre-amalgamation to the current 2004 base budget. The following report will outline the changes in staffing,
by service level, using two criteria - number of permanent employees and the number of temporary hours
(1,950 hours = 1 full-time equivalent).

Amalgamation brought together seven Area Municipalities, one Regional government and several
unorganized areas into one new City. Early in the process, the Transition Board set a target of 145 full-time
equivalents to be reduced from the staffing complement. To achieve this, a number of steering committees
and task forces were formed and tasked with:

(@) identifying the services to be delivered and the level at which the services would be delivered by the
new City,

(b) an organizational chart,

(c) a budget and a staffing complement.

The first step in achieving their goal was to identify what resources had been applied by the various
municipalities prior to amalgamation. This task proved to be more difficult than originally anticipated as the
municipalities did not structure their budgets in a common fashion, dollars and human resources - for similar
tasks, were allocated differently within each of the budgets, capital was often intermingled with operating
costs, and staffing resources were not clearly identified with a specific function. With all of these challenges,
the final outcome was a series of best guesstimates. The following charts will take you through the
realignments and / or resources of service levels within the new City from pre-2000 amalgamation to the
current base budget of 2004.

Pre-Amalgamation 2000
Staffing, as identified by the Transition Board for pre-amalgamation 2000, consisted of 1,737 full-time

employees (once adjusted to reflect quarterly billings) and 776,020 temporary hours, for a work force of
approximately 2,135 full-time equivalents. The full-time work force, by area, was as follows:

Area | Service 2000 Pre-amalgamation
Executive & Corporate Services 178.5
Economic Development & Planning 80.0
Health & Social Services 254.0
Citizen & Leisure Services 200.5
Public Works 494.5
Emergency Services 209.5
Police Services 320.0

1,737.0 31
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Post-Amalgamation - 2000

Once amalgamation was completed, the original target for staffing reductions identified by the Transition
Board of 145 had been surpassed and the actual reduction was 164.5 full-time equivalents. The staffing
resources for the new City at that time stood at 1,659 full-time positions, and 591,970 temporary hours for
a staffing complement of approximately 1,962 full-time equivalent. The staffing complement by area/ service
was as follows:

Area | Service 2000 Post-amalgamation
Executive & Corporate Services 138.5
Economic Development & Planning 67.0
Health & Social Services 250.0
Citizen & Leisure Services 228.5
Public Works 451.0
Emergency Services 204.0
Police Services 320.0

1,659.0

When compared to the 2000 pre-amalgamation numbers, all service areas were reduced with the exception
of two, specifically the Police Services that stayed the same, and Citizen & Leisure Services where the
creation of the Citizen Service Centre model, bringing in-house those Transit Services that had been provided
in the commuter areas by the private sector and increasing the actual level of Transit Services added 28
full-time positions to the complement.

2004 Base Budget

Since amalgamation, the City has faced a number of issues that have required both additional and a
reallocation of existing resources. Some of these issues are: the aftermath of Walkerton, the City’s
assumption of Social Housing, additional fire service resources for Valley East, additional transit services to
the commuter areas, the recognition of 3 staff for the Lionel Lalonde Centre that should have been included
in the pre-amalgamation 2000 numbers, the closure of some facilities, an increased demand for by-law
enforcement, the reintroduction of 8 staff in Financial Services, and the addition of 10 staff in the Information
Technology Division to meet workloads, new Police servicing needs as defined under the Adequacy and
Effectiveness Regulations to mention a few. The staffing resources as outlined in the 2004 base budget are
as follows:

Area / Service 2004 Base Budget
Executive & Corporate Services 161.0
Economic Development & Planning 88.0
Health & Social Services 303.0
Citizen & Leisure Services 228.0
Public Works 457.0
Emergency Services 235.0
Police Services 341.0

1,813.0
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The total staffing, using both full-time positions of 1,813 and temporary hours of 638,971 hours, equates to
a full-time equivalent work force of 2,140.

Observations

Upon viewing the above listings, you will note that two service areas are still below the pre-amalgamation
2000 level, namely Executive & Corporate Services and that of Public Works. The five service areas that are
above the pre-2000 amalgamation are as follows:

(@)

(b)

(c)

(e)

Economic Development & Planning - This service area is currently eight above their full-time
complement for pre-amalgamation 2000. These eight can be directly attributable to an additional six
positions created in 2001 - four by-law enforcement officers and two economic development officers,
three additional janitorial staff being added to the full-time complement at the Lionel Lalonde Centre
as they had been incorrectly omitted from the pre-2000 complement, and the creation of nine
additional positions as a result of the City assuming responsibility for the Social Housing envelope in
2002.

Health & Social Services - There are 49 more than in the year 2000 pre-amalgamation and this entire
group can be attributed to level of care at Pioneer Manor. It should be noted that this increase of 49
positions was partially offset by a reduction of 51,528 temporary hours, and was approved by Council
for the purpose of stabilizing the work force given the shortage of health care professionals in the
community, and to improve the unusually high ratio of part-time to full-time staff at the facility. The
move to additional full-time positions further reduced the amount of overtime being paid at the facility.
It should also be noted that this additional staffing was offset by provincial funding.

Citizen & Leisure Services - There are 27.5 more full-ime complement than there were pre-
amalgamation 2000. As previously outlined, this increase is entirely due to the creation of the Citizen
Service Centre model, bringing in-house those Transit Services that had been previously contracted
to the private sector in the commuter areas, and increased Transit Services in the commuter areas.

Emergency Services - Emergency Services has 25.5 more full-time positions in the organization today
than it had pre-amalgamation. This increase can be divided between Fire with an increased
complement of 12, with the remainder in the Emergency Medical Services. Please note that the
increase in Emergency Medical Services are required to meet mandated levels of service, and are
all almost entirely funded by provincial dollars.

