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FORTY-FORTH MEETING OF THE FINANCE COMMITTEE
TO BE HELD ON WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 3, 2010 AT 4:30 P.M.
IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBER, TOM DAVIES SQUARE

COUNCILLOR CALLAGHAN, CHAIR

(PLEASE ENSURE CELL PHONES AND PAGERS ARE TURNED OFF)

The Council Chamber of Tom Davies Square is accessible to persons with
disabilities. 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) 674-4455, extension 2471.
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.

DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST AND THE GENERAL NATURE THEREOF

FINANCE COMMITTEE (44™)  (2010-02-03)



MANAGERS’ REPORTS PAGE NO.

1. Report dated January 14, 2010 from the Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer regarding
2010 Budget Finalization and 2010 Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF)
Allocation. 1-5
(RECOMMENDATION PREPARED)

2. Report dated January 18, 2010 from the Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer regarding
Revisions to 2010 Capital Budget. 6-10
(RECOMMENDATION PREPARED)

CORRESPONDENCE FOR INFORMATION ONLY

3. Report dated January 27, 2010 from the Chief Financial Officer/Treasurer regarding
Next Steps During 2010. 11-20
(FOR INFORMATION ONLY)

2010 PARKING LOT REVIEW

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

ADJOURNMENT (RESOLUTION PREPARED)

COUNCILLOR TED CALLAGHAN FRANCA BORTOLUSSI
CHAIR, FINANCE COMMITTEE COUNCIL SECRETARY
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Request for Recommendation (\ Greater |Grand
Finance Committee \‘9 Slldbl]l’y

www.greatersudbury.ca

Type of Decision

Meeting Date February 3, 2010 Report Date January 14, 2010
Decision Requested Yes X | No Priority X High Low
Direction Only Type of Meeting X Open Closed
Report Title
2010 Budget Finalization and the 2010 Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF)
Allocation

Recommendation

Budget Impact/Policy Implication

X This report has been reviewed by the Finance Division .
and the funding source has been identified. THAT the 2010 Budget be approved in the gross

amount of $518,074,673 and in the net amount of
$193,678,805, which represents a 2.5% municipal
tax increase; and

THAT estimated $750,000 be drawn equally from
the Tax Rate Stabilization Reserve Fund and the
Capital Financing General Reserve Fund; and

THAT City Council accept the following Board’s
budgets:

The City's share of the Nickel District
Conservation Authority’s operating budget in the
amount of $553,778;

The City’s share of the Sudbury & District Health
Unit's operating budget in the amount of
$5,373,220;

The Greater Sudbury Police Service’s operating
budget in the amount of $43,802,984.

X Background Attached Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the Department

Recommended by the C.A.O.

Neda
Doug Nadorp¥ny
Chief Administrative Officer

orella Hayes
Chief Financial Officer / Tir€asurer




Title: 2010 Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF) Allocation Page: 2
Date: January 14,2010

Ed Stankiewicz
Manager of Financia

lannning & Policy

Executive Summary

City Council at their meeting of December 9, 2009 adopted Finance Committee Recommendation #
2009-12 which reads as follows:

"THAT the funding line for Budget Enhancements be drawn at $193,678,805 representing a 2.5%
municipal tax increase, subject to finalization of the Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF)
entitlements;

AND THAT staff report back to the Finance Committee once the City receives notification of the
2010 OMPF allocation."

This report will provide council with an update regarding the 2010 OMPF allocation, and recommend
a funding source for the shortfall.

Background

In December 2009, the Ministry of Finance released the 2010 OMPF allocations for all eligible
municipalities in Ontario. The allocation for Greater Sudbury did not match the OMPF grant
reflected in the City’s 2010 operating budget. The City’s budget was based on staff estimated social
program costs and best estimates for other components of the grant. The difference between the
City’s numbers and the Ministry of Finance numbers has been discussed with Provincial staff.

For the social programs costs, City staff have been in contact with Ministry of Finance staff in an
attempt to resolve the differences. The discrepancies are with City staff’'s estimates of Ontario
Works support costs and ODSP costs. Staff are projecting significant increases over the 2009 value
as caseloads are on the rise while it appears that the Ministry, through the release of the social
program costs, are not accounting for an increase in caseloads nor an increase in allowances. In
conversation with Ministry staff, it was identified that the Ministry of Finance used the Ministry of
Community and Social Services data to forecast the 2010 Social Program costs. For the Ontario
Works support numbers, the Ministry used the January to September 2009 actual costs and
averaged the numbers to forecast 2010 projected costs. There was no consideration given for
caseload increases or allowance increases. For this reason, the City’s estimates seem to be more
in line with current economic conditions and include a 2% increase in allowances, which has already
been announced.

