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THE FORTY-SECOND MEETING OF THE PRIORITIES COMMITTEE

OF THE CITY OF GREATER SUDBURY

Council Chamber Wednesday, March 8, 2006
Tom Davies Square Commencement: 7:02 p.m.

Chair COUNCILLOR THOMPSON, IN THE CHAIR

Present Councillors Berthiaume (D10:05pm); Bradley; Caldarelli; Callaghan;
Craig; Dupuis; Gainer; Gasparini; Kett; Reynolds; Rivest;
Mayor Courtemanche

City Officials C. Hallsworth, Acting Chief Administrative Officer; H. Duff, Acting
General Manager of Community Development; D. Nadorozny,
General Manager of Growth & Development; A. Stephen, General
Manager of Infrastructure & Emergency Services; L. Hayes,
CFO/Treasurer; R. Swiddle, City Solicitor; B. Lautenbach, Director
of Planning Services; B. Falcioni, Director of Roads &
Transportation; G. Clausen, City Engineer; C. Mahaffy, Manager of
Financial Planning & Policy; A. Haché, City Clerk; F. Bortolussi,
Planning Committee Secretary; CJ Caporale, Council Secretary

News Media Sudbury Star; MCTV; CIGM; Channel 10 News; Le Voyageur;
Northern Life; CBC Radio-Canada; Big Daddy

Declarations of
Pecuniary Interest

None declared.

PUBLIC HEARING - FEES BY-LAW - LIONEL E. LALONDE CENTRE 

Item 2
Introductory Remarks

The Chair advised that the public meeting was being held as
required by the Municipal Act, to receive public input regarding the
proposed fees by-law to recover a portion of the costs of installing
a water forcemain on Ste. Agnes Street and Montée Principale, for
new homes that will be constructed on benefitting properties.  The
Committee noted that a proposed fixed per dwelling fee of $495
would be applied.  This charge would be collected at the building
permit stage and would be in addition to Development Charges.

The Chair then stated that any person in attendance would be
provided an opportunity to make representation.
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Item 3
Public Notification
Procedures - Fees
By-law - L.E.L. Centre

Report dated 2006-03-01, with attachments, from the Executive
Director of Administrative Services regarding Public Notification
Procedures - Fees By-law - Montée Principale/Sainte Agnes Street
Water Forcemain (Lionel E. Lalonde Centre) was received.

Mr. John Hughes of Hemson Consulting Ltd. gave an electronic
presentation.  He stated that in May 2005, Council approved the EMS
plan for the Lionel E. Lalonde Centre and  required forcemain as well
as  “partial cost recovery from benefiting property owners…” with a
recovery target of  $105,000.

He outlined that Section 391 of the Municipal Act is well suited to area
specific water and sewer projects, the imposed fee is more straight
forward than development charges or local improvement charges,
and can be applied to new development until costs are recovered.

He stated that the proposal is to recover 25% of the forcemain cost
from benefiting landowners.  The full cost of the watermain is
$420,000, with $210,000 (50%) attributable to the Lionel E. Lalonde
Centre.  Mr. Hughes indicated that the City would be responsible for
$105,000 of the remaining total.

Mr. Hughes indicated that the benefiting area contains approximately
21.2 hectares which has a potential for 392 lots.  He stated that the
$495 per unit charge would recover the $105,000 plus interest over
a projected twenty year development term.

He again pointed out that this evening’s public information meeting
was required before a by-law could be implemented, the charge
amounts must be confirmed and updated each year and would be
part of the annual rate setting process, and charged revenue and
accrued costs must be carefully accounted.

Public Hearing
Fees By-law -
L.E.L. Centre

A revised “Speakers’ List” was available and submissions were heard
in the order that they appeared on the list.

Ms. Karen Trudel
President, Sudbury & 
District Home Builders’
Association

Letter dated 2006-03-02 from Ms. Trudel was tabled.  Ms. Trudel
read the letter stating that the Sudbury & District Home Builders’
Association (SDHBA) was opposed to the area specific development
charge for new homes to be built in the Sainte Agnes Street/Montée
Principale area (Lionel E. Lalonde Centre).  Allowing this, she stated,
sets a dangerous precedent that would become the normal process
to fund infrastructure projects.  The SDHBA believes that all
taxpayers should equally share in the cost of new infrastructure that
benefits the entire community. 



PRIORITIES (42 ) 2006-03-08 (3) nd

Ms. Karen Trudel
President, Sudbury & 
District Home Builders’
Association
(continued)

Ms. Trudel stated SDHBA members have been advocating that
increasing development charges and fees reduces the affordability
of new homes for many families.  She indicated that the new housing
industry is the most heavily taxed and regulated industry in Ontario,
which seriously impedes the ability of their members to provide
affordable housing to Sudbury residents.

