Corporate Services Committee

Report
14th Meeting of the Corporate Services Committee
July 17, 2018
PRESENT: Councillors J. Helmer (Chair), J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van
Holst, J. Zaifman
ABSENT: Mayor M. Brown

ALSO PRESENT: Councillor A. Hopkins; M. Hayward, A. Anderson, M. Balogun,
A.L. Barbon, G. Barrett, D. Bordin, B. Card, M. Daley, J.
Davies, A. DiCicco, M. Galczynski, M. Henderson, P. Kokkoros,
G. Kotsifas, R. Lamon, M. Ribera, C. Saunders, M. Schulthess,
B. Warner, B. Westlake-Power and P. Yeoman.

The meeting was called to order at 12:30 PM.

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest
That it BE NOTED that no pecuniary interests were disclosed.
2. Consent

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That Items 2.1, 2.2, 2.4 and 2.7 BE APPROVED.
Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

2.1  Strategic Plan Progress Variance

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the City Manager, with the concurrence of
the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief
Financial Officer, the staff report dated July 17, 2018, entitled "Strategic
Plan Progress Variance" BE RECEIVED for information.

Motion Passed

2.2 Council Policy - Issuance of Technology Equipment to Council Members

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer and the City Clerk and
with the concurrence of the Director, Information Technology Services, the
proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated July 17, 2018 as
Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting to be
held on July 24, 2018 to amend By-law No. CPOL.-68-300 being
“Issuance of Computer Equipment to Council Members” to: rename the
Policy “Issuance of Technology Equipment to Council Members”; identify
standard equipment guidelines for the upcoming Council term; provide for



2.4

2.7

2.3

a review of the corporate standards for computer equipment and software
to be issued to Council Members prior to the commencement of any new
Council term; to provide greater clarity within the Policy; reformat into the
new Council Policy template; and review with the gender equity lens.

Motion Passed

Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy Report

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the proposed by-law
appended to the staff report dated July 17, 2018 as Appendix A BE
INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting on July 24, 2018 to enact
a Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy.

Motion Passed

New Entryway Signage for City-Owned Industrial Parks

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, and on the advice of
the Manager of Realty Services, the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED
to proceed with a Request for Proposal (RFP) to construct new entryway
signage at Innovation Park.

Motion Passed

a. ADDED - REVISED - New Entryway Signage for City-Owned
Industrial Parks

2017 Investment Report

Moved by: M. van Holst
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the following actions
be taken with respect to the 2017 Investment Report dated July 17, 2018:

a) the 2017 Investment Report, providing a summary of the
performance of the City of London’s investment portfolio, BE RECEIVED
for information;

b) the update on amendments to the Municipal Act, 2001 and
Ontario Regulation 438/97, including the Prudent Investor Standard, BE
RECEIVED for information; and

C) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated July 17,
2018 as Appendix “B” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting
on July 24, 2018, to amend By-law CPOL.-39-235 entitled “Investment
Policy” to revise the investment term limitations and change to investment
term targets, revise the delegation of authority and authorization to reflect
the City’s current organizational structure, reformat into the new Council
Policy template and review with the gender equity lens.
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Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman

Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

2.5 FCM Grant Funding Agreement & RFP 18-23 Award for Corporate Asset
Management Plan and Policy

Moved by: M. van Holst
Seconded by: P. Hubert

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, with the advice of the
Manager lll, Corporate Asset Management, the following actions be taken
with respect to the Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy:

a) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated July 17,
2018 as Appendix B BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting
to be held on July 24, 2018 to approve the Grant Funding Agreement
between The Corporation of the City of London and the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities, and authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to
execute the Funding Agreement; it being noted that this will assist with
expenditures related to the creation of the 2018 City of London Corporate
Asset Management Plan and Strategic Asset Management Policy, in
accordance with Ontario Regulation 588/17 — Asset Management
Planning for Municipal Infrastructure;

b) the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any
contract, statement of work or other documents, if required, to give effect
to these recommendations;

C) the proposal submitted by GM BluePlan Engineering Limited,
Royal Centre, 3300 Highway No.7, Suite 402, Vaughan, ON L4K 4M3, for
the provision of professional services with respect to Corporate Asset
Management Plan and Policy at their proposed fees of $163,989
excluding HST, BE ACCEPTED,;

d) the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the
administrative acts that are necessary in connection with the submitted
proposal; and,

e) the approval hereby given BE CONDITIONAL upon the City of
London entering into a formal contract or having a purchase order, or
contract record relating to the subject matter of this approval.

Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman

Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

2.6  Industrial Land Development Strategy Annual Monitoring and Pricing
Report - City-Owned Industrial Land

Moved by: M. van Holst
Seconded by: P. Hubert

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate
Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, on the advice of the
Manager of Realty Services with respect to the City of London’s Industrial
Land Development Strategy, the following actions be taken with respect to



the annual monitoring and pricing of City-owned industrial lands:

a) the proposed by-law appended to the staff report dated July 17,
2018 as Appendix “A” BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council meeting
to be held on July 24, 2018 to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as
amended, being “A by-law to establish policies for the sale and other
disposition of land, hiring of employees, procurement of goods and
services, public notice, accountability and transparency, and delegation of
powers and duties, as required under section 270(1) of the Municipal Act,
2001” by deleting Attachment “B” to Schedule “A” — Sale and other
Disposition of land Policy of the By-law and by replacing it with a new
Attachment “B” to Schedule “A” to amend the current pricing for City-
owned serviced industrial land in Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park,
River Road Industrial Park, Cuddy Boulevard Parcels and Trafalgar
Industrial Park as follows:

Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park, River Road Industrial Park, and
Cuddy Blvd Parcels:

- Lots up to 3.99 acres from $75,000 per acre to $80,000.00 per acre
- 4.00 acres and up from $65,000 per acre to $70,000.00 per acre

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Trafalgar Industrial Park:
- All lot sizes — from $55,000 per acre to $65,000.00 per acre;
b) the staff report dated July 17, 2018 entitled “Industrial Land

Development Strategy Annual Monitoring and Pricing Report — City-
Owned Industrial Land”, BE RECEIVED.

Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

Scheduled Items

3.1

Tribunal - Development Charge Complaint - 84 Dennis Avenue

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Zaifman

That, after convening as a tribunal under section 27 of Part IV of By-law
C.P.-1496-244 to hear a complaint under section 20 of the Development
Charges Act 1997, S.0. 1997, c. 27, by Janice and Patrick Greenside, the
owners of the property located at 84 Dennis Avenue, regarding the
development charges being appealed, for the erection of a new single
detached dwelling on the subject property, as detailed in the attached
Record of Proceeding, on the recommendation of the Tribunal, the
complaint BE DISMISSED on the basis that the Tribunal finds that the
amount of the development charge being applied were correctly
determined and no error occurred in the application of the Development
Charges By-law.

Yeas: (5): J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)
Additional Votes:



Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: M. van Holst

That the Corporate Services Committee now convene as a tribunal under
section 27 of Part IV of By-law C.P.-1496-244 to hear a complaint under
section 20 of the Development Charges Act, 1997 and provide the
complainant an opportunity to make representations.

Yeas: (5): J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

3.2  Crispin Colvin, Director, Ontario Federation of Agriculture - Ontario
Federation of Agriculture - Producing Prosperity in Ontario

Moved by: J. Zaifman
Seconded by: P. Hubert

That the presentation from Crispin Colvin, Director, Ontario Federation of
Agriculture, Ontario Federation of Agriculture with respect to Producing
Prosperity in Ontario, as included on the public agenda, BE RECEIVED.

Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman

Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

ltems for Direction

4.1  Confirmation of Appointment to the Community Safety and Crime
Prevention Advisory Committee (Requires 1 Non-Voting Representative
from Active & Safe Routes to School)

Moved by: P. Hubert
Seconded by: J. Zaifman

That Tara MacDaniel BE APPOINTED as a Non-Voting Representative
from Active & Safe Routes to School to the Community Safety and Crime
Prevention Advisory Committee for the term ending February 28, 2019.

Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

4.2  Daytime Schedule

Moved by: J. Zaifman
Seconded by: J. Morgan

That the communication dated July 8, 2018, from Councillor M. van Holst
BE RECEIVED; it being noted that there will be a Public Participation
Meeting related to the proposed meeting calendar at a future meeting of
the Corporate Services Committee.

Yeas: (5): J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman

Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown



Motion Passed (5 to 0)

Deferred Matters/Additional Business
None.
Confidential (Enclosed for Members only.)

The Corporate Services Committee convened as the Tribunal, In Closed
Session, from 2:01 PM to 2:10 PM, to consider the following:

6.3 (ADDED) - Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice

A matter pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including
communications necessary for that purpose, regarding a complaint made by
Janice and Patrick Greenside under Part IV of By-law C.P.-1496-244, as
amended, the Development Charges By-law, in respect of the development
charge imposed by The Corporation of the City of London in connection with
development on the land known as 84 Dennis Avenue.

Moved by: J. Zaifman
Seconded by: M. van Holst

That Corporate Services Committee convene in closed session for the purpose
of considering the following matters:

6.1 Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice/Litigation/Potential Litigation

A matter pertaining to advice subject to solicitor-client privilege, including
communications necessary for that purpose, and advice with respect to litigation
with respect to various personal injury and property damage claims against the
City.

6.2 Personal Matters/Identifiable Individual/Litigation/Potential
Litigation/Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice

A matter pertaining to personal matters, including information regarding
identifiable individuals, with respect to employment-related matters; litigation or
potential litigation affecting the municipality; advice that is subject to solicitor-
client privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose; advice or
recommendations of officers and employees of the Corporation, including
communications necessary for that purpose and for the purpose of providing
instructions and directions to officers and employees of the Corporation.

Yeas: (5):J. Helmer, J. Morgan, P. Hubert, M. van Holst, and J. Zaifman
Absent: (1): Mayor M. Brown

Motion Passed (5 to 0)

The Corporate Services Committee convened in closed session from 2:57 PM to
3:08 PM.

6.1  Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice/Litigation/Potential Litigation

6.2  Personal Matters/lIdentifiable Individual/Litigation/Potential
Litigation/Solicitor-Client Privileged Advice

Adjournment

The meeting adjourned at 3:09 PM.



TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING OF JULY 17, 2018

FROM: MARTIN HAYWARD
CITY MANAGER

SUBJECT STRATEGIC PLAN PROGRESS VARIANCE

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the City Manager, with the concurrence of the Managing
Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, the following
report on the Strategic Plan Progress Variance BE RECEIVED for information.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

e Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, Strategic Plan: Semi-Annual Progress
Report, May 7, 2018

e Corporate Services Committee, Strategic Plan Progress Variance, February 6,
2017

e Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, Strategic Plan: Semi-Annual Progress
Report And 2017 Report To The Community, November 22, 2017

e Corporate Services Committee, Strategic Plan Progress Variance, July 18, 2017

e Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, Strategic Plan: Semi-Annual Progress
Report, May 29, 2017

e Corporate Services Committee, Strategic Plan Progress Variance, February 21,
2017

BACKGROUND

On March 10, 2015, City Council approved the 2015-2019 Strategic Plan for the City of
London, establishing a vision, mission, areas of focus and numerous strategies for this
term of Council. In December 2015, Council directed administration to prepare Semi-
Annual Progress Reports (every May and November). The Progress Reports identify a
status for each milestone: complete, on target, caution, or below plan.

On November 23, 2016, Council resolved that, on the recommendation of the City
Manager, the following action be taken with respect to Council's 2015-2019 Strategic
Plan:

c) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to refer strategic plan milestones that
are “caution” or “below plan” to meetings of the appropriate Standing Committee,
following the tabling of the May and November update reports on the Strategic
Plan;

Council re-confirmed this direction at the May 7, 2018 Strategic Priorities and Policy
Committee meeting.



DISCUSSION

This report outlines the milestones corresponding to the Corporate Services Committee
that, as of May 2018, were identified as caution or below plan. This report covers 1
milestone that was flagged as caution.

Overall Strategic Plan Progress

As of May 7, 2018, 573 milestones were complete, 415 milestones were on target, 32
milestones were caution and 4 milestones were below plan in the entire Strategic Plan.
As indicated in the chart below, 56.0% of milestones are complete, 40.5% are on target,
3.1% of milestones are caution and 0.4% of milestones are below plan.

Below Plan: 0.4% -
Caution: 3.1%

On Target: 40.5% ———
—— Complete: 56.0%

@® Complete & On Target Caution @ Below Plan



Variance Explanations

Building a Sustainable City - Caution

Milestone

WhE

Why

Implications

What are we doing? Address and manage the infrastructure gap to maintain what
we have now and reduce the tax burden on future generations. This includes
everything from roads to parks to buildings

How are we doing it? State of the Infrastructure Report (F&CS)

Implement the
system across the
city

End Date:
12/31/19

Civic Administration
acquired a new
asset management
software system
(Assetic) to help
manage City owned
assets and support
development of the
asset management
program. Currently,
implementation is
underway for both
Transportation and
Park & Recreation
services. However,
the implementation
of the system will
be prolonged as
result of the
introduction of the
new Ontario
Regulation 588/17
that came into
effect on January 1,
2018.

Ontario Regulation
588/17 sets out
new requirements
for municipal asset
management
planning and
phases of
implementation.
Council received an
information report
in January 2018
that provided an
overview of the
requirements from
the new Regulation.
As a result of the
new Regulation, the
originally
anticipated
milestone end date
needs to be
updated to
integrate and align
with the
requirements and
phases of
implementation that
are provided by the
new Regulation.

The adjustment to
the milestone end
date will result in
deferral of
achieving Asset
Management
values across all
services (e.g.
optimized decision
making, automation
and data analytics).
However, there are
benefits in delaying
system
implementation to
make sure asset
management
processes are well
established, and
integrated in the
day to day activities
of each service
area. This fits with
the new Regulation
recommendation to
allow ample time to
implement Asset
Management
practices across
the City.

Revised End Date:
Q3 2023




CONCLUSION

The Semi-Annual Progress Report tracks nearly 1000 milestones. This tool allows
Council and Administration to track progress and monitor implementation of the 2015-
2019 Strategic Plan for the City of London. In some cases, milestones have been delayed
due to shifting priorities or emerging circumstances. The Strategic Plan Variance Reports
are intended to provide Council with a more in-depth analysis of these delays. Information
included in this report can support Council in strategic decision making and inform the
work of Civic Administration.

CONCURRED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:

ANNA LISA BARBON, CPA, CGA MARTIN HAYWARD, CPA, CGA
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE | CITY MANAGER

SERVICES AND CITY TREASURER,
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

cc.  Strategic Management Team
Strategic Thinkers Table



CHAIR AND MEMBERS
TO: CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING ON JULY 17, 2018

ANNA-LISA BARBON

FROM: MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES AND CITY
TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
AND
CATHY SAUNDERS
CITY CLERK
SUBJECT:

COUNCIL POLICY — ISSUANCE OF TECHNOLOGY EQUIPMENT TO
COUNCIL MEMBERS

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer and the City Clerk and with the concurrence of the Director, Information
Technology Services, the attached proposed by-law (Appendix “A”) BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting to be held on July 24, 2018 to amend By-law No. CPOL.-68-300 being
“Issuance of Computer Equipment to Council Members” to: rename the Policy “Issuance of
Technology Equipment to Council Members”; identify standard equipment guidelines for the
upcoming Council term; provide for a review of the corporate standards for computer equipment and
software to be issued to Council Members prior to the commencement of any new Council term; to
provide greater clarity within the Policy; reformat into the new Council Policy template; and review
with the gender equity lens.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

Agenda Item #20 - Board of Control Meeting of September 30, 2009

Agenda Item #19 — Board of Control Meeting of March 24, 2010

Agenda Item #11.6 — Corporate Services Committee Meeting of June 17, 2014
Agenda Item #l1.4 — Corporate Services Committee Meeting of October 18, 2016
Agenda Item #l11.3 — Governance Working Group Meeting of July 19, 2017
Agenda Item #3.1 — Governance Working Group Meeting of June 25, 2018

BACKGROUND

At the commencement of each Council term, Members of Council are provided with a variety of
resources in order to assist them in fulfilling their roles as elected officials. These resources include
the provision of technology equipment. The current policy “Issuance of Computer Equipment to
Council Members provides for the following:

“Council Members shall be issued the following for the 2014-2018 Council term:

€)) one corporate standard laptop, including one each of the associated corporate standard
docking station, monitor, keyboard and mouse for the laptop;

(b) one corporate standard tablet (corporate standard to be established by the City Clerk, in
consultation with Information Technology Services, subsequent to SIRE testing);

(c) one standard printer (HP Wireless);

(d) an annual stipend (already included as part of the Council Members’ annual expense
allocation) for the self-supply of standard high-speed Internet service at the Council
Member’s “home office”, noting that any upgrade to premium high-speed Internet service
would be at the additional expense of the individual Council Member;




(e) a basic modem and/or wireless router to connect to the Internet, from their “home office”, in
exceptional cases where it is demonstrated that a basic modem and/or wireless router to
connect to the Internet is not supplied by the Internet service provider; and

M corporate standard software, including Microsoft Office and any other software identified as
essential to the business of the City of London by the City Clerk, in consultation with
Information Technology Services (e.g. electronic agenda management software), but
excluding specialized corporate software that would not be accessible by the general public
(e.g. AMANDA, Kronos, JD Edwards, etc.).”

It should be noted that Council Members are also provided with a mobile smart phone and monthly
plan (including data), exclusive of the above-noted Policy; it is proposed to include this provision in
the policy update so that of all technology equipment is contained in one policy.

The provision of this equipment for each term of Council is funded from the election budget. This
means that purchases are completed in the election year, with no further source of funding being
available for the purchase of additional or replacement equipment for the balance of the term. This
approach has been successful given that newly elected officials generally require the equipment
immediately, and returning Council Members are likely to find their previously issued equipment to
be at the end of its usefulness.

The following summarized comments were provided by current Council Members, with respect to
the technology equipment that was provided to them in 2014, and the proposed policy revisions for
the next Council term:

Provision should be increased to include dual monitors

[ )

¢ Choice of computer type — Mac or PC *

e Case(s) for mobile device(s) *

e Keyboard provision for tablet

e Choice to “opt” out of equipment (if deemed personally unnecessary) —ie. Printer may not be
considered to be required for a returning Council Members

e Choice of tablet type

e The data package provided for the phone and tablet is very useful *

e Laptop provided should be “more portable”

e Provide the equipment as required, as may not be necessary at the beginning of the term;

but to be provided once per term as an “entitlement” to access as required
The tablet is a great resource
e Establish a “set fee” for subsidizing home internet

* indicates that this comment was provided by more than one Council Member
Additional comments related to resources for Council Members were outside of this specific policy.

The purchase of additional/supplemental technology equipment by Council Members can be
accommodated by and is incorporated into the Council Members’ Expense Account Policy.
Throughout the current Council term, purchases made from the individual Councillor expense
accounts, with respect to supplemental technology purchases included: iPad accessories
(keyboards/cases, etc.), phone accessories (cloud storage, cases, chargers, bluetooth connectors,
etc.), one Chromebook, one computer lease and additional monitors. It is notable that there is
consistency in the items purchased accessories, but personal preference for these appears clear.

DISCUSSION

Modernizing and updating the current “Issuance of Computer Equipment” Palicy is necessary and
will continue to require an ongoing review, given the speed at which technology changes and the
changing needs and preferences of Council Members. It is also recommended that the title of the
Policy be changed to “Issuance of Technology Equipment” to recognize that the Policy applies to
more than computer equipment.

The current Policy provides restrictions to the “corporate standard” equipment that is provided in
order to ensure that it can be properly supported by Information Technology Services.



The following summarizes the proposed updates, in contrast to the current Policy, along with
supporting comment, as applicable.

Current Policy
one corporate standard laptop, including one each of the associated corporate standard docking

station, monitor, keyboard and mouse for the laptop;

Proposed Policy

one corporate standard laptop, including one each of the associated corporate standard docking
station, monitor, carrying case, keyboard and mouse for the laptop;

OR

a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $1800.00, to the Council Memberto purchase
their own equipment. The claim for reimbursement must be submitted to the City Clerk, prior to
December 31st of the election year. Members who choose to exercise this option will be required to
sign an acknowledgement noting that Information Technology Services staff will not be available to
provide technical support for any self-purchased equipment, or peripherals

Comments

The self-procurement reimbursement option will permit Council Members to choose the type
of hardware and software that they would prefer. In order to accommodate these
preferences however, Council Members will be required to sign an acknowledgement that
Information Technology Services will be unable to support non-corporate issued equipment
and such equipment will not be provided access to corporate applications, network and print
services. It is important to note that selecting hardware and software outside of the
corporate standard is likely to cause compatibility issues. Claims must be submitted in the
election year in order to accommodate the source of financing for the equipment provision.

Current Policy
one corporate standard tablet (corporate standard to be established by the City Clerk, in

consultation with Information Technology Services, subsequent to SIRE testing);

Proposed Policy
one corporate standard tablet;

Comments

The new software currently used for Council and Standing Committee meetings, including
voting, has the potential to be used in an application that is compatible with the current
corporate standard for tablets. Although testing is very preliminary, providing the equipment
at the beginning of the Council term may allow for future usefulness in meetings. There was
positive feedback as to the usefulness of this device in this term of Council. These devices
will be provided with data packages/coverage.

Current Policy
one standard printer (HP Wireless);

Proposed Palicy
one standard printer (HP Wireless);
OR

a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $500.00 to the Council Member to self-
procure. Council Members will be required to sign an acknowledgement noting that the
printer will not be supported by Information Technology Services. The claim for
reimbursement must be submitted to the City Clerk, prior to December 31st of the election
year.

Current Policy
an annual stipend (already included as part of the Council Members’ annual expense allocation) for

the self-supply of standard high-speed Internet service at the Council Member's “home office”,
noting that any upgrade to premium high-speed Internet service would be an additional expense of
the individual Council Member.

Proposed Policy

an annual stipend (already included as part of the Council Members’ annual expense allocation) for
the self-supply of standard high-speed Internet service at the Council Member's “home office”,
noting that any upgrade to premium high-speed Internet service would be an additional expense of
the individual Council Member.




Comment
Council Members are provided with a smartphone and tablet, which both include data,
however it is still necessary, in many cases, to utilize personal internet at home.

Current Policy
a basic modem and/or wireless router to connect to the Internet, from their “home office” is provided

in exceptional cases where itis demonstrated that a basic modem and/or wireless router to connect
to the Internet is not supplied by the Internet service provider.

Proposed Palicy
Removal of this provision

Comment

There has never been a specific claim for this. Council Members could include this item with
monthly reimbursement for home internet from their individual expense accounts, in
accordance with the Policy.

Current Policy
corporate standard software, including Microsoft Office and any other software identified as

essential to the business of the City of London by the City Clerk, in consultation with Information
Technology Services (e.g. electronic agenda management software), but excluding specialized
corporate software that would not be accessible by the general public (e.g. AMANDA, Kronos, etc.)

Proposed Palicy

corporate standard software, including Microsoft Office and any other software identified as
essential to the business of the City of London by the City Clerk, in consultation with Information
Technology Services (e.g. electronic agenda management software), but excluding specialized
corporate software that would not be accessible by the general public (e.g. AMANDA, Kronos, JD
Edwards, etc.)

OR

a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $500.00 to the Council Member to self-procure
software. Council Members will be required to sign an acknowledgement noting that this software
will not be supported by Information Technology Services. The claim for reimbursement must be
submitted to the City Clerk, prior to December 31st of the election year.

Comment

The intention of the self-procured software is to accommodate those Council Members who
may desire to purchase their own equipment. Particularly in the case of technology and
software that may not be corporate standard, Information Technology Services are not able
to provide support.

Current Policy

Computer Support

The Corporation of the City of London, through Information Technology Services, shall only provide
support to corporately-issued equipment and not to any personal equipment or systems, any service
or equipment provided by a third party (e.g. WiFi connection provided by internet service provider),
or any supplementary equipment that may have been purchased by funds from a Council Member’s
annual expense allocation. Council Members shall be fully responsible for any costs associated with
the acquisition, use and maintenance of supplementary computer equipment or software they have
opted to purchase outside the standard equipment and software guidelines.

Information Technology Services shall assist with the initial set up of the corporately-issued wireless
printer at a Council Member’s home office. However, the Council Member shall be responsible for
ensuring their home office WiFi connection is in working order so that the set up can be completed,
and the Council Member will also need to be present and able to enter the appropriate password to
complete the connection to the wireless printer.



Proposed Policy
Computer Support

The Corporation of the City of London, through Information Technology Services, shall only provide
support to corporately-issued equipment issued/purchased during the current term of Council.
Information Technology Services will not provide technical support to any personal equipment or
systems, any equipment or service provided by a third party (e.g. WiFi connection provided by
internet service provider), or any supplementary equipment that may have been purchased by funds
from a Council Member's annual expense allocation. Council Members shall be fully responsible for
any costs associated with the use and maintenance of supplementary computer equipment or
software they have opted to purchase outside the standard equipment and software guidelines
provided for in this Policy.

Information Technology Services shall assist with the initial set up of the corporately-issued wireless
printer at a Council Member’s home office. However, the Council Member shall be responsible for
ensuring their home office WiFi connection is in working order so that the set up can be completed.
The Council Member must be present and able to enter the appropriate password to complete the
connection to the wireless printer.

Comment
The exclusion of responsibility of cost for acquisition has been removed due to the newly
proposed option of self-procurement.

Proposed Additions to the Policy

Members will be provided with one corporate standard mobile device.

Comment
A smart phone is currently provided, including a robust mobility package, but this is not
specifically identified in the policy.

Council Members will be required to indicate preferences of equipment by a date established by the
City Clerk, in order to ensure that any equipment is available at the beginning of the Council term.

Council Members may “opt out” of any of the provisions entirely, but are not able to “opt in” later in
the Council term. Should a Council Member choose to opt out, and later desire to purchase
equipment, the equipment would need to be purchased through their expense account and will be
subject to the terms of that Policy.

Comments

Council Members may not have any requirement for a mobile device at the beginning of the
Council term. The funding for mid-term purchases would not be funded from the elections
budget but would be an eligible expense under the Councillor Expense account.

There are no recommended additions to the current Policy for the specific provisions of
cases for phones or tablets, or for peripheral accessories (e.g. keyboards). The purchase
of such items is an allowable expense from the Members’ Expense Accounts, and has
been utilized frequently. These types of purchases tend to be very user specific and
subject to individual preference. Tablets in the current Council term, included the provision
of a very basic case, and most have been replaced to accommodate Council Members’
preferences.

There are no recommended changes to the following additional portions of the current Policy:

Supplementary Computer Equipment

Council Members may, at their discretion, utilize funds from their annual expense allocation to
supplement the standard corporate issue of computer equipment, in keeping with applicable policy.

Computer Equipment for Privately-Contracted Assistance

Any additional computer equipment required for individuals privately contracted by a Council
Member shall be provided by the Council Member and will not be provided by The Corporation of the
City of London via a corporate purchase or loan arrangement. For security and support reasons, no
equipment other than the equipment issued to the Council Member by The Corporation of the City of
London, during the current Council term, will be connected to the City of London’s Corporate
network and supported by corporate resources.



Corporate Records and Corporately-Licensed Software

Any corporate records or corporately-licensed software maintained on the standard computer
equipment issued to the Council Members by The Corporation of the City of London shall be
returned to and remain in the custody of The Corporation of the City of London during and at the
conclusion of each Council term. In those instances where a Council Member is returning to office
for a subsequent Council term, the Council Member may request to have their corporate records
transferred to their new computer equipment. In any event, all corporate records shall, at all times,
be maintained in keeping with legislated requirements (e.g. Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act, Records Retention By-law, etc.).

Computer Usage — General

Computer usage for corporate purposes shall be in keeping with the City of London’s Use of
Technology Policy. No Council Member, their corporately-assigned staff, or their contracted
assistants, shall use the technology made available to them by The Corporation of the City of
London in a manner which compromises the security of the City of London’s systems or information.

Acquisition and Disposition of Corporately-lssued Computer Equipment and Software for Council
Members

(@) The City Clerk shall establish a purchase plan for the supply and replacement of standard
computer equipment and software for Council Members at the commencement of each
Council term, in liaison with Information Technology Services.

(b) The City Clerk shall include a budget item for the acquisition of the standard computer
equipment and software noted in (a), above, for incoming Council Members.

(c) The City Clerk, in liaison with Information Technology Services, shall establish the corporate
standard for computer equipment and software for Council Members in sufficient time for
that computer equipment and software to be acquired for the commencement of the new
Council term.

(d) Information Technology Services shall arrange for the on-site, and where applicable off site,
installation of the standard corporate-issue computer equipment and software, as well as the
related training and support, in liaison with the Council Members and/or their corporate
support staff.

(e) At the conclusion of a Council term, Council Members serving that Council term shall retain
the standard computer equipment they were issued at the commencement of that Council
term, to do with as they wish and/or dispose of on their own, in keeping with any applicable
Canada Revenue Agency or other legislative requirements. The license provided for
Microsoft Office will be deactivated at the end of the upcoming term and used to support the
next term of Council Members. All access to the corporate network shall be fully terminated
and the hardware removed from the Corporation’s domain, with no further technical support
being provided by the Corporation’s Information Technology Services.

CONCLUSION

The proposed updated Policy incorporates, as much as possible, the valuable feedback provided by
Council Members with respect to this matter, as well as the projected needs for the coming Council
term.

The proposed Policy endeavours to achieve a balance between the personal requirements of
individual Council Members, while managing compatibility, information security and the support of
non-corporate issue equipment. Itis important to note that Council Members should not expect any
equipment (including peripherals/accessories) that is self-procured to be supported by Corporate
Information Technology Services staff.

The attached by-law (Appendix “A”), including the proposed updated Policy, incorporates the
recommendations contained in this report.
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Appendix “A”

Bill No.
2018

By-law No. CPOL.-

A by-law to amend By-law No. CPOL.-68-300 being
“Issuance of Computer Equipment to Council
Members” to: rename the Policy “Issuance of
Technology Equipment to Council Members”; identify
standard equipment guidelines for the upcoming
Council term; provide for a review of the corporate
standards for computer equipment and software to be
issued to Council Members prior to the
commencement of any new Council term; to provide
greater clarity within the Policy; reformat into the new
Council Policy template; and review with the gender
equity lens.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended,
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, c.25, as amended
provides a municipality with the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural person for the
purpose of exercising its authority;

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
wishes to amend By-law No. CPOL.-68-300 being “Issuance of Computer Equipment to Council
Members” to rename the Policy “Issuance of Technology Equipment to Council Members”; identify
standard equipment guidelines for the upcoming Council term; provide for a review of the corporate
standards for computer equipment and software to be issued to Council Members prior to the
commencement of any new Council term; to provide greater clarity within the Policy; reformat into
the new Council Policy template; and review with the gender equity lens;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
enacts as follows:

1. By-law No. CPOL.-68-300 being “Issuance of Computer Equipment to Council
Members” is hereby amended by deleting Appendix “D(16) to CPOL.-68-300 in its entirety and by
replacing it with the attached new Schedule “A”.

2. This by-law comes into force and effect on the date it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on July 24, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — July 24, 2018
Second Reading — July 24, 2018
Third Reading — July 24, 2018



SCHEDULE “A”

Policy Name: Issuance of Technology Equipment to Council Members
Legislative History: Adopted August 22, 2017 (By-law No. CPOL.-68-300)
Last Review Date: July 17, 2018

Service Area Lead: City Clerk

1. Policy Statement

1.1 This policy establishes the corporate standard for technology equipment and software for
Council Members.

2. Definitions

2.1 Not applicable.

3. Applicability

3.1 This policy applies to all Council Members.
4, The Policy

4.1 Standard Equipment and Software Guidelines

Corporate standard technology equipment and software for Council Members shall be established
by the City Clerk, in consultation with Information Technology Services.