Police Services - This area has 21 more full-time positions than which existed in pre-amalgamation
2000. The increases have been as a direct result of an increase in front-line officers to patrol the new
southeast area, an enhancement of communication centre staffing due to fully- integrating rural fire
dispatch service into the communication centre. Other staff increases have been in response to the
requirements under the Provincial Adequacy and Effectiveness Regulation which has seen staff
assigned to positions including crime analysis, major case management and property management.
An Alarm Co-ordinator was hired full time as part of the False Alarm Reduction Program, a fleet clerk
has been assigned to fleet with the transition of vehicle acquisition and maintenance from the City to
the Police. Additionally, in accordance with both Provincial and Municipal legislation, the complement
of court security officers has been also increased by two, and in keeping with the Federal Firearms
legislation a full-time Firearms Officer has been secured.
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Conclusion

When one considers that the three departments that were basically untouched at the time of amalgamation
- namely Pioneer Manor (care for the elderly), Emergency Services (Fire and Emergency Medical Services),
and Police Services have increased their full-time complement by 95, and would have likely seen these
increases under any circumstances; and, when one also considers that the City assumed the Social Housing
portfolio after amalgamation creating nine positions to manage same, and that when one considers the three
positions at the Lionel Lalonde Centre that had been incorrectly left off the pre-amalgamation numbers, the
staffing levels within the City of Greater Sudbury have not changed substantially since amalgamation. It could
be argued that when comparing apples to apples that the 107 positions in these four areas should not be
used when comparing aggregate totals for 2000 and 2004. If one was to remove these positions from this
comparison and compare like organizations, the staffing levels for 2004 are 102 less full-time equivalents than
that of pre-amalgamation 2000.
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BACKGROUND - YEAR 2000 TRANSITION

As a result of discussions at the March 3rd, 2004 Finance Committee meeting, Council
requested a report on the use of outside legal counsel in both the Legal Services Division and
the Human Resources Division.

This report provides a brief overview of our Human Resources Division cost experience since the
inception of CGS, and provides an overview of the steps Management is taking to reduce our
costs in this area. A separate report will detail the examination of the Legal Services Division
costs.

GRIEVANCE ACTIVITY 2000 - 2003

The following chart details the number of grievances referred to the Human Resources Division
during this time period:

[:‘ Year Number of Grievances
. Reierred To Final Stage

2000* 150

2001 139

2002 103

2003 94

*Composite of Grievances - former City of Sudbury, Regional Municipality of Sudbury, and Towns

The above chart is not indicative of total grievance activity, as the Human Resources Division
does not track grievances which are filed and resolved at earlier stages of the grievance process.

As the above chart demonstrates, grievance activity was very high during the transition years, but
has begun to drop. As further indication of this, staff advises that as at March 5th, 2004, the
number of grievances filed in 2004 at Final Stage is only 12, extrapolating this to year end 2004,
we may expect something in the order of 72 Final Stage grievances at year end.
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This statistic is even more encouraging as we are in a Collective Bargaining year, and grievance
activity typically spikes in the last year of a contract.

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION EFFECTIVENESS IN RESOLVING GRIEVANCES

The suggestion has been made that the Union is “winning” eighty-five (85%) percent of the
grievances filed. The following chart uses year 2003 statistics to refute that statement:

2003 Grievance Status Summary

Grievance Status Number of Grievances | Percent of Total_"

Withdrawn (Union agreed with Employer, that no
violation of Collective Bargaining Agreement occurred 22 23%
after receiving Final Stage Grievance Response).

Settled (the parties settled the matter somewhere in 21 22%
the middle ground, through dialogue).

Pending (i.e. either the Final Stage Grievance meeting
is pending, or the Employer has responded at Final 21 22%
Stage, and the Union’s decision - to withdraw or refer
to arbitration, is pending).

Dismissed (i.e. the case was referred to arbitration, and 8 9%
the Arbitrator found for the Employer). (8 grievances addressed
across 2 Awards)
Allowed by Arbitrator (i.e. the case was referred to 7 7%
arbitration, and the Arbitrator found for the Union). (7 grievances addressed
in only 1 Award)
Referred to Arbitration (dates not set/hearing not yet 6 6%
held).
Allowed (i.e. the Employer agreed with the Union and 4 5%
allowed the grievance).
Abandoned (i.e. the Employer responded, and the 4 4%
Union fell silent on the file).
Held in abeyance (pending the outcome of some other 1 1%
| grievance).

The above chart demonstrates that even in the last high grievance activity year associated with
amalgamation, the parties internal efforts to resolve grievances has worked well, with (73/94 -
seventy-seven (77%) percent of the grievances resolved/moving to resolution, without the
requirement (and expense) of a third party arbitrator.
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Of the 15 grievances filed in 2003 that had to go to arbitration, 8 were found for the Employer,
and 7 were found for the Union. Perhaps a better way to express the same statistic (as there
were only 3 Awards covering the 15 grievances involved), is that 2 were found for the Employer,
and 1 was found for the Union.

EXAMINATION OF LEGAL COSTS - BENCHMARKING

Council may well ask the question: “If there were only 3 arbitrations in 2003, why is our legal
expense for labour arbitrations so high?” The answer is that the above 3 arbitrations is not in any
way exhaustive of the labour relations work conducted in 2003. CGS’s 2003 legal costs would
also include:

- Payment for all legal costs coming out of Interest Arbitrations (i.e. 3 of our Unions do not
have the right to strike, and have their contract disputes via Interest Arbitration). Both the
Sudbury Professional Fire Fighters Association, and the Ontario Nurses’ Association, took
CGS to Interest Arbitration over wages and other matters in 2003.

- Payment for legal opinions and probability analysis of success for arbitrations (i.e. the
Human Resources Division consistently does a benefit cost analysis and risk assessment
of every arbitration case before expending resources having cases arbitrated, using
counsel as a resource).

- Arbitration of year 2000, 2001, and 2002 grievances (i.e. unless referred to expedited
arbitration under The Ontario Labour Relations Act, it would be less common for a
grievance to work its way through our internal processes and be arbitrated in the same
year it was filed). There were numerous grievances stemming from the amalgamation
years (chiefly 2001 and 2002), which were not resolved by the parties/an arbitrator until
2003. Time did not allow a year by year detailed analysis of labour costs, but casual
observation suggest the resolution rates on grievances from prior years, are similar to
those in the above chart for 2003.

- Payment for employment law work relating to the Non Union Employee population
(covering 250 Full Time and 350 Part Time Employees).

In addition, staff advises that the Human Resources Division has been participating in a Human
Resources Benchmarking Network annual Benchmarking Survey. Although the survey focuses
on the health care sector, in 2003, eleven (11) municipalities participated. One of the indicators
relates to Human Resources Legal Costs. The 2003 results on this indicator (reflecting 2002

38




Title: Human Resources Division Legal Costs Review Page5
Date: March 5th, 2004

costs) are:
|
Employee % of Unionized Human Resources

Name of Municipality Count Workforce Legal Costs
Hamilton 6,456 70.4% $503,574.70
Sudbury 2982 85.0% $303,512.00
* Halton 1,695 62.0% $ 98,000.00
* Kitchener 1,166 79.0% $ 81,880.37
* Peel 3,036 45.3% $ 76,216.41
* Ajax 528 66.1% $ 52,418.00
* Niagara , 2,684 83.4% $ 43,544.17
* York 2,178 82.4% $ 41,000.00
* Muskoka 202 75.7% $ 17,600.00
* Durham 2,929 88.0% $ 17,251.08
* Burlington 1,476 49.5% $ 11,137.65

* Either upper or lower tier municipality.