Ms. Trudel urged the Mayor and Members of Council to not set area
specific development charges and to continue to investigate
alternative financing mechanisms for public infrastructure that is
used by all residents and not just new home buyers.

Mr. Bob Perry,
Resident

Mr. Perry expressed concerns on behalf of the potential Home
Buyers Association from the Southend.  He has been a taxpayer in
the Southend for forty-six years.  He advised he was representing a
multitude of seniors who are in the same position as himself - who
would like to downsize and move into smaller accommodations,
have a condominium type organization for maintenance and remain
in the Southend of the City.  They do not object to paying their fair
share of additional taxes and expenses but think the rock tunnel is
a  community type effort.  He pointed out that the rock tunnel was
initiated to solve existing problems.  He stated that this additional
levy and expense could curb potential development of the area.  Mr.
Perry indicated that the cost should be spread over all  residential,
commercial, institutional and industrial properties in the south end
but noted that this project will help all residents in the long run.

Point of Order Councillor Dupuis raised a point of order that this was a public
hearing for the Lionel E. Lalonde Centre.

Mr. Ron Purcell
Resident

Mr. Purcell indicated that the proposed methodology for allocating
costs would direct costs to new residential properties and not to
existing residential, industrial/commercial/institutional (ICI)
properties.

He asked if the proposed costing method for the Lionel E. Lalonde
Centre and the Rock Tunnel project met the critical principle of
“fairness”.  He indicated that it was unfair to exclude ICI from the
cost allocation.  He also indicated that new residential construction
as a percentage of the total construction over the last five years has
been 25% to 37%, therefore, ICI would be a major benefactor of any
improvement.  He pointed out that as an overall cost, it would be an
insignificant amount if ICI was included.

He indicated that while the tax rate for commercial is 4.8% and
residential is 2%, business expenses are income tax deductible.

Mr. Purcell also stated that it was unfair to exclude existing
residential properties.
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Mr. Ron Purcell
Resident
(continued)

He asked the Committee if benefits should be narrowly defined
geographically as the proposed methodology recommends.  He
pointed out that revenues arising from new developments in one
area flow to the general account of the city, which benefits the city
as a whole.  Can that area not request any revenues emanating
from that area be committed to that area’s future needs?  He stated
that the fairest method of costing would be that all costs be shared
amongst all the CGS’s landowners, residential and ICI.

Mr. Purcell advised of potential difficulties that could be anticipated
if the proposed costing method is implemented such as Councillors
possibly being subject to conflicting objectives and potential
pressure from constituents, etc.  He indicated that the proposed
method of costing places Councillors in a position of “ward versus
city benefit/cost analysis” which is contrary to the entire concept of
the City of Greater Sudbury.

Mr. Ron Arnold
Dalron 

Mr. Arnold asked the Committee what the Lionel E. Lalonde Centre
was being used for and whether it was a benefit to the City of
Greater Sudbury.

The General Manager of Infrastructure & Emergency Services
indicated that the Centre was currently being used as a training and
recreation facility and that the future use will have those same
components but include protective services.  The Centre will be a
benefit to the City as it will house Fire Services, EMS and Police.

Mr. Arnold indicated that as it is a benefit to the City of Greater
Sudbury, why is the home buyer paying the potential bill for it?  He
stated that the same applies to the Rock Tunnel.  He questioned
why the ICI sector was not contributing as it will benefit from the
project.  

He indicated that what is being proposed is not fair to the new home
buyer and requested Council to consider the plight of the new home
buyer.  Mr. Arnold stated that the individual who has a home built,
pays for every cent that goes into that property, their tax bills are
higher than the existing home owner and are required to pay
development charges.

He stated that there have been changes made to Municipal by-laws
and the Provincial Building Code which, without additional
development charges, add up to more than $20,000 to the cost of
building a new home.  This does not include increases in costs of
building materials or skilled labour (trades).

In response to a question regarding spreading the cost to the ICI
sector, Mr. Arnold replied that two-thirds of the Rock Tunnel was
needed regardless, therefore, one-third of the cost was required for
future growth.  The bulk of the future growth was the ICI sector.
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Mr. José Blanco
Resident

Mr. Blanco stated that he lives in the Southend and would like to
address what is fair and not fair.  He indicated that he would like to
provide his perspective on the Rock Tunnel and the south end sewer
problems.