The corporate standard for technology equipment and software for Council Members shall be
reviewed by the City Clerk, in consultation with Information Technology Services, for
appropriateness prior to the acquisition of technology equipment and software for Council Members
for a new Council term.

4.2 Equipment Issuance and Options

Council Members shall be issued the following for the 2018-2022 Council term:

@) one corporate standard laptop, including one each of the associated corporate standard
docking station, monitor, carrying case, keyboard and mouse for the laptop;
OR
a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $1800.00, to the Council Member to
purchase their own equipment. The claim for reimbursement must be submitted to the City
Clerk, prior to December 31st of the election year. Members who choose to exercise this
option will be required to sign an acknowledgement noting that Information Technology
Services staff will not be available to provide technical support for any self-purchased
equipment, or peripherals;

(b) one corporate standard tablet;

(© one standard printer (HP Wireless);
OR
a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $500.00 to the Council Member to self-
procure. Council Members will be required to sign an acknowledgement noting that the
printer will not be supported by Information Technology Services. The claim for
reimbursement must be submitted to the City Clerk, prior to December 31st of the election
year;

(d) an annual stipend (already included as part of the Council Members’ annual expense
allocation) for the self-supply of standard high-speed Internet service at the Council
Member’s “home office”, noting that any upgrade to premium high-speed Internet service
would be at the additional expense of the individual Council Member;



(e) corporate standard software, including Microsoft Office and any other software identified as
essential to the business of the City of London by the City Clerk, in consultation with
Information Technology Services (e.g. electronic agenda management software), but
excluding specialized corporate software that would not be accessible by the general public
(e.g. AMANDA, Kronos, JD Edwards, etc.)

OR

a one-time allowance/reimbursement, not to exceed $500.00 to the Council Member to self-
procure software. Council Members will be required to sign an acknowledgement noting that
this software will not be supported by Information Technology Services. The claim for
reimbursement must be submitted to the City Clerk, prior to December 31st of the election
year; and,

0] one corporate standard mobile device.

4.3 Supply of Equipment

Council Members will be required to indicate preferences by a date established by the City Clerk, in
order to ensure that any equipment is available at the beginning of the term.

Members may “opt out” of any of the provisions of corporate equipment entirely, but are not able to
“opt in” at any point in the term. Should a Council Member choose to “opt out”, and later desire
equipment, it would need to be purchased through their Councillor expense account and be subject
to the terms of that policy.

4.4 Supplementary Computer Equipment

Council Members may, at their discretion, utilize funds from their annual expense allocation to
supplement the standard corporate issue of computer equipment, in keeping with applicable policy.

45 Computer Support

The Corporation of the City of London, through Information Technology Services, shall only provide
support to corporately-issued equipment issued/purchased during the current term of Council.
Information and Technology Services will not provide technical support to any personal equipment
or systems, any equipment or service provided by a third party (e.g. WiFi connection provided by
internet service provider), or any supplementary equipment that may have been purchased by funds
from a Council Member's annual expense allocation. Council Members shall be fully responsible for
any costs associated with the use and maintenance of supplementary computer equipment or
software they have opted to purchase outside the standard equipment and software guidelines
provided for in this Policy.

Information Technology Services shall assist with the initial set up of the corporately-issued wireless
printer at a Council Member’s home office. However, the Council Member shall be responsible for
ensuring their home office WiFi connection is in working order so that the set up can be completed.
The Council Member must be present during the initial set up and able to enter the appropriate
password to complete the connection to the wireless printer.

4.6 Computer Equipment for Privately-Contracted Assistance

Any additional computer equipment required for individuals privately contracted by a Council
Member shall be provided by the Council Member and will not be provided by The Corporation of the
City of London via a corporate purchase or loan arrangement. For security and support reasons, no
equipment other than the equipment issued to the Council Member by The Corporation of the City of
London, during the current Council term, will be connected to the City of London’s network and
supported by corporate resources.

4.7 Corporate Records and Corporately-Licensed Software

Any corporate records or corporately-licensed software maintained on the standard computer
equipment issued to the Council Members by The Corporation of the City of London shall be
returned to and remain in the custody of The Corporation of the City of London during and at the
conclusion of each Council term. In those instances where a Council Member is returning to office
for a subsequent Council term, the Council Member may request to have their corporate records
transferred to their new computer equipment. In any event, all corporate records shall, at all times,
be maintained in keeping with legislated requirements (e.g. Municipal Freedom of Information and
Protection of Privacy Act, Records Retention By-law, etc.).



4.8

Computer Usage — General

Computer usage for corporate purposes shall be in keeping with the City of London’s Use of
Technology Policy. No Council Member, their corporately-assigned staff, or their contracted
assistant, shall use the technology made available to them by The Corporation of the City if London
in a manner which compromises the security of the City of London’s systems or information.

4.9

(@)

(b)

()

(d)

(e)

Acquisition and Disposition of Corporately-lIssued Computer Equipment and Software for
Council Members

The City Clerk shall establish a purchase plan for the supply and replacement of standard
computer equipment and software for Council Members at the commencement of each
Council term, in liaison with Information Technology Services.

The City Clerk shall include a budget item for the acquisition of the standard computer
equipment and software noted in (a), above, for incoming Council Members.

The City Clerk, in liaison with Information Technology Services, shall establish the corporate
standard for computer equipment and software for Council Members in sufficient time for
that computer equipment and software to be acquired for the commencement of the new
Council term.

Information Technology Services shall arrange for the on site, and where applicable off site,
installation of the standard corporate-issue computer equipment and software, as well as the
related training and support, in liaison with the Council Members and/or their corporate
support staff.

At the conclusion of a Council term, Council Members serving that Council term shall retain
the standard computer equipment they were issued at the commencement of that Council
term, to do with as they wish and/or dispose of on their own, in keeping with any applicable
Canada Revenue Agency or other legislative requirements. The corporate standard
Microsoft Office software shall remain with the computer equipment at the end of the Council
term, but will not be supported under any maintenance agreement and shall simply age to
end of life with no upgrade options. All access to the corporate network shall be fully
terminated and the hardware removed from the Corporation’s domain, with no further
technical support being provided by the Corporation’s Information Technology Services.



TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING ON JULY 17, 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES AND
CITY TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

SUBJECT: 2017 INVESTMENT REPORT

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer:

a) The 2017 Investment Report, providing a summary of the performance of the City of
London’s investment portfolio, BE RECEIVED for information.

b) The update on amendments to the Municipal Act, 2001 and Ontario Regulation 438/97,
including the Prudent Investor Standard, BE RECEIVED for information.

¢) The attached proposed by-law (Appendix “B”) BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council
meeting on July 24, 2018, to amend By-law CPOL.-39-235 entitled “Investment Policy” to
revise the investment term limitations and change to investment term targets, revise the
delegation of authority and authorization to reflect the City’s current organizational
structure, reformat into the new Council Policy template and review with the gender equity
lens.

LINK TO THE 2015-2019 STRATEGIC PLAN

Council's 2015-2019 Strategic Plan for the City of London identifies “Leading in Public Service”
as one of four strategic areas of focus. The 2017 Investment Report supports this strategic area
of focus by contributing towards the strategic priority “Proactive financial management”. The
“Proactive financial management” strategic priority involves, among other things, making sure that
financial issues are not created and pushed to the future, creating problems for future generations.
Investing public funds in accordance with the City’s Investment Policy helps the City maximize
investment return and minimize investment risk while meeting the cash flow requirements of the
City.

BACKGROUND

As outlined in Ontario Regulation 438/97, the City Treasurer is required to provide an annual
investment report to Municipal Council. The report, at a minimum, shall contain the following;

a) a statement about the performance of the portfolio of investments during the period
covered by the report;

b) a description of the estimated proportion of the total investments that are invested in
its own long-term and short-term securities to the total investment of the municipality
and a description of the change, if any, in that estimated proportion since the previous
year’s report;

c) astatement by the City Treasurer as to whether or not, in their opinion, all investments
are consistent with the investment policies and goals adopted by the municipality;

d) arecord of the date of each transaction in or disposal of its own securities, including a
statement of the purchase and sale price of each security; and

e) such other information that Municipal Council may require or that, in the opinion of the
Treasurer, should be included.

This report meets the above requirements.




Portfolio Balance

In 2017, the City of London (the “City”) maintained a monthly average investment portfolio balance
of $913 million (2016, $827 million), consisting of cash and investments in securities prescribed
under Ontario Regulation 438/97. As at December 31, 2017, the City’s investment portfolio
included over 400 investment securities, primarily government bonds, corporate bonds, and
guaranteed investment certificates (GICs). A summary of the City’s investment portfolio at year-
end is attached as APPENDIX “A”.

Investment Income

For the purposes of this report, investment income includes interest income and realized gains
and losses. In 2017, the City earned a total income of approximately $13.4 million ($14.2 million
in 2016) from investments of which $9.6 million ($10.8 million in 2016) was earned from reserve
fund investments and $3.8 million ($3.4 million in 2016) was earned from general fund
investments.

The decline in investment income in 2017 compared to 2016 is primarily related to the realized
gains and losses from the City’s externally managed bond portfolios. The performance objective
of the City’s externally managed bond portfolios is to outperform the stated portfolio benchmark
over the medium to long-term based on the market value. Market value includes unrealized gains
and losses, which is not reflected in the City's overall investment income. The timing of purchases
and sales will influence when the City realizes capital gains and losses, and is at the discretion of
the external portfolio manager. The performance of the City’s externally managed portfolios in
comparison to the benchmarks is detailed later in this report.

In accordance with the Municipal Act, 2001 (the “Act”), interest and capital gains earned on
reserve fund investments are allocated to all reserve funds on a prorated basis and are used for
the purpose for which the reserve fund was created. Investment income earned from the general
fund is allocated to general revenues, which contributes to offsetting the amount of taxes levied.

Market Summary for 2017

The Bank of Canada raised its overnight target rate twice throughout 2017, from 0.50% to 1.00%.
Canadian bond yields continued to stay relatively low through the first half of the year. During the
second half of the year, yields began to rise due to strong economic growth, employment gains,
and the rise in the Bank of Canada’s overnight rate.

The table below shows a comparison of Government of Canada benchmark yields from 2017 to
2015.

Benchmark Yield 2017 Average | 2016 Average | 2015 Average
Monthly Yield | Monthly Yield | Monthly Yield
3-month T-Bill 0.70% 0.50% 0.50%
3-year Gov't of Canada Bond 1.20% 0.60% 0.54%
5-year Gov't of Canada Bond 1.39% 0.75% 0.83%
10-year Gov't of Canada Bond 1.79% 1.26% 1.49%

Economic conditions are continually monitored by the City and its team of professional portfolio
managers to ensure the City’s investment portfolio is adjusted to reflect changing market
conditions.

Investment Strategy

As directed by the City’s Investment Policy, the City’'s overall investment strategy is to invest
public funds in a manner that prioritizes security and liquidity of principal over attaining higher
investment returns. The investment strategy in 2017 continued to focus on building a balanced
and diversified portfolio relative to short-term, medium-term and long-term investment
instruments.




Below is a comparison of the City’s portfolio to the policy targets.

Classification Maturing in Average for Target
2017

Cash & Less than 1 year 50% 50%

Short-Term

Medium-term 1-5years 24% 25%

Long-term More than 5 years 26% 25%

The City has worked towards the targets to provide further diversification and increase the overall
investment return while maintaining liquidity.

The City purchased investments of $57 million internally through investment brokers throughout
2017 to move the portfolio towards the targets. The City purchased $43 million of GICs and $14
million of Provincial bonds once bond yields began to trend upwards. The City’s internally
managed portfolio utilizes the buy and hold strategy, buying investment products from investment
brokers at varying maturity dates. This strategy ensures a steady stream of cash flows will be
available to match cash demands and minimizes interest rate risk by smoothing fluctuations in
the market over time.

Scotia Institutional Asset Management (Scotia), RBC Global Asset Management (RBC GAM) and
RBC Dominion Securities (RBC DS) manage the City’s external portfolios. The management of
these portfolios allows the City to benefit from the services provided by sophisticated investment
teams, which includes frequent monitoring and trading, diversifying funds, and anticipating
interest rate changes. No additional funds were invested in externally managed portfolios in 2017.

Using multiple external investment managers in addition to internal management helps diversify
the City’s investment portfolio. Differing investment styles and strategies offer additional risk
control while also ensuring that the City’s investment policy objectives are met.

Performance of Portfolio Investments

The chart below shows a breakdown of the average annual yields for 2017, as well as the
investment portfolio balance in comparison to policy targets. For the purposes of this report, yield
includes interest income and realized gains and losses. Yield does not include unrealized gains
and losses (i.e. market value appreciation).

2017 Portfolio Performance
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The relatively small gap between the City's short, medium and long-term average yields is in part
due to increases in interest rates in 2017, and the average term of the portfolios. Medium and
long-term portfolios will not experience an immediate increase in yields from an increase in
interest rates until current investments held begin to mature and higher yielding investments are
purchased. This may take longer for portfolios that have a longer average term to maturity.



Cash & Short-Term

In 2017, the City had an average cash and short-term balance of $459 million. The average yield
on the City’s cash and investments with an original maturity of less than 1 year was 1.38%. The
cash & short-term target is 50% and aims to accommodate cash fluctuations during the year
related to the timing and collection of property taxes along with disbursements for expenditures.

Medium-Term

In 2017, the City’s medium-term investment portfolio had an average balance of $214 million ($79
million internally managed and $135 million externally managed). The average yield on the City’s
medium-term investments for 2017 was 1.44% (net of fees).

Externally Managed Medium-Term

The City’s externally managed medium-term bond portfolio is compared to the Financial Times
Stock Exchange (FTSE) TMX Canada Short-Term Government Bond Index, which is similar in
duration and composition to the City's portfolio. The FTSE TMX Canada benchmarks provide
widely used performance standards for Canadian fixed income investments. It should be noted
that benchmarks are used as a reference to give an approximate basis of comparison of how the
City’s portfolio performed. Not all bonds within the indices would meet the City’s guidelines in
terms of credit quality, liquidity, and term to maturity, and not all of the City’s portfolios are
designed with the same risk exposures or to track the performance of the benchmark.

The City’s medium-term bond portfolio with Scotia had an average yield of 0.65% (net of fees) in
2017. The portfolio with Scotia outperformed the benchmark by 0.43% in 2017.

The City’'s medium-term GIC portfolio with RBC DS had an average yield of 1.90% (net of fees)
in 2017.

Internally Managed Medium-Term

The City's internally managed investments with an original maturity of 1 to 5 years had an average
yield of 2.22%. The portfolio was comprised entirely of GICs with higher yields (in comparison to
bonds).

Long-Term
The City’s long-term investment portfolio had an average balance of $240 million in 2017 and an

average Yield of 1.62% (net of fees).

Externally Managed Long-Term

The City’s externally managed long-term investment portfolio had an average vyield of 1.61% (net
of fees). The City’'s externally managed long-term investment portfolios are managed by Scotia
and RBC GAM and are compared to the FTSE TMX Canada Short/Mid All Government Blend
Bond Index, which is similar in duration and composition to the City’'s portfolio. The portfolio with
Scotia outperformed the benchmark by 0.46% in 2017, while the portfolio with RBC GAM
outperformed the benchmark by 1.72%.

Internally Managed Long-Term

The City’s internally managed long-term investments with an original maturity of 5 to 10 years had
an average Yield of 2.19%. The portfolio consists of bonds purchased during the end of 2017,
when bond yields were beginning to rise due to economic conditions and increases in interest
rates.

Eligible Investments (Statement of Compliance)

The Act stipulates that a municipality may invest in securities prescribed under Ontario Regulation
438/97. All investments meet the eligibility requirements as prescribed by Ontario Regulation
438/97 and were made in accordance with the investment policies and goals adopted by the City.

Investment in Own-Securities

Ontario Regulation 438/97 requires that the City report the estimated proportion of total
investments that are invested in its own long-term and short-term securities to the total
investments held by the municipality. In 2017, the City did not hold or purchase any of its own
securities, reflecting no change in proportion of own securities to total investments from the
previous year’s report.

Looking Ahead
The year 2017 saw improvements in economic growth and impressive employment gains,
although slowing in the back half of the year. In the first quarter of 2018, the economy appears to




be operating at capacity and economic growth will decrease to a more sustainable level. Interest
rates should continue to rise over the next few years, but at a pace much slower than the U.S
Fed. The Bank of Canada is expected to increase interest rates once more in 2018 (TD Quarterly
Economic Forecast, March 15, 2018).

As directed by the City’s Investment Policy, the City’s overall investment strategy will continue to
focus on maximizing investment returns in a manner that first prioritizes security and liquidity. The
2018 strategy will focus on managing the City’s portfolio to the City’s policy term targets.

NEW PRUDENT INVESTOR STANDARD UPDATE

Summary
On March 1, 2018, amendments were made to the Municipal Act, 2001 and Ontario Regulation

438/97, granting eligible municipalities’ access to invest in any security in accordance with the
prudent investor standard and other requirements set out in the regulation.

Amendments were also made to the prescribed list of eligible investment securities for
municipalities that do not wish to invest or are not eligible to invest under the new prudent investor
standard. Eligible municipalities will have the option to continue under the updated prescribed list
or move to the prudent investor standard on January 1, 2019, at the earliest.

Given the costs, resources and regulatory and governance framework required to move to the
prudent investor standard, Civic Administration is recommending continuing for the time being
under the existing framework of the updated prescribed list, while undertaking the necessary due
diligence to fully evaluate all potential options and implications of the prudent investor standard.
Civic Administration will report back to Council at the appropriate time with a recommendation
regarding the prudent investor standard. More immediately, changes to the prescribed list of
eligible investments will be implemented in the City’s investment portfolio to the extent that they
are in compliance with the objectives of the City’s Investment Policy.

Previous Requlation

Prior to March 1, 2018, a municipality’s ability to invest its funds was limited to those institutions
and security types that were listed in Ontario Regulation 438/97. The regulation provided a list of
eligible securities in which a municipality can invest. Investment options were primarily limited to
government bonds, bank issued debt, corporate bonds and a select few other fixed income
securities. The regulation also permitted a municipality to invest in shares issued by a corporation
that is incorporated under the laws of Canada or a province in Canada, only if the investment was
made through the One Investment Program. The One Investment Program is a professionally
managed group of investment funds composed of pooled investments that meet the eligibility
criteria defined by Ontario Regulation 438/97. The One Investment Program is jointly operated by
Local Authority Services (LAS), and CHUMS Financing Corp. (a subsidiary of the Municipal
Finance Officers’ Association of Ontario).

The restricted list of eligible securities limited potential returns in an interest rate environment that
was at or near historical lows. Several stakeholders lobbied for reforms to municipal investment
powers that not only provided an opportunity to generate higher rates of return, but also the
flexibility to cater to the unique circumstances of municipalities.

New Regulation — Prudent Investor Standard

On March 1, 2018, the Province of Ontario amended the Municipal Act, 2001 and Ontario
Regulation 438/97, allowing eligible municipalities the option to opt into the prudent investor
standard on January 1, 2019, at the earliest, or remain under the current prescribed list of
investments. If a municipality were to opt in, it must invest in accordance with the prudent investor
standard “money and investments that it does not require immediately”. A municipality must also,
among other requirements, exercise the care, skill, diligence and judgment that a prudent investor
would exercise in making such an investment.

Eligibility Criteria
In order for a municipality to be eligible to opt into the prudent investor standard, there are several
criteria that must be met, which include:

1. Meeting specific financial criteria (detailed later in this section);



2. Passing an appropriate by-law;

3. Establishing and investing through an Investment Board which is to be a municipal service
board;

4. Adopting and maintaining an investment policy including requirements for return on
investment, risk tolerance and the need for liquidity;

5. Having the Investment Board adopt and maintain the investment plan;

6. Ensuring money is invested under the direction and supervision of the Investment Board
in compliance with the investment policy and investment plan; and

7. Putting in place a mechanism for regular reviews and report (at least annually), and as
necessary, updates to the municipality’s investment policy and investment plan.

Further, a municipality will be able to qualify to invest under the prudent investor standard either
independently or as part of a group. Once a municipality has opted into the prudent investor
standard, it cannot opt out unless a future regulation is passed permitting it to invest again in
accordance with the prescribed list of securities.

Financial Criteria for a Municipality to Independently Qualify
For a municipality to independently qualify, its treasurer must be of the opinion that the
municipality can satisfy one of the following criteria:
1. The municipality has at least $100 million in money and investments that it does not
require immediately; or
2. The municipality has at least $50 million in net financial assets (as per Schedule 70 of the
most recent Financial Information Return).

Financial Criteria to Invest Together as a Group
If a municipality does not independently qualify, it can invest under the new standard as part of a
group of municipalities if it can satisfy one of the following criteria:

1. Enterinto an agreement to establish and invest through a Joint Investment Board with one
or more other municipalities, and all of the municipalities must have a combined total of at
least $100 million in money and investments that the municipalities do not require
immediately.

2. Enter into an agreement with the following parties to invest through an Investment Board
or a Joint Investment Board that was established by another municipality or municipalities
before the day the municipality passes the by-law:

a. The Investment Board or Joint Investment Board, as the case may be.
b. Any other municipalities investing through the Investment Board or Joint Investment
Board on the day the municipality passes the by-law.

Investment Board (IB) or Joint Investment Board (JIB)

The Investment Board or Joint Investment Board may not have appointed an officer or employee
of any municipality for which it invests or a member of Council of any municipality for which it
invests. The above does not apply to the Treasurer of a municipality; however the Treasurer(s)
may not make up more than one quarter of the Investment Board or Joint Investment Board.

Financial Implications and Other Important Considerations

Through the prudent investor standard, municipalities can theoretically earn a higher rate of return
over a long-term investment horizon by building more diverse investment portfolios. However,
several considerations must be taken into account, including the following:

o The expected additional revenue to be generated offset by resources required to establish

an Investment Board and annual operating costs. Costs could include board member

remuneration, consultant fees, and increases in third party management fees;

How other municipalities are addressing this regulation;

Potential synergies, costs savings, as well as drawbacks of Joint Investment Boards;

The City’s interpretation of “money and investments that it does not require immediately”;

The implications of relinquishing control to an Investment Board all money and

investments not required immediately;

e Interaction between investment decisions made by an arm’s-length Board and changes to
the City’s capital plan, reserve strategies, and other long-term financial plans; and

e The One Investment Program business model that is proposed to give municipalities’
access to the new standard through a pooled arrangement.

In 2016, the City of Toronto, under the City of Toronto Act, was granted prudent investor status,
effective January 1, 2018. City of Toronto staff have indicated that they needed the full 2 years
the Province gave to prepare, and set up an interim 2017 budget of approximately $560 thousand,



which included costs to establish a prudent investor board as well as annual operating costs.

Changes to Prescribed List of Investments
Some of the key changes to the prescribed list of investments are:
1. Minimum credit rating requirement for certain bank issued debt amended from AA- to A-;
2. Minimum credit rating requirement for certain corporate bonds amended from A to A-;
3. Greater flexibility to invest in securities issued or guaranteed by a Credit Union; and
4. Municipalities are enabled to invest in Deposit Securities denominated in U.S. currency.

Conclusion

With the changes to Ontario Regulation 438/97 and the Municipal Act, 2001, Civic Administration
is undertaking the necessary due diligence to fully evaluate all potential options and implications
of the prudent investor standard. Civic Administration will report back to Council at the appropriate
time with a recommendation regarding the prudent investor standard. More immediately, changes
to the prescribed list will be implemented in the City’s investment portfolio to the extent that they
are in compliance with the objectives of the City’s Investment Policy.

AMENDMENTS TO INVESTMENT POLICY

The Investment Policy has been:
e Updated for reformatting into the new Council Policy template;
Reviewed with the gender equity lens; and
e Updated to include the Director, Financial Planning & Business Support (previously
Director, Financial Planning & Policy) as an authorized individual for investment
transactions reflecting the City’s current organizational structure and signing authority.

Content Updates

Current Investment Policy Proposed Investment Policy — Appendix “C”

Investment Term Limitations
For the purpose of this policy, a short-term

Investment Term Targets
For the purpose of this policy, a short-term

investment is defined as maturing in less than
one year, medium-term as maturing between
one and five years and long-term as maturing
in greater than five years.

The term limitations for the portfolio are as
follows:

Short-term — minimum 50% of total
investment portfolio;

Medium-term — maximum 25% of total
investment portfolio; and

Long-term — maximum 25% of total
investment portfolio.

The portfolio percentage limitations shall
apply at the time the investment is made. At
specific times the portfolio limitations may not
be compliant to the policy for a short time for
various reasons, for example the timing of
maturities.

investment is defined as maturing in less than
one year, medium-term as maturing between
one and five years and long-term as maturing
in greater than five years.

The term targets, listed as a percentage of
the total investment portfolio, are as follows:

Term Target
Short-term 40%
Medium-term 30%
Long-term 30%

The portfolio percentage targets shall apply
at the time the investment is made. At
specific times the portfolio percentages may
deviate from the target for various reasons,
for example the timing of maturities. The
current guideline is to maintain a range of
+10% from each term target.

Rationale

A detailed review of the current Investment Policy term limitations was undertaken by staff. The
proposed amendments to the Investment Policy would:

e Improve long-term investment returns;

o Provide for further diversification among short, medium and long-term;
e Maintain sufficient liquidity to meet the daily operating and capital cash flow requirements

of the City; and



¢ Change “investment term limitations” to “investment term targets” to allow deviations from
targets for various reasons such as timing of maturities, cash flow fluctuations, and
changes in the capital market environment.

Over the past number of years, the City’s investment program has shown significant growth, which
has allowed the City to increasingly focus on medium and long-term investment management. To
illustrate the movement towards the term limitations, below is a comparison of the City's
investment portfolio over the past 5 years as detailed in the City’s annual Investment Reports.

Year Short-Term Medium-Term Long-Term
2013 72% 11% 17%
2014 60% 24% 16%
2015 49% 35% 16%
2016 52% 22% 26%
2017 50% 24% 26%

The additional flexibility provided in the proposed term targets between short, medium and long-
term gives the City the ability to respond to changing market conditions, including the interest rate
curve of the capital markets as well as any changes in the City’s investment portfolio.

One of the primary objectives of the City’s Investment Policy is the maintenance of liquidity. The
policy states that the investment portfolio shall remain sufficiently liquid to meet daily operating
cash flow requirements and limit temporary borrowing. The proposed target of 40% cash & short-
term provides sufficient liquidity to meet the daily operating and capital cash flow requirements of
the City, maintains a buffer for contingencies, and accommodates for cash fluctuations during the
year related to timing and collection of property taxes and disbursements for expenditures.
Furthermore, a significant portion of the City’s medium and long-term portfolios consist of
securities with active secondary markets, adding another layer of liquidity to the overall portfolio.

With the City moving closer towards the current term limitations of 50% short-term, 25% medium-
term and 25% long-term, revision of the current Investment Policy is proposed to improve long-
term investment returns while maintaining liquidity.

PREPARED BY: PREPARED BY:

JOSH WEAVER, CPA, CA RICK LAMON, CPA, CMA

MANAGER, FINANCIAL MODELLING, MANAGER, ACCOUNTING & REPORTING

FORECASTING & SYSTEMS CONTROL

REVIEWED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:

MARTIN GALCZYNSKI, CPA, CA ANNA LISA BARBON, CPA, CGA

MANAGER, FINANCIAL PLANNING & MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE

POLICY SERVICES AND CITY TREASURER,
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER




APPENDIX "A" - City of London Investment Portfolio as at December 31, 2017

Maturity Date

Instrument Book Value Yield (DD-MM-YR)
Cash Held in the Bank & Short-Term Investments (maturing in less than 1 year):
Internally Managed
General Cash ® $ 111,988,289
Resenve Fund Cash ® 250,425,707
Royal Bank GIC 3,256,240 | 2.28% 12-Feb-18
Bank of Nova Scotia GIC 2,512,819 | 1.73% 23-Feb-18
National Bank of Canada GIC 2,001,771 | 2.06% 02-Apr-18
Canadian Western Bank GIC 3,000,000 | 2.32% 18-May-18
Royal Bank GIC 2,500,000 | 1.39% 29-Jun-18
B2B Bank GIC 3,000,000 | 1.86% 13-Jul-18
Laurentian GIC 3,009,000 | 1.86% 13-Jul-18
Laurentian GIC 5,015,653 | 1.87% 09-Aug-18
Laurentian GIC 12,014,731 | 1.87% 10-Sep-18
Laurentian GIC 3,002,762 | 1.83% 09-Oct-18
Canadian Western Bank GIC 2,000,000 | 1.92% 29-Oct-18
Bank of Montreal GIC 6,000,000 | 1.97% 02-Now-18
Bank of Montreal GIC 7,000,000 | 1.99% 05-Dec-18
Bank of Montreal GIC 3,000,000 | 1.71% 14-Dec-18
Bank of Montreal GIC 3,000,000 | 2.00% 19-Dec-18
Total Cash & Short-Term Investments $ 422,726,972
Medium-Term Investments (maturing in 1 - 5 years):
Internally Managed
National Bank of Canada GIC $ 4,000,000 | 2.03% 01-Apr-19
National Bank of Canada GIC 1,000,000 | 1.91% 21-May-19
Laurentian GIC 4,002,008 | 2.02% 02-Jul-19
Laurentian GIC 3,000,000 | 2.09% 22-Jul-19
Laurentian GIC 2,000,736 | 2.12% 06-Aug-19
Laurentian GIC 2,500,000 | 2.33% 30-Sep-19
National Bank of Canada GIC 2,000,000 | 1.77% 28-Oct-19
Laurentian GIC 4,000,385 | 2.40% 04-Now-19
Laurentian GIC 2,000,000 | 2.41% 05-Dec-19
National Bank of Canada GIC 5,000,000 | 2.18% 30-Mar-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 2,000,000 | 2.06% 19-May-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 3,000,000 | 1.95% 10-Aug-20
Bank of Montreal GIC 6,000,000 | 2.36% 27-0ct-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 3,000,000 | 1.87% 28-Oct-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 1,500,000 | 2.52% 26-Now-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 3,500,000 | 2.03% 14-Dec-20
National Bank of Canada GIC 6,000,000 | 2.39% 30-Mar-21
National Bank of Canada GIC 2,000,000 | 2.26% 18-May-21
Bank of Montreal GIC 3,000,000 | 1.97% 28-Oct-21
National Bank of Canada GIC 6,000,000 | 2.03% 15-Now-21
Royal Bank GIC 1,650,000 | 2.42% 19-Dec-21
Bank of Montreal GIC 2,500,000 | 2.04% 29-Jun-22
Royal Bank GIC 1,650,000 | 2.53% 19-Dec-22
Total Internally Managed (Medium-Term) 71,303,129
Externally Managed ®
Scotia Institutional Asset Mgmt Portfolio 84,613,444
RBC Dominion Securities Portfolio 50,643,321
Total Externally Managed (Medium-Term) 135,256,765
Total Medium-Term Investments $ 206,559,894
Long-Term Investments (maturing in more than 5 years):
Internally Managed
Province of Ontario Bond $ 3,024,391 | 2.31% 02-Jun-23
Province of Quebec Bond 3,032,210 | 2.41% 01-Dec-23
Province of Ontario Bond 3,014,964 | 2.75% 02-Dec-24
Province of Ontario Bond 3,016,105 | 2.90% 02-Dec-25
Total Internally Managed (Long-Term) 12,087,670
Externally Managed ®
RBC Global Asset Mgmt Portfolio 117,863,406
Scotia Institutional Asset Mgmt Portfolio 119,710,398
Total Externally Managed (Long-Term) 237,573,804

Total Long-Term Investments
Total Investment Portfolio

$ 249,661,474

$ 878,948,339

Notes: ™ Cash balances as per bank accounts as at December 31, 2017.
® Externally managed portfolios primarily comprised of gov't/corporate bonds & GICs.