The ODSP costs were forecasted using ten months of the Ministry of Community and Social
Services data.
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Historically, the OMPF formula reconciled actual social program costs at year end. Ministry staff
have not confirmed when reconciliation will occur for 2008, 2009 and 2010. CGS staff will be in
contact with the Ministry of Finance during the next few months regarding the need to reconcile to
actual program costs.

The following are the figures for the 2010 Social Programs expenditures used in the OMPF grant
calculations:

City Budget Ministry Allocation Notice
(Millions) (Millions)
Ontario Works $ 9.0 $ 7.8
ODSP $ 6.3 $ 6.1
Social Housing $15.8 $15.8
Childcare $ 22 $ 23
NCB/SAR $ 03 $ 03
$336 $32.3

The following chart compares the 2010 OMPF allocation to the 2009 allocation as provided by the
Ministry of Finance.

2009 2010 Variance Explanation

Social Programs Grant $18,455,800 $11,419,500 |- Decrease due to the upload of addition of 10%
of ODSP allowances and benefits, which now
reflects a 90% / 10% costs sharing

- This grant will continue to decline as ODSP will
be fully uploaded in 2011, while the OW
transition will be complete in 2018

Assessment Equalization | $12,942,900 $9,239,800 |- Decreased due to CGS’s average assessment

Grant increasing by greater than the provincial average

- CGS’s average assessment in all classes
increased approx. 13% and the provincial
average by 5.5%

- In addition, the Province changed the funding
level from $48 per $10,000 of assessment under
the provincial average to $47 per $10,000 of
assessment

- The City will continue to lose money under this
component as a result of the phase in of the
2008 reassessment

Northern Communities $16,885,700 $16,956,500 |- Increase slightly due to the increase in the
number of households

- Per household funding of $235 has been
unchanged since 2007

Northern and Rural Social | $0 $ 236,700 |- This is the first year that Greater Sudbury
Programs Component received funding under this component
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Stabilization Grant $0 $ 1,914,400

This component provides funding for
municipalities that would otherwise seen
decreases more than a specified per household
amount ($85) relative to what was received in
2007

Transitional $ 5,530,600 $ 5,653,200

This component is to ensure that Northern
Ontario municipalities have a guaranteed level of
support of at least 95% of the municipality’s
2009 combined benefit (OMPF and Province
uploads)

Total OMPF Grant $53,815,000 $45,420,100

The 2010 City budget reflects an additional $1.3M Social Programs grant, based on the City’s
forecast of expenditures.

The transitional assistance component of the grant is in place for 2010 but does not provide any
guarantee for future years. If this transitional funding does not continue in future years, the shortfall
to the municipality will be upwards of $12 million by 2012.

OMPF Impact on 2010 Budget

Based on staff's analysis, the shortfall in the OMPF grant will be approximately $750,000 with the
assumption that the Ministry of Finance continues to reconcile social program costs.

Itis recommended that the shortfall be funded equally from the Tax Rate Stabilization Reserve Fund
and the Capital Financing Reserve Fund — General. This leaves approximately $305,000 in the Tax
Rate Stabilization Reserve and $251,000 in the Capital Financing General Reserve Fund. Staff will
keep Council apprised regarding reconciliation of social programs costs. If the Province does not
reconcile, then the shortfall would have to be funded from reserves.

Impact of 2010 Budget Increase on Municipal and Education Taxes

The 2.5% tax increase does not affect all areas the same as a result of varying degrees of
assessment growth and varying costs by service area for Transit and Fire Services.

The following charts reflects the impact of municipal taxes on a typical household (2009 CVA
$136,440 — 2010 CVA $152,880) in the different service areas of the City.