Two important facts can be derived from this chart:

1. For nine our of the eleven municipalities participating in the survey, their legal costs only
represent a fraction of the total legal costs ultimately paid through taxes, as they are either
upper or lower tier municipalities. By example, the Region of Halton’s legal costs may
seem low at $98,000., but that Region also contains the communities of Burlington (which
participated in the survey -$11,137.65), the larger City of Oakville, and a number of other
lower tier municipalities found within the Halton Region;

2. Those same nine upper and lower tier municipalities have been stable for many years.
The only other municipality in this listing which has undergone restructuring is Hamilton
(legal costs of $503,574.00).

The above chart suggests that our costs are not out of line for a large single tier municipality, in
the years immediately following restructuring.

In addition, the same survey asked respondents to profile their patterns and use of legal counsel
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between internal and external sources, the results can be shown on the attached chart:

F

Percentage of

Legal Matters

Question Total Responses
Organizations Utilizing “In-House” Counsel Only for HR Legal Matters 3.26%
Organizations Utilizing External Counsel Only for HR Legal Matters 76.09%
Organizations Utilizing a Combination of “In-House” and External Counsel for HR 20.65%

Organizations selecting the “combination” option were asked to estimate the % of usage (between “In-
House” and External counsel) based on $ spent. The results are noted below:

“In-House”

33.99%

External

66.09%

As the above chart demonstrates, there is a clear benchmarking preference for use of external
legal counsel with respect to Human Resources matters, as it is a subsection of the practice of

law which requires specific and focused expertise.

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION EFFORTS TO REDUCE LEGAL COSTS

In addition to putting forward a strong effort with our Unions to keep the arbitration of grievances
(and thereby our legal costs) at a minimum (with a 77% success rate), the Human Resources
Division has taken steps since amalgamation to reduce our reliance on external legal counsel,

and thereby our legal costs.

None of the four Incumbents hired into the position of Co-Ordinator of Human Resources came
to the position with a solid educational and experiential background in Human Resources/ labour
relations (as during amalgamation, all CGS Hiring Managers were restricted to the internal pool
of candidates in the predecessor municipalities to fill positions in CGS).

To address this developmental need, all of the Co-Ordinators of Human Resources received
both in service training and external course work on grievance management, and arbitration
advocacy in the years 2000 and 2001. Commencing in 2002, the Co-Ordinators of Human
Resources have started acting as Employer Advocates (i.e. with no external labour lawyer

support/representation), in the following venues:

2002 2003

2004 (year to date)

2 Arbitrations 5 Arbitrations

1 Pay Equity Complaint | 4 Human Rights Code Complaints

3 Arbitrations
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To date, the selection of cases for handling by CGS staff have been based on cost/benefit
analyses, risk analyses, and assessment of the complexity of the issues. Itis staff's expectation
that as the Incumbents training and experience grows, our use of external legal counsel will
continue to diminish.

The above is offered for Council’s information.

£1
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D. Bélisle
General Manager of Public Works

During the Amalgamation process, the Transition Board retained the firms of Navigant Consulting Inc.
and Miller Thomson to produce a report entitled “Strategic Alternatives for City of Greater Sudbury
Electric Utilities”, dated June 16, 2000, commonly known as the Navigant Report. The Navigant Report
covered many aspects associated with the electrical utility, ranging from the sale of the utility, to the
continued participation in telecommunications (fibre optics), and on to the amalgamation of water,
wastewater, and hydro services. The Navigant Report quoted savings of up to $2.5 million if certain
measures were implemented, most within Sudbury Hydro, independent of City operations.

“This analysis indicates that there is significant room for savings at Sudbury Hydro
independent of the potential synergies associated with water, wastewater and other
municipal operations. If Sudbury Hydro was able to reduce its costs to the average of the
peer group, this would represent a $1.3 million reduction in the rates paid by Sudbury
Hydro’s customers.

Based on this analysis and ignoring unique local factors, Sudbury Hydro’s operating costs
are higher than its peers when compared to utilities of similar size and utilities of similar
geography. Sudbury Hydro ranked in the bottom quartile (17th of 19 utilities) of its peer
group utilities. Similar results were produced when Sudbury Hydro was compared to other
Northern Ontario utilities as Sudbury ranked third out of the four utilities in terms of costs.
The average controllable expense per customer for the peer group was $164 versus $196
for Sudbury Hydro. Sudbury Hydro’s high costs are likely to stem from its high number of
employees as evidenced by Sudbury Hydro 16th place ranking in customers/employee
among its peer group.

The four Task Forces exploring operational synergies identified annual savings
opportunities of approximately $1 million that could be loosely attributed to synergies
between CGS Hydro and the municipality. NCI/MT believe the savings estimates
presented are achievable and that additional savings of between $500,000 to $1.5 million
would be achievable in the longer term with the dedicated effort of management and staff.

It should be pointed out, however, that realizing these synergies will not be a trivial matter
and will require significant effort and negotiation between management and staff of all the
organization affected. Also, in order for CGS Hydro to reduce its costs to the level of its
peers it will likely require some of these synergies - so it is important not to double count
savings realized from joint or shared services with savings associated with cost cutting that
the electric utility could do on a stand-alone basis.

If CGS Hydro were sold, the City would not be able to realize the same level of synergies
with the new utility’s owners, but NCI/MT expect that the City could still pursue water billing
from the electric utility for annual savings in the range of $400,00 per year.”
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Based on the Navigant Report, the Transition Board recommended that the new Council of the City of
Greater Sudbury amalgamate water, wastewater and hydro services into a single utility. The first Council
of the new City of Greater Sudbury had doubts about the Navigant recommendations, and commissioned
its own review by another expert firm in the utility business, MacQuarie North America Ltd. MacQuarie
found that the savings identified by Navigant were achievable for the most part, but that it was not
necessary to amalgamate services in order to achieve them.