Cash and investment balances, unaudited.

Total Internally Managed: $506,117,770 Total Externally Managed: $372,830,569




APPENDIX “B”

Bill No.
2018

By-law No. CPOL.-

A by-law to amend By-law CPOL.-39-235 being
“Investment Policy”.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, C.25, as amended,
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, C.25, as
amended, provides a municipality with the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural
person for the purpose of exercising its authority;

AND WHEREAS section 7 of Ontario Regulation 438/97, as amended, enacted
under section 418(6) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25 as amended, provides that The
Corporation of the City of London shall adopt a statement of its investment policies and goals;

AND WHEREAS the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
wishes to amend By-law CPOL.-39-235 being “Investment Policy” to revise the investment term
limitations and change to investment term targets, revise the delegation of authority and
authorization to reflect the City’s current organizational structure, reformat into the new Council
Policy template and review with the gender equity lens;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
enacts as follows:

1. By-law CPOL.-39-235 being “Investment Policy” is hereby amended by deleting
Appendix ‘C(28) to By-Law No. CPOL.-39-235 in its entirety and by replacing it with the attached
new Appendix “C”.

2. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the date it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on July 24, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — July 24, 2018
Second Reading — July 24, 2018
Third Reading — July 24, 2018



APPENDIX “C”

Policy Name: Investment Policy

Legislative History: Enacted June 13, 2017 (By-law No. CPOL.-39-235)
Last Review Date: July 17, 2018

Service Area Lead: Manager lll, Financial Planning and Policy

1. Policy Statement

The Corporation of the City of London (the City) shall invest public funds in a manner
that maximizes investment return and minimizes investment risk while meeting the daily
cash requirements of the City and conforming to legislation governing the investment of
public funds.

The purpose of this investment policy is to ensure integrity of the investment
management process. The objective of this investment policy is to maximize
investment income at minimal risk to capital. Accordingly, emphasis on investments is
placed on security first, liquidity second and overall yields third.

Objectives
The primary objectives of this investment policy, in priority order, are as follows:
1.1. Adherence to statutory requirements;

All investment activities shall be governed by the Ontario Municipal Act, 2001 as
amended. Investments, unless further limited by Council, shall be those eligible under
Ontario Regulation 438/97 or as authorized by subsequent provincial regulations.

1.2. Preservation of capital;

Meeting this objective requires the adoption of a defensive policy to minimize the risk of
incurring a capital loss and of preserving the value of the invested principal. As such,
this risk shall be mitigated by investing in properly rated financial instruments in
accordance with applicable legislation, by limiting the types of investments to a
maximum percentage of the total portfolio and being mindful of the amount invested
within individual institutions.

1.3. Maintenance of liquidity; and

The investment portfolio shall remain sufficiently liquid to meet daily operating cash flow
requirements and limit temporary borrowing. The portfolio shall be structured to
maintain a proportionate ratio of short, medium and long-term maturities to meet the
funding requirements of the City. The term liquidity implies a high degree of
marketability and a high level of price stability. Important liquidity considerations are a
reliable forecast of the timing of the requirement of funds, a contingency to cover the
possibility of unplanned requirement of funds and an expectation of reliable secondary
marketability prior to maturity.

1.4. Competitive rate of return.

Investment yields shall be sought within the boundaries set by the three foregoing
objectives and then consideration shall be given to the following guidance;

e Higher yields are best obtained by taking advantage of the interest rate curve of the
capital market, which normally yields higher rates of return for longer term
investments;

e Yields will also fluctuate by institution as per individual credit ratings (greater risk
confirmed by a lower credit rating) and by the type of capital instrument. For



example, an instrument of a small trust company would in many cases have a
slightly higher yield than a major bank;

e A lower credit rating generally makes an investment more difficult to sell on the
secondary market and therefore less liquid; and

e Capital instruments that are non-callable will have a lower yield than instruments
which are callable, but the call feature does not necessarily compromise
marketability.

The investment portfolio is comprised of:

2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4.

2.5.

2.6.

2.7.

2.8.

2.9.

2.10.

2.11.

2.12.

Operating and Capital cash flow balances;
Reserves;

Reserve funds; and

Trust Funds.

Definitions

Asset Backed Securities: fixed income securities (other than a government
security) issued by a Special Purpose Entity, substantially all of the assets of
which consist of Qualifying Assets.

Basis Point (BPS): a unit that is equal to 1/100th of 1%, and is used to denote
the change in a financial instrument. The basis point is commonly used for
calculating changes in interest rates, equity indexes and the yield of a fixed-
income security.

City Treasurer: The individual appointed by the municipality as treasurer.

Credit Risk: is the risk to an investor that an issuer will default in the payment of
interest and/or principal on a security.

Diversification: a process of investing assets among a range of security types
by sector, maturity, and quality rating.

Interest Rate Risk: the risk associated with declines or rises in interest rates
that cause an investment in a fixed income security to increase or decrease in
value

Liquidity: a measure of an asset’s convertibility to cash.

Market Risk: the risk that the value of a security will rise or decline as a result of
changes in market conditions.

Market Value: current market price of a security.

Maturity: the date on which payment of a financial obligation is due. The final
stated maturity is the date on which the issuer must retire a bond and pay the
face value to the bondholder.

One Investment Program: a professionally managed group of investment funds
composed of pooled investments that meet the eligibility criteria defined by
O.Reg 438/97. The program consists of Money Market Funds, Bond Funds and
Equity Funds. The ONE Fund is operated by LAS (Local Authority Services Ltd.,
a subsidiary of the Association of Municipalities of Ontario) and the CHUMS
Financing Corporation (a subsidiary of the Municipal Finance Officers'
Association of Ontario).

Qualifying Assets: financial assets, either fixed or revolving, that, by their terms
converts into cash, within a finite time period, plus any rights or other assets



2.13.

2.14.

2.15.

3.

designed to assure the servicing or timely distribution of proceeds to security
holders.

Schedule | Banks: domestic banks that are authorized under the Bank Act to
accept deposits, which may be eligible for deposit insurance provided by the
Canadian Deposit Insurance Corporation.

Schedule Il Banks: are foreign bank subsidiaries authorized under the Bank Act
to accept deposits, which may be eligible for deposit insurance provided by the
Canada Deposit and Insurance Corporation. Foreign bank subsidiaries are
controlled by eligible foreign institutions.

Special Purpose Entity: a trust, corporation, partnership or other entity
organized for the sole purpose of issuing securities that entitle the holders to
receive payments that depend primarily on the cash flow from Qualifying Assets,
but does not include a registered investment company.

Applicability

This investment policy shall govern the investment activities of the City’s General,
Capital and Reserve Funds as well as Trust Funds. This policy applies to all
investments made by the City on its own behalf and on behalf of its agencies, boards
and commissions and any new funds created by the City.

4.

4.1

The Policy
Standard of Care

Prudence

Investments shall be made with judgment and care, under circumstances then
prevailing, which persons of prudence, discretion and intelligence exercise in the
management of their own affairs, not for speculation, but for investment,
considering the probable safety of their capital as well as the probable income to
be derived.

Delegation of Authority and Authorization

The City Treasurer shall have overall responsibility for the prudent investment of
the City’s investment portfolio. The City Treasurer shall have the authority to
implement the investment program and establish procedures consistent with this
policy. Such procedures shall include the explicit delegation of the authority
needed to complete investment transactions however the City Treasurer shall
remain responsible for ensuring that the investments are compliant with
regulations and this policy. No person may engage in an investment transaction
except as provided under the terms of this policy.

The City Treasurer shall be authorized to enter into arrangements with banks,
investment dealers and brokers, and other financial institutions for the purchase,
sale, redemption, issuance, transfer and safekeeping of securities in a manner
that conforms to the Municipal Act, 2001 and the City’s policy manual.

Transfer of funds for investment transactions shall be authorized by two of the
individuals listed below, one of whom must be City Treasurer or Deputy City
Treasurer.

i) City Treasurer

i) Deputy City Treasurer

iii) Director, Financial Planning & Business Support
iv) Director, Financial Services

V) Manager, Financial Planning & Policy

Vi) Division Manager — Taxation & Revenue



4.2

Investment Strategy
4.2.1 Diversification

To minimize credit risk and to maintain liquidity of the investment portfolio,
investment diversification shall be guided by the following:

i) Limiting investments to avoid over-concentration in securities from
a specific issuer or sector (excluding Government of Canada
securities);

i) Limiting investment in securities to those that have higher credit
ratings;

i) Investing in securities with varying maturities; and

iv) Investing in securities which have an active secondary market.

4.2.2 Investment Type Limitations

Cash held in the bank (excluding trust funds), i.e. one day maturity, shall be no
less than what is deemed necessary to meet daily operating and capital
requirements of the City. The current guideline is approximately $50 million in
general funds and $150 million in reserve funds. This guideline shall be
evaluated on an annual basis and this policy shall be updated as necessary to
reflect any changes.

The total investment in securities issued by governments (federal, provincial or
municipal) and Schedule | banks shall be no less than 75% of the total
investment portfolio (excluding cash held in the bank and trust funds).

The remaining portfolio may be invested in any other securities which are
deemed eligible under O.Reg 438/97 however no more than 10% of the total
investment portfolio (excluding cash held in the bank and trust funds) shall be
invested in eligible asset-backed securities and eligible commercial paper. Also,
no more than 5% of the total investment portfolio (excluding cash held in the
bank and trust funds) shall be invested in eligible pooled equity funds (i.e. One
Investment Program Equity Portfolio).

These portfolio percentage limitations apply at the time an investment is made
and exclude trust fund investments, which are subject to trust fund investment
requirements. Investments held in a professionally managed portfolio are also
excluded as diversification is subject to the judgement of the investment
manager.

4.2.3 Investment Term Targets

For the purpose of this policy, a short-term investment is defined as maturing in
less than one year, medium-term as maturing between one and five years and
long-term as maturing in greater than five years. In general, professionally
managed portfolios are deemed to be long-term investments, as it is likely that
the intention of Administration is to invest funds that are not required for the next
five years. For the purposes of this section, professionally managed portfolios
shall be considered long-term investments, unless it is specifically known
otherwise. The total investment portfolio in calculating term targets shall exclude
trust funds. The term targets, listed as a percentage of the total investment
portfolio, are as follows:

Term Target
Short-term 40%
Medium-term 30%

Long-term 30%



The portfolio percentage targets shall apply at the time the investment is made.
At specific times the portfolio percentages may deviate from the target for various
reasons, for example the timing of maturities. The current guideline is to maintain
a range of £10% from each term target. Prior to any changes to the portfolio
based on term targets, the City Treasurer may, at their discretion, retain the
investment(s), that contravenes the portfolio targets provided that such action is
not contrary to the Municipal Act, 2001.

Type limitations and term targets shall be reviewed annually by the City
Treasurer and this policy shall be amended as necessary to minimize the City’s
exposure to changes in the financial marketplace after giving consideration to the
available financial information.

Trust fund portfolio limitations are subject to the terms and conditions of the
agreement to which the fund applies. Absent specific wording, compliance with
the stated portfolio limitations is required, and should be considered separately
from City of London funds.

4.2.4. Buy and Hold

To achieve the primary objectives of this investment policy, internally managed
funds shall, for the most part, follow the buy and hold strategy. As noted above,
higher yields are best obtained by taking advantage of the interest rate curve of
the capital market which normally yields higher rates of return for longer term
investments. By purchasing securities at varying maturity dates and holding the
investments to term the interest rate risk is minimized, liquidity is maintained and
capital is preserved. To be successful with the buy and hold strategy, matching
cash requirements to investment terms is a key element and requires a solid
cash flow forecast.

Some municipalities actively trade investments rather than holding to term. This
‘active’ investment strategy can produce a modest improvement in yield, but to
be successful a large amount of excess cash and sophisticated investment
expertise is required. Professionally managed funds charge a fee (usually basis
points deducted from the yield) but it is anticipated the performance of the fund
will exceed the cost of administration. Nevertheless, performance of
professionally managed funds shall be regularly compared to industry
benchmarks and to the result that might be achieved using the internally
managed approach.

4.2.5 Performance Standards

The investment portfolio shall be managed in accordance with parameters
specified within this policy. The portfolio should obtain a market average rate of
return throughout budgetary and economic cycles proportionate with investment
risk constraints and the cash flow needs of the City.

The performances of investments shall be measured using multiple benchmarks
and performance indicators. The baseline yield for investments is the interest
rate earned by the City on cash held in its bank account. Then, investment yields
can be compared to Government of Canada Treasury Bills and Benchmark Bond
Yields. Furthermore, prime interest rates and other applicable market rates, such
as Banker’'s Acceptance can be used to provide useful benchmarks with
consideration to limitations attributable to the Municipal Act, 2001.

4.2.6 Internal Borrowing
In developing the cash requirements for the year, sufficient cash shall be

available to fund capital expenditures. The main cash elements of the operating
budget are stable and predictable, e.g. tax revenue and operating expenditures



4.3

which is established in the budget process. The primary variable in forecasting
cash demands is capital spending. Capital spending is supported (temporarily
financed) by the General fund prior to securing long-term financing (primarily
long-term debentures).

If the General fund does not have sufficient cash to support capital expenditures
and operating expenditures during the year, the best option is to borrow from the
Reserve Funds on a short-term basis, rather than obtaining external financing. In
order for this to occur, the Reserve Funds must have sufficient cash available
(i.e. not locked into long-term investments) to support the General Fund through
this period. A fair rate of interest shall be applied based on the interest rate paid
on funds in the City's consolidated bank account. For the most part the interest
charged is going 'from one City pocket to another’, but given that some reserve
funds are non-rate funded, there is a requirement to pay a fair rate to the reserve
funds for 'investing' in the General fund.

4.2.7 Trust Funds

Trust funds by nature must be maintained in a separate account and invested
separately. The investment strategy will be dictated by the terms of the trust
agreement. In the absence of specific direction, the strategy shall be in
compliance with this policy.

Given the variability of capital spending, interest rates, and non-tax revenues, the
investment strategy shall be reviewed, at a minimum, on an annual basis. Any
changes in the investment strategy shall be reported to Council in the annual
investment report and the investment policy shall be amended for the change in
strategy.

Reporting
The City Treasurer shall provide an annual investment report to Council which

includes, at a minimum, the requirements set forth in O. Reg. 438/97. Under the
current regulations the investment report shall contain the following:

i) a statement about the performance or the portfolio of investments
of the municipality during the period covered by the report;
i) a description of the estimated proportion of the total investments of

a municipality that are invested in its own long-term and short-term
securities to the total investment of the municipality and a
description of the change, if any, in that estimated proportion since
the previous year’s report;

i) a statement by the treasurer as to whether or not, in their opinion,
all investments are consistent with the investment policies and
goals adopted by the municipality;

iv) a record of the date of each transaction in or disposal of its own
securities, including a statement of the purchase and sale price of
each security;

V) such other information that the council may require or that in the
opinion of the treasurer, should be included;

Vi) a statement by the treasurer as to whether any of the investments
fall below the standard required for that investment during the
period covered by the report; and

vii)  the details of the proposed use of funds realized in the disposition
of an investment for which the City sold as a result of a decline in
rating below the standard required by O.Reg. 438/97.

In addition to the annual report, the City Treasurer shall report to Council any
investment that is made that is not, in their opinion, consistent with investment
policy adopted by the City within thirty days after becoming aware of it.



TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING ON JULY 17, 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES AND CITY
TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

SUBJECT: RESERVE & RESERVE FUND POLICY REPORT

RECOMMENDATION

That on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer the attached proposed by-law (Appendix A) BE INTRODUCED at the
Municipal Council meeting on July 24, 2018 to enact a Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

Corporate Services Committee, May 29, 2018, Agenda Item #2.2, 2018 Reserve Fund
Housekeeping Report

LINK TO 2015-2019 STRATEGIC PLAN

Council's 2015-2019 Strategic Plan for the City of London identifies “Leading in Public Service”
as one of four strategic areas of focus. The Reserve & Reserve Fund Policy Report supports this
strategic area of focus by contributing towards the strategic priority “Proactive financial
management”.

BACKGROUND

The purpose of this report is to seek Council approval of a Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy (the
“Policy”). The Policy has been developed to formalize the standards to which the Corporation of
the City of London (the “City”) manages reserves and reserve funds, educate internal and external
stakeholders regarding the practices applied and to provide transparency, accountability and
opportunities for engagement.

This Policy was also developed through a robust evaluation and research period which included:

A thorough review of senior government requirements,

¢ Internal consultations with service areas which rely on reserves and reserve funds as a part
of their operations,

e External consultations with comparable Ontario municipalities that have implemented a
reserve and reserve fund policy, and

e Best practice research from public associations such as the Municipal Finance Officers
Association of Ontario (MFOA) and the Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA).

Reserves and reserve funds are an important element of the City’s long-term strategic financial
plan as they allow the City to set aside funds for known and unknown future events. Examples
of future events include, but are not limited to: provisions for the replacement and rehabilitation of
existing assets, funds for new capital assets, funding long-term contingencies and potential
liabilities and providing a buffer for significant unanticipated expenditures or loss of revenues
beyond the control of the City. They also minimize fluctuations in taxes caused by cyclical
conditions.

Two additional factors to consider when rationalizing reserves and reserve funds are the City’'s
credit rating and intergenerational equity. Credit rating agencies assess the appropriateness of
corporations’ reserve and reserve fund balances when setting credit ratings. Thus the
establishment of a well-structured reserve and reserve fund portfolio keeps the City in a strong
financial position and contributes to the maintenance of the City’s Aaa credit rating which reduces
the cost to borrow money. Intergenerational equity is the concept of fairness between generations
(pay now or pay later). Reserves and reserve funds support the objective of intergenerational



equity by setting aside funds now, equal to current ratepayers’ usage/benefit, to pay for costs that
are going to occur in the future. An example of this concept is saving for the future replacement
or rehabilitation costs of a community centre; the generation benefiting from the use of the asset
is the same generation contributing to the savings that will help replace or rehabilitate the asset.
When this approach is not taken, the burden to pay is passed to future generations who did not
receive the benefits of the cost they are asked to bear.

The potential consequences of not having adequate reserve and reserve fund levels are:

¢ Increased cost of short-term borrowing - A lack of sufficient reserves and reserve funds
available to meet operational needs may require the City to potentially seek short-term
financing from external sources at an increased cost to the City.

e Loss of Aaa credit rating - Moody’s, the City’s credit rating agency, has outlined that
improving reserve and reserve fund levels assist the City in achieving its credit rating. A drop
in this rating would increase the overall cost of borrowing resulting in a direct impact to the
City’s operating & capital (growth) budgets.

e Reduction in capital plan - Reserve and reserve fund balances assist in financing the capital
plan of the City. A reduction in balances would require the City to reduce the capital plan, if
all else remained equal.

e Improper intergenerational equity - By not setting aside funds now to pay for costs that are
going to occur in the future (examples include unfunded liabilities and capital asset renewal
and replacement), the burden to pay is passed to future generations who did not receive the
benefits of the cost.

For the purpose of this Policy reserves and reserve funds are defined as follows:

Reserve: An appropriation from net revenue and/or cost savings at the discretion of Council, after
the provision for all known expenditures. It has no reference to any specific asset and does not
require the physical segregation of money or assets as in the case of a reserve fund. Council
may set up reserves for any purpose for which they have the authority to spend money and they
are generally used to mitigate the impact of fluctuations in operating costs and revenues.
Reserves do not earn interest as balances held in reserves form part of the general cash balances
managed by the City. All reserves are “discretionary”, being those set up by Council. Examples
of reserves currently used to mitigate budgetary fluctuations include: Operating Budget
Contingency Reserve, Wastewater Rate Stabilization Reserve and Unfunded Liability Reserve.

Reserve Fund: Funds that have been set aside by a by-law of the City. As a result, reserve funds
are either “discretionary”, being those set up by Council or “obligatory”, being those set up by
virtue of senior government statute or agreement. The use of reserve funds is restricted to a
specific purpose. Reserve fund balances are segregated from general cash balances managed
by the City. They earn interest and earnings are proportionally applied to each reserve fund based
on yields earned on the City’s total investment portfolio and cash balances. Council may set up
reserve funds for any purpose for which they have the authority to spend money. Examples of
reserve funds include: City Facilities Reserve Fund, Economic Development Reserve Fund and
Waterworks Reserve Fund.

As demonstrated in past budgets and reports, the City has developed, implemented and
maintained, a collection of reserves and reserve funds that align with the context of reserves and
reserve funds stated above. Through the accompanying Policy, these practices will be clearly
documented and formalized. Upon approval of this Policy, administration will undertake efforts
over the next twelve to eighteen months to rationalize the City’s reserve and reserve fund
portfolios. This will include an evaluation of the appropriateness of each reserve and reserve
fund, an evaluation of the guiding documents (resolutions, by-laws, etc.) of each reserve and
reserve fund as well as recommendations of targets for each. This effort has already commenced
with a report on the City’s reserves expected to be presented to Council in August 2018. This will
be followed by a similar report in 2019 on the City’s reserve funds. The exact timing of this future
report will be better known as efforts to complete the City’s 2019 DC Background Study and 2018
Corporate Asset Management Plan progress. Each of these milestone reports informs the
evaluation and target setting efforts for the respective reserve funds that support the infrastructure
addressed in each report.

THE POLICY

The Policy provides for the management and administration of reserves and reserve funds. The
following summarizes the guiding principles, objectives, management practices and standard of
care contained within the Policy.



Principles

The principles of the Policy center around why the City should maintain adequate reserves and
reserve funds (liquidity, intergenerational equity, credit rating and cost of borrowing), what types
must exist and their level of integration into the budget and strategic financial plan.

The factors of liquidity, intergenerational equity, credit rating and cost of borrowing provide
evidence as to why the maintenance of reserves and reserve funds is so important.

o Liquidity: Without sufficient savings for expenses such as the replacement and rehabilitation
of capital assets, long-term contingencies and potential liabilities and other known and
unknown events, the City faces the prospect of not being able to meet its financial obligations
due to cash flow constraints.

¢ Intergenerational Equity: Helps formulate when and how much should be contributed to
reserve and reserve fund balances to ensure a reasonable amount of parity across societal
generations.

o Credit Rating: The City’'s credit rating and cost of borrowing move in opposite directions
depending on, among other things, the level of reserve and reserve fund balances the City
holds. This helps to understand and justify present and future reserve and reserve fund
balances.

The two types of reserves and reserve funds the City maintains to support its budgets are
obligatory and discretionary. The obligatory type relates only to reserve funds; created when a
senior government statute or agreement requires that revenue received for special purposes be
segregated from the general revenues of the municipality. Thus obligatory reserve funds are to
be used solely for the purpose prescribed for them by statute or agreement. The discretionary
type relates to both reserves and reserve funds; created by Council to set aside revenue and/or
cost savings to finance a future expenditure for which Council has the authority to spend money.
This means the discretionary reserves and reserve funds created can help to finance any
service/program within Council’s purview.

Finally, the principles of the Policy mandate that reserves and reserve funds form an integral
component of the City’s budget and strategic financial plan. The purpose of this principle is to
connect all the reserves or reserve funds created and managed by the City with the objectives of
the operating and capital budgets and the long-term strategic financial plan. This principle
ensures no reserve or reserve fund is created without purpose and are in support of the long-term
goals of the municipality.

Objectives

The objectives of the Policy are to provide adherence to statutory requirements, promote financial
stability and flexibility, save for major capital expenditures and reduce tax/rate supported debt.

Adherence to statutory requirements specifies that all reserve and reserve funds managed by
the City shall be established and managed in accordance with senior government statutory
requirements. Statutory requirements include controls relating to reserve and reserve funds such
as Council's authority in passing by-laws, what information the budget shall include, reporting
requirements and the segregation and investment of reserve fund balances, to name a few. By
following each of these standards, the City will achieve a high degree of control over reserves
and reserve funds under its authority.

Promotion of financial stability and flexibility focuses on the need to maintain adequate
reserve and reserve fund levels in line with public sector best practices to achieve long-term
financial success. To support the fulfillment of this objective, the Policy mandates the following
categories of reserves and reserve funds be used:

Obligatory,

Capital Asset Renewal and Replacement,

Capital Asset Growth,

Special Projects and New Initiatives, and
Contingencies/Stabilization and Risk Management.

Each category relates to a different purpose for which a reserve or reserve fund is created. For
example, reserve funds categorized as capital asset renewal and replacement are established to
save for future capital costs of existing assets. Reserve funds categorized as capital asset growth
are established to save for future capital costs of new assets. Combining reserves and reserve
funds into categories facilitates the establishment, monitoring and reporting of balances.



Saving for major capital expenditures is one of the primary uses of reserves and reserve funds.
As such, the Policy includes parameters in regards to the City’s budgeting for capital asset
renewal and replacement (existing assets) and capital asset growth (new assets) reserve funds.
When saving for existing assets, contributions to reserve funds should commence in either the
fiscal year the asset is acquired or put into service. Guidance suggests the annual amount
contributed should represent the full future cost of replacement or rehabilitation, divided by either
the estimated useful life of the asset or the consumption rate of the asset by current ratepayers.
This approach ensures that at a minimum the historic cost of the asset is reflected when budgeting
for contributions and that the principle of intergenerational equity is considered. Contributions for
new assets are significantly different as they are based on both developer and ratepayer
contributions. Developer contributions come in the form of development charge (DC) levies and
relate to the growth component of new capital assets. Ratepayer contributions come from tax/rate
funding sources (examples include capital levy, water rates and discretionary reserve funds) to
support the non-growth component which benefits existing ratepayers. DC levies collected are
deposited in the City’s obligatory reserve funds, which are restricted to funding growth
components of future capital works. The tax/rate funding sources are drawn in the year in which
the capital works commence. If the growth component of future capital works exceeds the
balances in the growth related obligatory reserve funds, debt may be issued in accordance with
the Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended, and other pertinent City policies.

Reducing tax/rate supported debt is another primary use of reserves and reserve funds.
Without these savings the City would face significant swings in either the tax supported capital
levy, or debt required to support the capital budget. Thus through the use of reserves and reserve
funds the City can minimize the need for debt as a source of financing within the capital budget.
Reserves and reserve funds are a significant portion of the financing contained within the City’'s
capital budget. Furthermore, the Policy permits Civic Administration to use reserve and reserve
fund balances as a source of debt substitution in the capital budget when appropriate.
Determining whether the option is appropriate includes consideration of the reserve and reserve
fund balance, future commitments and the criteria of the reserve or reserve fund being considered
given the nature of the capital work to be funded. Should reserve and reserve fund balances be
used for debt substitution, the City Treasurer has the authority to reallocate the future debt
servicing cost savings to reserves and reserve funds that are below established targets. It being
noted that such contributions are subject to Council approval through the City’s budget process.

Reserve and Reserve Fund Management

This section provides for the operational procedures and practices required for the prudent
management of reserves and reserve funds held by the City. These procedures and practices
include the establishment and modification of reserves and reserve funds, the investment of
balances held, authority and reporting over contributions to/drawdowns from, lending/temporary
borrowing and the steps for termination. Review and consideration of each of these duties is
important as they represent the routine functions performed in the management of reserves and
reserve funds.

When establishing and modifying reserves and reserve funds a supporting financial plan
must be in place. Financial plans should identify the funding needs the reserve or reserve fund
is proposed to support, the target balance to be maintained, what the projected contributions
to/drawdowns from are and the investment standards to be applied.

The method for assessing and determining a responsible target balance varies on a case-by-case
basis due to the broad spectrum of funding needs reserves and reserve funds support. Although
there can be significant differences in the ways targets are calculated, Civic Administration, at a
minimum, will consider the following when formulating targets:

Purpose of fund,

Certainty of end needs,

Best practices/standards available, and
Economic factors.

After targets have been established, reserve and reserve fund balances and targets should be
periodically reviewed to ensure they are adequate over the 10 year budget period.

The gross amount of the City’s holdings in reserves and reserve funds is significant due to the
size and complexity of its operations. Thus it is prudent that a reasonable share of the City's
balances held be invested in accordance with the Investment Policy to earn a competitive rate
of return. The rules applied to the investment of reserves and reserve funds are:

¢ Funds shall be invested for a term that will not exceed its expected date of need;
¢ Interest earned on reserves shall be recognized as revenue in the operating budget; and



¢ Interest earned on reserve funds shall be recognized as revenue in each specific reserve fund
according to its proportionate share of the investment portfolio.

Once Council has approved the establishment of a reserve or reserve fund, contributions
to/drawdowns from take place to meet the identified needs and target. Authority over
contributions to/drawdowns from reserve and reserve funds is governed by the applicable
resolution or by-law and this Policy. The majority of contributions to/drawdowns from are approved
by Council as part of the multi-year budget and annual budget update processes, or specifically
by resolution for occurrences that fall outside of the budget process. The exceptions to this rule
relate to administrative authority provided by Council approved by-laws, examples of which are
direct contributions such as development charge revenue, contributions to/drawdowns from made
under the authority of the Surplus/Deficit Policy and the use of revolving reserve and reserve
funds such as the Workplace Safety and Insurance Board Reserve Fund. Any previously
approved contributions to/drawdowns from not realized are reported to Council as part of the mid-
year and year-end budget monitoring reports, or budget process.

If sufficient balances exist within the City’s reserves and reserve funds portfolio, intra-fund
lending and external loans are permitted. Having the flexibility to lend/temporarily borrow
across reserves and reserve funds helps to avoid the cost of cash flow deficiencies, reduces the
cost of borrowing and minimizes the administrative effort required to coordinate financing.

Intra-fund lending is the temporary borrowing amongst the reserves and reserve funds managed
by the City. For this form of lending, discretionary reserves and reserve funds can lend and borrow
between each other with no limits, but discretionary accounts cannot borrow from obligatory
reserve funds, they can only lend to them. This limitation relates to the Development Charges
Act, 1997, as amended, which prohibits the loaning of obligatory reserve funds. All transfers
(discretionary to discretionary, discretionary to obligatory and obligatory to obligatory) must bear
the City’s internal rate of return and principal and interest are to be credited to the reserve or
reserve fund that sourced the transfer.

External loans relate to Council approved loans that meet the requirements of Section 107 of the
Municipal Act, 2001, as amended. Section 107 gives Council the authority to make grants, to any
person, group, or body for any purpose considered to be in the best interest of the municipality.
When recommending such loans to Council, Civic Administration shall consider the following:

External loans shall only be made to public agencies/groups and shall benefit the public;
The term of external loans shall not exceed five years;

Appropriate security shall be provided to protect the interests of the City;

A financial profile of the borrower;

Whether adequate reserves and reserve funds are available for the term of the external loan;
and

¢ What rate shall the external loan bear and that principal and interest shall be credited to the
appropriate reserve or reserve fund source.

As noted above, all external loans shall be provided from discretionary reserves and reserve funds
as the external lending of obligatory reserve funds is prohibited.