2009 Taxes 2010 Taxes $ Increase %
Career / Urban 2,264 2,322 58 2.6
Composite / Commuter 2,119 2,172 53 2.5
Volunteer / Commuter 2,038 2,088 50 2.5
Volunteer 1,967 2,012 45 2.3

As a result of the recent reassessment, which phases in assessment increases over four years, the
City residents continue to be adversely affected by the residential education tax rate change. The
estimate for the provincial wide residential education tax rate is .24%. The actual rate will be
confirmed by the Province in the spring.
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The following chart reflects the impact of the municipal tax increase and estimated change in the
residential education tax rate.

2009 Taxes 2010 Taxes $ Increase %
Career / Urban 2,608 2,689 81 3.1
Composite / Commuter 2,463 2,538 75 3.1
Volunteer / Commuter 2,382 2,455 73 3.1
Volunteer 2,311 2,379 68 3.0

These figures are based on the average household valuation increases of 12%. Valuation changes
of greater than 12% for 2009 to 2010 will realize a larger tax increase than reflected in the charts.
Conversely, valuation increase of less than 12% will see tax increases of less than what is reflected
in the charts or could realize tax decreases.

These increases are subject to change pending the finalization of property tax policy.

Summary

Approval of the 2010 budget reflecting a 2.5 % tax increase would impact the typical household by
approximately $50 municipal and $13 education. The OMPF grant allocation for 2010 leaves the
City approximately $750,000 short and this shortfall will be funded by contributions from reserves.
The City’s future years grant allocation is at risk mostly due to the assessment equalization grant
reduction and the potential elimination of transitional funding. Attached is a summary of the 2010
OMPF allocation for the City of Greater Sudbury.

The following is a summary of the changes to the 2010 Budget since it was tabled on October 13,
2009:

Gross Budget Revenues Municipal Tax Levy
Budget tabled October 13", 2009 $521,566,839 $324,132,407 $197,434,432
Reductions approved (4,747,166) (81,539) (4,665,627)
Enhancements approved 1,255,000 345,000 910,000
Subtotal: After November 307, 2009 518,074,673 324,395,868 193,678,805
Less: Reduction in OMPF Grant
revenue ($754,601)
Add: Contribution from Reserve and $754,601
Reserve Funds ’
2010 Final Budget $518,074,673 $324,395,868 $193,678,805




Request for Recommendation (\
Finance Committee ) Slldb
Type of Decision

Meeting Date February 3, 2010 ~ Report Date January 18, 2010

Decision Requested Yes | X Priority
Direction Only Type of Meeting

l Revisions to 2010 Capital Budget ’

Budget Impact/Policy Implication

X [This report has been reviewed by the Finance Division
and the fundlng source has been identified. »

THAT the Finance Committee approve the 2010
Capital Budget in the amount of $134,761,750,
which is funded as follows:

Contribution from the Operating Budget

$ 32,171,681;

Contribution from Water and Waste water user
fees $ 20,277,465

Provincial and Federal Grants $45,005,462;
Contributions from CGS reserve and reserve
funds $15,988,642; and

Internal financing of $6,333,500 be approved for
projects to be completed in 2010 and be repaid
from future capital envelopes in 2011 to 2030;

THAT Council accept the 2010 Police Services
Capital Budget and;

THAT the remainder of the 2011 and 2012 Capital
Budgets be accepted for information for staff to
use as a planning tool.

et wmes— e

l Background Attached I | l Recommendation Continued |

Recommended by the C.A.O.

%ché”{ [Mn
Lorella Hayes 1g Nadoroz
Chief Financial Officer / T easurer Chief Administrative Officer

Recommended by the Department
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Lorraine Larose Name
Manager of Financial Support & Budgeting Title
Background

The Finance Committee at its November 30" meeting approved two options ($670,000 and
$647,500) which reduced the 2010 capital envelopes for 2010 and 2009 inflation, as well as
additional reductions of $1,400,000.

Please find below a summary of projects that have been removed from the 2010 Capital Budget.

Division Projects removed/reduced in scope

Fleet ($700,000) Various vehicles (1 street sweeper, 6 pickup trucks, 6
vans and 6 cars) and a reduction in the contingency
account of $10,000.