“As part of the municipal amalgamation process, Utility and City staff task forces developed
projections of expected cost savings. These projections estimated that cost savings of
approximately $2.0 million in 2001 increasing to $3.0 million in 2003 would be available
from two main sources:

e Utility savings - savings of approximately $1.78 million in 2001 from the
amalgamation and restructuring of Sudbury Hydro, Nickel Centre Hydro and
Capreol Hydro to form GSU, including opportunities for synergies between the
operations of GSU and those of the amalgamated municipality. These
savings are projected to be achieved irrespective of whether the integrated
model is adopted. Overall the Utility has been successful realizing the
projected cost savings from these source principally through the reduction of
staff positions; and

* Integration savings - savings of $243,000 in 2001 increasing to $1.18 million
in 2003 from the integration of electricity with water and wastewater services.
These savings can be further divided into:

e Savings which could only be achieved through the integrated model
($72,000 in 2001 increasing to $345,000 in 2003); and

¢ Savings which could be achieved even if electricity and water and
wastewater operations remained separate ($170,000 in 2001
increasing to $830,000 in 2003). For example, joint billing could be
implemented without adopting the integrated model.”

City Council elected to pursue the savings which could be achieved even if electricity and water and
wastewater operations remained separate.

Accordingly, since Amalgamation, the City and GSU have implemented the majority of MacQuarie’s cost
saving recommendations.

e GSU amalgamated with Nickel Centre Hydro and Capreol Hydro, resulting in significant
restructuring and downsizing within the Utility.

¢ The City outsourced all street light construction and maintenance to GSU in the newly
amalgamated municipality. Prior to Amalgamation, Sudbury Hydro maintained the former City
of Sudbury’s street lights, while all other Area Municipalities used a mix of its own personnel
and private contractors.

e The City and GSU have issued a joint contract for the reading of water and electricity meters.
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o Effective April, 2004, all billings and collections for water and wastewater will be consolidated
with GSU electricity billings, and administered by the electric Utility.

e The City and GSU have yet to determine if water meter installations and repairs can be
consolidated with electric meter installations and repairs. That review will occur this year.




Request for Recommendation

Finance Committee

Type of Decision

Meeting Date Report Date March 9, 2004

Priority x | High

Decision Requested Yes X No

Direction Only | Type of Meeting x | Open Closed

Report Title

Sewer & Water Servicing

This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the
Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.
n/a FOR INFORMATION ONLY
x | Background Attached Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the General Manager

Reccommended by the C.A.O.

D. Bélisle ' M. _Mieto o _ -
General Manager of Public Works Chief Administrative Qfficer

- .. -

Revised: January 8, 2003
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Date: Sewer & Water Servicing

D. Bélisle”
General Manager of Public Works

During the Finance Committee meeting of March 3, 2004, Councillor Callaghan requested that an option be prepared
to provide communal sewers to approximately 10 homes on Falconbridge Hwy., between Donnelly Drive and Metcalf.
This project appears in the existing Priority List for Sewer & Water services (no. 8 on list).

Enclosed is the complete Priority List, last updated in 1998. It outlines the current policy on financing projects, the
criteria for ranking projects, and the estimated costs (1998).




Regional Council
For Information

Date: March 25, 1998

File No.:

Subject:
Sewer & Water Servicing Priority List - 1998 Update

7

P.J. Morrow, Commissioner of
Public Works

J.L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer
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p.J. Morrow, Commissionei  Public Works Date: March 25, 1998
Report Prepared by: Don Bélisle, Director, Engineering & Operations
Page 2

Background:

Regional Council ratified Resolution #98-37, adopting the updated sewer and water
servicing Priority List. For Council's information and future reference we attach the
following.

. Report dated February 16, 1998, to the Public Works Committee, recommending
the adoption of the updated sewer and water servicing priority list.

. Resolution #97-71, adopting the policy on sewer and water servicing, and
associated financial requirements.

. Sewer & Water Servicing Priority List, dated February 16, 1998, with point
ratings and plans of servicing areas.

. Form of petition developed for use by un-serviced residents, conforming to
requirements adopted through Resolution #97-71. Additional petition forms are
available from the Public Works Department.

e
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GION of/de

PUBLIC WORKS COMMITTEE
For Action
Date: February 16, 1998 File No.: Sewer & Water
Priorities List
Subject:
Sewer & Water Priority List
Recommendation:

That the Region's updated Sewer and Water Priority List, dated
February 16, 1988, be adopted.

Recommended for Approval by:

J.L. (Jim) Rule
Chief Administrative Officer P.J. Morrow, Commissioner of
Public Works




" p.J. Morrow, Commissionet  Public Works Date: February 16, 1998

Report Prepared by: Don Béiisle, Director, Engineering & Operations
Page 2

Background:

Corporate Services Resolution 97-71, copy attached and marked as Appendix |, was
adopted by Regional Council on October 8, 1997, and sets out the procedures and
guidelines for the construction and financing of new sewer and water servicing
schemes. The Resolution also states that the Public Works Committee is to review the
Region's Sewer and Water Priority Liston a periodic basis.

Appendix Il provides the criteria and rating methodology that was adopted in 1978,
when the Priority List was developed. Appendix lll lists all projects and their respective
point ratings for each criteria. Appendix IV is the updated Sewer and Water Priority List
with associated maps that define each project's geographic limits. The list has been
updated with 1998 construction cost estimates.

In accordance with Resolution 97-71, it would be in order for the Public Works
Committee to adopt the updated 1998 Sewer and Water Priority List.

Attachments

g
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October 10, 1997

o CAMISSIONER OF
P JC WORKS

TO: P. Morrow 0CT 1 6 1897
FROM: Angle Haché

RE: Policy on Sewer snd Water Extensions

The following resolution #97-71 was passed by the Corporate Services
Committee on September 29, 1997 and ratified by Reglonal Councll on October 8,

1997:

That the per ot (parcel) policy, as approved by Reglonal Council Oclober 8,
1991 be abandoned,

That the authority provided In the Municipal Act continue to be used for
project initiation by Regional Councll;

That each lot (parcsl) at the time of project initiation be provided with one
standard size servica connection from main to lot line. Any ol (parcel)
requiring a servics larger than slandard size must pay the difference up front
between size required and standard size. Any additional connections
requested will be paid for up front, at aclual costs;

That any ot (parcsl) crealed through the severance o subdivision proce
following project Initiation would be required to pay the appropriale per
chargs, plus the actual cost of any sewer and waler conneclion at that time;

That the Interest rate 1o be charged on repayments for those properfies not
paid up-front ba the interest rale used by the Ministry of Municipal Affalrs and
Housing when It establishes the municipal annual repayment limf; and

2.0'.!0
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October 10, 1997

Pat Morrow -2-

That sewer and/or water extension projects proceed, subject to the
avallabllity of capltal funding, based on the following criterla:

- Every effort will be made to proceed with any profect which recelves
Provinclal subsidy.