Lastly, termination of reserves and reserve funds shall be considered when the program or
project it supports is no longer in the scope of the City’s strategic plans, commitments have been
completed and no future commitments are expected and administration is confident the balances
in other reserves/reserve funds can mitigate the need to hold any remaining balance. Reserves
or reserve funds identified for termination shall be reported to Council for review and approval
with recommendations regarding timing and reallocation of remaining balances.

Standard of Care

The Standard of Care section of the Policy covers the delegation of authority assigned to the City
Treasurer over reserve and reserve funds managed by the City, the reporting requirements the
City Treasurer is obligated to meet and when Policy reviews and updates are to occur.

Delegation of authority within the Policy clearly outlines when and what authority over reserves
and reserve funds is transferred from Council to the City Treasurer and from the City Treasurer
to a designate. The delegations provided for in the Policy include:

e Once Council approves reserves by resolution and reserve funds by by-law, the City Treasurer
shall have overall authority for the reserves and reserve funds managed by the City;

e The City Treasurer may delegate management authority over the reserves and reserve funds
managed by the City to a designate;

e The City Treasurer, or designate has the responsibility for setting reserve and reserve fund



targets, it being noted targets will be periodically reported to Council through reserve and
reserve fund reports; and

e The City Treasurer, or designate shall have overall responsibility for this Policy, and the
authority to implement a program for reserves and reserve funds and establish procedures
consistent with the content of this Policy.

These delegations provide for appropriate transfers of power when needed and allow for the
effective and efficient management of reserves and reserve funds.

There are several points at which Civic Administration must report on reserve and reserve fund
balances. The reporting requirements contained within the Policy cover each of them as well
as opportunities for other reports to be brought forward. The reports the City Treasurer or
designate are to prepare include:

¢ Annual Audited Financial Statements - the annual audited financial statements include a
statement of financial position, financial activities and changes in fund balances for reserves
and reserve funds.

o Reserve and Reserve Fund Report - a financial plan forecasting reserve and reserve fund
balances and a comparison to target objectives will be prepared periodically based on the
most current information available; this report may include the establishment of new,
modification of existing and termination of existing reserves and reserve funds.

o Budget Reports - reserve and reserve fund balances, projected contributions, and planned
drawdowns for a ten year period are to be presented in each multi-year budget, and annual
changes to reserve and reserve fund balances shall be presented with each annual budget
update or specifically by resolution if required.

e DC Reserve Funds Report - an annual report detailing pertinent information regarding DC
reserve funds shall be presented to Council as required by the Development Charges Act,
1997, as amended.

e Other reports in line with this Policy shall be brought forward to Council as required.

These reports provide for the transparent reporting of reserves and reserve funds, help to educate
internal and external stakeholders, fulfill legislative reporting requirements and facilitate ongoing
monitoring and continuous improvement.

Policy reviews and updates are to occur every four years, in the first year of each elected
Council, if there are any amendments required. In addition, the Policy allows for Council or the
City Treasurer to bring forward reviews and updates outside of this period as deemed necessary.
These guidelines provide flexibility so the Policy can be updated frequently to reflect changes in
senior government legislation/requirements, best practices and other potential changes impacting
reserves and reserve funds.

CONCLUSION

Reserves and reserve funds are an important element of the City’s long-term strategic financial
plan. The attached by-law and Policy (Appendix A) sets a framework for the management of
reserves and reserve funds which includes guiding principles, primary objectives, key
management and administrative responsibilities and standards of care for reserves and reserve
funds managed by the City. These standards will help to further develop, implement and monitor
a reserve and reserve fund portfolio that meets the City’'s changing needs while providing
accountability and transparency for the use of public funds. Therefore, Civic Administration is
recommending approval of the Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy.



This report was prepared with the assistance of Alan Dunbar, Financial Planning and Policy.

PREPARED BY: REVIEWED BY:
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CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

Cc: lan Collins — Director, Financial Services
Alan Dunbar — Manager lll, Financial Planning & Policy
John Millson — Senior Financial Business Administrator
Kyle Murray — Senior Financial Business Administrator



APPENDIX A

Bill No.
2018

By-law No. CPOL.-

A by-law to adopt a new Council Policy entitled
Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.0. 2001, C.25, as amended,
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, C.25, as
amended, provides a municipality with the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural
person for the purpose of exercising its authority;

AND WHEREAS the Council of The Corporation of the City of London wishes to
adopt a new Council policy entitled Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
enacts as follows:

1. The policy entitled “Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy”, attached hereto as
Schedule “A”, is hereby adopted.

2. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the date it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on July 24, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading — July 24, 2018
Second Reading — July 24, 2018
Third Reading — July 24, 2018



SCHEDULE “A”

Policy Name: Reserve and Reserve Fund Policy

Legislative History:

Last Review Date: July 17, 2018

Service Area Lead: Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief
Financial Officer

1. Policy Statement
A Policy governing the management and administration of reserves and reserve funds.

The purpose of the Policy is to establish guiding principles, primary objectives, key
management and administrative responsibilities, and standards of care for reserves and
reserve funds managed by the City.

2. Definitions

2.1. Budget: An estimated financial plan of revenue and expenditure for a set period
of time.

2.2. Capital Asset Renewal & Replacement: A category of reserve funds
established to provide funding for the repair and maintenance of existing City
assets to ensure city-owned assets do not deteriorate over time.

2.3. Capital Asset Growth: A category of reserve funds established to provide
funding to new capital initiatives while allowing the City to stabilize the cost of
purchasing major capital assets by spreading the cost over multiple years.

2.4. City: The Corporation of the City of London.
2.5. City Treasurer: The individual appointed by the municipality as treasurer.

2.6. Contingencies/Stabilization & Risk Management: A category of reserves and
reserve funds designed to fund future obligations which are based on calculated
estimates and to mitigate unforeseen events or one-time unanticipated revenue
losses and expenses.

2.7. Debt: Any obligation for the payment of money. For Ontario municipalities, debt
would normally consist of debentures as well as either notes or cash from
financial institutions, but could also include loans from discretionary reserves and
reserve funds.

2.8. Development Charges Background Study: The background study undertaken
by the City for its current Development Charges By-law.

2.9. Discretionary Reserves and Reserve Funds: A reserve or reserve fund
created by Council to set aside revenue to finance a future expenditure for which
Council has the authority to spend money.

2.10. GFOA: Refers to the Government Finance Officers Association of the United
States and Canada, a professional association of state, provincial and local
finance officers dedicated to the sound management of financial resources.

2.11. Intergenerational Equity: In economic, psychological, and sociological contexts,
is the concept or idea of fairness or justice between generations.

2.12. Liquidity: A measure of an asset’s convertibility to cash.



2.13. MFOA: Refers to Municipal Finance Officers Association of Ontario, a
professional association which promotes the interests of its members in carrying
out their statutory and financial responsibilities by initiating studies and
sponsoring seminars to review, discuss and develop positions on important
policy and financial management issues.

2.14. Obligatory Reserve Funds: A reserve fund created when senior government
statute or agreement requires that revenue received for special purposes be
segregated from the general revenues of the municipality. Obligatory reserve
funds are to be used solely for the purpose prescribed for them by statute or
agreement.

2.15. PSAB: Refers to the Public Sector Accounting Board, an independent board with
the authority to set accounting standards for the public sector.

2.16. Reserve: An appropriation from net revenue and/or cost savings at the discretion
of Council, after the provision for all known expenditures. It has no reference to
any specific asset and does not require the physical segregation of money or
assets as in the case of a reserve fund. Municipal Councils may set up reserves
for any purpose for which they have the authority to spend money.

2.17. Reserve Fund: Funds that have been set aside either by a by-law of the
municipality or by a requirement of senior government statute or agreement to
meet a future event. As a result, reserve funds are either “discretionary” being
those set up by Council, or “obligatory” being those set up by virtue of a
requirement of senior government statute or agreement. Municipal councils may
set up reserve funds for any purpose for which they have the authority to spend
money.

2.18. Revolving Reserves and Reserve Funds: Reserves and reserve funds used to
fund normal course operating requirements or cash flow deficiencies that do not
require Council approval provided they conform with intent of originating
resolution or by-law.

2.19. Specific Projects & New Initiatives: A category of reserves and reserve funds
established for planned savings within the budget to fund projects or expenses
either identified at the time the reserve or reserve fund is set-up or after, which
allows the City to save for planned or unanticipated projects or expenses that may
arise and do not have another funding source.

3. Applicability

This Policy applies to all reserves and reserve funds administered by the City, including
those administered for any of the City’s Local Boards, Commissions, Agencies, or
Corporations.

Furthermore, the Policy applies to all City employees who are responsible for the
establishment, monitoring, administration and management of the City’s reserves and
reserve funds.

4. The Policy

4.1. Principles & Objectives

The guiding principles for reserves and reserve funds shall be:

a) Budget and Strategic Financial Plan - Reserves and reserve funds shall form an
integral component of the City’s budget and strategic financial plan.



b)

d)

Liquidity - Reserves and reserve funds shall be kept at an adequate level to

ensure the City has sufficient cash flow to meet its financial obligations; including

but not limited to:

)] Replace and rehabilitate capital infrastructure assets as required,

i) Supply funds for new capital assets identified in the City’s long-term plans,
or that arise from time-to-time;

iii) Fund long-term contingencies and potential liabilities; and

iv) Provide a buffer for significant unanticipated expenditures, or loss of
revenues beyond the control of the City.

Intergenerational Equity - Reserve and reserve fund balances shall be
maintained to support the principle of intergenerational equity whereby the
generation of citizens who benefit from an investment are also responsible for
financing it to the greatest extent possible.

Credit Rating and Cost of Borrowing - Reserve and reserve fund balances
impact the City’s credit rating and associated cost of borrowing thus at a minimum,
reserve and reserve fund balances shall be maintained at levels that support the
maintenance of the City’s credit rating awarded by Bond Rating Agencies.

Reserve and Reserve Fund Types - the type of reserves and reserve funds the

City shall maintain are as follows:

i) Obligatory - A reserve fund created when a senior government statute
and/or agreement requires that revenue received for special purposes be
segregated from the general revenues of the municipality. Obligatory
reserve funds are to be used solely for the purpose prescribed for them by
statute or agreement.

i) Discretionary - A reserve or reserve fund created by Council to set aside
revenue and/or cost savings to finance a future expenditure for which
Council has the authority to spend money.

The primary objectives for reserves and reserve funds shall be in priority order:

f)

Adherence to Statutory Requirements

i) It shall be the City’s practice to establish and maintain segregated reserve
funds that meet all statutory obligations.
i) Reserves and reserve funds shall be managed in accordance with the

Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, this includes:

e Section 10 (2) authorizing single-tier municipalities to pass by-laws
respecting accountability, transparency and financial management;

e Section 290 (2) the budget shall set out the estimated revenues and
expenditures of reserves and reserve funds contained within a
municipalities budget;

e Section 291 covering multi-year budget requirements of municipalities;

e Section 417 (4) that money raised for a reserve fund shall be paid into
a special account and shall be invested only in securities or classes of
securities prescribed;

e Section 418 (3) as allowed by the Corporation, shall combine money
held in any fund (including General, Capital and Reserves and
Reserve Funds) for investment purposes; and

e Section 418 (4) that earnings from combined investments shall be
credited to each segregated fund in proportion to the amount invested
in it.

i) Reserves shall be established by Council resolution which governs the
purpose, funding sources, and drawdowns of the fund.

iv) Reserve funds shall be established by Council by-law which governs the
purpose, funding sources, drawdowns, and investment of the fund.



g)

h)

4.2.

Promotion of Financial Stability and Flexibility

)

It shall be the City’s practice to maintain adequate reserves and reserve
funds within the following categories to achieve long-term financial stability
and flexibility (see definitions for detailed description of categories):

e Obligatory,

e Capital Asset Renewal and Replacement,

e Capital Asset Growth,

e Special Projects and New Initiatives, and

e Contingencies/Stabilization and Risk Management.

The City shall strive to maintain reserve and reserve fund levels in line with
public service associations best practices (Municipal Finance Officers
Association (MFOA), Government Finance Officers Association (GFOA),
Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB), etc.), bond rating agencies
standards and other municipalities with comparable credit ratings.

Provision for Major Capital Expenditures

)

It shall be the City’s goal to maintain adequate reserves and reserve funds
to replace and rehabilitate major capital assets, as required, and to provide
for new capital assets that have been identified in the long-term capital plan.
To achieve this goal, the following budget practices will be applied where
applicable:

e Reserve funds for the full cost of replacement or rehabilitation of major
assets will be funded from ongoing operations at a rate which reflects
the consumption of that asset by current ratepayers. Contributions to
these funds will commence in the fiscal year that the asset is acquired
or put into service and will be based on an estimate of the useful life of
the asset.

e Obligatory reserve funds will be maintained for growth, parkland and
gas tax related capital projects. The growth related obligatory reserve
funds will be fully funded from developer contributions. Components of
the growth related projects which benefit the existing ratepayers or for
which a discount has been given, shall be funded from tax/rate funding
sources in the year the project is built. Notwithstanding, debt may be
issued for growth projects when required in accordance with the
Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended, and other pertinent City
policies.

Reduce Tax/Rate Supported Debt

)

i)

ii)

As per the principles of the Council approved Capital Budget and
Financing Policy, the City shall use reserve and reserve fund balances as
a source of financing for capital projects.

When appropriate, the City shall use reserve and reserve fund balances
as a source of debt substitution for capital projects which were previously
approved with debt financing.

If discretionary reserves and reserve funds are below established targets,
all or a portion of the future debt servicing cost savings resulting from
reserve and reserve fund balances applied towards debt substitution shall
be considered for future contributions to discretionary reserves or reserve
funds at the discretion of the City Treasurer, it being noted that such
contributions are subject to Council approval through the City’s budgetary
process.

Reserve and Reserve Fund Management

Establishment and Modification of Reserves and Reserve Funds

)

Reserves and reserve funds shall only be established or modified if they
are supported by a financial plan identifying the funding needs, targets,
contribution sources, projected drawdowns and investment of funds.



Target funding levels shall be established for every reserve and reserve

fund. Methods for calculating reserve and reserve fund targets shall be

determined on a case-by-case basis considering the following:

e Purpose of fund,

e Certainty of end needs,

e Best practices/standards regarding the identification of need and target
balance levels (MFOA, GFOA, PSAB, etc.), and

e Economic factors.

i)  Reserve and reserve fund balances and associated targets shall be
reviewed periodically to ensure adequate reserve and reserve fund levels
are maintained for a ten year period.

b) Investment of Reserves and Reserve Funds:

i) Reserves and reserve funds shall be invested for a term that will not
exceed its expected date of need;

i) Reserves and reserve funds shall be invested in accordance with the
Council approved Investment Policy;

iii) Interest earned on reserves shall be recognized as revenue in the
operating budget;

iv) Interest earned on reserve funds shall be recognized as revenue in each

specific reserve fund according to its proportionate share of the
investment portfolio.

C) Contributions To/Drawdowns From Reserves and Reserve Funds:

i)
i)

i)

V)

Contributions to/drawdowns from reserves and reserve funds shall be made
in accordance with applicable resolution, by-law and this Policy.
Contributions to/drawdowns from reserves and reserve funds shall be
approved by Council as part of the annual budget process, or specifically
by resolution with the following exceptions:

¢ Direct contribution to reserves and reserve funds such as development
charges revenue;

e Transfers that are a direct result of Council approved by-laws or
resolutions such as Surplus/Deficit Policy;

e Transfer of funds between reserves and reserve funds based upon
adequacy analysis or other related information, at the discretion of the
City Treasurer, or designate; and

e Use of “revolving” reserves and reserve funds for the purpose approved
by Council such as Workplace Safety Insurance Board claims.

Council approved contributions to/drawdowns from reserves and reserve

funds not realized shall be reported to Council as part of the budget

monitoring reports, or budgetary process.

Contributions to/drawdowns from reserves and reserve funds shall take into

account intergenerational equity between current and future tax/rate

payers.

d) Lending/Temporary Borrowing of Reserves and Reserve Funds:

)

Intra-fund lending between reserves and reserve funds shall be permitted

to temporarily finance capital and/or operating cash flow deficiencies to

avoid external borrowing costs provided that all loans/transfers bear the

City’s internal rate of return and principal and interest are credited to the

appropriate reserve or reserve fund source.

External loans shall be approved at the discretion of Council according to

Section 107 of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, to any person, group,

or body for any purpose considered to be in the best interest of the

municipality. Prior to recommending such a loan to Council, staff shall

consider the following:

e External loans shall only be made to public agencies/groups and shall
benefit the public;

e The term of external loans shall not exceed five years;

e Appropriate security shall be provided to protect the interests of the City;

e A financial profile of the borrower;



4.3.

ii)

e Are adequate reserves and reserve funds available for the term of the
external loan; and

e What rate shall the external loan bear and that principal and interest
shall be credited to the appropriate reserve or reserve fund source.

All lending/temporary borrowing shall be provided from discretionary

reserve and reserve fund balances as the loaning of obligatory reserve

funds is prohibited under the Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended.

Under the Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended, debt may be
included as a capital cost to leverage development charge (DC) revenue
while waiting for DC collections to catch up to growth-related spending.
Intra-fund borrowing between DC reserve funds is also permitted. In both
cases, amounts borrowed must be repaid at the City’s internal rate of return
and principal and interest are credited to the appropriate reserve or reserve
fund source.

Termination of Reserves and Reserve Funds:

)

A discretionary reserve or reserve fund shall be terminated (wound down

and closed) when the program or project it supports meets any of the

following criteria:

¢ No longer in the scope of the City’s strategic plans;

e Program commitments have been completed and no future
commitments are expected; and

e The City Treasurer is confident that balances in other areas can mitigate
the need to hold any remaining reserve or reserve fund balance.

Reserves or reserve funds identified for termination shall be reported to

Council for review and approval. Reports to Council shall include

recommendations regarding the timing of wind down, closure and the

allocation of fund balances.

Standard of Care

Delegation of Authority

)

Once Council approves reserves by resolution and reserve funds by by-
law, the City Treasurer shall have overall authority for the reserves and
reserve funds managed by the City.

The City Treasurer may delegate management authority over the reserves

and reserve funds managed by the City to a designate.

The City Treasurer, or designate has the responsibility for setting reserve

and reserve fund targets, it being noted targets will be periodically

reported to Council through reserve and reserve fund reports (see

Reporting Requirements below).

The City Treasurer, or designate shall have overall responsibility for this

Policy, and the authority to implement a program for reserves and reserve

funds and establish procedures consistent with the content of this Policy.

Administrative responsibilities shall include, but are not limited to the

following:

e Determines need for reserves and reserve funds for operating and
capital budgets.

e Sets targets for reserves and reserve funds in line with directives
contained in this Policy and other pertinent policies.

e As part of the reporting to Council, reviews and reports on the adequacy
and continuing need for reserves and reserve funds managed by the
City.

e Preparation and presentation of reports and/or by-laws associated with
the establishment, monitoring, or termination of reserves and reserve
funds.

e Develops appropriate practices, procedures and processes for the
investment of reserves and reserve funds in line with legislative
requirements, the City’s Investment Policy and other pertinent policies.



Prepares the City’s long-term strategic financial plan with consideration
of appropriate reserves and reserve funds to effectively meet the City’s
operating and capital budget financing needs.

Ensures reserves and reserve funds managed by the City are in line with
senior government statutes and agreements and other pertinent
policies.

b) Reporting Requirements:
i) The City Treasurer, or designate shall prepare the following reports
regarding reserves and reserve funds managed by the City:

Annual Audited Financial Statements - the annual audited financial
statements shall include a statement of financial position, financial
activities, and changes in fund balances for reserves and reserve funds.
Reserve and Reserve Fund Report - a financial plan forecasting reserve
and reserve fund balances and a comparison to target objectives shall
be prepared periodically based on the most current information
available; this report may include the establishment of new, modification
of existing and termination of existing reserves and reserve funds.
Budget Reports - reserve and reserve fund balances, projected
contributions and planned drawdowns for a ten year period shall be
presented in each multi-year budget. Annual changes to reserve and
reserve fund balances shall be presented with each annual budget
update, or specifically by resolution if required.

DC Reserve Funds Report - an annual report detailing pertinent
information regarding DC reserve funds shall be presented to Council
as required by the Development Charges Act, 1997, as amended.
Other reports in line with this Policy shall be brought forward to Council
as needed.

c) Policy Review
)] This Policy shall be presented to Council for review and update, if
applicable, every four years, in the first year of each elected Council, or as
deemed necessary by Council or the City Treasurer.



TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
MEETING ON JULY 17, 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES AND CITY
TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

SUBJECT FCM GRANT FUNDING AGREEMENT & RFP 18-23 AWARD FOR

CORPORATE ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN AND POLICY

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer, with the advice of the Manager lll, Corporate Asset Management, the
following actions be taken with respect to the Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy:

a)

b)

the attached proposed by-law (Appendix B) BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council
meeting to be held on July 24, 2018 to approve the Grant Funding Agreement between The
Corporation of the City of London and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, and
authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the Funding Agreement; it being noted
that this will assist with expenditures related to the creation of the 2018 City of London
Corporate Asset Management Plan and Strategic Asset Management Policy, in accordance
with Ontario Regulation 588/17 — Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure;

the Mayor and the City Clerk BE AUTHORIZED to execute any contract, statement of work
or other documents, if required, to give effect to these recommendations;

the proposal submitted by GM BluePlan Engineering Limited, Royal Centre, 3300 Highway
No.7, Suite 402, Vaughan, ON L4K 4M3, for the provision of professional services with
respect to Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy at their proposed fees of
$163,989 excluding HST, BE ACCEPTED;

the Civic Administration BE AUTHORIZED to undertake all the administrative acts that are
necessary in connection with the submitted proposal; and,

the approval hereby given BE CONDITIONAL upon the City of London entering into a
formal contract or having a purchase order, or contract record relating to the subject matter
of this approval.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

January 23, 2018, Report to Corporate Services Committee — Corporate Asset Management
FCM Municipal Asset Management Program Grant Application

January 23, 2018, Report to Corporate Services Committee — Corporate Asset Management
Plan 2017 Review

January 10, 2017, Report to Corporate Services Committee — Corporate Asset Management
Plan 2016 Review

December 1, 2015, Report to Corporate Services Committee — Corporate Asset Management
Plan 2015 Review

August 26, 2014, Report to Corporate Services Committee — Corporate Asset Management
Plan 2014.

December 10, 2013 Report to Corporate Services Committee — State of the Infrastructure
Report 2013.



STRATEGIC PLAN 2015-2019

This report and recommendation supports several strategic priorities including:

Building a Sustainable City
Robust Infrastructure — State of the Infrastructure Report

Leading in Public Service
Proactive financial management  — Multi-year budget development and approval
— Long-term investment strategy
— Explore new revenue streams
— Reserve fund strategy
— Focus on financial sustainability

Excellent service delivery — At Your Service

BACKGROUND

Ontario Regulation 588/17 — Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure, under the
Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015, came into force on January 1, 2018. Improved
municipal asset management planning is a vital step in Ontario’s Municipal Infrastructure Strategy.
The objective of this regulation is to implement asset management best practices throughout the
municipal sector and provide consistency to support collaboration among municipalities, and
between municipalities and the province. Building on the province’s 2012 Building Together: Guide
for Municipal Asset Management Plans, the regulation sets out requirements for municipal asset
management plans and policies, and phases of implementation.

The key requirements of Ontario Regulation 588/17 (“O.Reg 588/17") include preparation of a
Strategic Asset Management Policy and phased implementation of the Asset Management Plan.

Strategic Asset Management Policy

The Strategic Asset Management Policy implementation deadline is July 1, 2019. However, it should
be reviewed and updated every five years.

Asset Management Plan (“AMP”)

The AMP has three implementation deadlines as outlined in Figure 1 and summarized below.

Strategic Asset Management Policy
(by July 1, 2019)
Requires municipalities to outline
commitments to best practices and
continuous improvement

Asset Management Plan: Phase 1
(by July 1, 2021)

For core assets:
+ Inventory of assets

= Current levels of service measured
by standard metrics

» Costs to maintain levels of service

Asset Management Plan: Phase 2
(by July 1, 2023)

Builds out the Phase 1 AMP to include
all assets

Asset Management Plan: Phase 3
(by July 1, 2024)

Additional Information Builds on Phase 1 and 2 by adding:

* Municipalities over 25,000 required to p dl Is of -
. . . . L]
discuss detailed risk analysis & growth e et e P (e

» Annual progress update given to council.  Lifecycle management and
* AMP would be updated every 5 years. Financial strategy

Figure 1 Asset Management Regulation 588/17 Timeline

i) July 1, 2021 — Preparation of an AMP, including current levels of service, in respect of its
core municipal infrastructure which is defined as water, wastewater, storm water, roads,
bridges and culverts, by July 1, 2021,

i) July 1, 2023 — Preparation of an AMP in respect of all of its other municipal infrastructure




assets by; and
ii) July 1, 2024 — Preparation of an AMP, including proposed levels of service, in respect of all
its municipal infrastructure assets.

AMP Update - Project Overview

The City of London requires an updated AMP by March 2019 that aligns with O.Reg 588/17 to inform
the next 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget and include a capital forecast to 2029. It is therefore
necessary and expected that the analysis will incorporate the future mandates required in O.Reg
588/17. Given that the City of London has:

i) Dedicated Corporate Asset Management resources;

ii) An Administrative Asset Management Policy developed in January 2013;

iii) A State of Infrastructure Report prepared in 2013 and Corporate AMP prepared in
January 2014; and

iv) The intent to continue updating the Corporate AMP every four years, in tandem with the
multi-year budget process

The City of London is well positioned to meet the new regulatory requirements; however,
procurement of additional resources is imperative to the process of keeping the City of London
compliant with the now regulated asset management environment in Ontario. Additional resources
will also assist in maintaining London’s eligibility for federal programs under the 2014 Building
Canada and Federal Gas Tax funds, as well as continuing on our path to implementing best practice
asset management across the City of London.

The consulting resources will assist with the development & implementation of:

1. London’s Strategic Asset Management Policy

The Strategic Asset Management Policy will include the City of London’s goals, policies or plans
that are supported by its AMP. It also includes the process by which the AMP is to be considered in
the development of the City of London’s budget and long-term financial plans, the approach to
continuous improvement and adoption of appropriate practices, and the principles to be followed in
the City of London’s asset management planning.

2. London’s Corporate Asset Management Plan (AMP)
The updated Corporate AMP will cover the following elements:

Introduction: It provides an overview of the Plan; its purpose and goals, where it fits with other
strategic planning initiatives of the City of London, the scope and duration, the development
methodology with its limitations and the need for enhancements, and updates and monitoring.

State of London Infrastructure: It speaks to the asset inventory, its value, condition, age
distribution, how London stores its asset data and lessons learned about current asset management
practices at the City of London. It also defines and projects the infrastructure funding gap between
current investment plans and future infrastructure needs.

Current Levels of Service: It discusses the current level of service information, existing trends and
what the future will look like. In addition, a risk analysis and criticality assessment will be conducted
in the context of prioritizing expenditures to address any funding shortfalls for different service areas.

Lifecycle Management Strategy: It defines the detailed measures, data sources, targets, and
relevant criteria used to drive decisions; as well as how long-term capital plans are developed,
including trigger points where condition, risk, and capacity drive the needs to rehabilitate or replace
an asset. It further defines the set of lifecycle activities required to maintain the current level of
service over the next 10 years.

Financing Strategy: It provides the approach to funding the needs of the asset base to achieve
service delivery goals. Moreover, it aims to enhance existing financial practices to effectively fund
infrastructure. In addition to sustaining service delivery, funding is needed to address the growing
infrastructure gap identified in the State of Infrastructure section.



The consultant will perform duties to ensure the City of London is aligned with O.Reg 588/17 Phases
1 and 2 for the following seven (7) program areas and seventeen (17) service areas directly owned
and managed by the City of London.

Program Area Service Area Program Area Type
Water
Water, Wastewater Services Wastewater — Sanitary Core Assets
Stormwater
Roads & Structures Core Asset
Transportation Services Traffic Other Asset
Parking Other Asset
Environmental Services Solid Waste Other Asset
Parks, Recreation & Recreation
Neighbourhood Services Parks Other Assets
Urban Forestry
Protective Services Fire Other Asset
Social and Health Services Long Term Care Other Asset

Corporate Facilities
Culture Facilities
Fleet Other Assets
Information Technology
Land

Corporate, Operational & Council
Services

FCM Grant Funding

In January 2018, Council directed Civic Administration to apply for a Federation of Canadian
Municipalities (“FCM") grant under the Municipal Asset Management Program (“MAMP”) to offset
the cost of acquiring consultant support to update the City Asset Management Plan and Policy.

The MAMP provides funding for projects that will help Canadian cities and communities of all sizes
enhance their asset management practices. Activities that are eligible for MAMP funding include the
development of asset management policies and plans. The MAMP is also intended to finance
activities related to asset management knowledge transfer and asset management training for staff
or elected officials. Recipients may only apply for one project in any fiscal year (April-March) and all
applications must include a resolution from Council supporting the submission.

The City of London grant funding application was approved for 80% of eligible expenditures up to
the maximum funding amount of $50,000. The FCM Grant funding approval letter is attached
(Appendix A), noting that the grant agreement was provided June 2018 to Civic Administration. This
resulted in proposing a by-law to authorize and approve the grant funding agreement between the
City of London and FCM (Appendix B). The grant funding agreement is included as an attached
Schedule 1 of the proposed by-law. A fully executed agreement will be provided once FCM receives
a signed and dated Grant Agreement. The project’s duration will be from July 2018 to June 2019
and funding will be received upon FCM's acceptance of a Final Report, due within 30 days of the
project end date.

Updating the City of London’s Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy is a high priority that
aligns with the 2016-2019 Strategic Plan and the best use of potential funds from a successful
MAMP application at this time. The timing of the MAMP offered by the FCM is an excellent fit with
both the new provincial asset management regulation and civic administration’s desire to update its
Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy by early 2019. Given that FCM will accept
applications until June 2020, Civic administration will consider additional applications to the MAMP
when elements of the ongoing Corporate Asset Management project warrant application.

Risk Management Assessment

The City Solicitors Office, Risk Management, and Financial and Business Services have reviewed
the Grant Agreement. Risk Management advises the Agreement contains an indemnity provision in
section (13.01 / 13.02). These clauses cannot be changed and exposes the City of London to
limitless liability. In the opinion of Corporate Insurance/Risk Management, this should not stop the
City of London from moving forward with final approval of this agreement as the benefits of this
project outweigh the potential risks.



Procurement Process and Consultant Selection

Corporate Asset Management in conjunction with Purchasing and Supply advertised for a
Consulting Services for Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy through a Request for
Proposal (RFP) process, section 12.0 of the Procurement of Goods and Services Policy. The RFP
requested that Proponents submit a proposal with pricing to support the development of a Corporate
AMP and Strategic Asset Management Policy, supportive of O.Reg. 588/17. This method of
procurement was selected to help ensure that staff could fairly evaluate the submissions in all of the
key areas including any value added factors that were to be considered as part of the final selection.

The submissions were reviewed by a panel of City of London representatives from Purchasing &
Supply, Corporate Asset Management, Financial Planning & Policy, and Sewer Operations divisions
to ensure compliance with the requirements. The evaluation team received seven submissions and
scored the proponents based on a predetermined list of criteria and also considered the value added
elements that each proponent provided.