He stated that residents received a letter indicating that it would cost
approximately $7.5 million for one hundred sixty lots which would
result in a cost of $23,500 per home owner.  

He indicated that the proposal being discussed is that those having
to connect to the Rock Tunnel would have to face an expenditure of
$3,700 to $4,000.  What perspective could this Council have that to
say it is fair some will be charged $25,000 and others nothing?

He asked Council the question who pays and for who’s benefit?  If
we all benefit should not all of us pay?  He stated that if everyone is
going to be paying without benefiting from the Rock Tunnel, then this
would not be fair to those who are paying taxes and are at the limit
of their income.

Mr. Blanco advised Council not to be too quick to define something
that is fair when it isn’t necessarily fair to make progress.

He indicated that he was not objecting to paying additional taxes for
improvements in Azilda and Levack because he believes citizens
have a responsibility.  He gets anxious when it comes to other parts
of the City when some citizens are for the extra fees and some are
against because of fairness.  He advised Council to use the word
“fair” with great care.

Public Hearing
Fees By-law -
L.E.L. Centre

There being no further requests to address this matter, the Public
Hearing concerning this matter was closed and the Priorities
Committee meeting resumed in order to discuss and vote on the
recommendation.

Recommendation The following recommendation was presented:

Dupuis:  THAT the Priorities Committee recommend to Council that
a Fees By-law for the Montée Principale/Sainte Agnes Street Water
Forcemain be passed.

Rules of Procedure With the concurrence of the Committee, Councillor Caldarelli
requested that a decision on the foregoing recommendation be
postponed until Item 4 (South End Rock Tunnel) was dealt with.
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PRESENTATIONS/DELEGATIONS

Item 4
Fees By-law - South
End Rock Tunnel

Report dated 2006-01-11, with attachments, from the
CFO/Treasurer regarding Fees By-law for South-End Rock Tunnel
was received.

Report dated 2006-02-17, with attachments, from the General
Manager of Growth & Development regarding Fees By-law -
South-End Rock Tunnel Follow Up was received for information only.

A report prepared by Planning & Development entitled “Potential
Developments within Rock Tunnel Study Area - Spring 2005" was
distributed to the Committee at the meeting.

Mr. Hughes made a presentation regarding the South End Rock
Tunnel and stated that in June 2005, Council approved the
construction of the South End Rock Tunnel, and directed staff to
examine options for cost recovery from new development with a $4.0
million recovery target.  He indicated that on January 18, 2006, the
Priorities Committee received a report from the Chief Financial
Officer/Treasurer regarding potential charges.

He outlined that Section 391 of the Municipal Act is well suited to
area specific water and sewer projects, the imposed fee is more
straight forward than development charges or local improvement
charges, can be applied to new development until costs are
recovered and requires an initial by-law with a public meeting and an
annual renewal. 

He stated that a charge would be applied to new residential
development only and would be based on two repayment term
options:

Option 1: Long term debenture – 20 years
Option 2: Projected build-out period – 40 years

He explained that for a $4.0 million recovery annual repayment
would be $360,000 for 20 years or $282,000 for 40 years.  He also
indicated that based on 75 units per year in the charge area, the
charge would be:

Option 1: $4,800 per single family house
Option 2: $3,760 per single family house

He again pointed out that a public information meeting would be
required before a by-law was implemented, the charge amounts
must be confirmed and updated each year, would be part of the
annual rate setting process, and charged revenue and accrued costs
must be carefully accounted for.
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Item 4
Fees By-law - South
End Rock Tunnel
(continued)

The following recommendation was presented:

Dupuis:  THAT Council approve financing the final $4.0 million of the
Rock Tunnel project from the Capital Financing Reserve Fund -
Wastewater;

AND THAT Council approve a fee to recover the portion of the costs
of the project financed through the Capital Financing Reserve Fund -
Wastewater in the amount of $3,760 per single family dwelling and
$2,260 for multi-family dwellings, as outlined in Option B, for new
homes to be constructed on the benefitting lands, subject to a public
hearing to be held on May 3, 2006;

AND THAT such fees would be collected at the building permit
stage;

AND THAT the fees would be credited back to the Capital Financing
Reserve Fund - Wastewater all in accordance with the details
outlined in the report dated January 11, 2006 from the
CFO/Treasurer and the report dated November 2005 from Hemson
Consulting Ltd.

Proceed Past
10:00 p.m.

2006-91 Dupuis:  THAT we proceed past the hour of 10:00 p.m.

CARRIED

Motion for Referral The following motion was presented:

2006-92 Kett: THAT funding for the $4 million for the South End
Rock Tunnel project be referred to staff with direction to include the
ICI Sector in the payment calculations;

AND THAT staff report back at the Priorities Committee meeting of
May 3, 2006.