- Projects must be on the Reglonal Sewer/Water Priocity List, as adopted
by the Public Works Committee In March 1 987, end 8s amendad from
time to Ume. It Is further recommended that the Publlc Works
Committes review this list annually, or 8s required, In order that any
projects resulting from health-related Issues may be added to or moved
up on this fist. Where possible, projects will proceed In prlority order,

- Before any project proceeds, the participation rate of beneflitting
property owners must be 100%, with those benefitting property owners
funding 50% of the actual net cost of the project, through per lot
charges. No less than 80% of the property owners’ share must be up-

front funding.

- Those benefitting property owners not providing up-front funding will
be subject to the same per lot charges, to be repald énnuslly over g
period not to exceed ten (10) years, with the establlshed rate of Interest
belng used to calculata the snnual repayment amount,

- The annual repayments will be credited t0 the appropriate Capital
Financing Reserve Fund {sither Sewer or Water or both, depending on
the project), In order to replenish the reserve funds for use In futyre

capital projects.

That the process must be Initlated by property owners submitting a
petition to The Reglonal Municipality of Sudbury.

| el
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Appendix II
DEVELOPMENT OF A
CAPITAL BUDGET PRIORITY LISTING FORMULA

The following is a method of preparing a priority listing, incor-
porating official plan, health, costs, desires of the public, need, and
economic development as factors to be considered.

In rating each individual project, the points assigned by each of
the above factors would be multiplied by each other and the total would be
used for the priority listing. Also, before any project can be rated,
alternative methods of achieving desired results must be investigated.

Official Plan

- each project must conform with planning policies as outlined in the
Official Plan, to ensure that growth will be encouraged only within
the designated growth centres .

- no points would be given for this factor because the project would
conform to the Official Plan or not conform. If it conformed to the
O0fficial Plan, the project would be included in the priority listing.
1f it did not conform, it would not be included in the priority listing.

- However if it is necessary to carry out a project because of a major
health or environmental problem, the project would be rated, even if it
did not conform to the Official Plan.

Health

- range of points 1 to 10 or 20

- the existance or non-existance of a health problem would have to be
determined by the Medical Officer of Health

- assign points as follows:
20 points if a major health problem exists

- 1 to 10 points will be assigned by Medical Offtcer of Health, ‘based
on their internal evaluation

Costs
- costs should include capital construction costs and future matntenance
costs for the project:



(a) Capital Construction Costs:
- range of points 0.1 to 10
- obtain regional averages regarding costs - i.e.
sewer & water - cost per household
roads - cost per vehicle mile

- assign points as follows:
. (regmnal average)z
points = (™ project cost

i.e. if regional average is $10,000 and cost is $5,000

points + (ng:ggg 222% =14

(b) Maintenance Costs:
- range of points 0.1 to 10
- for each capital project, the maintenance costs will (a) increase;
(b) decrease; or {c) remain the same as the maintenance costs
prior to completion of the capital project

- assign points' using the following formula when maintenance

costs increase: 1 - 20 years of maintenance costs
capital -cost -

i.e. capital co;go-—'(}gé,?oo,ooo and 20 years maintenance cost = $360,(
?Olﬂt.‘: = 1 - 1’700’000 = 079
- 1f maintenance costs remain unchanged, assign 1 point to the project
- when maintenance costs decrease, assign points using the

following formula:
1+ 20 years of maintenance costs
capital cost

j.e. capital cost = $1,000,000 and 20 years maintenance cost = $275,0
275,000 '
points = 1 ¢ 1,000,000 - 1.3

4. Desires of Public
- range of points 1 to 10
- conduct a public survey every two years to determine.a priority listing
from the public. i{.e. roads, sewers, recreation and water, etc. )
- conduct a survey of Regional councillors to determine their priorities
- these two priority listings will be presented to Council for its decision
as to which 1isting will be employed in setting the priorities by function

i 3
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5. Need
- range of points 1 to 10
- points will be assigned to a water, sewer, road project by the engineering
department, using the criteria listed below: )
M - . ® s s L . PS
- 1 to 6 points for quality of water

- 1 to 4 points for quantity of water

Sewer
- 1 to 10 points for performance of existing disposal systems

Roads

- 1 to 3 points for traffic congestion (higher number to most congested)
- 1 to 3 points for surface conditions (higher number to poorest surface)
- 1 to 4 points for structural adequacy

6. Economic Development
- range of points 1 to 10 -
- this factor raises the question of whether the project will contribute
to the economic development of the Region
- points should be assigned to the project as follows:
a) 1 point 1f no direct contribution will be made towards economic development
b) 10 points where the project is necessary to get an industry to relocate
in the Region )
¢) where a project might make some indirect contribution, points may be given
anywhere from 2 to 9