The evaluation panel selected GM BluePlan proposal at a price of $163,989 excluding HST. GM
BluePlan proposal scored the highest in the competition and offered the most complete package in
the following key areas;

Project goals and objectives understanding, and ability to develop a clear strategy;
Approach and Methodology to deliver the project, work plan, and schedule;
Experience and Quality of Submission; and

Financial Proposal

The following table shows the list of evaluation criteria and their weights

Evaluation Criteria Weighting
Project Understanding 8 Points
Approach and Methodology 17 Points
Experience and Quality of Submission 50 Points
Financial Proposal 25 Points
Total 100 Points

Financial Impact

The required project cost as per RFP 18-23 is $163,989 excluding HST for supporting the City
Corporate Asset Management Plan & Policy development. Civic administration has requested a
grant from FCM to support the City of London in its Asset Management Plan and Policy. Funding of
80% of eligible expenditures has been approved by FCM for the maximum amount of $50,000, of
which, $45,000 is to be allocated to asset management policy and plan development (equivalent to
27% of the total project cost) and the remaining $5,000 allocated to a public outreach programme
which includes an asset management awareness video intended as a training and knowledge
transfer tool. This results in an estimated balance of $118,989 to be covered by the City of London
which has been identified and available in the approved multi-year Corporate Asset Management
operating budget.

CONCLUSION

The City of London Corporate Asset Management Plan is due for update. A new regulation requires
adoption of a Strategic Asset Management Policy and development of an Asset Management Plan
for all City of London owned assets. The City of London issued a Request for Proposal (RFP18-23)
to seek support from consultant firms who are both interested and capable of undertaking the
project. GM BluePlan was selected as the successful candidate through the city’s procurement
process rating high on both quality and cost criteria.

Civic administration requested a grant from the Federation of Canadian Municipalities to offset the
cost of acquiring consultant support to update the City of London’s Asset Management Plan and
Policy. Municipal Asset Management Program funding requires Council approval to be eligible to
receive grant funding. The City of London grant funding application was approved for the maximum



funding amount of $50,000. Funding for the City of London’s portion has already been approved in
the multi-year Corporate Asset Management operating budget.
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Appendix A

March 26, 2018

His Worship Mayor Matt Brown
and Members of Council

City of London

PO Box 5035, 300 Dufferin Avenue

London, Ontario

N6A 419

Title of initiative: City of London Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy Update
Application number: MAMP-15836

Dear Mayor Brown and Members of Council:

On behalf of the Municipal Asset Management Program (MAMP) it is my pleasure to confirm that the
City of London has been approved for a grant in the amount of up to $50,000.

In the near future, Aymone Agossou will contact Khaled Shahata, Project Manager of the City of
London to finalize the agreement for the grant. FCM’s obligation to fund the above-noted initiative
will only become binding once the agreement is fully executed.

Public announcements regarding MAMP-funded initiatives are overseen by FCM in partnership with
the Government of Canada. Your municipality is welcome to participate in that process, but until
authorised by FCM and Infrastructure Canada, any public statements related to the status of the
application for MAMP funding are not permitted. This communication protocol is contained in the
grant agreement. If you require further information prior to receiving the contract, please contact
Aymone at 343-925-6411 or by e-mail at aagossou@fcm.ca.

Thank you for your interest in MAMP. We look forward to working with you to improve asset
management practices in your community, and to sharing the results of your initiative with
communities across Canada.

Sincerely,

S

i
Michael Burt
Manager, Funding

cc: Khaled Shahata, Project Manager

www.fcm.ca i
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APPENDIX B

By-law No.

Bill No.
2018

By-law No. A

A by-law to authorize and approve grant funding
agreement between The Corporation of the City
of London (the “City”) and the Federation of
Canadian Municipalities’ (“FCM”) and to authorize
the Mayor and the City Clerk to execute the grant
funding agreement for City of London Corporate
Asset Management Plan and Policy Update.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001 S.O. 2001, C.25, as
amended, provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHEREAS FCM is a national organization representing municipalities
across Canada;

AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, S.0. 2001, C.25, as amended,
provides that a municipality has the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural person
for the purpose of exercising its authority under this or any other Act;

AND WHEREAS the Government of Canada and FCM have established the
Municipal Asset Management Program (“MAMP”);

AND WHEREAS it is deemed expedient for the City to enter into a contract, grant
funding agreement(s) with FCM and relating to MAMP;

AND WHEREAS it is appropriate to authorize the Mayor and the City Clerk to
execute the contract, service agreement(s) or contract record on behalf of the City;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of the City enacts as follows:

1. The Grant Funding Agreement attached hereto as Schedule “1” between The
Corporation of the City of London and the Federation of Canadian Muncipalities, is hereby
authorized and approved.

2. The Mayor and the City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute the the Funding
Agreement approved in section 1 of this by-law.

3. The Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial
Officer is delegated the authority to undertake all the administrative, financial and reporting acts,
including the “Request for Contribution” and “Letter of Attestation for Expense Claim” Reporting,
that are necessary in connection with the Grant Funding Agreement approved in Section 1.

4. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.
PASSED in Open Council on July 24, 2018.

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading —
Second Reading —
Third Reading —



Schedule 1 of
Appendix B

GRANT AGREEMENT
THIS AGREEMENT is effective as of the date of last signature on the signature page.
BETWEEN:
THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON
(herein called “Recipient”)

-and-

FEDERATION OF CANADIAN MUNICIPALITIES
(herein called “FCM”)

WHEREAS:

@) the Government of Canada and FCM have established the Municipal Asset Management Program
(herein called MAMP);

(b) the Government of Canada has funded Municipal Asset Management Program, which is being
administered by FCM;

(c) FCM has agreed to provide the Recipient with a grant for use by the Recipient solely for the project
described in this Agreement; and

(d) this Agreement contains the terms for the administration and remittance of the grant by FCM to the
Recipient and the use of the grant by the Recipient.

NOW THEREFORE, the Parties hereby agree as follows:

ARTICLE 1
DEFINITIONS AND SCHEDULES

1.1 Definitions. Whenever used in this Agreement and unless the context otherwise requires, the
following terms have the following meanings:

“‘Agreement” means this agreement, including all schedules, and all amendments or restatements as
permitted,;

“‘Business Day” means any day other than a Saturday, Sunday or statutory holidays in the Province of
Ontario;

“Claim” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Section 13.01 of this Agreement;
“Confidential Information” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Section 11.01 of this Agreement.

“Eligible Activities” means any reasonable activities necessary to complete the Project as described in
Part 2 of Schedule A attached hereto.

“Eligible Expenditure Date” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Part 4 of Schedule C attached hereto;

“Eligible Expenditures” means those permitted expenditures described in Part 4 of Schedule C attached
hereto, for which the Recipient may use the Grant;

“Grant” means the grant set forth in Article 2;



“Grant Amount” means the amount to be disbursed by FCM on account of the Grant up to the maximum
amount set forth in Part 1 of Schedule B attached hereto;

“Indemnified Parties” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Section 13.01 of this Agreement;
“Parties” means FCM and the Recipient, and “Party” refers to any one of them;
“Project” means the project described in Part 2 of Schedule A attached hereto;
“Project End Date” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Part 2 of Schedule A attached hereto; and
“Project Start Date” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Part 2 of Schedule A attached hereto;
“Receiving Party” has the meaning ascribed thereto in Section 11.01 of this Agreement.
1.2 Schedules. The following annexed Schedules form part of this Agreement and the Parties shall
comply with all terms and conditions set-out therein:
Schedule A: Part 1: Conditions of Contribution
Part 2: Description of Project, Statement of Work and Project Expenditures
Part 3: Reporting Requirements and Project Deliverables
Schedule B: Part 1: Grant Amount
Part 2: Particulars of the Sources of Funding
Part 3: Payment Schedule/Period of Funding
Schedule C: Part 1. Request for Contribution, Letter of Attestation and Expense Claim
Part 2: Completion Report Templates
Part 3: Accepted Practices
Part 4. Eligible Expenditures

Schedule D: Contact Information

ARTICLE 2
THE GRANT

2.1 Grant Purpose. FCM is providing the Grant to the Recipient for the sole purpose of assisting the
Recipient in the performance of the Project, as described in Part 2 of Schedule A attached hereto.

2.2 Grant Amount. Subject to and in accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement and
in reliance upon the representations, warranties and covenants of the Recipient hereinafter set
forth, FCM agrees to contribute towards the Eligible Expenditures, the Grant Amount, as more
particularly described in Part 1 of Schedule B attached hereto.

2.3 Disbursement of Grant.

@ FCM shall disburse the Grant in accordance with Part 3 of Schedule B attached hereto.

(b) No portion of the Grant shall be disbursed by FCM without it first receiving from the
Recipient a completed Request for Contribution in accordance with Part 1 of Schedule C
attached hereto.

(c) Provided that the Conditions of Contribution set-out in Part 1 of Schedule A attached hereto
are satisfied, the Recipient may request the Grant by delivering to FCM the appropriate
Request for Contribution in accordance with Part 1 of Schedule C attached hereto at least
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30 days before the requested date of disbursement; the requested date of disbursement
may be delayed if the Request for Contribution delivered by the Recipient to FCM is not, in
FCM’s sole discretion, satisfactory and revisions or supplemental documentation are
required.

Term. This Agreement shall continue in force until FCM has received and notified the Recipient of
its satisfaction with all reports required to be completed by the Recipient in accordance with the
terms and conditions of this Agreement, or until the Agreement has been terminated in accordance
with Section 12.01, whichever shall first occur.

ARTICLE 3
CONDITIONS OF CONTRIBUTION

3.01 Conditions of Contribution. Subject to Section 2.03, the obligation of FCM to disburse the Grant to
the Recipient is conditional upon the Recipient satisfying the conditions set-out in Part 1 of
Schedule A attached hereto, to the satisfaction of FCM.

4.1

5.1

ARTICLE 4
REPRESENTATIONS AND WARRANTIES

Representations and Warranties. The Recipient represents and warrants that:

(a)

(b)

(©)

(d)

(€)

it is duly established under the laws of the Province of Ontario and has the legal power and
authority to enter into, and perform its obligations under this Agreement and the Project;

this Agreement has been duly authorized and executed by it and constitutes a valid and
binding obligation of it, enforceable against it in accordance with its terms;

neither the making of this Agreement nor the compliance with its terms and the terms of
the Project will conflict with or result in the breach of any of the terms, conditions or
provisions of, or constitute a default under any indenture, debenture, agreement or other
instrument or arrangement to which the Recipient is a party or by which it is bound, or
violate any of the terms or provisions of the Recipient’'s constating documents or any
license, approval, consent, judgment, decree or order or any statute, rule or regulation
applicable to the Recipient;

no litigation, arbitration or administrative proceedings are current or pending or have been
threatened, and so far as the Recipient is aware no claim has been made, which is likely
to have an adverse effect on its preparation and/or delivery of the Project or its compliance
with its obligations under this Agreement; and

it has the right to grant the license set out in Section 6.02 of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 5
COVENANTS

Affirmative Covenants. Unless FCM shall otherwise agree in writing, the Recipient covenants and

agrees that it shall:

(@)
(b)

use the Grant only for Eligible Activities relating to the Project;

carry out the Project and conduct the activities thereof in compliance with all applicable
laws and regulations and, without restricting the generality of the foregoing, in compliance
with all labour, environmental, health and safety and human rights legislation applicable to
the Project;
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6.1

6.2

(c) carry out the Project with due diligence and efficiency and in accordance with sound
engineering, scientific, financial and business practices;

(d) provide FCM with prompt notice of any:
() material change to the Project;
(i) proposed change in the nature or scope of its legal status; or

(iii) act, event, litigation or administrative proceeding that does or may materially and
adversely affect the Project or may materially and adversely affect the ability of the
Recipient to perform its obligations under this Agreement or the Project.

Negative Covenants. Unless FCM shall otherwise agree in writing, the Recipient shall not:
@ use the Grant for expenditures that are not Eligible Expenditures;

(b) for 5 years after the date of this Agreement, sell, assign, transfer, lease, exchange or
otherwise dispose of, or contract to sell, assign, transfer, lease, exchange or otherwise
dispose of, any of the real or personal property, whether movable or immovable, acquired,
purchased, constructed, rehabilitated or improved, in whole or in part, with the Grant (the
“Assets”); if at any time within 5 years after March 31, 2021, the Recipient sells, assigns,
transfers, leases, exchanges or otherwise disposes of any Asset other than to the
Government of Canada, a local government, or with the Government of Canada’s consent,
the Recipient may be required to pay back to FCM, at FCM’s sole discretion, all or a portion
of the Grant that was disbursed by FCM to the Recipient.

ARTICLE 6
INTELLECTUAL PROPERTY

Intellectual Property. Copyright in all reports, documents and deliverables prepared in connection
with this Agreement and listed in the Schedules of this Agreement by or on behalf of the Recipient
(the “Recipient Documentation”) will be the exclusive property of, and all ownership rights shall vest
in either the Recipient or, subject to the Recipient’s ability to grant the license set out in Section
6.02, a person or entity engaged to develop the Recipient Documentation on behalf of the
Recipient.

License. The Recipient hereby grants to FCM an irrevocable, perpetual, worldwide, royalty-free,
license, to use, publish, make improvements to, sub-license, translate and copy the Recipient
Documentation. This license shall survive the expiration or termination of this Agreement.

ARTICLE 7
APPROPRIATIONS

7.01 Appropriations. Notwithstanding FCM’s obligation to make any payment under this Agreement, this

obligation does not arise if, at the time when a payment under this Agreement becomes due, the
Parliament of Canada has not passed an appropriation that is sufficient and constitutes lawful
authority for the Government of Canada making the necessary payment to FCM for the project or
program in relation to which the Grant is being provided. FCM may reduce, delay or terminate any
payment under this Agreement in response to the reduction or delay of appropriations or
departmental funding levels in respect of transfer payments, the project or program in relation to
which the Grant is being provided, or otherwise, as evidenced by any appropriation act or the
federal Crown's main or supplementary estimates expenditures. FCM will not be liable for any
direct, indirect, consequential, exemplary or punitive damages, regardless of the form of action,



whether in contract, tort or otherwise, arising from any such reduction, delay or termination of

funding.

ARTICLE 8
MEMBERS OF THE HOUSE OF COMMONS AND SENATE

8.01 No member of the House of Commons or the Senate of Canada will be admitted to any share or
part of this Agreement, or to any benefit arising from it, that is not otherwise available to the general
public. The Recipient will promptly inform FCM should it become aware of the existence of any
such situation.

9.01

10.1
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ARTICLE 9
NO BRIBES

The Recipient guarantees that no bribe, gift or other inducement has been paid, given, promised
or offered to any person in order to obtain this Agreement. Similarly, no person has been employed
to solicit or secure the Agreement upon any agreement for a commission, percentage, brokerage
or contingent fee. The Recipient also guarantees that it has no financial interest in the business of
any third party that would affect its objectivity in carrying out the Project.

ARTICLE 10
AUDIT AND ACCESS

Audit and Access.

(@)

(b)

()

(d)

FCM reserves the right to undertake, at any time, at its expense, any audit of the records
and accounts of the Recipient in relation to the Project. The Recipient agrees to ensure
that prompt and timely corrective action is taken in response to any audit findings and
recommendations conducted in accordance with this Agreement. The Recipient will submit
to FCM in a timely manner, a report on follow-up actions taken to address
recommendations and results of the audit.

The Recipient shall maintain proper and accurate financial accounts and records, including
but not limited to its contracts, invoices, statements, receipts, employee timesheets, and
vouchers, in respect of the Project. The Recipient covenants and agrees that it shall keep
all such books and records of the Project for at least 6 years after the termination of this
Agreement.

Upon FCM’s request with reasonable prior notice thereto, the Recipient shall provide FCM
and its designated representatives with reasonable and timely access to sites, facilities,
and any documentation relating to the Project for the purposes of audit, inspection,
monitoring, evaluation, and ensuring compliance with this Agreement, and permit FCM to
communicate directly with, including the receipt of information from, its external auditors
regarding its accounts and operations relating to the Project.

The Government of Canada, the Auditor General of Canada, and their designated
representatives, to the extent permitted by law, will at all times be permitted to inspect the
terms and conditions of this Agreement and any records and accounts respecting the
Project and will have reasonable and timely access to sites, facilities and any
documentation relevant for the purpose of audit.

ARTICLE 11
CONFIDENTIALITY

Confidentiality.
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12.2

(@)

(b)

All processes, documents, data, plans, material, policies or information pertaining to either
Party’s operations which is obtained by the other Party (“Receiving Party”) or furnished to
the Receiving Party in connection with this Agreement and expressly identified as
confidential thereby, including, without limitation, the terms of this Agreement,
(“Confidential Information”) shall be maintained by the Receiving Party in strict
confidence and shall not be disclosed to any person or entity for any reason or used by the
Receiving Party except as necessary for it to perform its obligations hereunder.

The limitations contained in this section shall not apply to (a) Confidential Information which
is in the public domain at the time of disclosure; (b) Confidential Information that becomes
part of the public domain after disclosure through no fault of the Receiving Party; (c)
Confidential Information that the Receiving Party can prove was known by the Receiving
Party at the time of disclosure; (d) Confidential Information that the Receiving Party can
prove was supplied to the Receiving Party by a third party or was independently developed
by the Receiving Party; or (e) Confidential Information required to be disclosed pursuant to
judicial process.

ARTICLE 12
TERMINATION

Termination of the Agreement.

(a)

(b)

FCM may terminate this Agreement:

0] if the Recipient breaches any term or condition of this Agreement, and fails to
remedy such breach upon the expiry of 15 Business Days’ written notice from FCM
of such breach or, with respect to a breach that cannot be remedied within the 15
Business Day period, such longer period of time as FCM may reasonably provide
the Recipient to remedy the breach, provided the Recipient has commenced to
remedy the breach within the 15 Business Day period and is actively and diligently
taking appropriate measures to remedy the breach;

(i) if the Recipient becomes insolvent and/or proceedings have been commenced
under any legislation or otherwise for its dissolution, liquidation or winding-up, or
bankruptcy, insolvency or creditors’ arrangement proceedings have been
commenced by or against the Recipient;

(iii) if, in FCM’s sole discretion, the Project cannot be completed as initially presented,;
and
(iv) if the Parliament of Canada fails to pass an appropriation that is sufficient and

constitutes lawful authority for the Government of Canada making the necessary
payment to FCM for the project or program in relation to which the Grant is being
provided.

Either Party may, on not less than 30 days’ prior written notice to the other Party, terminate
this Agreement.

Effect of Termination. If this Agreement is terminated pursuant to Section 12.01, the Recipient

may be:

(@)

reimbursed for all or a portion of the expenses they have incurred in relation to the Project
up to the effective date of termination; or
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14.2

14.3

14.4

(b) required to pay back to FCM all or a portion of the Grant Amount that was disbursed by
FCM to the Recipient prior to the effective date of termination;

as applicable, all subject to FCM’s sole discretion and satisfaction, taking into consideration out-of-
pocket expenses incurred and results reported by the Recipient in connection with the Project.

ARTICLE 13
INDEMNITY

Indemnity. The Recipient hereby agrees to indemnify and hold harmless FCM and its officers,
directors, employees and agents (collectively, the “Indemnified Parties”) from and against any
and all liability, loss, costs, damages and expenses (including legal, expert and consultant fees),
causes of action, actions, claims, demands, lawsuits or other proceedings (collectively, a “Claim”),
by whomever made, sustained, incurred, brought or prosecuted, in any way arising out of or in
connection with the Project or otherwise in connection with this Agreement, but only to the extent
that such Claim arises out of or is in connection with the Recipient’s breach of this Agreement or is
caused by the negligence or wilful misconduct of the Recipient in the performance of its obligations
hereunder or otherwise in connection with the Project.

Intellectual Property Indemnity. Recipient shall defend or settle at its expense any claim or suit
against FCM arising out of or in connection with an assertion that the Recipient Intellectual Property
infringes any intellectual property right and Recipient shall indemnify and hold harmless FCM from
damages, costs, and attorneys’ fees, if any, finally awarded in such suit or the amount of the
settlement thereof; provided that (i) Recipient is promptly notified in writing of such claim or suit,
and (i) Recipient shall have the sole control of the defense and/or settlement thereof.

ARTICLE 14
MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Notice. Any notice, document or other communication required to be given under this Agreement
shall be in writing and shall be sufficiently given if sent by personal delivery/courier, registered mail
or email to the other Party at its address indicated in Schedule D attached hereto, or to such other
address, email address or person that the Party designates in writing to the other Party. The notice
shall be deemed to have been delivered on the day of personal delivery, on the day received by
email (as evidenced by a transmission confirmation), or on the fifth day following mailing.

Relationship of the Parties. The relationship between the Recipient and FCM is, and shall at all
times be and remain, essentially that of a recipient and a grantor, and this Agreement does not and
shall not be deemed to create a joint venture, partnership, and fiduciary or agency relationship
between the Parties for any purpose. Neither the Recipient, nor any of its personnel are engaged
as an employee, servant or agent of FCM.

Public Announcements. The Recipient shall cooperate with FCM, who will lead the preparation and
issuance of the public funding announcement for the Project and/or the coordination of a public
announcement event attended by FCM and the Government of Canada. The Recipient will be
informed of the process immediately after the signature of this Agreement. If any public statement
or release is so required, the Recipient shall promptly inform FCM of upcoming promotional events
related to the Project and allow FCM and the Government of Canada to participate in such media
activities or events.

Project Branding. The Recipient shall recognize and state in an appropriate manner, as approved
by FCM, the financial assistance offered by FCM concerning the Project and the contribution of the
Government of Canada to FCM, as specified in Part 3 of Schedule C attached hereto. If requested
by FCM, the Recipient shall have affixed, in content, form, location and manner acceptable to FCM,
signage acknowledging the contribution of FCM and the Government of Canada to the Project. The
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Recipient shall adhere to the policies regarding the use of graphic design elements and signage as
specified in Part 3 of Schedule C attached hereto.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding between the Parties with
respect to the subject matter hereof and supersedes all prior understandings, negotiations and
discussions, whether written or oral. There are no conditions, covenants, agreements,
understandings, representations, warranties or other provisions, express or implied, collateral,
statutory or otherwise, relating to the subject matter hereof except as herein provided.

Survival. Except as otherwise provided herein, those sections of this Agreement which, by the
nature of the rights or obligations set-out therein might reasonably be expected to survive any
termination or expiry of this Agreement, shall survive any termination or expiry of this Agreement.

Amendments. No amendment of the Agreement will have any force or effect unless reduced to
writing and signed by both Parties.

Assignment. This Agreement cannot be assigned by either of the Parties hereto without the prior
written consent of the other Party.

Enurement. This Agreement shall enure to the benefit of, and shall be binding upon, the Parties
and their respective, heirs, executors, administrators, successors and permitted assigns.

Governing Law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the law of
the Province of Ontario and the federal laws of Canada applicable therein.

Severability. Each of the binding provisions contained in this Agreement is distinct and severable.
Any declaration by a court of competent jurisdiction of the invalidity or unenforceability of any
binding provision or part of a binding provision will not affect the validity or enforceability of any
other provision of this Agreement.

Waiver. No waiver of any provision of this Agreement shall be effective unless made in writing and
signed by the waiving Party. The failure of any Party to require the performance of any term or
obligation of this Agreement, or the waiver by any Party of any breach of this Agreement, shall not
prevent any subsequent enforcement of such term or obligation or be deemed a waiver of any
subsequent breach.

Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed and delivered (including by facsimile transmission
or in protocol document format (“PDF”)) in one or more counterparts, each of which when executed
shall be deemed to be an original but all of which taken together shall constitute one and the same
agreement.

[SIGNATURE PAGE FOLLOWS]



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have executed and delivered this Agreement as of the
date written below.

THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON,

Per:

Name: Matt Brown
Title:  Mayor
Date:

Per:

Name: Catharine Saunders
Title:  City Clerk

Date:

We have authority to bind the Recipient herein.

FEDERATION OF CANADIAN MUNICIPALITIES,

Per:

Name: Kate Fleming
Title:  Program Director, MAMP

Date:

| have authority to bind FCM herein.
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The obligation of FCM to disburse the Grant Amount is conditional upon the Recipient satisfying the
following conditions, to the satisfaction of FCM:

e Completed Request for Contribution in the form of Part 1 of Schedule C;

¢ Receipt and acceptance of Final Report, which is due within 30 days of Project end date, in
accordance with the reporting template Part 2 of Schedule C;

¢ Receipt and acceptance of Evidence of Deliverables, as noted in the Final Report;

e Receipt and acceptance of Expense claim;

o Letter of Attestation for Expense Claim, including confirmation that all expenses claimed are Eligible
Expenditures, in the format of Part 4 of Schedule C.

The Recipient acknowledges and agrees that, notwithstanding the foregoing conditions, FCM'’s obligation
to disburse the Grant Amount is subject to Article 7 of the Agreement.

Schedule A

. { Proi  Work and Proj .

The Recipient will undertake a Project in accordance with the phases, activities and/or milestones outlined
in the below Statement of Work.

Project Number: MAMP 15836 — The Corporation of the City of London, Ontario
Project Title: City of London Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy Update
Project Sector: Asset management (MAMP)

Project Type: MAMP Projects

Project Start Date Project End Date
31 July 2018 30 June 2019

Project Description

In the spring of 2018 the City of London will embark on the creation of its second Corporate Asset
Management Plan after publishing its first edition in 2014. London will create a document that is compliant
with Ontario Regulation 588/17 - Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure which came into
force January 1, 2018. This Plan will serve as a guiding document for the management of the City's $10.9
billion (2012 estimate) of core infrastructure used to deliver services to the London community.

Activity Deliverable
1. Produce an Asset Management Plan video for A copy of the Public Outreach Video developed.
Public Outreach

2. Produce a Council approved Strategic Asset A Copy the Strategic Asset Management Policy &
Management Policy evidence that it has been approved by Council.
MAMP 15836

(28 pages)



Activity Deliverable

3. Produce a Council Approved Corporate Asset | A copy of the Final 2018 City of London Corporate

Management Plan, including: Asset Management Plan, which should include:

» Summarize State of London Infrastructure e Summary State of London Infrastructure;

» Document Current Levels of Service e Current Levels of Service;

» Develop the Lifecycle Management Strategy e Lifecycle Management Strategy; and

» Develop the Financing Strategy ¢ Financing Strategy.

Eligible Ineligible Total
Activity Start date: End date: | Expenditures | Expenditures | Expenditure
(%) (%) (%)

Produce an Asset Management 31 July 30 June
Plan video for Public Outreach 2018 2019

Administrative & Overhead: City Graphic Design of Report

Document & Asset management Plan outreach video $5,000.00 $0.00 HE b
Activity 1 Subtotals $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00
Produce a Council approved
Strategic Asset Management S;OJluE;y 3261;:;(3
Policy
Hire an external consultant in accordance with the terms of City’s
Procurement of Goods & Services Policy $0.00 $0.00 S
Con_sultants & Subcontractors: Contribute to draft, review and $5,000.00 $0.00 $5.000.00
provide feedback on policy.
Activity 2 Subtotals $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00

Produce a Council Approved
Corporate Asset Management
Plan, including:

e Summarize State of London

Infrastructure 31 July 30 June
e Document Current Levels of 2018 2019
Service

* Develop the Lifecycle
Management Strategy
* Develop the Financing Strategy

Consultants & Subcontractors: Support the development and
summarize the State of London Infrastructure; include asset
inventory owned and directly managed by the City of London, it's $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00
worth and condition. Describe the asset portfolio & State
assumptions used to prepare the Plan.

Consultants & Subcontractors: Document the current levels of
service being provided and the current performance of each asset $15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00
category.

Consultants & Subcontractors: Develop the Lifecycle
Management Strategy; outline lifecycle activities that would need
to be undertaken to maintain the current levels of service for core $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00
service areas (i.e. Water, Wastewater, Stormwater, Roads &
Bridges, Facilities, Parks and Recreation) for the next 10 years.

Consultants & Subcontractors: Support the development of the
Financing Strategy; including the development of a corporate

integrated long-term plan, conduct cost analysis, forecast $25,000.00 S U
replacement cost and update the City’s infrastructure gap.
Consultants & Subcontractors: Support the development of the $15,000.00 $15.000.00

Corporate Asset Management Plan; Identify critical assets,
associated

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)




associated risks and risk management strategies. Identify and
prioritize CAM improvement actions including resources/time
frames.

Activity 3 Subtotals $105,000.00 $0.00 | $105,000.00

Total Expenditures | $115,000.00 $0.00 | $115,000.00

Schedule A
: X ing B . | Proi Deli bl

The following report is to be provided to FCM at the completion of the Project. The format of the report is
as provided in Part 2 of Schedule C.

Name of Report Due Date: Content
. The content and format of this report is provided in
Final Repor ly 201
al Report 30 July 2019 Schedule C, Part 2.
MAMP 15836
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Schedule B

Part 1 Grantamount

Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, FCM agrees to contribute towards the Eligible
Expenditures an amount (the “Grant Amount”) that is equal to the lesser of;

the sum of Fifty thousand dollars ($50,000.00); or

eighty percent (80.0%) of Eligible Expenditures;
Notwithstanding the foregoing, if the aggregate amount of funding received or to be received from all
sources of funding, other than the Recipient, as described in Part 2 of Schedule B (all as determined and
calculated by FCM) is greater than the total expenditures incurred by the Recipient in respect of the Project

then FCM may reduce the Grant Amount to such amount as it deems appropriate, in its sole and absolute
discretion.

Schedule B
. [ [ i

The funding sources for this initiative are outlined in the table below. Each funding source indicates the
amount of funding and when the funding was confirmed or is expected to be confirmed.

Fundina source | Description Confirmed | Date committed Amount % of total
9 P (Y/N) DD-MM-YYYY $) budget
FCM Grant Grant Y 26 March 2018 $50,000.00 43.4%
Corporate Asset 2016-2019
P Approved Y 30 January 2018 $65,000.00 56.6%
Management 2018& Budaet
2019 Operating Budget 9
Total funding: | $115,000.00 100.0%

Budget total expenditures | $115,000.00

Budget total Eligible Expenditures | $115,000.00

Schedule B
hedul . [ i
FCM will disburse the Grant Amount as determined in this table upon completion of activities, as evidenced

by submission and acceptance by FCM of the Final Report and a Request for Contribution.

The Final Report and Request for Contribution must be submitted at least 30 days prior to the requested
date of disbursement.

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)



The Recipient must notify FCM in writing of any anticipated delays in this disbursement schedule. FCM
reserves the right to adjust dates of disbursement or amounts subject to Article 7 of the Agreement.

. Date of Report Forecast Date of Maximum Amount of
Deliverable . . .
Submission Disbursement Disbursement
Final Report 30 July 2019 30 August 2019 $50,000.00

Period of Funding:

The Period of Funding is defined as the period between Project Start Date and 30 days after the Project
End Date as set out in Part 2 of Schedule A.