CARRIED

Motion for Further
Direction

The following motion was presented:

2006-93 Caldarelli: THAT staff prepare a report with a
recommendation on whether there is a need to update our
development fees;

AND THAT this report be presented to the Priorities Committee
following the passage of the new Development Charges Act.

CARRIED
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Item 3
Public Notification
Procedures - Fees
By-law - L.E.L. Centre
(continued)

The following recommendation was presented:

2006-94 Dupuis:  THAT the Priorities Committee recommend to
Council that a Fees By-law for the Montée Principale/Sainte Agnes
Street Water Forcemain be passed.

CARRIED

MANAGERS’ REPORTS

Item 5
Miscellaneous User
Fee By-law - “Senior”

Report dated 2006-03-01 from the CFO/Treasurer regarding
Establishing the Definition of a “Senior” in the Miscellaneous User
Fee By-law was received.

The following recommendation was presented:

Dupuis:  THAT Council approve Option____relating to the definition
of a senior as described in the Miscellaneous User Fee By-Law;

AND THAT staff be directed to make the appropriate amendments
to the Miscellaneous User Fee By-Law.

Motion for Referral With the concurrence of Committee, Councillor Callaghan moved
that the foregoing motion be referred to the Mayor and Council’s
Roundtable on Seniors’ Issues for their input and report back to the
Priorities Committee at the April 5, 2006 meeting.

CORRESPONDENCE - INFORMATION ONLY

Item 6
Development Charges
Collected - 2005

Report dated 2006-03-01 from the CFO/Treasurer regarding
Development Charges Collected for the Year Ended December 31,
2005 was received for information only.

Change of Chair At 10:09  p.m., Councillor Thompson vacated the chair.

COUNCILLOR CALDARELLI, IN THE CHAIR

MOTIONS

Standards - Winter
Road Maintenance -
Rural & Residential

The following motion was presented:

Rivest:  WHEREAS the present winter road maintenance snow
accumulation criteria  for Class 4 to 6 residential and rural roads is
8 cm;

AND WHEREAS an option to amend the winter road maintenance
criteria to deploy crews following 5 cm of snow accumulation for
Road Classes  4 to 6 was considered during the 2006 budget
deliberations at a cost of $580,000;
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Standards - Winter
Road Maintenance -
Rural & Residential
(continued)

AND WHEREAS Council Resolution 2006-519 requests “that staff
review the present standard for the maintenance of municipal roads
during the winter season as they apply to residential and rural roads
and affect all necessary changes to the policy to ensure the needs
of all residents are met”;

AND WHEREAS the present level of service has been reduced from
that provided in 2005;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT as an interim measure for
the balance of this winter and until the present level of standards for
winter maintenance has been reviewed by staff and presented to
Council, that the snow accumulation mobilization criteria for
residential and rural roads (classes 4 to 6) be reduced from 8 cm to
5 cm at an estimated cost of $175,000 as per the estimate provided
by the City Engineer in an e-mail dated February 23, 2006.

Amendment to the
Motion

The following amendment was presented:

2006-95 Rivest: THAT this be funded from the 2006 Ontario
Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF) increase.

DEFEATED

Main Motion The following motion was once again presented:

2006-96 Rivest:  WHEREAS the present winter road maintenance
snow accumulation criteria  for Class 4 to 6 residential and rural
roads is 8 cm;

AND WHEREAS an option to amend the winter road maintenance
criteria to deploy crews following 5 cm of snow accumulation for
Road Classes  4 to 6 was considered during the 2006 budget
deliberations at a cost of $580,000;

AND WHEREAS Council Resolution 2006-519 requests “that staff
review the present standard for the maintenance of municipal roads
during the winter season as they apply to residential and rural roads
and affect all necessary changes to the policy to ensure the needs
of all residents are met”;

AND WHEREAS the present level of service has been reduced from
that provided in 2005;

THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT as an interim measure for
the balance of this winter and until the present level of standards for
winter maintenance has been reviewed by staff and presented to
Council, that the snow accumulation mobilization criteria for
residential and rural roads (classes 4 to 6) be reduced from 8 cm to
5 cm at an estimated cost of $175,000 as per the estimate provided
by the City Engineer in an e-mail dated February 23, 2006.

DEFEATED
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Adjournment 2006-97: Dupuis:  THAT this meeting does now adjourn.  Time:
10:26 p.m.

CARRIED

                                                                                                                                     
Councillor Caldarelli, Chair Angie Haché, City Clerk 