RT:RA
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PRIORITY LIST

ERR P AL e e R b

SEWER AND WATER
FOR UNSERVICED AREAS
PRIORITY RATING FACTORS
SEWER/ FOMSTRUCTION, MAINTENANCE | DESIRES OF ECONCMIC TOTAL
PROJECT AREA WATER HEALTH COSTS COSTS PUBLIC ceveroeuent| POINTS
SOUTH SHORE LAKE RAMSEY WATER 20 0.26 0.92 5.32 43 1] 109.44 |
ROMFORD AREA WATER 20 0.17 0.9 7.17 466 1] 10224
LABERGE LANE SEWER 20 0.15 0.92 8.33 3.38 1 77.71
SOUTH SHORE LAKE RAMSEY SEWER 20 0.28 0.78 492 2.3 1 49.43,
ROMFORD AREA SEWER 20 0.11 0.93 7.47 2.91 1 42,69,
HURON STREET SEWER 10 0.15 0.94 10 1.65 1 2327
HWY 17E KINGSWAY SEWER 5 0.04 0.92 2 251 5 20.78!
RR # 86 SOUTH OF METCALF ~ SEWER 1 0.41 0.87 8.75 5.62 1 17.54
SKEAD ROAD SEWER 10 0.18 0.5 5.76 2.98 1 15.45 :
SCHOOL LANE SEWER 1 0.35 0.87 10 5.05 1 1538
GOLF COURSE ROAD WATER 1 0.42 0.92 8 6.28 1 1456
VALLEY VIEW ROAD SEWER 1 0.31 0.76 6.28 435 2| 1287
PARKSIDE DRIVE WATER 1 0.38 0.89 6 57 1 1157
BRABANT STREET SEWER 1 0.15 0.91 10 7.85 1 10.72!
BRABANT STREET WATER 1 0.13 0.91 10 8.63 1 10.21 |
ESTE DRIVE SEWER 5 0.05 0.94 10 39 1 9.17!
RR # 15 SEWER 1 0.51 0.92 35 5.03 1 8.26 1
PARKSIDE DRIVE SEWER 1 05 0.91 6 3.02 1 8.24!
RUTTAN SUBDIVISION WATER 1 0.15 0.93 7.19 7.43 1 7.45
GOLF COURSE ROAD SEWER 1 0.26 0.94 6.86 35 1 587
LABINE STREET SEWER 1 0.28 0.63 465 3.97 1 326
RUTTAN SUBDIVISION SEWER 1 0.19 0.93 7.2 2.23 1 2.84
HURON STREET WATER 1 0.1 0.93 10 27 1 251
ESTE DRIVE WATER 1 0.04 0.94 10 3.68 1 1.38
DOMINION DRIVE WATER 1 0.1 0.88 3.38 44 1 1.31
LASALLE BLVD. EXTENSION ~ SEWER 1 0.16 0.95 1 1 5 0.76
DOMINION DRIVE SEWER 1 0.02 0.92 5.71 4.24 1 0.45

&7
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PRIORITY LIST

SEWER AND WATER
FOR UNSERVICED AREAS

IN THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF SUDBURY

APPENDIX IV

RANK POINTS AREA MUNICIPALITY MAP SEWER UNITS/ PRELIMINARY
PAGE OR VACANT STIMAT
NO. WATER PARCELS COST 1968
1 109.44 South Shore Lake Ramsey  Sudbury 1 Water  109/35 $ 1,466,000
2 102.24 Romford Area Nickel Centre 2 Water 278 $ 828,000
3 .71 Laberge Lane Sudbury 3 Sewer W1 $ 185000
4 49.93 South Shore Lake Ramsey  Sudbury 1 Sewer 116435 $ 4,766,000
5 4269 Romford Ares Nickel Cenlre 2 Sewet 278 $ 1,146,000
8 23.27 Huron Street Sudbury 4 Sewer 24 $ 140,000
7 2078 Hwy. 17E Kingsway Sudbury 5 Sewer 82 $ 766,000
8 17.54 R.R. #86 South of Metcalf  Nickel Centre 6 Sewer 8/ $ 389,000
8 15.45 Skead Road Nickel Centre 7 Sewer 142/18 $ 6,104,000
10 15.38 School Lane Nickel Centre 8 Sewer 30 $  B3000
11 14.58 Go¥f Course Road Rayside-Balfour 8 Water 72 $ 342,000
12 12.87 Valleyview Road Valley East 10 Sewer  58/32 $ 3,040,000
13 11.57 Parkside Drive Walden - 11 Water 583 $ 293,000
14 10.72 Brabant Steet Rayside-Balfour 12 Sewer  4/4 $ 321,000
15 10.21 Brabant Street Rayside-Balfour 12 Water  4/4 $ 236,000
16 9.17 Este Drive Sudbury 13 Sewer 30 $ 335000
17 8.26 R.R. #15 Rayside-Ballour 14 Sewer 50 $ 158,000
18 8.24 Parkside Drive Walden 11 Sewer 53 $ 256,000
19 7.45 Ruttan Subdivision Onaping Falis 15 Water 16729 $ 631,000
20 5.87 Golf Course Road Rayside-Balfour 8 Sewer  20/4 $ 876,000
21 328 Labine Street Rayside-Balfour 16 Sewer 31114 $ 1,703,000
22 2.84 Ruttan Subdivision Onaping Falls 15 Sewer 16729 $ 681,000
23 2.51 Huron Street Sudbury 4 Water 24 $ 95000
24 1.38 Este Drive Sudbury 13 Water 30 $ 285,000
25 1.3 Dominion Drive Valley East 17 Water  39/11 $ 1,620,000
(Rose Crt. to Roma & 18
Notre Dame o Frost St)
26 0.76 Lasalle Bivd. Extension Sudbury 19 Sewer  6/10 $ 472,000
27 .45 Dominion Drive Valley East 18 Sewer 714 $ 874,000
{Notre Dame to 3,360
ft. Westerly) TOTAL 6767267 $28,112,000

NOTE: Priority established March, 1887
- Costs updated February, 1908

1008402116
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PETITION } UJR SEWER & WATER ScRVICING

THE UNDERSIGNED RESIDENTS HEREBY PETITION THE REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY OF SUDBURY
FOR THE PROVISION OF MUNICIPAL SEWER SERVICES
(INDICATE ONE OR BOTH ) WATER SERVICES

WE UNDERSTAND THAT A MUNICIPALLY ASSISTED SERVICING PROJECT MUST MEET THE
FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:

1) AT LEAST 80% OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS IN THE PROJECT AREA MUST SIGN THIS PETITION.

2) THE PROJECT MUST BE ON THE REGION'S PRIORITY LIST FOR NEW SERVICING SCHEMES, OR
THERE MUST DEMONSTRATED CAUSE WHY THE PROJECT SHOULD BE INCLUDED ON THE
REGION'S PRIORITY LIST FOR NEW SERVICING SCHEMES.

3) ONLY 50% OF THE PROJECT COSTS WILL BE FUNDED BY THE REGION. PROPERTY OWNERS
MUST FUND THE REMAINING 50% OF THE TOTAL PROJECT COSTS.

4) FUNDING FOR THE REGIONAL PORTION OF THE PROJECT COSTS MUST BE AVAILABLE
AND APPROVED.

5) AT LEAST 80% OF THE PROPERTY OWNERS MUST DEPOSIT THEIR 50% SHARE OF THE
ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS BEFORE TENDERING FOR CONSTRUCTION. DEPOSITS
MUST BE CASH OR CERTIFIED CHEQUE. THERE WILL BE NO REFUNDS.