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)
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[LETTERHEAD OF THE RECIPIENT]

[Address]
[Date]
Federation of Canadian Municipalities
24 Clarence Street
Ottawa, Ontario
K1N 5P3

Attention: Aymone Agossou
Project Officer - MAMP

Ladies and Gentlemen:

Re: MAMP -no. 15836 Agreement between the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (as Trustee)
and The Corporation of the City of London (“Recipient”) (the “Agreement”)

I, [Instruction: insert the name of a person named in the Agreement], the [Instruction: insert the
title], of the Recipient certify and confirm that the Recipient is requesting the Contribution and that the
Recipient has satisfied each condition of contribution listed below. | understand that all information below
must be submitted and accepted in order for FCM to be able to proceed to funds transfer.

| am attaching to this request for contribution all documents specified in Part 1 of Schedule A:
Project Final Report, with all content specified in the template (Part 2 of Schedule C)
Evidence of Deliverables (as noted in the Final Report)

Letter of Attestation (Schedule C)

Expense Claim (Schedule C)

In addition, | have also attached the following document(s):
o Updated statement of funding sources and amounts (Part 2 of Schedule B)

The The Corporation of the City of London would like to have the Contribution to be disbursed to the
following account:

Name of Bank: XXXXXXXXXXXXX

Address of Bank: XXXXXXXXXXXXX

Telephone no. of Bank: XXX-XXX-XXXX

Bank no.: XXX [3 Digits]

Transit no.: XXXXX [5 Digits]

to the credit of Recipient's Account no.: XXXXXXXXXXXXX

Signature: Date:

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)



Schedule C
Letter of Attestation for Expense Claim
[LETTERHEAD OF THE RECIPIENT]

[Address]
[Date]

TO: The Federation of Canadian Municipalities
This letter of attestation (the “Letter”) is issued pursuant to the Agreement #15836 (project number) dated
(the “Agreement”) between the Federation of Canadian Municipalities (“FCM”) and the The Corporation
of the City of London (the “Recipient”), and in support of the expense claim submitted by the Recipient to
FCM for reimbursement of expenses incurred and paid by the Recipient in relation to the

Project (the “Expense Claim”).

All defined terms used in this Letter and not otherwise defined shall have the corresponding meaning in the
Agreement.

I am an authorized officer of the Recipient and | hereby certify, in satisfaction of the terms and conditions
of the Agreement, that:

i. All expenses claimed in the Expense Claim have been incurred and paid by the Recipient;
. All expenses claimed in the Expense Claim relate to the Project;

ii. All expenses claimed in the Expense Claim relate to Eligible Activities in compliance with
the eligible activity requirements described in Part 4 of Schedule C to the Agreement; and

iv. All expenses claimed in the Expense Claim are Eligible Expenditures in compliance with
the eligible expenditure requirements described in Part 4 of Schedule C to the Agreement.

V. All expenses claimed have been incurred during the Period of Funding.

Name and title of authorized officer of Recipient

Signature Date

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)



Expense Claim
[LETTERHEAD OF THE RECIPIENT]

[Address]
[Date]

Project Number MAMP 15836

Project Title City of London Corporate Asset Management Plan and Policy Update

The following expenditures have been incurred from the period between XXXX and YYYY for the
completion of the activities identified.

Activity Completed Total Budgeted | Total Actual Total Actual Total Actual
Expenditures Eligible Ineligible Expenditures
(%) (as per Part Expenditures Expenditures Net of Tax
2 of Schedule A | Net of Tax Net of Tax Rebates per
per activity) Rebates per Rebates per activity ($)
activity ($) activity ($)

Produce an Asset Management Plan
video for Public Outreach

Produce a Council approved
Strategic Asset Management Policy

3. Produce a Council Approved

Corporate Asset Management Plan,

including:

* Summarize State of London
Infrastructure

» Document Current Levels of
Service

» Develop the Lifecycle Management
Strategy

* Develop the Financing Strategy

Total Expenditure ($) $ $ $

Expenditures Incurred by Total Actual Eligible Total Actual Total Actual
Expenditure Category Expenditures Net of Ineligible Expenditures Net of
(as per Part 4 of Schedule C) Tax Rebates ($) Expenditures Net of | Tax Rebates ($)
Tax Rebates ($)

Administrative and Overhead

Expenditures

Capital Expenditures

Equipment Rental

in-Kind oW

Training

Professional and/or Technical

Services

Staff remuneration

Supplies and Materials

Travel and accommodation
Total Expenditures Incurred ($) $ $ $
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Schedule C
Part 2 Completion Report Templates

FINAL REPORT
FCM'’s Municipal Asset Management Program (MAMP)

Project title (Pre-filled by MAMP)

Name of lead applicant (organization) (Pre-filled by MAMP)

Name of Authorized Officer (signatory)

Date

Note: If completing this form electronically, the boxes will expand to accommodate text.

1. Reporting on activities

Completed?

Activity Y/Partial/No Deliverable Title of submitted deliverable document
1. (Pre-filled by MAMP) Choose an item | (Pre-filled by MAMP)

2. (Pre-filled by MAMP) Choose an item | (Pre-filled by MAMP)
3. (Pre-filled by MAMP) Choose an item | (Pre-filled by MAMP)

For any activities marked No or Partial above, please explain the deviation from the scope of work.

MAMP 15836
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2. Reporting on outcomes

Conduct a final self-assessment using the Asset Management Readiness Scale. We recommend that you
bring a cross-functional group of staff together to do this assessment. Referring to the Asset Management
Readiness Scale, look at the outcome statements for each level. Identify which outcomes you have
achieved. If you have completed all the outcomes for a particular level, you have completed that level.
Based on your self-assessment, complete the table below.

Competency

Project
readiness level
at start of
project

(as stated in
application)

Project
readiness level
at end of
project (level
for which you
have completed
all outcomes)

Notes on progress made
For each outcome area in which you made progress during the
project, provide one sentence to describe the actions taken.

(Note: these areas correspond with outcomes identified in the
Asset Management Readiness Scale)

Policy and objectives

1';23:?&?& e f\I/I:’:':\;lfgl)ed by Choose a level Strategy and frameworks
Measurement and monitoring
_ Cross-functional groups
Z'EZ%FQ?S??; f\i&?\;lfgl)ed by Choose a level Accountability
Resourcing and commitment
_ Asset data
3'%6;:)8::1';%0“ f\l;:lz\;lfgl)ed by Choose a level Performance data
Financial data
) Documentation and
4.zléacnigilgrg-and (Pre-filled by Choose a level standérdization
making MAMP) Asset investment plans
Budgets
5.Contribution Training and development
to asset t (Pre-filled by Choose a level Knowledge sharing — internal
pmrzgz%eemen MAME) Knowledge sharing — external

Were there additional factors or programs — other than FCM project funding — that contributed to
your project outcomes? If so, please provide a short description of any other important contributing

factors.
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3. Identifying other outcomes

In addition to the outcomes described in the table above, please describe any other changes that
occurred because of your project. Examples might include a change in interest in asset management,
cost savings, a change in departmental budget priorities, and so on.

For each additional change that you have observed, please answer the following questions:
e What change did you observe over the course of the project?

e What/who contributed to this change?

e How do you know this change has happened?

e Why is this change important?

Other changes

4. Lessons learned

What worked well?
What would you recommend to other municipalities undertaking the same work?
Please provide 1-3 lessons.

Lesson (one short statement)  Description (provide any additional detail here)

What would you do differently?
If you were to do this project again, what would you change? Please provide 1-3 lessons.

Lesson (one short statement)  Description (provide any additional detail here)

Note: These lessons will be compiled and shared, without attribution, with other municipalities and
practitioners to advance asset management knowledge.

MAMP 15836
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5. Resources

Please list and describe any external human resources (i.e. organizations or personnel) that you worked
with during the project.

How did you
identify this
Name of organization or organization or
person person? Brief description of their contribution
1.
2.
3.

Please list and evaluate other key information sources, tools, templates, training materials, etc., that you
used to assist your work during this project. Note: This list may be used to inform other municipalities and
organizations of available information and resources.

Title of How did you identify How useful was the

tool/resource this tool/resource? tool/resource? Description/comments

Choose an item
Choose an item
Choose an item
Choose an item
Choose an item

akwnE

6. Reporting on budget

Please complete the final budget reporting template, found in Schedule C of your contract, including all
eligible expenses, and submit it together with this final report. Please confirm whether either or both of the
following statements are true:

[] The actual expenditure for any activity in this project deviated by more than 15% from the budget
presented in the application.

[] Some of the expenditures included in the final budget report were used for activities marked as
Partial or Not Completed in Question 1.

If you ticked either of the above statements, please explain why your actual expenditures varied from the
original activity budget. FCM staff may contact you for further details.
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7. Next steps

What are your next steps to improve your community’s asset management practices?

Do you need outside help to take this next step?
Next step If so, what help do you need?

8. Interest in knowledge sharing

Peer learning is a priority for FCM’s Municipal Asset Management Program (MAMP). Please indicate if
you are interested in sharing your lessons through MAMP with peer municipalities and organizations.

[] Yes, we are interested in sharing our results and experiences at peer learning events.

9. Individuals involved in reporting

Please list the titles of the individuals that contributed to, or were consulted in, the completion of this
report.

10. Comments (for FCM internal use) (optional)

FCM will continue to adapt and improve the MAMP program throughout its life cycle. We welcome all
feedback about the program, or your experience, that might help us make it more useful in the future.

MAMP 15836
(28 pages)



11. Testimonials (for public use) (optional)

FCM and Infrastructure Canada would appreciate a testimonial as to the value that MAMP funding has
provided.

How has the Municipal Asset Management Program supported your municipality or organization in
making better-informed infrastructure decisions? Why is this important for your community?

] Yes, | give my permission to use the above statements publicly, with attribution to the municipality or
organization.

Signature

[] By typing my name below and submitting this report, | am providing my signature and | certify that the
above final report is complete and accurate in its entirety.

Signed by the Authorized Officer

MAMP 15836
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Schedule C

Part 3 Accepted Practices

The Recipient shall incorporate the following language into the Final Plan or Final Study or Final Capital
Project, as applicable, and the Final Completion Report, unless it has received written notice to the contrary

from FCM:

“© 201X, The Corporation of the City of London. All Rights Reserved.

The preparation of this [plan/ study/capital project] was carried out with assistance
from the Government of Canada and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities.
Notwithstanding this support, the views expressed are the personal views of the
authors, and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities and the Government of
Canada accept no responsibility for them.”

Schedule C

ligibl i

Eligible expenses must be incurred after Eligible Expenditure Date of 31 July 2018.

Expenditure Category

Eligible expenditures

Ineligible expenditures

1) Pre-application

N/A

e Any expenditure incurred prior to
FCM’s eligible expenditure date.

o Expenditure of developing this
proposal or application.

2) Administrative and
Overhead
Expenditures

Administrative expenditures that are
directly linked to and have been incurred
for the project, such as:

¢ Communication expenditures (e.g.
long-distance calls or faxes).

e Outsourced printing or photocopying.

e Acquisition of documents used
exclusively for the project.

e Document translation.

e Transportation, shipping and courier
expenditures for delivery of materials
essential for the project.

e Design and production of
communication products to promote
project outcomes and benefits to the
public.

General overhead expenditures
incurred in the regular course of
business, such as:

o Office space, real estate fees
and supplies.

¢ Financing charges and interest
payments.

e Promotional items.

e Permits or certifications.

e Advertising, website
development, project education
materials or expenditures to
disseminate project
communications products.

e Hospitality expenses (food and
drink, alcohol, entertainment,
etc.).
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3) Capital Expenditures

Asset management-related software.

Note: FCM'’s contribution to this expense
may not exceed 50% of FCM'’s total
contribution to the project.

Any other capital expenditures or

amortization expenses.

4) Equipment Rental

e Rental of tools and equipment.

e Related operating expenditures such
as fuel and maintenance
expenditures.

Rental of tools or equipment related

to regular business activities.

Any goods and services received

5) In-Kind N/A through donation.
e Expenditures associated with Any hospitality expenses such as:
accessing reference materials such e Food and drink
as standards, templates and toolkits. [ ¢  Alcohol
e Expenditures associated with e Door prizes
6) Training attending training sessions, e Entertainment
(provided externally) or bringing e Music
training in-house. e Decorations
e Flowers, centerpieces
o FEtc.

7) Professional and/or
Technical Services

Fees for professional or technical
consultants and contractors, incurred in
support of eligible activities.

e Expenditures associated with
regular business activities not
related to the project.

e Legalfees.

8) Staff Remuneration

Daily rates actually paid by the Eligible
Recipient to its Employees in Canada for
time actually worked on the
implementation of the Project.

The daily rate per employee shall include
the following costs:

a) direct salaries: actual and
justifiable sums paid by the Eligible
Recipient to Employees in
accordance with the Eligible
Recipient’s pay scales as regular
salary excluding overtime pay and
bonuses.

b) fringe benefit: in accordance with
the Eligible Recipient’s policies, as
follows:

i. time-off benefits (prorated to the
annual percentage (%) of time
actually worked on the

¢ In-kind contribution of services.

e Participant salaries.

o Expenditures related to regular
business activities.

e Overtime Pay

e Bonuses / performance pay.

e Fringe benefits such as;

o sick days

o pension plan

o any other fringe benefits
not listed as eligible

e Costs related to ongoing or other
business activities and not
specifically required for the
project.

e Staff wages while receiving
training or attending learning
events.

e Professional membership fees or
dues.
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implementation of the Project):
allowable number of days to be
paid by the Eligible Recipient for
the following payable absences:
statutory holidays, annual
vacation, and paid benefits:
actual sums paid by the Eligible
Recipient for paid benefits
(prorated to the annual
percentage (%) of time actually
worked on the implementation
of the Project): the Eligible
Recipient’s contribution to
employment insurance and
workers’ compensation plans
(where applicable), health and
medical insurance, group life
insurance, or other mandatory
government benefits;

Note: Labour costs must be documented
in a manner that meets audit standards
for verification of eligibility of cost and
level of effort.

9) Supplies and

Supplies and materials required to

Expenditures related to regular

for rebate.

materials undertake the project. business activities

The portion of Provincial/Harmonized The portion of Provincial

Sales Tax and Goods and Services Tax | /Harmonized Sales Tax and Goods
10) Taxes for which your organization is not eligible | and Services Tax for which your

organization is eligible for rebate,
and any other expenditures eligible
for rebates.

11) Travel and
Accommodation

For individuals on travel status
(individuals travelling more than 16 km
from their assigned workplace - using the
most direct, safe and practical road.);

& Travel and associated expenses for
implementing partners, guest
speakers and consultants to the
extent that the travel and
accommodation rates comply with
the Treasury Board of Canada
guidelines, and to the extent that
such travel is necessary to conduct
the initiative.
www.canada.cal/en/treasury-board-
secretariat/services/travel-
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relocation/travel-government-
business.html

&  Where justified, participant travel
costs may be claimed with prior
written consent from FCM. Under no
circumstances will participant
honorariums be covered.

Note: Invoices, receipts and timesheets (where applicable), must be sufficiently detailed to enable
verification of expenditure eligibility and level of effort.
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Schedule D

Contact Information

Notices and Requests

Any notice, demand, request or other communication to be given or made under this Agreement to FCM or
to the Recipient, other than a notice of default, shall be in writing and may be made or given by personal
delivery, by ordinary mail, by facsimile or by electronic mail. A notice of default shall be in writing and
delivered by registered mail. Notices shall be addressed as follows:

FCM

Federation of Canadian Municipalities
24 Clarence Street
Ottawa, Ontario

K1N 5P3

Attention: Aymone Agossou, Project Officer
Email: aagossou@fcm.ca

Recipient

The Corporation of the City of London
300 Dufferin Avenue, PO Box 5035
London, Ontario

N6A 4L9
Attention: Khaled Shahata, Manager lll, Corporate Asset Management
Email: kshahata@london.ca

Partner Contact information
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TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

MEETING ON JULY 17, 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES
AND CITY TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

INDUSTRIAL LAND DEVELOPMENT STRATEGY
SUBJECT: ANNUAL MONITORING AND PRICING REPORT - CITY-OWNED
INDUSTRIAL LAND

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer, on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services with respect to the City
of London’s Industrial Land Development Strategy, the following actions BE TAKEN with respect
to the annual monitoring and pricing of City-owned industrial lands:

a) the proposed attached by-law (Appendix “A”) BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council
meeting to be held on July 24, 2018 to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended,
being “A by-law to establish policies for the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of
employees, procurement of goods and services, public notice, accountability and
transparency, and delegation of powers and duties, as required under section 270(1) of
the Municipal Act, 2001” by deleting Attachment “B” to Schedule “A” — Sale and other
Disposition of land Policy of the By-law and by replacing it with a new Attachment “B” to
Schedule “A” to amend the current pricing for City-owned serviced industrial land in
Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park, River Road Industrial Park, Cuddy Boulevard
Parcels and Trafalgar Industrial Park as follows:

Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park, River Road Industrial Park, and Cuddy Blvd
Parcels:

- Lots up to 3.99 acres from $75,000 per acre to $80,000.00 per acre
- 4.00 acres and up from $65,000 per acre to $70,000.00 per acre

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Trafalgar Industrial Park:
- All lot sizes — from $55,000 per acre to $65,000.00 per acre;

b) the staff report dated July 17, 2018 entitled “Industrial Land Development Strategy Annual
Monitoring and Pricing Report — City-Owned Industrial Land”, BE RECEIVED.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

Board of Control Report — February 11, 2009 — Industrial Land Development Strategy Report

Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee — November 18, 2013 — Industrial Land Development
Strategy 2013 — 2023

Corporate Services Committee — June 20, 2017 — Industrial Land Development Strategy Annual
Monitoring & Pricing Report

BACKGROUND

Purpose

The purpose of this report is to provide information to Council relative to the City’s Industrial Land
Development Activity, highlight strategic objectives, and review the current pricing and policy for
City owned Industrial land.



Context

This report is prepared in accordance with Council's resolution which directs that the Civic
Administration prepare a monitoring report on the City’s Industrial Land Development

Strategy (ILDS), as well as a review of the pricing of City owned industrial land for Municipal
Council’s consideration.

The City of London owns several major industrial land holdings. Land for three of the most recent
industrial parks was acquired in direct response to the Industrial Land Development Strategy and
these three City owned industrial parks have been fully developed since Council endorsed the
strategy in November of 2001.

In the Strategic Plan for the City of London 2015 — 2019 and the Economic Roadmap, ILDS
remains an important strategy in growing our economy and bringing more employment to the City.

City Owned Industrial Land Pricing in London, Ontario

The current pricing levels of all City owned industrial parks, established effective June 1, 2016,
are as follows:

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park, River Road
Industrial Park, and Cuddy Blvd Parcels is:

- Lots up to 3.99 acres $75,000.00 per acre

- 4.00 acres and up $65,000.00 per acre

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Trafalgar Industrial Park is:
- All lot sizes - $55,000.00 per acre.

Effective October 1, 2018, pricing for serviced industrial land in Innovation Park, Skyway
Industrial Park, River Road Industrial Park, and Cuddy Boulevard Parcels will be:

- Lots up to 3.99 acres - $80,000.00 per acre
- 4.00 acres and up - $70,000 per acre

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Trafalgar Industrial Park will be:
- Alllot sizes - $65,000.00 per acre

Surcharges are as follows:
Highway 401 Exposure — 15%;
Veteran’s Memorial Parkway Exposure — 5%; and

The cost of service connections from the main to the property line is the responsibility of the
purchaser. Industrial lots are sold on a where is, as is basis, with grading, stripping and
removal of excess topsoil being the purchaser’s responsibility and cost. The City will strive
to provide grading of the municipal industrial parks on a level-graded basis. Site specific
final grading is the responsibility of a purchaser.

The recommendation for the price increase is based on the increase in market demand, while
also recognizing that the pricing of City of London Municipal industrial land must remain
competitive with surrounding municipalities. As such, staff are recommending a price increase.
The next section highlights London’s Industrial Land pricing compared to surrounding
municipalities.

Industrial Land Pricing in Surrounding Municipalities in Southwestern Ontario

The Chart attached to this report as Table 1 is a survey of the price levels of industrial land in
surrounding municipalities in Southwestern Ontario.



SUMMARY OF CURRENT LAND HOLDINGS

A brief summary of the six major City owned Industrial Parks is outlined below and on the
following pages:

SERVICED LANDS

Current Inventory — Serviced Industrial Land

City serviced industrial lands have access to full municipal servicing to the lot line, and in most
cases, are shovel ready, being available for a client to purchase and develop.

Net Net
PARK Available Available
(Acres) (Hectares)
Innovation Park — Phases | to IV 235.8 95.42
Skyway Industrial Park 25.74 10.42
Forest City Industrial Park 3.2 1.3
TOTAL 264.74 107.14

Included within the approximate 265 acres of City owned industrial land currently available for
sale are 31.1 acres under option in various City owned Industrial Parks.

The City serviced land inventory includes only one parcel of industrial land with size greater than
50 acres and this parcel is within the Advanced Manufacturing Innovation Park Phase 4. It is
desirable to have more inventory of serviced larger block parcels to provide flexibility, enhanced
competitiveness and to ensure there are no lost opportunities for future new light industrial plants
looking to locate in London and Southwestern Ontario.

Innovation Park (for Map of Park refer to Schedule 1 attached)

Innovation Park is located on both the west and east sides of Veteran’s Memorial Parkway, north
of Highway 401 and south of Hamilton Road.

598 acres of land were acquired between 2001 and 2003 for the development of all four phases
of this park. An additional 55 acres were acquired in 2011; 43.5 acres were added to Innovation
Park, Phase II, and approximately 12 acres set aside for a future interchange. Phase | was

completed in 2005, Phase Il in 2008, Phase IV in 2009 and Phase IIl by the end of 2010.

Total Gross Acres 653 Acres
Total Developable Acres 477 Acres
Total Acres Sold: (to date) 201.5 Acres
Total Acres Under Contract: 4 Acres
Acres
Availabl
Total Acres Donated to 39.7 Acres 4;/?2'(2 ¢
UWO/Fanshawe:
Total Acres Optioned 30.1 Acres

(to date)
Total Net Acres (Available)

Average Selling Price Per
Acre

201.72 Acres

$48,287 per acre

# of Parcels Sold: 10
Average Size of Parcel Sold:  20.2 Acres
Types of businesses Light/Advanced

in the Park

Manufacturing

Acres
Optioned
6.3%

Acres
Donated
8%

Under
Contract
<1%




Skyway Industrial Park (for Map of Park refer to Schedule 2 attached)

Skyway Industrial Park is located on the east side of Veteran's Memorial Parkway, north of Oxford
Street and south of Huron Street. 172 acres of land were purchased from 1992 to 2000 as part
of a co-venture agreement with the London International Airport for the development of an
industrial park. Phase | of City land was completed by the end of 2004 and Phase Il by the end

of 2010.

Total Gross Acres 172 Acres Acres

Optioned
Total Developable Acres 130 Acres <1%

Ac_res

Total Acres Sold: (to date) 105.2 Acres AV";‘Q&?'G
Total Acres Optioned 1 Acre
(to date):
Total Net Acres (Available) 24.74 Acres

Average Selling Price Per
Acre

$47,575 per acre

# of Parcels Sold: 9

Average Size of Parcel 11.7 Acres
Sold:

Types of businesses Manufacturing,

in the Park

Forest City Industrial Park

Warehousing

(for Map of Park refer to Schedule 3 attached)

Forest City Industrial Park is located the north side of Wilton Grove Road, east of Highbury
Avenue, and south of Highway 401. 178 acres of land were acquired in 2001 for the development
of a two-phase park. Servicing of Phase | was completed by the end of 2002, and Phase Il by

the end of 2003.
Total Gross Acres
Total Developable Acres
Total Acres Sold: (to date)

Total Acres Optioned

Total Net Acres (Available)

Average Selling Price Per
Acre

178 Acres
134 Acres
130.06 Acres

0 Acres

3.2 Acres*

$51,064 per acre

16
# of Parcels Sold
8.2 Acres
Average Size of Parcel
Sold:
Types of businesses in the Manufacturing,
Park Warehousing &
Logistics

Acres
Available
2%*

*3.2 Acres were previously Optioned by Brose and was recently released. The ILDS Implementation team is currently
completing a feasibility review to determine the status of the net developable area for these lands.



River Road Industrial Park

(for Map of Park refer to Schedule 4 attached)

River Road Industrial Park is located on the west side of Veteran’s Memorial Parkway, north of

River Road.

development was completed by the end of 2001.

Total Gross Acres 52 Acres
Total Developable Acres 46 Acres
Total Acres Sold: (to date) 37.48 Acres
Total Acres Under Contract 8.49 Acres
. Under
Total Net Acres (Available) 0 Acres Contract

Average Selling Price Per
Acre

# of Parcels Sold:
Average Size of Parcel Sold:

Types of businesses in the
Park

Trafalgar Industrial Park

18.4%

$53,492 per acre

12
3.83 Acres

Manufacturing,
Warehousing

(for Map of Park refer to Schedule 5 attached)

52 acres of land were acquired from 1975 to 2001 for this industrial park, and

Trafalgar Industrial Park is located on the east side of Veteran's Memorial Parkway, north of Gore

Road and south of Dundas Street.

Approximately 428 acres of raw land were acquired from

1976 to 1984 for this park, and development was phased from 1980 to 1985.

Total Gross Acres
Total Developable Acres

Total Acres Sold: (to date)

428 Acres

379 Acres

5.69 Acres

350.82 Acres

Under

Contract

1%

Total Acres Under Contract  5.69 Acres
Total Acres Optioned 0 Acres
(to date)
350.82
Total Net Acres (Available) 0 Acres Acres Sold

Average Selling Price Per
Acre

Types of businesses in the
Park

Cuddy Boulevard Industrial Lands

$47,962 per acre

Manufacturing,
Warehousing

93%

(for Map of Park refer to Schedule 6 attached)

In 2010, the City obtained land on Cuddy Boulevard from the London Optimists in exchange for
land on Rectory Street destined to house the London Optimist Sports Centre (“BMO Centre”),
which is now in operation. These lands are 8.81 acres in size, and zoned General Industrial.
Environmental studies (SAR Report, Phase | ESA), were completed and the lands were made
available to market in January, 2018.



As of May 22" 2018, these lands were under contract by two (2) companies which are currently
working through their conditions. Both transactions are anticipated to close in Q3 of 2018.

Total Developable Acres 8.81 Acres

Total Acres Under Contract 8.81 Acres
(to date)

Total Net Acres (Available) 0 Acres

0%

UNSERVICED LANDS Avallable

Current Inventory — Unserviced Industrial Land

PARK Zoning Inventory Inventory
(Acres) (Hectares)

Light Industrial &

General Industrial 238.54 96.53

Huron Industrial Park

Innovation Park, Phase V Light Industrial 84.18 34.07
Highbury & Highway 401 Lands Light Industrial 5.35 2.17
TOTAL 328.07 132.77

Huron Industrial Park

238.5 acres (96.5 ha) of raw land were purchased in 1992 for a future industrial park. These
lands are located on the north side of Huron Street west of Robin’s Hill Road opposite the current
northerly terminus of Veteran's Memorial Parkway. To date, approximately 139.4 acres (56.4 ha)
is partially serviced and environmental and engineering studies are currently underway. Parcels
of land within Huron Industrial Park are currently not being offered for sale until the completion of
the most appropriate and cost effective engineering studies to determine servicing solutions.
Other characteristics to note with these lands are the following:
¢ Portions of the lands are subject to building height restrictions as related to the proximity
of the London International Airport and Transport Canada regulations.
e The Sun Canadian high-pressure oil pipeline which runs in a north-south direction through
a large portion of the site, and;
e The future Veteran’s Memorial Parkway extension dissects the land on the north side of
Huron Street which is scheduled to commence construction in 2020.
e Access and a servicing solution is currently underway for approximately 35 acres which is
anticipated to be made available the end of 2018 or early 2019.

These lands are further described as part of the Strategic Objectives covered later in the report.

Innovation Park, Phase V

In 2013, 84 acres (34 hectares) of land was acquired on Bradley Avenue to be developed for light
industrial land uses. It is located east of Veteran’s Memorial Parkway, directly opposite
Innovation Park, Phase IV. These lands have undergone an archaeological assessment.

The ILDS Implementation team is currently discussing with the City’s Industrial SWOT team to
determine the most preferable engineering and design options as it related to the preparation for
future servicing.

Highbury Avenue and Highway 401 Lands

Approximately 16.7 acres (6.75 ha) of land were purchased from the Ministry of Transportation in
1993. This land is located on the west side of Highbury Avenue, south of Highway 401. At
present, approximately 50% of this parcel is designated as a historical forest and zoned “Open
Space”, and approximately 3 acres will be utilized by the Ministry of Transportation for the re-
configuration of the Highbury/Highway 401 interchange. There is approximately 5.35 acres (2.17
ha) remaining that could be developed in the future for light industrial and commercial uses
including a hotel and service commercial.



SALES ACTIVITY

Between 2001 and 2017, the City has sold approximately 619 acres (250.5 ha) of industrial land
for a total of $31,646,281. The estimated municipal tax revenue since 2001 on these land sales
totals more than $6,196,126 per year. Based on historical building permit data, the estimated
cost to construct the industrial manufacturing and warehousing establishments totaled
approximately $289,735,251.

Land Sales in City-Owned Industrial Parks
2001 to Present

120
110 1
] 93.4
100 87.1
90 1 785
80 -
70 - 60.8
60 -
50 1 39.7
o | 381 -
gg 120 : 19.2 185 21.5
10 |
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Acres Sold

6.9 7.6 55
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The above Chart shows the absorption of City industrial land over the past 17 years. 2017
represented a record year for annual land sales by the City. A total of 107.41 acres have sold
for a total of $5,114,442.

The above Chart shows the absorption of City industrial land over the past 17 years. 2017
represented a record year for annual industrial land sales by the City.

A total of 107.41 acres have sold for a total of $5,114,442 throughout various parks and industrial
lands held by the City. The sales represent a mix of small to larger industrial users and a local
design build firm who is building for tenants locating to or expanding operations in London.

As of June 1, 2018, approximately 24.8 acres are also under contract to several companies which
are currently working through their conditions. Pending the successful completion of these
transactions, the information will be reported out in 2019.

Other investments made in 2017 in our industrial parks, in terms of new buildings and expansions,
are highlighted in the following section.

Investments Made in our Industrial Parks

Despite a record year for land sales in 2017, actual investments made, in terms of new building
construction or expansions, was lower than in 2016. A summary of investments made in our
parks for 2017 is shown below. The ILDS implementation team anticipates that 2018 and 2019
will mark an increase as there is generally a time lag between the land transaction date and time
required to obtain a site plan and building permit approval to begin construction.



Innovation Park Total Sq Ft. Total Sq M.
New Build Construction 0 0
Expansions to Existing Facilities 8,460 786
Forest City Industrial Park Total Sq Ft. Total Sq M.
New Build Construction 22,023 2,046
Expansions to Existing Facilities 0 0
Trafalgar Industrial Park Total Sq Ft. Total Sq M.
New Build Construction 0 0
Expansions to Existing Facilities 9,343 868
GRAND TOTAL — New Build Construction 22,023 2,046
GRAND TOTAL - Expansions to Existing Facilities 17,803 1,654

Employment Creation

Since 2001, sales of City owned industrial lands have created over 5,825 direct new jobs. An
additional 5,000 spinoff jobs are believed to have been created through construction, logistics,
service providers and manufacturing related supply chains. These jobs have significantly
contributed to the sustainability of advanced manufacturing in the London region through the
attraction of new global manufacturing companies.

Employment Creation
(City-Owned Industrial Parks)
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*Employment Creation is based on the anticipated number of employees at the time when the facilities are fully operational

Industrial Land Sales in the Private Sector

Private sector industrial land sales were 40.87 acres in 2017. There were 3 sales that were less
than 1 acre, and 2 large sales in the 20 acre range. All vacant parcels sold had services nearby.