Leisure Services ($600,000) Splash pads (Nickel Centre, Onaping Falls, Capreol &
former City of Greater Sudbury

Public Safety ($115,500) Communication System, reduction in funding allocated

Roads ($931,000) Removal of Kingsway contingency, reduction in MR10

-~ Panache Lake Road and reduction in Lasalle Notre
Dame Improvements — Engineering / Property /
Utilities
Assets ($154,000) Reduction for North West locker rooms, various
engineering studies, various energy conservation,
various locations barrier free, various roof drain
conversions and contingency, removed Kathleen Park
Depot — shell windows and doors and reduced
contingency
Environmental Services ($43,000) Reduction in Organic Waste Collection — Phase Il.
Community Development ($112,000) | Reduced contingency and removed Community Halls
repairs and upgrades and Pools / Waterfront upgrades
Fire ($24,000) Reduced number of vehicles from 3 to 2.
Police ($20,000) Not yet determined
Administrative Services ($18,000) Reduced replacement of Docutech 120 — Phase 2
Total Capital Reduction
($2,717,500)

A report to Council will be forthcoming once the PSAB 3150 Tangible Capital Asset project and
asset values are complete to reallocate capital envelopes between divisions for 2011.
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During the Finance’s Committee’s deliberations of Water and Wastewater rates, $2,265,549 was
approved as a reduction in capital spending:

Water ($1,112,535) and Waste Defer master plan allocations, defer work

Water ($1,153,014) management system, data management initiatives,
GIS integration allocations, reduce contingencies,
polyphosphate installation — Valley Wells, operating
manuals & as-builts, pollution prevention and control
plans, St Charles Lift Station, Penman Avenue
watermain and sewer lining/manhole rehabilitation

SUMMARY

In conclusion, the 2010 Capital Budget amounts to $134.8 million (inclusive of capital envelopes,
grants, reserve amounts and internal financing of $6.3 million). See attached for a summary of
the 2010 revised Capital Budget.
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Request for Recommendation (\ Greater |Grand
Finance Committee \“) Slldblll‘y

www.greatersudbury.ca
Type of Decision
Meeting Date February 3, 2010 Report Date January 27, 2010
Decision Requested Yes | X | No Priority X High Low
Direction Only Type of Meeting | X Open Closed

Report Title
Next Steps for 2010

This report has been reviewed by the Finance Division
and the funding source has been identified.

Not Applicable For Information Only

X Background Attached Recommendation Continued

Recommended by the Department Recommended by the C. A O.

Chief Financial Officer / ;r-eLéhrer

istrative Officer
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Title: Next Steps for 2010 Page: 2
Date: January 27, 2010

Division Review ©

Lorella Hayes
Chief Financial Officer / Treasurer

The City of Greater Sudbury will continue to face financial challenges over the upcoming
years. There is uncertainty surrounding the level of permanent funding under the Ontario
Municipal Partnership Grant (OMPF) and approximately $12 million of grant funding is at
risk annually by 2012. These challenges will require management and staff at CGS to
closely review operations, service levels, and other sources of revenues. In addition, staff
and Council will continue to work in partnership with the Provincial Government to highlight
the need for a revised OMPF formula that recognizes Greater Sudbury’s unique
geographic complexity, low population density, social and economic context and the our
residents’ tax burden. See attached for a copy of the briefing document used by Mayor
Rodriguez during a meeting with Minister Duncan and Minister Bartolucci.

Staff will begin planning for the future budgets immediately, by exercising prudent fiscal
management and closely reviewing financial results on a regular basis.

For 2010, it is recommended that staff report to the Finance Committee with budget
Variance Reports on a quarterly basis until September 2010, and monthly for the
remainder of 2010. In addition, staff will plan more frequent Finance Committee meetings
to review actual financial results, and financial information requirements requested by the
Council.

Attached is a table outlining the previous Finance Committee requests for information,
along with the department’s response.

12



G Jo | obed

(‘pepeojun

aq ued yoiym saipadoud;
sbuipjing auiinQ)