6) FINAL PROJECT COSTS MAY BE GREATER OR LOWER THAN ESTIMATED COSTS. ADDITIONAL
CASH DEPOSITS OR REFUNDS MAY BE REQUIRED.

NAME ADDRESS SIGNATURE DATE

PLEASE PRINT PLEASE PRINT
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Request for Recommendation

Finance Committee ‘*’ Sudﬁrﬁ’f'mj;

www.city.greatersudbury.on.ca

Type of Decision

March 22, 2004.

Meeting Date Report Date March 15, 2004

Priority x | High Low

crrssomesssosomasion

Decision Requested Yes X No

Direction Only | Type of Meeting | x | Open Closed

Report Title

Budget Enhancements - Snow Clearing for Churches & Community Service Groups

This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the
X | Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.
FOR INFORMATION ONLY
x | Background Attached Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the General Manager

Recommended by the C.A.O.

Voo A9V \ U o

D.Bélisle M Misto 3
General Manager of Public Works Chief Administrative Officer
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Title: Budget Enhancements - Snow Clearing for Churches & Community Service Groups Page: 2
Date: March 15, 2004

D. Bélisle
General Manager of Public Works

Council will be considering two budget enhancements that have been prepared by staff. The first option
provides for the continuation of services that the City currently provides. The second consists of
extending these services to all other similar groups or organizations that request the services.

As further background information, | enclose the staff report that was considered by Council in September
2003. Council did not support the staff recommendation, and passed the following resolution:

“2003-55 That until a policy is developed regarding snow plowing for churches,

synagogues, and community service groups, the City of Greater Sudbury shall continue to
provide for this service.”

In response to the media coverage that this item received, twenty-nine (29) additional churches and
service groups have since requested free snow clearing services from the City. A list of the organizations
that have requested the services is enclosed, as well as a copy of the standard reply we have sent to the
groups in response to their requests.

Attachments
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Trinity United Church, Garson
Larchwood Memorial Church, Dowling
St. James in the Valley, Val Therese
St. Luke’s Church, Sudbury

St. Mark’s Church, Sudbury

St. Peter’'s Church, Sudbury

St. Stephen on the Hill, Sudbury

St. Stephen’s, Chelmsford

Trinity United Church, Garson

Ste. Marguerite d’Youville, Val Therese
Calvin Presbyterian, Lively

St. Augustin, Garson

Notre Dame de le Riviere, Wahnapitae
St. Andrew the Apostle, Sudbury

Holy Redeemer, Sudbury

St. Bernadine of Siena, Skead

First Baptist, Garson

Notre Dame de la Merci, Coniston
Church of the Resurrection, Sudbury
All Peoples United, Sudbury

Copper Cliff United, Sudbury

St. Andrew’s United, Sudbury

St. John’s United, Levack

St. Paul’s United, Sudbury

Trinity United, Capreol

Trinity United, Lively

Club Age d’Or de la Vallee

Place Cartier, Dowling

Native People of Sudbury Development Corporation (4 locations)
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PO BOXS000 8T A
200 BRADY STREET
SUDBLRY ON P3ASPS

CP SO0 SLICCA
200 BUE BRADY
SUDBURY ON P3ASP3

705.671.2489

www
city greatersudbury
onga

Dear

RE: Snow Clearing, Private Parking Area

Thank you for your letter requesting the City's assistance in providing snow clearing
services on your property.

At the present time, City Council has instructed Public Works staff to continue providing
these services only at those locations where the City provided the services in the past.
Any new locations will be considered by City Council during its review of the 2004
Budget. Consequently, a decision will not be taken until the end of the upcoming winter
season.

The purpose of this letter is to keep you informed on the status of your request, and to
advise you that the City will not be providing snow clearing services on your property this

coming winter.

Yours truly,

Don Bélisle
General Manager of Public Works

DB/vg

cc: City Council
M. Mieto, CAO

G
o



Request for Recdrﬁmenqation
Priorities Committee

Grmter |Grand

Meeting Date Septernber 22, 2003 Report Date September 17, 2003
Recommendation x | Yes No Priority x | High Low
Direction Only Type of Meeting x | Open Closed

Snow Removal - Parking Lots & Street Frontages - Churches and Community Facilities

This repont and recommendation(s) have been reviewed
by the Finance Division and the funding source has been identified

As a result of the significant costs and service
disruptions on public roads associated with
plowing private parking lots and street
frontages for churches and community service
organizations, it is recommended that the City
discontinues providing these services
effective November 1, 2003.

x | Background attached x | Recommendation attached

TyZetA

Don Bélisle Mark Mieto
General Manager of Public Works Chief Administration Officer
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Snow Removal - Parking Lots & Street Frontages - Churches and Community Facilities

Page: 1
September 17, 2003

’ 4
s L L s e
<L‘» {$W~ QE"M M O,/// 75 &gb/;‘,b/b
R ; fay
Robert Falcioni, P. Eng. ! Maufice Monipeflier
, Operations Engineer Director of Operations

Background

The Finance Committee received a report on a recommended policy for Winter Maintenance of Private
Lots and Roads, and Public Owned Facilities on February 4, 2003. That report outlined the extent of
services provided to church properties and community facilities and recommended that the service be
curtailed. As a result of community concerns, Council requested that the service be continued for the
balance of 2002/2003 Winter Season and that a meeting be set up with the stake holders to see if an
alternate arrangement could be found.

A meeting was held on July 10, 2003 with church groups and other community organizations. Councillors
Portelance, Lalonde and Bradley were in attendance (minutes of the meeting are attached).

As a result of the meeting, it was recommended that a more detailed outline of the costs would be
necessary for Council to review the situation and this would be brought back to Council in September.

Major Issues

The major issues of concern are:

- The City’s snow clearing equipment is not always suited for clearing parking lot areas. The plows
are large and lots are small.

- The necessity to plow the parking lots while they are empty and prior to weekend services
interferes with the City's priority of clearing the roads during a storm. Plows often have to interrupt
their regular patrols to plow these lots.

- It takes approximately 33 man hours and about 22 hours of equipment time to clear these lots.
That represents the equivalent amount of time to plow three residential plow routes.

- The City’s Insurer has indicated the City is not insured to work on private property.

- The private sector is well equipped to provide this service on private property, and the City is in fact
competing with the private sector.

- Some churches have no off street parking and require on street parking.

- Council reduced the snow removal budget by $500,000.00 by implementing a policy of no snow
removal on residential streets.

Costs .