Land Sales - Privately-Owned Industrial Vacant Parcels
2001 to Present
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Industrial Development Charge Grant Program

On May 2, 2017, Municipal Council approved changes to the City’s Industrial Development
Charges Grant Program. These changes, that came into effect on January 1, 2018, retain the
current 100% development charge grant for targeted industrial uses, but decrease the value of
the grant to 50% of the value of the development charges to a maximum grant of $250,000 for
non-targeted industrial uses. Targeted uses have been defined in the program to be consistent
with the targeted uses of the Industrial Land Development Strategy. As part of the approved
changes to the program, the program will expire on December 31, 2023. There is, however, a
requirement that Council be provided with a review of the program, and any recommendations to
confirm the expiry of the program, its extension, or any program changes in advance of this so
that funding is available for the program if it is extended beyond December 31, 2023.

Consistent with the current program, the DC grant will be provided at the time of building permit
application so that the applicant would not pay the applicable DCs for targeted uses. For non-
targeted uses, an applicant would pay any DCs greater than the $250,000 grant at the time of
building permit.

To date, the ILDS implementation team including LEDC-have experienced some pushback from
stakeholders on the revised Industrial Development Charges Grant Program. However, these
changes are still too new to see what impact it will have on City industrial land sales. Realty
Services will continue to monitor activity and provide a further update in the 2019 ILDS monitoring
report.

Getting People to Work Using Public Transit: Challenges and Solutions

LEDC works closely with companies in our industrial corridor, where inadequate public transit
services have been raised consistently. The London Transit Commission (LTC) in partnership
with LEDC conducted surveys with industrial stakeholders to better understand their transit needs.
Following the survey, a workshop was held to better understand the industry, its operational
constraints and opportunities, to share perspectives and ideas relating to service models and
partnerships that could be utilized to better serve the industrial areas of the city with public transit
in the future. The results have been incorporated into the LTC Industrial Service Strategy update
which is currently underway. The ILDS team recognizes the importance of transit to industrial
areas and will continue to participate in discussions.

ILDS Strategic Initiatives

The Industrial Land Development Strategy (ILDS) remains extremely important to the economy.
Approximately 30% of all employment occurs on industrial land as per the City’s Official Plan
(OP). In addition, broader benefits are achieved for the City in terms of investments such as land
sale value, tax revenue, direct and indirect job creation, spin-off industry attraction.

To help compete aggressively for industrial employment and economic prosperity, ILDS needs to
be clear in terms of acquisition, servicing, and market and selling of these lands. A summary of
the roles and functions is illustrated below:
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What happens at
this stage in the
process?

The process begins with
approval of the Industrial Land
Development Strategy (ILDS”).
The Strategy sets development
targets based on an analysis of
industrial sectors that are likely

Once the ILDS is approved,
and funding has been
committed, Realty Services
seeks to acquire targeted

lands, based fair market value.

Engineering works with
other internal senice areas
in order to develop the
recommended servicing
plans and coordinate
construction activities.

Once senvicing planis in
place, it is considered to be
“market ready” for an
industrial customer to move
or expand in London. LEDC
markets the City's inventory

to want to locate in London, and
an allocation of resources to
support implementation.

of serviced industrial land to
potential customers from all
around the world.

Who is the lead?

City Council Realty Senvices Engineering Senices

Development Senices

LEDC / Realty Senvices

The strategic initiatives carried out for 2017 is summarized below. The ILDS implementation team
will carry out a comprehensive review and update of the strategy and present to Council in 2019
as it will mark five years since the current strategy has been enacted.

Implement the Industrial Land Development Strategy by Taking an Acting Role in
Developing and Selling Industrial Land

Ensure the ILDS implementation team remains strong, nimble, with decisions reached
quickly by the appointment of Director, Business Liaison as ILDS team lead to replace
former Director of Wasterwater.

Appointment of new Industrial Engineer to continue with delivery of engineering and
related services to support the ILDS objectives.

Establish an Industrial SWOT interdepartmental/external agency review group to review
development plans from conceptual to construction. This team addresses emergent
recruitment, expansion and retention matters in an expedited manner.

London Economic Development Corporation (LEDC) and Realty Services active in the
selling of industrial lands which is further described in the Market our land aggressively
on international stage below.

Understand our target sectors’ needs

London Economic Development Corporation (LEDC) provides the ILDS team with
regular monthly updates and Council with annual updates.

Appointment of new Industrial Land Officer (Realty Services) who prepares monthly
updates to the ILDS team highlighting activity tracking and reporting prospective
companies inquiring about City and private industrial parks and parcels.

Periodic updates from the brokerage community and design build firms as it relates to
current industrial needs and trends.

Review of economic and market publications related to industrial updates for London
and region.

Ensure an adequate supply of land

One of the key goals of the strategy is to develop an ongoing supply of 200 hectares
(494 acres) of strategically located and fully serviced industrial land. To meet this target,
considerable efforts have been made in 2017 for the Huron Industrial Park in terms of
finalizing the Environmental Assessment (EA) and the master servicing plan. Both the
EA and servicing plan are on schedule be completed in 2018.

To remain nimble and adjust plans to best suit the overall strategy, the marketing and
disposition of un-serviced parcels has also been implemented to meet market demand.




¢ Other initiatives include active participation by Realty Services in acquiring new lands
from willing sellers in strategic locations targeted by the strategy.

Establish a plan to deliver investment-ready land

e Monthly meetings with the ILDS implementation team to establish priorities and key
milestone dates for delivery of investment-ready land.

¢ Engage external agencies such as UTRCA, London Hydro, Union Gas to ensure they
are aware of the strategic growth

e Meeting investment ready criteria for select parcel(s) through the Provincial Site
Certification Program.

¢ Report to Council on an annual basis on the strategy and monitoring of our industrial
lands.

Market our land aggressively on international stage

o Marketing actively through partnerships with the Ministry of Economic Development and
Growth (MEDG) via the Site Certification Program.

¢ Industrial lands being showcased globally through events and conferences by the
London Economic Development Corporation (LEDC).

e Dedicated City industrial website with creation of marketing brochures.

¢ Installation of new available signage for our lands at Innovation Park.

Enhance our industrial land offering by making London attractive to investment

e Continue to work with existing industrial land owners City wide to ensure their delivery of
service meeting the need of their industrial clientele (i.e. Local Improvement for services
with older industrial parks).

e LEDC and Realty Services recognize and capitalize on industrial clientele relationships
and networks.

e LEDC advocating and marketing unique assets and resources available in London to
manufacturing and other targeted industrial sectors.

Pricing of Municipal Industrial Land

The City industrial land pricing remained relatively unchanged for the past several years given
the demand remained relatively low to moderate and manufacturing has still not recovered since
the last 2008 recession. However over the past couple of years, there has been a greater demand
for vacant industrial lands which can be attributed to a number of factors.

On a macro perspective, the Conference Board of Canada has reported in the 2018 Winter
Outlook report that total manufacturing output London has finally caught up to pre-recession
levels. The recovery can be attributed to the depreciated Canadian dollar and healthy U.S.
demand particularly for automobiles.

On a more localized perspective, recent trends observed by Realty and LEDC have been that
some companies are leaving the Greater Golden Horseshoe area and locating to London given
the greater affordability in terms of real estate prices and the added benefit of a strong labour
market.

Another observation has been local companies are building new or amalgamating several
locations to one location to better optimize business operations while still taking advantage of
lower borrowing rates.

In the 2018 Real Estate Market Outlook for Canada report by CBRE, the commercial real estate
brokerage firm has also identified a “flight-to-quality’ momentum where tenants are seeking quality
buildings and spaces which there in an inadequate supply of. As a result, vacant land is sought
after to meet this demand.

Lastly, by comparison to private industrial land pricing and pricing with other comparable
southwestern municipalities, the City’s land prices have recently lagged. To remain competitive
while optimizing the City’s revenue position for future lands sales, Civic administration is
recommending an overall increase to the industrial land prices. This coincides too with the
improved market conditions and lowering of inventory which the ILDS implementation team is
looking to increase by bringing Huron Industrial Park to market in the near term and focusing on



other strategic initiatives to bring new land into City inventory and other engineering and design
solutions for existing supply.

Conclusion

The Industrial Land Development Strategy (ILDS) in London has worked well since inception
dating back to 2001. 2017 was a record year in terms of industrial land sales and the last couple
of years has marked a good period thus far in terms of new businesses locating to London and
existing companies building new or expanding existing operations.

The future however does bring some uncertainty given the current status of negotiations with the
North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) and the U.S. recently introducing tariffs for
imported steel and aluminum. The Bank of Canada has also recently increased interest rates and
has hinted further increases which could further put a damper on investments made by
companies.

It is even more critical than ever to bring on new industrial land and maintain a good supply of
inventory for companies looking at London. A slight price increase is warranted given the current
market conditions while still maintaining competitiveness in southwestern Ontario.

A copy of the current policy is attached for Council’s information.
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SCHEDULE “1A”

INNOVATION PARK — PHASES | TO IV
Revenue and Expense Breakdown as of April 2018

ACTUAL REVENUE AND PROJECTED REVENUE:

Land Sales

TOTAL LAND SALES REVENUE TO DATE (2006 — 2018)

$9,731,337

Acreage Sold to Date

201.53 Acres

Average Price Per Acre

(based on actual sales to date) $48,287 /ac
Estimated Sales Revenue on Balance of Park

(216.2 acres @ $65,000 per acre plus $15,199,950

(20.3 acres @ $56,500 per acre)
TOTAL ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED SALES REVENUE $24,931,287

Annual Municipal Taxes — On Land Sales to Date
ANNUAL MUNICIPAL TAXES (2017 Actual) $1,730,384
Annual Taxes Per Acre (2017 Actual) $8,586
Cumulative Taxes to Date (2006 —2017) $10,945,073
Other Subsidies
Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $20,914,709
BUDGETED EXPENSES:
Budgeted Acquisition, Design & Construction Costs:

A) Land Costs: Total Land Acquisition Cost (477 net acres) $12,222,016
B) Servicing Costs: Design & Construction Costs $61,413,987
Less: Estimated Oversizing Component * - $23,867,350
TOTAL LOCAL SERVICES $37,546,637
Net Acreage of City owned Land 477 Acres
C) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing Cost $49,768,653
Average Expenditures Per Net Acre $104,337 /ac

D) SuperBuild Funding (Provincial)
Senior Government Infrastructure Funding
MIIl Funding (Provincial)

- $17,448.457

E) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing cost
- Net of Superbuild, Mlll & ISF Funding

$32,320,196

Average Expenditures Per Net Acre
(after deducting senior Government Funding)

$67,757 /ac

* It should be noted that Oversizing costs are ultimately borne by the City.

Note: - Estimates are based on Current Approved Budget Allocation as reported in JD Edwards
- Lands “under contract” are not reflected in figures above.
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SCHEDULE “2A”

SKYWAY INDUSTRIAL PARK
Revenue and Expense Breakdown as of April 2018

ACTUAL REVENUE AND PROJECTED REVENUE:

Land Sales

TOTAL LAND SALES REVENUE TO DATE

$5,003,429

Acreage Sold to Date

105.17 Acres

Average Price Per Acre

(based on actual sales to date) $47,575 /ac
Estimated Sales Revenue on Balance of Park
(25.74 acres @ $65,000 per acre) $1.673.100
TOTAL ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED SALES REVENUE $6,676,528
Annual Municipal Taxes — On Land Sales to Date
ANNUAL MUNICIPAL TAXES (2017 Actual) $1,169,248
Annual Taxes Per Acre (2017 Actual) $11,118
Cumulative Taxes to Date (2007 to 2017) $9,306,023
Other Subsidies
Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $14,465,093
BUDGETED EXPENSES:
Budgeted Acquisition, Design & Construction Costs:
A) Land Costs: Total Land Acquisition Cost (130 net acres) $3,527,517
B) Servicing Costs: Design & Construction Costs $12,425,298
Less: Estimated Oversizing Component * - $2,663,892
TOTAL LOCAL SERVICES $9,761,406
Net Acreage of City owned Land 130 Acres
C) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing Cost $13,288,923

Average Expenditures Per Net Acre

$102,222 /ac

(after deducting senior Government Funding)

D) SuperBuild Funding (Provincial) & ISF Funding (Federal) - $4,531,616
E) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing cost

- Net of Superbuild & ISF Funding $8,757,307
Average Expenditures Per Net Acre $67 364/ac

* |t should be noted that Oversizing costs are ultimately borne by the City.

Note: Estimates are based on Current Approved Budget Allocation as reported in JD Edwards
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SCHEDULE “3A”

FOREST CITY INDUSTRIAL PARK

Revenue and Expense Breakdown as of April 2018

ACTUAL REVENUE AND PROJECTED REVENUE:

Land Sales

TOTAL LAND SALES REVENUE TO DATE

$6,641,405

Acreage Sold to Date

130.06 Acres

Average Price Per Acre

(based on actual sales to date) $51,064 /ac
Estimated Sales Revenue on Balance of Park

(3.2 acres @ $45,000 per acre) $144.000
TOTAL ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED SALES REVENUE $6,785,405

Annual Municipal Taxes — On Land Sales to Date
ANNUAL MUNICIPAL TAXES (2017 Actual) $1,550,812
Annual Taxes Per Acre (2017 Actual) $11,924
Cumulative Taxes to Date (2003 to 2017) $15,892,236
Other Subsidies
Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $9,534,462
EXPENSES:
Budgeted Acquisition, Design & Construction Costs:
A) Land Costs: Total Land Acquisition Cost (134 net acres) $5,243,912
B) Servicing Costs: Design & Construction Costs $10,942,326
Less: Estimated Oversizing Component * - $1,355,040
TOTAL LOCAL SERVICES $9,587,286
Net Acreage of City owned Land 134 Acres
$14,831,198

C) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing Cost

Average Expenditures Per Net Acre

$110,681 /ac

(after deducting senior Government Funding)

D) SuperBuild Funding (Provincial) - $2,503,501

E) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing cost $12,327.697
- Net of Superbuild

Average Expenditures Per Net Acre $91,008

* |t should be noted that Oversizing costs are ultimately borne by the City.

Note: Estimates are based on Current Approved Budget Allocation as reported in JD Edwards
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SCHEDULE “4A”

RIVER ROAD INDUSTRIAL PARK
Revenue and Expense Breakdown as of April 2018

REVENUE — ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED:

Land Sales

TOTAL LAND SALES REVENUE TO DATE $2,004,999
Acreage Sold to Date 37.48 Acres
Average Price Per Acre
(based on actual sales to date) $53,492 /ac
Estimated Sales Revenue on Balance of Park

(8.49 acres @ $60,000/acre) £509.400
TOTAL ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED SALES REVENUE $2,514,399

Annual Municipal Taxes — On Land Sales to Date
ANNUAL MUNICIPAL TAXES (2017 Actual) $474,145
Annual Taxes Per Acre (2017 Actual) $12,650
EXPENSES:
Budgeted Acquisition, Design & Construction Costs:

A) Land Costs: Total Land Acquisition Cost (46.2 net acres) $878,011
B) Servicing Costs: Design & Construction Costs $6,208,903
Less: Estimated Oversizing Component * - $2,563,303
TOTAL LOCAL SERVICES $3,645,600
Net Acreage of City owned Land 46.2 Acres
C) TOTAL COST (A + B) Land plus Local Servicing Cost $4,523,611
Average Expenditures Per Net Acre $97,914 /ac

* |t should be noted that Oversizing costs are ultimately borne by the City.

Note: Estimates are based on Current Approved Budget Allocation as reported in JD Edwards
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SCHEDULE “5A”

TRAFALGAR INDUSTRIAL PARK

Revenue and Expense Breakdown as of April 2018

REVENUE — ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED:

Land Sales

TOTAL LAND SALES REVENUE TO DATE

$16,826,292

Acreage Sold to Date

350.82 Acres

Average Price Per Acre

(based on actual sales to date) $47,962 Jac
Estimated Sales Revenue on Balance of Park
(5.69 acres @ $55,000/acre) $312.950
TOTAL ACTUAL AND ESTIMATED SALES REVENUE $17,139242
Annual Municipal Taxes —On Land Sales since 2001
ANNUAL MUNICIPAL TAXES (2017 Actual) $4,161,427
Annual Taxes Per Acre (2017 Actual) $11,862
Other Subsidies
2017 Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $154,487
EXPENSES:
Budgeted Acquisition, Design & Construction Costs:
A) Land Costs: Total Land Acquisition Cost (428 net acres) $4,408,828
B) Servicing Costs: Design & Construction Costs $9,022,648
TOTAL LAND AND LOCAL SERVICES $13,431,476
Net Acreage of City owned Land 379 Acres
Average Expenditures Per Net Acre $35,439 /ac

Note: - Estimates are based on Current Approved Budget Allocation as reported in JD Edwards

- Lands “under contract” are not reflected in figures above.
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TABLE 2

ECONOMIC SPIN OFFES - INNOVATION PARK

The following analysis on job and tax generation resulting from the City’s Industrial Land Development
Strategy (ILDS) was prepared with input from the London Economic Development Commission (LEDC).
This analysis has not been reviewed by Finance Staff.

Summary table to illustrate return on investment (ROI) on Innovation Park:

EXPENDITURES INNOVATION PARK COST/BENEFIT PER ACRE
(For 201.53 Acres (For 201.53 Acres
Sold from 2006 - 2017) Sold from 2006 - 2017)
Gross expenditure on land and local services $ 21.02 million $ 104,337
(Less) Government Grants $ 7.4 million $ 36,580
(Superbuild, M-Il & ISF)
NET expenditure on land and local services (A) $ 13.6 million $ 67,757
REVENUES
Total Land sales over 12 years $ 9.7 million $ 48,287
Annual Municipal Industrial Taxes (2017) $ 1.7 million $8.586
Cumulative Industrial Taxes over 12 years $ 10.9 million $ 54,310
Building Permits over 12 years $ 956,553 $4,746
Total Cash Inflow over 12 years: (B) $ 19.9 million $ 98,722
Net Cash Position after 12 years (B — A) $ 7.98 million $ 39,586
OTHER SUBSIDIES
Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $20.9 million $103,780
ECONOMIC BENEFITS (Provided by LEDC)
(over 12 years)
Employment Created 1,430 Direct Jobs 7.10 Direct Jobs
1,258 Indirect Jobs 6.24 Indirect Jobs
Income Generated $129 million $645,000

Note: These estimates have been provided by the City of London and LEDC.
Additional Notes & Assumptions:

e The totals and Per Acre amounts for Gross and Net Expenditures above have been pro-rated for lands which
have sold to date.

e Municipal Residential Taxes are defined as the estimated taxes generated from the housing impact of new

direct and indirect employment created by the industrial park development.

Net Cash Position above is based on lands which have currently sold to date.

No expenditures shown for maintenance related costs for the industrial park.

LEDC multiplier for indirect jobs is 88%.

Indirect jobs are defined as employment created through construction, raw material providers, local supply

chains, transportation, logistics, maintenance and other spin-off businesses that benefit from the industrial

park development.

e Direct jobs are defined as employment created directly by the companies purchasing land within the industrial
park.
Information contained herein has not been verified by the Property Tax Department or Finance Department.
Net Cash Position will continue to increase over time as industrial park sells out.

e Returnis based on a building coverage ratio of 17 to 23 percent.



TABLE 3

ECONOMIC SPIN OFFS - SKYWAY INDUSTRIAL PARK

The following analysis on job and tax generation resulting from the City’s Industrial Land Development
Strategy (ILDS) was prepared with input from the London Economic Development Commission (LEDC).

This analysis has not been reviewed by Finance Staff.

Summary table to illustrate return on investment (ROI) on Skyway Industrial Park:

EXPENDITURES

SKYWAY PARK:

(For 105.17 Acres
Sold from 2007 to 2017)

COST/BENEFIT PER ACRE

(For 105.17 Acres
Sold from 2007 to 2017)

Gross expenditure on land and local services $ 10.7 million $ 102,222

(Less) Government Grants $ 3.6 million $ 34,859
(Superbuild)

NET expenditure on land and local services: (A) $ 7.1 million $ 67,364

REVENUES

Total Land sales over 11 years (105.17 acres) $ 5.0 million $ 47,575

Annual Municipal Industrial Taxes (2017) $ 1.17 million $11,118

Cumulative Industrial Taxes over 11 years $ 9.3 million $ 88,486

Building Permits over 11 years $829,571 $ 7,888

Total Cash Inflow over 11 years: (B) $ 15.1 million $ 143,948

Net Cash Position after 11 years (B—A) $ 8.0 million $ 76,584

OTHER SUBSIDIES

Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $ 14.4 million $ 137,540

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (Provided by LEDC)
(over 11 years)

Employment Created

587 direct jobs
517 indirect jobs

5.6 direct jobs
4.9 indirect jobs

Income Generated

$53 million

$503,000

Note: These estimates have been provided by the City of London and LEDC.

Additional Notes & Assumptions:

e The totals and per acre amounts for Gross and Net expenditures above have been pro-rated for lands which

have sold to date.

e Approximately 1 acre is under option and not included in above calculations.
e Municipal Residential Taxes are defined as the estimated taxes generated from the housing impact of new
direct and indirect employment created by the industrial park development.

LEDC multiplier for indirect jobs is 88%.

Net Cash Position above is based on lands which have currently sold to date.
No expenditures shown for maintenance related costs for the business park.

Indirect jobs are defined as employment created through construction, raw material providers, local supply

chains, transportation, logistics, maintenance and other spin-off businesses that benefit from the industrial

park development.

e Direct jobs are defined as employment created directly by the companies purchasing land within the

industrial park.

e Information contained herein has not been verified by the Property Tax Department or Finance Department.
e Returnis based on a building coverage ratio of 17 to 23 percent.




TABLE 4

ECONOMIC SPIN OFFS — FOREST CITY INDUSTRIAL PARK

The following analysis on job and tax generation resulting from the City’s Industrial Land Development
Strategy (ILDS) was prepared with input from the London Economic Development Commission (LEDC).
This analysis has not been reviewed by Finance Staff.

Summary table to illustrate return on investment (ROI) on Forest City Industrial Park:

EXPENDITURES FOREST CITY PARK |COST/BENEFIT PER ACRE
(For 130.06 Acres (For 130.06 Acres
Sold from 2003 to 2017) | Sold from 2003 to 2017)
Gross expenditure on land and local services $ 14.4 million $ 110,681
(Less) Government Grants $ 2.4 million $ 18,683
(Superbuild)
NET expenditure on land and local services: (A) $ 12.0 million $ 91,998
REVENUES
Total Land sales over 15 years $ 6.6 million $51,064
(from 130.06 acres)
Annual Municipal Industrial Taxes (2017) $ 1.55 million $11,924
Cumulative Industrial Taxes over 15 years $ 15.9 million $ 122,192
Building Permits over 15 years $ 540,170 $4,153
Total Cash Inflow over 15 years: (B) $ 23.07 million $ 177,409
Net Cash Position after 15 years (B-A) $ 11.1 million $ 85,411
OTHER SUBSIDIES
Development Charge Exemptions (CIP) $ 9,534,462 $ 73,308

ECONOMIC BENEFITS (Provided by LEDC)
(over 15 years)

Employment Created 2,048 direct jobs 15.75 direct jobs
1,802 indirect jobs 13.86 indirect jobs
Income Generated $184 million $1.4 million

Note: These estimates have been provided by the City of London and LEDC.

Additional Notes & Assumptions:

The totals and per acre amounts for Gross and Net expenditures above have been pro-rated for lands which
have sold to date.

Approximately 3.2 acres is under option and not included in above calculations.

Municipal Residential Taxes are defined as the estimated taxes generated from the housing impact of new
direct and indirect employment created by the industrial park development.

Net Cash Position above is based on lands which have currently sold to date.

No expenditures shown for maintenance related costs for the business park.

LEDC multiplier for indirect jobs is 88%.

Indirect jobs are defined as employment created through construction, raw material providers, local supply
chains, transportation, logistics, maintenance and other spin-off businesses that benefit from the industrial
park development.

Direct jobs are defined as employment created directly by the companies purchasing land within the industrial
park.

Information contained herein has not been verified by the Property Tax Department or Finance Department.
Return is based on a building coverage ratio of 17 to 23 percent.




APPENDIX “A”
Bill No.

By-law No.

A by-law to amend By-law No. A.-6151-17, as
amended, being “A by-law to establish policies for
the sale and other disposition of land, hiring of
employees, procurement of goods and services,
public notice, accountability and transparency, and
delegation of powers and duties, as required under
section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001” by
deleting Attachment “B” to Schedule “A” — Sale
and other Disposition of land Policy of the By-law
and by replacing it with a new Attachment “B” to
Schedule “A” to amend the current pricing for City-
owned serviced industrial land in Innovation Park,
Skyway Industrial Park, River Road Industrial
Park, Cuddy Boulevard Parcels and Trafalgar
Industrial Park.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001 S.O. 2001, c. 25, as amended,
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHERAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001 provides that a municipality
has the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural person for the purpose of exercising
its authority under this or any other Act;

AND WHEREAS section 270(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001 requires that a
municipality adopt and maintain policies with respect to the sale and other disposition of land;
hiring of employees; procurement of goods and services; circumstances in which the municipality
shall provide notice to the public and, if notice is to be provided, the form, manner and times notice
shall be given; the manner in which the municipality will try to ensure that it is accountable to the
public for its actions and the manner in which the municipality will try to ensure that its actions are
transparent to the public; and, the delegation of its powers and duties;

NOW THEREFORE the Municipal Council of The Corporation of the City of London
enacts as follows:

1. Attachment “B” to Appendix “A” of By-law No. A.-6151-17, as amended, is hereby
deleted and replaced with a new attached Attachment “B” to Appendix “A”.

This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.

PASSED in Open Council on July 24, 2018

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading - July 24, 2018
Second Reading — July 24, 2018
Third Reading — July 24, 2018



ATTACHMENT “B”

The current pricing levels of all other City industrial parks be established effective October 1,
2018, as follows:

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Innovation Park, Skyway Industrial Park, River Road
Industrial Park, and Cuddy Boulevard Parcels:

Lots up to 3.99 acres $80,000
4.00 acres and up $70,000

Pricing for serviced industrial land in Trafalgar Industrial Park:
All lots sizes - $65,000

Surcharges to be added as follows:
Highway 401 Exposure — 15%
Veteran’s Memorial Parkway Exposure — 5%; and

The cost of service connections from the main to the property line being the responsibility of the
purchase.

Industrial lots are sold on a where is, as is basis, with grading, stripping and removal of excess
topsoil being the purchaser’s responsibility and cost. The City will strive to provide grading of the
municipal industrial parks on a level-graded basis. Site specific final grading is the responsibility
of the purchaser.



_ CHAIR AND MEMBERS
TO: CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

MEETING ON JULY 17 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES
AND CITY TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

NEW ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE
SUBJECT: FOR CITY-OWNED INDUSTRIAL PARKS

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City Treasurer,
Chief Financial Officer, on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services, the following actions BE
TAKEN:

a) TO INCLUDE City entryway signage as an “Official Sign”, as per the City’s Sign and
Canopy By-law;

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to proceed with a Request for Proposal (RFP) for
the new entryway signage at Innovation Park, and

c) the attached proposed By-law (Appendix “A*) BE INTRODUCED at the Municipal Council
meeting to be held on July 24, 2018 to approve the City entryway signage as an Official
Sign.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

None.

BACKGROUND

Context
Introduction

Enhanced marketing and branding for the City’s industrial park lands is important to attract new
businesses to the City. Various marketing initiatives have been introduced, including marketing
packages/brochures through the Province’s Site Certification Program, marketing on our City’s
website, and the creation of new feature sheets shared with prospective clients and the real estate
brokerage community. Locational recognition of City-owned industrial parks is lacking,
specifically newer parks such as Innovation Park.

The Industrial Land Development Strategy (ILDS) implementation team sees value and
importance in the installation of permanent entryway signage at major entrance locations to
Innovation Park and future City-owned industrial parks. Identity signage helps to enhance the
brand and reinforce these key industrial park destinations.

Detailed in the report are the proposed concepts, the benefits for the signs, why Innovation Park
was selected, estimated costs, and a comparison to what other municipalities are doing.

Proposed Entryway Signage

Over the past two years, the ILDS Team has been in discussion with LEDC, the City’s Planning
Services staff and Communications staff to develop an identity system to enhance the City’'s
industrial parks and ease navigation for the park’s industries. There is very little information
available to Civic Administration who want to develop this type of program, and given that projects
can take several years from conception to final installation, collaboration and information sharing
is crucial.



With the assistance of the City’s Urban Design staff, a conceptual entryway sign was developed
for Phases 1 to 3 at Innovation Park which is shown in Schedule A. For Phase 4, three conceptual
design options have been developed (see Schedule B) where ultimately one design option will be
chosen for this location given the unique Advanced Manufacturing focus for this phase. In total,
four (4) entryway signs are being proposed for Innovation Park which locations are further shown
in Schedule C. Council will get another opportunity to provide final approval for these signs
pending the completion of the Request of Proposal (RFP).

Benefits for the City Entryway Signs:

¢ High quality entryway monuments help enhance the overall look and appearance of the
park.

¢ Increases the recognition and promotion of City-owned and developed industrial parks.

o Effective signage at strategic locations provide drivers clear direction, thus reducing driver
confusion and distraction while traveling on busy roadways.

e Creates a cohesive signage program for the City for current and future City-developed
industrial parks.

¢ Makes businesses and visitors feel welcome when entering City industrial parks.
e Signage helps identify major industrial corridors within the City.
Why Innovation Industrial Park?

When Innovation Park was being development, an Urban Design Guideline Manual was prepared
to guide development within the park. The purpose of this document was to indicate the City’'s
design preferences and expectations for public works and site development through a series of
design guidelines. The manual stressed that development of entryway treatments at major
intersections was important to establish a distinct character for the park. Signage was to be
incorporated into the design, and should be located at entrances.

From a locational and visibility standpoint, signage for Innovation Park is best suited because its
targeted industries span both the east and west sides of Veteran Memorial Parkway, and it is
located in close proximity to Highway 401. To date, over 200 acres have been sold to 10 major
companies, and Western University and Fanshawe College have high-profile research &
innovation centres situated in Phase IV.

Estimated Costs

Based on some preliminary research conducted in the marketplace and discussions with staff
internally, the ILDS implementation team anticipates the estimated cost for the design,
construction, and installation for all four (4) entryway signs to range between $200,000 to
$250,000 (or estimated $50,000 to $62,500 per sign). Furthermore, some additional cost
advantages may potentially arise from economies achieved by producing four (4) signs instead
of just a single sign (i.e. lowered cost per unit).

In consultation with Urban Design, it was also recommended that a consultant be considered to
oversee the final design and construction of these signs.

In regard to the City’s costs to complete this project, The City's Innovation Park Capital Budget
Account (ID1168) would be utilized as a source of financing.

Entryway Sign Material and Construction
Each entryway sign will be constructed of high-quality material for the sign panel, consisting of

high gloss aluminium for the background, a black one-colour City logo located at the bottom right
corner, and raised lettering made of composite material and backlit with LED lighting.



Comparison to Other Municipalities

The majority of gateway and entryway signage to industrial parks in Ontario consist of advertising
sign boards that indicate the name of the industrial park, contact info, and a map of lots available
within the park. These signs are installed when the park is constructed, and remain in place for
years. Over time, these sign boards become damaged and fail to convey a positive message
about the park.