S99 8y} Aq psumo

‘aJnjny ayy ul saluadoud/sbuipjing juswdojanaq neagJleg
Buiwooyyioy aq |Im Hodal e pue ‘eAieniul wis) Jabuoj e si Sy L Jo 3s1| ayepdn pue yimolio 8¢-01-800¢
‘padojanap aq ||Im uejd [eloueul pajiejep e ‘1sfoid
8y} Jo} painoas si Buipuny Juawuianob Jo s|oAg| Joluas 8o0uQ
‘speos A9 1ayjo Jno jo Jo oujel) abie| ayj dosy o} si joofoid siy)
Joj @sed ssauisng Ino Ul paje)s se u1aouod Jofew vy ‘AemsBury|
8y} uo pue ‘pA|g ajjese] uo way) desy pue peos ay) Buisn wouy 'O “AMH 0} Jejiwis
oled) ¥ony Anesy abeinoosip pjnom peoJ ay) uo wajsAs |10}, uoisuax3 oAl AsjeN
€ JO UoI}onpoujul 3y) Jey} papnjouod sem )| ‘joaloid aaug Asjep Joj Buipuny Jo spoyjew aoueuld | uuewyy-Aipuer]
ay} Jo ubisep Areuiwiaid ay) jo ped se palojdxa sem uondo sy aAljeuwss)je alojdx3 / @injonJisequ| 22-20-1002
‘Ao1jod puapiaip e jo juswdojaasp ayj Buipiebal ‘NS5 wol S5O uedses)
Jejs NSO YlM suoissnosip ul ae sdueulq pue OO 8yl | 0} spusplaiq Jo Ajjiqissod aoueul €0-21-800¢
"80UIN0Id
ay) sso.oe salijedioiunw Jayjo JO asoy) Yim Juajsisuod ase
spouad Ajuesiem pue sanipuenb unO -ejendosdde ase spouad
Auelsem JuaLIND 8y} Jey} S|qeHOojWOoD Sie pue YIOM pajoesjuod
Ile jo @oueuwuopad ay) Buuoyuow Ajjenunuod ale yejs bunesado
pue ubiseq yjog ‘pouad soueusjulew Jeak G e aiinbal
M am ‘suoijoas }sa) Jo anbiun uQ ‘sjosfosd ainjonsiseul "MIOM
Jajemajsem/ia)em pue speol jje uo pouad soueusjuiew Jeak | pajoesjuod uo sasjuelend ueybejen
Z IIn} e pajdope Ajjesianiun Ay ayj ‘uoneweblewe Jaye Ayes | Jo mainal aAIsusyasdwo) ainjonuselu|

€0-¢1-200¢

13




G Jo Z obed

‘ueybBejjes Jojjiounos Aq pasies suolsanb ay) passaippe aney
am Jey} pue [[om Bupjom si WaIsAs JuaLInNd ay) Jey} eAsiaq S

‘SISEq [enuue ue uo }sij ay} jo juswdojaasap ayj ojul Jndul
apino.d siojjiounod "sjoafold peol Jo isi| [enuue 8y} aujwisiep
0} adA} peo. Jad sebejusoiad pue sjoas| ainjipuadxe panoidde

s,Jlouno) YIM paysaw usy) si isi| Ajuoud siy wasjsAs peol ay}
jo Ayaebuo] pue yyauaq ay) aziwixew 0} Jobpng aoueusjulep
pue [eydes ino puads 0} a1aym saulwslep SN 93 ‘peje|dwiod
si uonenjeAs ay) aduQ ‘speol |je Jo AeAins uonipuoo/uoienjeAd

‘(auop yHom
Jo sjunowe [enba) Apn)g
Juswabeuepy JuswaAed

21U0J}09 Ue UO paseq Suol)ipuod peos sazijiioud pue sayiuapl 0} Buipioooe uayeuspun ueybejjen
(SINd) WwesAs Juswabeueyy Juswaned pezueindwod JnQ aq 0} sjosfoid uo poday alnjoniiselu| G0-€0-2002
‘|su
siyj Je Jayuny uondo siy} ansind o} paau e si aiay) Jey) ansljaq
JoU Op &\ "Pasead sey uoljejjul paje|esss pue pazijigejs aney
Jeydse Joj seoud inQ Al ay) ul pauado sey jueid jjeydse
piy} e pue passaidep ussq sey Awouoos ay ‘awi} jey} aouls
‘sdiysisuped
“1ooloid siyy ui diysisuped juiof ajqissod e 0} }0adsal ajqissod Jo/pue
YlIM 09U] BB/ JO Juapisaid juaund ay) yum Ajusnbasqgns eld yeydse umo Ino ZonBLIPOY/ISeAY
pue JoAep 8y} Yum AjoAIsualxe passnosip sem uondo siy | Bunesado Jo Ayjiqisea ainjonJsequ|