A more detailed cost analysis of the City snow clearing operation identifies that Operations spends
approximately $27,000.00 to snow plow 20 parking lots. There are approximately 143 additional churches

and community groups that could request this same service. Extending these costs would increase the
budget by a further $193,000.00.

The City also spends an additional $27,000.00 to clear snow from roadways in front of 20 churches, most
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Snow Removal - Parking Lots & Strect Frontages - Churches and Community Faé"mt:ies

Page: 2
September 17, 2003

of which are located on residential streets. There are approximately 83 additional churches that could

request snow removal on the street. Extending these costs would result in an increase in the budget of
$112,000.00.

This represents an increase in the snow removal and plowing budget of $359,000.00.
Attached is a copy of the breakdown of costs per site.

Recommendation

It is recommended that because of the significant costs associated with plowing the parking lots and snow

removal on the roadway that the City not provide this service and that these churches and community
groups utilize private contractors for the service.
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Snow Removal - Parking Lots & gu <et Frontages - Churches and Community Facilities

Page: 3
September 17, 2003
Summary of Costs
Location Service Rendered Frequency Cost Per Total Cost
Event
Golden Age Club, Onaping Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $98.00 | $1,764.00
Curling Club, Onaping Snow Plow Parking Lot Every Storm (18) $117.00 $2,106.00
Larchwood Bible Chapel, Dowling | Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $98.00 | $1,764.00
St. Etienn Martyr Church, Dowling | Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $98.00 | $1,764.00
St. Joseph Church, Chelmsford Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $143.00 | $2,574.00
Club 50, Chelmsford Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $143.00 | $2,574.00
Senior Craft Shop, Chelmsford Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $50.00 $900.00
Snow Rernoval 2 Times Per Year $348.00 $696.00
St. Agnes Church, Azilda Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18] $50.00 $900.00
Snow Removal 2 Times Per Year $348.00 $696.00
Lion's Den, St. Joseph, Hanmer Snow Plow Parking Lot fg\;ery Other Storm $40.00 $360.00
Lion’s Den, Norman Recreation Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Other Sterm $40.00 $360.00
Centre, Capreol )]
Community of Christ Church, Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $30.00 $540.00
Hillcrest, Lively and Sand Sand when
necessary
Waters Mennonite Church, Lively | Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $45.00 $810.00
and Sand Sand when
necessary
Naughton Congregation Church Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $30.00 $540.00
and Sand Sand when
necessary
St. Christopher’s Church, Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $45.00 $810.00
Whitefish and Sand Sand when
necessary
Bethel Baptist Church Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $30.00 $540.00
and Sand Sand when
necessary
Beaver Lake Lutheran Church Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) and $30.00 $540.00
and Sand Sand when
necessary
St. John Church, Garson Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $40.00 $895.00
+ Sanding
$175.00
Sudbury Revolver Club, Maki St., | Snow Plow ParkingLot | Every Storm (18) $40.00 $895.00
Garson + Sanding
$175.00
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Snow Removal - Parking Lots & Street Frontages - Churches and Community #aciﬁties

Page: 4
September 17, 2003
Nickel Centre Seniors, Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $30.00 $715.00
Falconbridge + Sanding
$175.00
Skead Seniors, Skead Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $30.00 $715.00
+ Sanding
$175.00
Brady Park Food Bank, Snow Plow Parking Lot | Every Storm (18) $30.00 $715.00
O’Neill Dr., Garson + Sanding
$175.00
Sub-Total Seasonal Snow Plowing $23.458.00
St. John United Church, Levack g:low Removal Along Twice Yearly $1,010.00 | $2,020.00
reet
St. Barth Church, Levack Snowtﬂemovai Along Twice Yearly $1,010.00 2,020.00
tree
Si. Anthony’s Church S{WOW Removal Along Xmas $680.00 $680.00
19 Mary St., Sudbury Street
St. Clement’s Church Sncw Removal Along Xmas $680.00 $680.00
Albert St., Sudbury Street
St. Eugene Church Snow Removal Along Xmas pivs Special $1,360 | $3,400.00
Eyre St., Sudbury Street Events _ Xmas
{Average 3 Yearly) $680
Event
Berean Baptist Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $680.00 $680.00
Pine St., Sudbury Street
Ukranian Greek Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $680.00 $680.00
Baker St., Sudbury Street
All People United Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $140.00 $140.00
400 Antwerp St., Sudbury Street
Holy Trinity Church Snow Removal Along Xmas plus Funerals $1,360 | $3,400.00
426 Burton Ave., Sudbury Street (Average 3 yearly) Xmas
$680
Event
St. Jean de Brebeuf Snow Removal Along Seldom N/A ——
Bond Street, Sudbury Street
Ste. Anne'’s Church Snow Removal Along Xmas plus Funerals $676 $2,700.00
40 Beech St., Sudbury Street (Average 3 yearly) Xmas
$675
Event
Salvation Army Snow Removal Along | Xmas $270.00 |  $27000 |
Birch St., Sudbury Street
All Nations Church Snow Removal Along Xrmas $410.00 $410.00
885 Prete St., Sudbury Street
St. Timothy’s Church, Snow Removal Along Xmas $410.00 $410.00

Collin’s Drive, Copper Cliff

Street

O
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Snow Removal - Parking Lots & Street Frontages - Churches and Community Facuities

Page: 5
September 17, 2003

Croation Catholic Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $815.00 $815.00

Pine @ Alder, Sudbury Street

Serbian Orthodox Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $140.00 $140.00

515 Antwerp St., Sudbury Street

Shaar Hashomayim Syn. Snow Removal Along Xmas $1,350.00 | $1,350.00

John St., Sudbury Street

Calvary Baptist Church Snow Removal Along Xmas $270.00 $270.00

493 Ontario St., Sudbury Street

Sudbury Missionary Snow Removal Along Xmas $270.00 $£270.00

5 MacLaughlin, Sudbury Street

Trinity United Church, Lively gnow Removal Along 3 Times per Year $190.00 $570.00
treet

St. Pius Church, Lively g?othemeva! Along 3 Times per Year $190.00 £570.00
ee

Lively Regular Baptist gnow Removal Along 3 Times per Year $190.00 $570.00
treet

Christ Anglican, Lively gnow Removal Along 3 Times per Year $190.00 $570.00
treet

Sub-Total - Occasional Snow $23,330.00

Removal

Sub-Total $46,788.00

Plus 15% Administration $7,018.20

Total $53,806.20

Note: Wages Calculated at 1.5% for Plowing and straight time for Snow Removal
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2004 Parking Lot
Review
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