80-C1-800¢C

0102 40} sdajs )xoN

14




G Jo ¢ abed

‘Buiyels liesepied
"Buiwooypioy si podal wJe) Buoj Jo mairey OovO €1-01-600¢
‘paonpal
aq ues Aay} moy pue sindnQ
"Buiwosyyoy st podal ¥ | sinoy swipaAo uo poday ovd €1-01-6002
‘990, adueuld ay} Aq pajsanbai
uaym padojensp aq ueo spodal Jayung ‘suonesaqiap 186pnq | "SHUOAA 2l1dnd Joj 1@6png ujedseo)
Buuinp sapiwiwo) 8y} Aq pamairal sem Jabpng syiom olqnd ay [eqo|b e jo sisAjeuy ainnysequ| 12-11-8002
"sasnq Jisuey}
10} peoy siesewsa(] uo ZonbLpoy
‘Buiwod yuoy st yodal v abeleb Buish uo uoday ysuel | /1-11-8002
‘(suonels
aoueNqUIE MaU }e YOO|
osje Jnq ‘suoijels aiy mau
aulwex3y ‘saouenquie
0} anp Ajoedes je aq Aew
suole)s auy) sbuipjing
M3U Yyim Juswaoe|dal
‘papnjoul 8q |IM eale siy} Jo Jo swua) ui ueyd wus)
MaIAal e pue sueld jeydes wua) Buoj Buimainal ale Jeys -aining Buoj ‘saijioe) bunsixs }seAry / sindnQ
8y} ul j1ouno) o} podal jjim pue suondo Huimainal ale Jels | plo Ul JuswisaAul [eyded ald / SN 82-01L-8002

15



S Jo p obed
"Jobpnq |eydes uo
podal asueueA Apapenb |jj2Jepjen
'010€ 40 Jopenb , z sy} Aq Buiwooyno} aq [im Hodas Bunedaud jo Ayjiqisead soueul ¥0-11-6002
‘sieal
snoiaald om} pue seak
"suoljesaqijep si Ui [1ouno?) Jsisse 0} | Juaund uo sainbiy apnjoul
‘Hodal Jebpng uo uonewloul [enjoe [eauolsiy apnjoul ajqissod 0} Juawnoop Jabpnq
2Joym pue ‘}sanbal siy} mainal [Im Jels ‘walshs Jebpnq | ay) Buipuedxe ui paAjoAul neagJeg
Bunsixa ay) 0} Juswadejdas e Buidojonap ale || pue soueuld | sI yeym Buipsebal podey aoueul 92-01-6002
'600¢ pue 800¢
10} }26pnq snsiaA jenjoe —
SJNOY SWISA0 pue sinoy
swi-ued ‘seshojdwa
awy ||nj jenjoe uo podal awnelyueg
‘Bujesw aspiwWIoD) adueuld 1xau ay} Aq Buiwooypuoy st podal v — uoisinig Aq sisAjeuy aoueulq 9Z-01-6002
's)s09 ABisua uuewyy-Aipue]
‘Bunesw sapIIWOD adueul4 xau ay} Aq Buiwooypoy st yodal v Jo sisAjeue [eouo)siH aoueul 61-01-6002
"SjusWIasIUaApe pue
suonduosqgns suizebew
pue Jjadedsmau 10} | 8oueul / SBJIAIBS sindn(
‘Bunesw 9RO adueUl4 Xau 3y} Aq Buiwooypuoy st podas yy | 1509 8jesodiod uo poday aAljessIuIwpY €1-01-6002

- | jojiounoy
”vwf%w%mwtommw _uwpwngm

ojeq

010z Jo} sdeyg IxeN

16



G Jo g abed

‘sjuelpAy

aJy Buluielqo ui syuapisal
}siSSe Ued am moy

pue apo9) ail4 ouejuQ

3y} yum sjuelpAy aiy oesung
"aAleiul wia) Jabuoj e s siy] | jo aouerdwod uo poday a4 GZ-11-6002
‘'sanijediviunw
‘[1ouno?) o) pauodal Jayjo ypm sasusuadxs
aq |Iim sBuines 1s09 pue sajouaiolys jo salbisuhs Auy -Bulob-uo | uo paseq Jun yjesH ayj
si ssaJboud siy] -epuon|4 pue sebjy usalis) anjg se soidoj yons |  yum saniunyoddo Buines ueybejen
uo JIUN ylesH ey} YiM suoissnosip pajeriul sey Yoinoxuag oIN | 109 1o} saibisuhs alojdxg | Jojemalsepn/io)epn £Z-11-6002
"SOSSB|0 $SaUISN( pue [BlJUSPISSI J0) SISALIP
1S00 M3IABI |IIM Jels ‘pajajdwiod s MIoM siy) 8douQ 0102 ‘L Aine ‘sJosnh JojeMm |eujsnpul aoueul / luedses)
Aq ue|d |eloueuld e asedaid o} JON au) Aq palinbai si AyD ay) | abie| 0} s)s00 ajebiisenu] | JojemalsepN/191epn 91-11-6002
‘(sseo0ud
196pnq 010z Buimojjo} zenbupoy
ajep Jsje| Je) NSO 0} / sindng
"Jojjew siy) uo spodal | 821AISS 18)eM)SEM [18JeM / luledses)
s Jue)nsuoo snoirald Buimainal Jo ssadoud ay) ul ale yels | Buipaauod jo sebejueapy ovod 91-11-6002
"uoIjoRUIP JaYuNy Joy SO Jisuel] ay} Aq pamainal pue | -abeses) yisuel| Buioejdel sindn(g
1o} ue|d jeoueul aoueuljfisuel | S0-11-600¢C

‘ueld jeudes Jeah Q| s.AuD 8y} ul papnjoul aq |jm 108foid sy

010z 40} sde)g IxeN

17




The Ontario Municipal
Partnership Fund:

The Challenges for Greater Sudbury
The Need for a New Formula
Building a Strong Partnership
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The Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund: The Cage for 8 New Formula

The Ontario Municipal
Partnership Fund

The Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund
(OMPF) is one way that the Province
has been able to provide and protect
key public services. While the provincial
government is to be commended for
their foresight in bringing forward a
grant program that recognizes the
challenges faced by municipalities, the
formula used to calculate the
Assessment Equalization portion of the
OMPF places our city at an enormous
disadvantage.

Greater Sudbury experienced a boom in
property values in tandem with a boom
in the international nickel mining
industry in 2007 and 2008. Since the
globhal economic upset earlier this year,
our community has been faced with
economic uncertainty.

Assessment values are not a principal
indicator of financial health. There are
many other measures of economic
stability, all of which must be taken into
account to ensure that grants are fair,
balanced, and consistent across the
province. It is unfair to presume that our
city’s ratepayers have a greater ability
to pay increased property taxes as a
result of external market forces.

The Need for a New Formula

All the above highlights the need for the
existing OMPF formula to be revised, and
a new formula to be considered.
Although no formula can capture every
aspect of municipal service and every
challenge faced by municipalities, it can
capture some that are currently lacking.

Greater Sudbury’s geographic
complexity, our low population
density, our below provincial average
household income, our social and
economic context, our residents’ tax
burden ~ combined with an ageing
infrastructure that is part of every
city’s heritage — creates significant
financial hardship for our municipality
and our residents.

Building a Strong Partnership

We helieve that the OMPF formuia
should be reviewed to be as inclusive as
possible. We believe that a grant
program should not create a culture of
“winners” and “losers” using the same
formula. We believe that the Province
should commit to a review of the OMPF
formula to ensure an equitable
measure of fiscal health is applied. In
doing so, the Province will be
reaffirming “its commitment to provide
and protect key public services.”

Greater Sudbury’s community leaders
are recommending that the provincial
government maintain its one-time
mitigation funding in 2010 and that a
phasing-in strategy to introduce
significant changes to the OMPF
formula be introduced in 2011. This
would ensure that municipalities have
the capacity to absorb significant
reductions in funding.

Should mitigation funding not be
available for the budget year 2010,
Greater Sudbury faces a shortfall that,
according to our calculations, could
exceed $6 million. This will force the
municipality to raise property taxes by 3
per cent — on top of the 2.5 per cent
already tentatively approved by Council --
at a time when many residents can least
afford it. The only altemnative is to reduce
infrastructure investments which have
already been cut by $5 million in 2010
budget deliberations and/or service
level reductions.

Should a phasing-in strategy be built
into the OMPF program, a
municipality’s capacity to adapt to
changes in revenue levels would be
increased, leading to better community
fiscal health -~ and an even stronger
provincial/municipal partnership. 20