In Ontario, very few examples of attractive entryway signage can be found. To remain competitive
and elevate the park’s image, the ILDS implementation team believes that signage is needed at
each entrance of Innovation Park, and should be sophisticated, bright, and should convey the
high design and building standards of Innovation Park. It should create a powerful firstimpression
— it should tell people who we are, where we are, and what we have to offer.

Entryway and Updated Sign By-Law

On May 30, 2017, Council approved a new Sign & Canopy By-law. While the new Sign and
Canopy By-law does provide for the definition of an Industrial Park Sign, the distinction is that the
proposed Entryway sighage is created and owned by the City and is providing the City’s branding
and recognition for the City’s industrial park whereas an Industrial Park Sign focuses more on
providing information on tenants located within a park or specific property. To differentiate
between the two, Civic Administration is seeking Council’'s approval to define this sign category
as an “Official Sign”.

Under the by-law, an “OFFICIAL SIGN" is defined as “a sign required by law or, in respect of
publicly-owned property, permitted by or erected as the result of a direction, decision or law of the
elected representatives of the federal, provincial or municipal governments (other than minor
variances to this by-law as authorized by statute), including library boards, boards of health or
education, hospitals, universities, colleges and public utilities”.

Section 2.2 of this by-law, entitled Signs or Canopies Not Requiring Permits, includes “official
signs located on a road allowance and erected by the City” providing that the sign does not have
“a sign face area greater than 10 square metres”.

The ILDS Team has followed the City's Corporate Identity Guidelines and Sign Production
Standards in regard for each sign’s size, messaging, colour, font, and logo use. In addition, the
design follows the corporate standards and practices by our Communications Department. The
Team has taken into consideration the regulations of the City’s current Sign & Canopy By-law.

Conclusion

City-owned industrial entryway signage serves an important role that reaches beyond the need
for basic navigation, identification and information. It highlights the significant investments made
by the City to our industrial parks. It improves the overall look and appearance for our Parks to
existing businesses, visitors, and prospective new companies looking at London. Lastly, it
provides a cohesive signage appearance for the industrial park. It is a supported initiative by
London Economic Development Corporation the ILDS team, and our institutional partners at
Innovation Park, Phase IV.

Civic Administration is requesting approval to proceed with a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the
new entryway signage at Innovation Park, and approval for City entryway signage to be
considered an Official Sign under the current Sign & Canopy By-law.

The results of the RFP will be reported to Council for final approval in a subsequent report.



Acknowledgement

Jerzy Smolarek and Lauren Sooley, Urban Designers, Planning Division, worked closely with the
ILDS implementation team to create the design concepts for the entryway signage project.

PREPARED BY: SUBMITTED BY :
ADAM OSTROWSKI BILL WARNER
MANAGER |, REALTY SERVICES MANAGER OF REALTY SERVICES

RECOMMENDED BY:

ANNA LISA BARBON

MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE
SERVICE AND CITY TREASURER,
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER
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Kapil Lakhotia, General Manager, LEDC
David G. Mounteer, Solicitor Il
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CONCEPTUAL ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE FOR INNOVATION PARK, PHASES | -l

Streetview Example: Looking south-east from Bradley Avenue (Phase Ill Location)
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SCHEDULE “B”
CONCEPTUAL ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE OPTIONS FOR INNOVATION PARK, PHASE
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SCHEDULE “C”

Note: Final option and colours to be determined.
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APPENDIX “A”

Bill No.

By-law No.

A by-law to authorize The Corporation of the City of
London to include City entryway signage as an Official
Sign.

WHEREAS section 5(3) of the Municipal Act, 2001 S.O. 2001, c.25, as amended,
provides that a municipal power shall be exercised by by-law;

AND WHEREAS section 9 of the Municipal Act, 2001 S.0. 2001, c.25, as amended,
provides that a municipality has the capacity, rights, powers and privileges of a natural
person for the purpose of exercising its authority under this or any other Act;

AND WHEREAS it is deemed expedient for The Corporation of the City of London
(the “City”) to define Industrial Park entryway signage as an Official Sign.

NOW THEREFORE the Council of The Corporation of the City of London enacts as
follows:

1. The Agreement attached as Schedule “B” to this By-law, being an Agreement to define
City’s entryway signage as an Official Sign, is hereby authorized and approved.

2. The Mayor and the City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute the Agreement
authorized and approved under Section 1 of this By-law.

3. This by-law shall come into force and effect on the day it is passed.

Passed in Open Council on

Matt Brown
Mayor

Catharine Saunders
City Clerk

First Reading -
Second Reading -
Third Reading -



_ CHAIR AND MEMBERS
TO: CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

MEETING ON JULY 17 2018

FROM: ANNA LISA BARBON
MANAGING DIRECTOR, CORPORATE SERVICES
AND CITY TREASURER, CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

NEW ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE
SUBJECT: FOR CITY-OWNED INDUSTRIAL PARKS

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Corporate Services and City
Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer, on the advice of the Manager of Realty Services, the
Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to proceed with a Request for Proposal (RFP) to
construct new entryway signage at Innovation Park.

PREVIOUS REPORTS PERTINENT TO THIS MATTER

None.

BACKGROUND

Context
Introduction

Enhanced marketing and branding for the City’s industrial park lands is important to attract new
businesses to the City. Various marketing initiatives have been introduced, including marketing
packages/brochures through the Province’s Site Certification Program, marketing on our City’s
website, and the creation of new feature sheets shared with prospective clients and the real estate
brokerage community. Locational recognition of City-owned industrial parks is lacking,
specifically newer parks such as Innovation Park.

The Industrial Land Development Strategy (ILDS) implementation team sees value and
importance in the installation of permanent entryway signage at major entrance locations to
Innovation Park and future City-owned industrial parks. Identity signage helps to enhance the
brand and reinforce these key industrial park destinations.

Detailed in the report are the proposed concepts, the benefits for the signs, why Innovation Park
was selected, estimated costs, and a comparison to what other municipalities are doing.

Proposed Entryway Signage

Over the past two years, the ILDS Team has been in discussion with LEDC, the City’s Planning
Services staff and Communications staff to develop an identity system to enhance the City’s
industrial parks and ease navigation for the park’s industries. There is very little information
available to Civic Administration who want to develop this type of program, and given that projects
can take several years from conception to final installation, collaboration and information sharing
is crucial.



With the assistance of the City’s Urban Design staff, a conceptual entryway sign was developed
for Phases 1 to 3 at Innovation Park which is shown in Schedule A. For Phase 4, three conceptual
design options have been developed (see Schedule B) where ultimately one design option will be
chosen for this location given the unique Advanced Manufacturing focus for this phase. In total,
four (4) entryway signs are being proposed for Innovation Park which locations are further shown
in Schedule C. Council will get another opportunity to provide final approval for these signs
pending the completion of the Request of Proposal (RFP).

Benefits for the City Entryway Signs:

e High quality entryway monuments help enhance the overall look and appearance of the
park.

¢ Increases the recognition and promotion of City-owned and developed industrial parks.

o Effective signage at strategic locations provide drivers clear direction, thus reducing driver
confusion and distraction while traveling on busy roadways.

e Creates a cohesive signage program for the City for current and future City-developed
industrial parks.

¢ Makes businesses and visitors feel welcome when entering City industrial parks.
e Signage helps identify major industrial corridors within the City.
Why Innovation Industrial Park?

When Innovation Park was being development, an Urban Design Guideline Manual was prepared
to guide development within the park. The purpose of this document was to indicate the City’'s
design preferences and expectations for public works and site development through a series of
design guidelines. The manual stressed that development of entryway treatments at major
intersections was important to establish a distinct character for the park. Signage was to be
incorporated into the design, and should be located at entrances.

From a locational and visibility standpoint, signage for Innovation Park is best suited because its
targeted industries span both the east and west sides of Veteran Memorial Parkway, and it is
located in close proximity to Highway 401. To date, over 200 acres have been sold to 10 major
companies, and Western University and Fanshawe College have high-profile research &
innovation centres situated in Phase IV.

Estimated Costs

Based on some preliminary research conducted in the marketplace and discussions with staff
internally, the ILDS implementation team anticipates the estimated cost for the design,
construction, and installation for all four (4) entryway signs to range between $200,000 to
$250,000 (or estimated $50,000 to $62,500 per sign). Furthermore, some additional cost
advantages may potentially arise from economies achieved by producing four (4) signs instead
of just a single sign (i.e. lowered cost per unit).

In consultation with Urban Design, it was also recommended that a consultant be considered to
oversee the final design and construction of these signs.

In regard to the City's costs to complete this project, The City's Innovation Park Capital Budget
Account (ID1168) would be utilized as a source of financing.

Entryway Sign Material and Construction
Each entryway sign will be constructed of high-quality material for the sign panel, consisting of

high gloss aluminium for the background, a black one-colour City logo located at the bottom right
corner, and raised lettering made of composite material and backlit with LED lighting.



Comparison to Other Municipalities

The majority of gateway and entryway signage to industrial parks in Ontario consist of advertising
sign boards that indicate the name of the industrial park, contact info, and a map of lots available
within the park. These signs are installed when the park is constructed, and remain in place for
years. Over time, these sign boards become damaged and fail to convey a positive message
about the park.

In Ontario, very few examples of attractive entryway signage can be found. To remain competitive
and elevate the park’s image, the ILDS implementation team believes that signage is needed at
each entrance of Innovation Park, and should be sophisticated, bright, and should convey the
high design and building standards of Innovation Park. It should create a powerful firstimpression
— it should tell people who we are, where we are, and what we have to offer.

Entryway and Updated Sign By-Law

On May 30, 2017, Council approved a new Sign & Canopy By-law. While the new Sign and
Canopy By-law does provide for the definition of an Industrial Park Sign, the distinction is that the
proposed Entryway sighage is created and owned by the City and is providing the City’s branding
and recognition for the City’s industrial park whereas an Industrial Park Sign focuses more on
providing information on tenants located within a park or specific property. To differentiate
between the two, Civic Administration is seeking Council’'s approval to define this sign category
as an “Official Sign”.

Under the by-law, an “official sign” means a sign required by and erected in accordance
with any statute, regulation, By-law or other directive of any federal or provincial
government or agency, board or commission thereof, or the City;

Section 2.2 of this by-law, entitled Signs or Canopies Not Reqguiring Permits, includes “official
signs located on a road allowance and erected by the City” providing that the sign does not have
“a sign face area greater than 10 square metres”.

The ILDS Team has followed the City's Corporate Identity Guidelines and Sign Production
Standards in regard for each sign’s size, messaging, colour, font, and logo use. In addition, the
design follows the corporate standards and practices by our Communications Department. The
Team has taken into consideration the regulations of the City’s current Sign & Canopy By-law.

Conclusion

City-owned industrial entryway signage serves an important role that reaches beyond the need
for basic navigation, identification and information. It highlights the significant investments made
by the City to our industrial parks. It improves the overall look and appearance for our Parks to
existing businesses, visitors, and prospective new companies looking at London. Lastly, it
provides a cohesive signage appearance for the industrial park. It is a supported initiative by
London Economic Development Corporation the ILDS team, and our institutional partners at
Innovation Park, Phase IV.

Civic Administration is requesting approval to proceed with a Request for Proposal (RFP) for the
new entryway signage at Innovation Park, and approval for City entryway signage to be
considered an Official Sign under the current Sign & Canopy By-law.

The results of the RFP will be reported to Council for final approval in a subsequent report.
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CONCEPTUAL ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE FOR INNOVATION PARK, PHASES | - II

Streetview Example: Looking south-east from Bradley Avenue (Phase Ill Location)
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SCHEDULE “B”
CONCEPTUAL ENTRYWAY SIGNAGE OPTIONS FOR INNOVATION PARK, PHASE
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TO: CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

FROM: G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT AND
COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL

SUBJECT: DEVELOPMENT CHARGE COMPLAINT
84 DENNIS AVENUE
MEETING HELD ON JULY 17, 2018

RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services
& Chief Building Official, the Development Charges complaint submitted by Janice and Patrick
Greenside, owners of the property situated at 84 Dennis Avenue, BE DISMISSED.

BACKGROUND

A complaint letter from Janice and Patrick Greenside (Greensides), with respect to Development
Charges paid for the erection of a new single detached dwelling (hereinafter referred to as
‘complaint’), was received on June 7, 2018 and is included in Appendix ‘A’ of this report. Supporting
documentation to the complaint letter was also submitted and is included in Appendix ‘B’.

The aforementioned letter makes mention of various reasons as to why the imposed
Development Charges should be waived. The following reasons have been listed:

1. Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor indicating that “It would be
nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to Southland
should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for Southland”.

2. During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “more or less”.

3. Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “servicing/development charges in the amount of
$23,000 per home”.

4. The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and the
costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line”.

5. For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were received
from the City “for the above levies”.

Subsequent to the submission of the complaint letter, the Greensides contacted the City’s clerk’s
office via email and indicated that the basis of their complaint was on the following grounds:

“...(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, c.27, s. 20

(1)..."

Both are valid grounds of complaint as per s. 28 of the By-law. A copy of the email
correspondence is provided in Appendix ‘C’.

A building permit application was received on May 22, 2018 for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling. The building permit was issued on June 7, 2018, at which time the assessed
Development Charges of $30,435.00 were paid.




ANALYSIS

On May 22, 2018 a building permit application was submitted for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling at 84 Dennis Avenue. Staff assessed the amount of Development Charges due
based on Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 (DC By-law).

The property is situated inside the City’s urban growth boundary and in accordance with the DC By-

law, the DC amount for the construction of a new single detached dwelling is $30,435.00.

Is the construction of a new single detached dwelling unit subject to payment of
Development Charges?

Part Il s.4 of the DC By-law requires the owner of a building that develops or redevelops the land
to pay Development Charges.

“...4. Owner to Pay Development Charge

The owner of any land in the City of London who develops or redevelops the land or any building
or structure thereon shall, at the time mentioned in section 6, pay Development Charges to the
Corporation calculated in accordance with the applicable rate or rates in Section 1 as described
in section 8.”

The DC By-law further defines ‘development’ as:

"... the construction, erection or placing of one or more buildings or structures on land or the
making of an addition or alteration to a building or structure that has the effect of changing the
size or usability thereof, and includes all enlargement of existing development which creates
new dwelling units or additional non-residential space and includes work that requires a
change of use building permit as per Section 10 of the Ontario Building Code; and
"redevelopment” has a corresponding meaning;

The construction of a new single detached dwelling unit constitutes the creation of a new dwelling
unit and thus is considered as development.

How was the Development Charge amount calculated?

The DC By-law provides Tables in Schedules 1-A through 1-F that depict either the amount due
or the rate to be applied to the gross floor area of buildings.

The DC amount for new single and semi-detached dwelling units situated inside the urban
growth boundary is as follows:

City Services charges: $27,926.00
Urban works charges: $ 2,509.00

Total DC amount:  $30,435.00

The full DC amount above was paid by the permit applicant just prior to building permit issuance.

The owners, at the time of building permit pick up, indicated that they have previously paid for
certain services, prior to the building permit application date. There is no provision in the DC By-
law to waive the DC charge based on the fact that costs for any infrastructure were previously
paid by the owner.




Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 and Grounds for Complaints

The DC By-law in PART 1V, s.28 provides the following (depicted in italicized bold font below).
Accordingly, staff's position is also provided under each sub-clause.

28. Grounds of Complaint
(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined,;

Staff determined the DC amount due based on the provisions of the DC By-law for the
construction of a new single detached dwelling. The DC amount for the construction of a
new single detached dwelling, in accordance with the DC By-law is $30,435.00 and was
correctly determined.

(b) whether a credit is available to be used against the development charge, or the
amount of the credit or the service with respect to which the credit was given, was
incorrectly determined, or;

During the processing of the building permit application, there was no information made
available with respect to whether any credit was available to be used towards the DC
payment due and as such, staff determined that there is no credit available.

(c) there was an error in the application of this by-law.
While the complaint letter (Appendix ‘A”) does not indicate that an error was made in the
application of the DC By-law, this is indicated in a subsequent email communication to

the City’s clerk’s office (Appendix ‘C’). It is staff’s position that no error was made in the
application of the current DC By-law.

Analysis of reasons provided to waive the DC amount as submitted in the complaint letter

Each of the reasons given to waive the DC charges is analyzed below:

e Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor, indicating that “...It
would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the
connection to Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the
original service area for Southland”.

This is a letter addressed to the Greensides from their solicitor summarizing an “in-camera
audience” with the Planning Committee on November 9, 1998. The letter provides some
direction in terms of strategy as to what is required to gain council’s support. The last
paragraph states:

“It would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for
Southland”,

This presumably refers to the fact that the property in question should not have been included
in the discussions to expand the capacity of the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant and that
the property should’ve been considered in the original service area for the plant.

The letter makes no reference to Development Charges and refers to “charge for the
connection....”. Presumably, the “connection” refers to the installation and connection charges
for a sanitary sewer on Dennis Avenue.

There is no provision in PART V (Exemptions and Exceptions) of the DC By-law to waive DC
charges based on the above reason.



e During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “...more or less” .

This item pertains to the DCs due back in 1997. There is no provision in the current DC By-
law to waive DC charges based on this reason. Presumably, it was listed for DC amount
comparison purposes only.

e Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “...servicing/development charges in the
amount of $23,000 per home” .

The third reason refers to a letter sent out (Aug. 1, 1997) by the City’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to a City initiated Class Environmental Assessment to
explore the possibility of expanding the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant to serve
approximately 220 homes from 180. The letter notes that the City is trying to determine the
interest of existing residents in terms of purchasing “sanitary servicing”. It further states that
the average household costs were estimated to be $23,500 per home.

Despite the complaint letter making reference to “servicing/development charges”, the letter
sent by the City makes no reference to Development Charges. During the processing of the
building permit application and the issuance of the building permit, Building Division staff was
not provided with any evidence that the sanitary sewer and treatment plant fees were indeed
paid. Even if that were the case, there is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive the
entire amount of DC charges for the construction of a new home.

e The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and
the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line”.

This fourth reason to waive the DCs refers to the fact that surveying costs for the road
frontage as well as curbing and the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our
property line” were paid. The current DC By-law has no provision to waive DC charges solely
based on the fact that the owners have paid for the infrastructure stated.

Building Division staff was not provided with any evidence of payment, nor documentation
clarifying the type of sanitary, water and stormwater servicing work performed and paid for by
the complainant.

A review of City data sources has provided the following regarding servicing on Dennis
Avenue:

- the stormwater sewer (local) was installed in 1958;
- the watermain (local) was installed in 1961;
- the sanitary sewer (local) was installed in 1999.

Although the sanitary sewer is a relatively recent construction, the work was not completed
through a Local Improvement assessed to all benefitting property owners. Several property
owners of existing houses on Dennis Avenue subsequently paid frontage fees under the
Sewer By-law to connect into the Municipal System.

It should be further noted that DCs do not fund local infrastructure; rather, DCs are applied to
new development to pay for infrastructure with regional benefits (e.g., trunk sewers) and
applicable treatment capacity (e.g., stormwater management facilities and wastewater
treatment facilities). Based on all available information, prior to the payment of DCs for 84
Dennis Avenue, no funding had been provided to the City as a financial contribution to these
growth costs.

e For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were
received from the City for the above levies.

The fifth reason listed refers to the fact that property taxes have been paid for the past 24
years with receipt of “no services at all from the city for these levies”. The DC By-law makes



no mention of property tax payment and has no provisions to waive DC charges based on the
fact that property taxes have been paid. Additionally, water and sewer costs are not funded
through taxes, but rather separately through water and sewer rates. As the property has not
been connected to the water and sewer system, the complainant has not been financially
contributing to the water or sewer system.

Staff maintains that the DC amount was properly determined under the By-law in force and
effect at the time of the building permit application submission, and therefore recommends
dismissal of the complaint.

CONCLUSION

The letter submitted by Janice and Patrick Greenside provides five reasons why the entire DC
amount charged on the construction of a new home at 84 Dennis Avenue should be waived.
Staff has reviewed the reasons stated in the complaint letter and is of the opinion that the DC
By-law was correctly administered and has correctly imposed the DC amount of $30,435.00.

There is no provision in the current DC By-law that permits the waiving of the DC charges for the
construction of a new single detached dwelling unit at 84 Dennis Avenue.

It is the Chief Building Official’'s opinion that the Development Charges were correctly
determined and that the complaint filed by Janice and Patrick Greenside should be dismissed.

Staff wants to acknowledge the assistance provided by Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor II.

PREPARED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:
P. KOKKORGQOS, P. ENG. G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
DEPUTY CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL, | MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT
DEVELOPMENT AND COMPLIANCE AND COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF
SERVICES BUILDING OFFICIAL

PK:pk

c.c. Angelo DiCicco-Manager of Plans Examination
Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor I
Paul Yeoman-Director, Development Finance
Building File.

Y:\PKokkoros\Docs\OFFICE related\ DEVELOPMENT CHARGES\Appeals and Complaints\84 Dennis Avenue\2018-07-17 - CSC -84
DENNIS AVENUE- DC COMPLAINT -FINAL2 June 26 2018.doc



APPENDIX ‘A’

The Corporation of the City of London June 6, 2018

300 Dufferin Avenue

P.0. Box 5035

London, Ontario

N6A 4L9 RECEIVED

Attention — Development and Compliance Services & JUN 072018
Finance and Corporate Services Departments Development & Complanes Servcas

Re: Greenside Property 84 Dennis Avenue
Building Permit / Development Charge Fee's

We are writing this letter in response to the concerns that we have relative to the Development
Charge Fee of $30,435 which we were required to pay, in order to obtain a building permit for
the new home that we are now going to build on our lot at 84 Dennis Avenue, in Lambeth.

In June of 1994 we acquired the subject site, together with other lands, from the Sullivan
family. Since this date we have attempted {on numerous occasions) to acquire permission from
the city to build on our lot, but we were continually turned down. Although, we received
Council’s approval in to build on the lot (subject to conditions) we were never able to obtain a
building permit for our property.

Now, after 24 years of owning and maintaining this property, including property taxes, the city
has finally granted us permission to build on our lot. This is mainly due to the fact that the
former Southland S5TP is now a Pumping Station.

We definitely appreciate the fact that the city has granted us approval to finally build on our
property, but do not feel that Development Charges/Fees of $30,435 are warranted for a
number of reasons; therefore, we would like to appeal the levying of these fees.

First and foremost, as noted in the attached letter to us from our then solicitor, Mr. Barry Card
from McCarthy Tetrault, dated November 10, 1998 (page 2 — last paragraph), and | quote -

“It would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you [our lot) is within the original service area
for the Southland.”

Secondly, it should be noted that the Development Charges imposed on April 29, 1997 to
Southside Construction for the construction of the new Tim Horton's located along Colonel
Talbot Road (Highway #4) in Lambeth was only $6,228.72 (see attached letter from the City),
despite being a commercial property.

During this same year Development Charges provided to us by Rob Watson and Leo Kent, from
the city's engineering department, for residential properties totalled 55,821.00 more or lass.



Thirdly, in August of 1997 a letter was sent out by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department to all of the property owners within the potential service area of the
Southland Plant offering them sewer and servicing capacity for their residential or commercial
property. The amount of these servicing/development charges were $23,000 per home, and
this cost was usually recovered as a lump sum or in 10 annual installments including interest.
Commercial properties were designated for higher sewage flows than homes and should expect
a higher charge?

Fourthly, we have paid for all surveying costs in order to provide the required road frontage for
our lot, as well as curbing along both side of the road, and the cost to bring storm, sanitary and
water services to our property line,

Lastly, we have paid over 24 years of property taxes on this lot and have received no services at
all from the city for these levies.

In light of the foregoing, we hope that the city will seriously reconsider their decisions to
impose any type of Development Charges and/or Fees for our lot, seeing as we were within the
original service area for the former Southland 5TP.

Janice and Patrick Greenside
24 Dennis Avenue

London, Ontario

(519) 601-6158



APPENDIX ‘B’

Kirby Oudekerk, P.Eng.
Environmental Senvices Engineer
Wastewater Treatment Operations
City of London

109 Greenside Avenue

London, ON NGJ 2X5

P: 519.471.1537 | Cell: 226.448.4359 | Fax: 519.661.0199
koudekenmiondon.ca | www.london.ca

This email is significant in that it removes the need for an environmental warning dause to be
registered on title.

Matters that need to be attended to in order to be issued a building permit
With respect to the Council resolution of Dec 16, 1997, items a), b) and e) are no longer
applicable, leaving the 2 items as follows;
a) Item ( c) = a survey plan be registered on title at owners expense;
b} Item ( d} = the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to local standards be constructed
along the frontage of the subject lands at owners expense;
¢} Item (e) - the payment of all applicable Development Charge by owner is offset by the
letter of November 10, 1998 from the Greenside's solicitor (page 2, last paragraph)
indicating that in his opinion that the amount of charge for the connection to the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that the ot is within the original service area
for the Southland WWT facility, See ATTACHMENT 6.

The above matters could form part of a Development Agreement that could also address the
requirements of a Servicing Agreement as per ATTACHMENT 2 which would attend to the
following matters: "

d) Item 1-5% cash in lieu payment for park land dedication be paid by owner; See
ATTACHMENT 7 — A Letter dated December 7, 1998 from our solicitor (Barry Card) to us,
Indicating that he met with Vic Cote {former Director of Planning) and that Mr. Cote
agreed that in the absence of anyone who could make a determination whether or not
the park dedication had been imposed, that staff should be taking the position that we
should be given the “benefit of the doubt” and that consequently, the cash-in-lieu
reguirement will be dropped;

) Item 2 —that Dennis avenue be extended to the east limit of the building lot be
completed by owner;

f) Item 3 - the extended portion be properly named by bylaw ( by the City);

gl Item 4 =0.3 m reserve be lifted by City;



McCarthMLT étrault

BARRISTERS & SOLMCITORS - & TRADE-MARE AGENTS

SUITE 2000, OWE LONDON FLACE
155 QAUEENS AVEMUE, LOWDOM, OWTARID, CANADA N&A SRS
FACSIMILE (519) 660-3599 - TELEFHOMNE (515) 660-3587

Direct Line: (519) 660-T235
Internet Address: beard@mecarihy. cx
Our File 153576-201347

November 10, 1998

W v e
o8P o

82 Dennis Avenue

London, Ontario hng
MG6P 1BS

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greenside:

Re: 82 Dennis Avenue, London

I confirm that we had our in-camera audience with Planning Committee on
Monday, November 9, 1998. The result of this session was simply a recommendation
from Planning Committee to Council that no action be taken with respect to our request
for assistance in settling the terms of the subdivision agreement.

The discussion lasted for approximately half an hour after a late start.
Mr. Jardine said that he was in a bit of a rush because he had to go to his regular
Committee meeting, however, before he departed, he managed to tell the Committee that
we were trying to back out of the original Council approval (making a reconsideration
necessary). He also said that the conditions being proposed by staff are perfectly _
consistent with what Council had been approved. Despite clear proof that in fact staff
were asking for work that went much beyond the scope of what Council had approved,
there was no inkling of support or encouragement from the Committee. This particular
Planning Committee is now into its 12th and final month. It has been a particularly
useless Committee. Initially, I thought the problem was that there were three new
Councillors on the Committee and that things would improve as the year wore on. I
suspect that you observed from the absence of probing questions that things have not
improved very much. The Committee still believes everything it is told by staff. It takes
no initiative to correct problems that emerge from the actions of staff. Yours was a
prime example. I gather that unless something different happens at Council, you will not
be proceeding with a plan to build on the new lot.

MeCarthy Tétrault DMS-LONDON #5049055 /v. 1
VANCOUVER » CALOARY + LONDON » TORONTC » CTTAWA + MONTREAL - CUESEC + LONDON, ENGLAND



McCarthy Tétrault
Patrick and Janice Greenside ' November 10, 199&

During our discussion of these various issues, Mr. Coté came forward with a
map. Mr. Coté said that the map showed that in fact the lot next to 82 Dennis Avenue
was not in the service area for the Southland Plant. I asked Mr. Coté about the date of
his map. It was clearly printed on the map that it was drawn in 1998. I suggested that it
mighibemr:iwﬂcﬁvemmwhmthaoﬂgimlmkndmwmmth:lﬂﬂ]'smﬂﬁx
the Plant. The Chairman of the Planning Committee, Councillor Polhill, asked me if I
was accusing staff of altering their records to disadvantage the Greensides. I told
Councillor Polhill that [ was suggesting that the person who had drawn the map had been
. given bad information about the service boundary. After all, the primary purpose of the
map was to show features connected with Mr. Lansink’s request for permission to expand
the Southland Plant.

I suggest that you call Councillor Walker immediately to try to arrange for her to
speak to this matter at Council. We know there is some support. Both Susan Eagle and
Ben Veel have expressed support for our position. I suspect that part of the problem at
Planning Commiitee was the fact that Councillor Walker had made arrangements for the
matter to appear on the Planning Committee Agenda. The Committee seemed to resent
this. You may recall that several minutes were taken up by questions and answers
regarding the appropriateness of Planning Committee dealing with this matier, Walker
has had a bit of a falling out with some members of Council recently as the result of her
criticism of the Mayor and it may be that we were caught in the crossfire. It will be
difficult to convey this information to Councillor Walker who has been very supportive
and helpful throughout the process. Perhaps there is no need to get into political issues
as Councillor Walker herself is probably very much aware of what is going on.

In any event, we are looking for 10 votes in favour of directing staff to prepare an
agreement that simply carries out the instructions that Council has given without changing
requirements or applying conditions which are irrelevant.

The second objective is to move the City Solicitor out of the approval process if
this can be accomplished without a reconsideration.

unnwﬂlhmetubcmnumrmdah]fn]]rmamldthe
nsideration problem, however, [ think it has more promise because Council would
simply be making a determination that no charge was applicable.

MeCarthy Tétrault DME-LONDON #5049055 /v, T



McCarthy Tétrault

Patrick and Janice Greenside

Is it any wonder the City is such a-fggp®

November 10, 1998

BRC/jmh
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April 29,1997
Fhone for Pick-up:672-6191
Southside Construction
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cfo B.Tome & Associales Inc
51 Wimbledon Cri.
LONDOMN, ON. N6C 5CO

Dear Romaneo:
Re: Sile Plan i'-l!l!ﬂ"ﬂ' ot 4530 Colonel Tallol Rood

Shie Plan Approval Is granied conditional upon the completion of the altached development agreement in
accordance with City procedures. -

The Commissioner of Environmental Services and City Enginesr estimates the following claims and
revenues for the project,

Urhan Waorks Reserve Fund
Estimated Claim MIL
Development Charges

Usban Works Reserve Fuml
Estimated Revenue (Jan 2, 1997 rates)

(based on 164 sq. m @ $17.33 per sq. m) 52 842.12

City Services and Hydro Fund

Estimated Reveoue (Jan 2, 1997 rates) .

(based on 164 5q. m @ $20.65 per 5q. m) $3,386.60

Total Estimated Development Charges $6,228.72

Please note that this estimate includes a reduction of 117 square metres of Aoor area in recognition of
the proposed demolition of the existing bullding.

Please note that the claims and revenues are estimates only based, upon information received and
interpreted by the City Enginesr’s Depariment at the time of initial application. The purpose of these
estimates is to generally monitor the balance of the Development Funds. The final determination whether
development charges are applicable and the amount of development charges will be made by the Building
Division prior to issuance of the building permit.

Fax: {819) 68151 - HandPed mlis
Ma.-m'ilﬁﬁitn Sile Flan
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McCarthy Tétrault

DARRISTERS & SOLICITORS - PATENT & TRADE-MARK ATENTA

SUITE 1000, OME LOMUCM MLALE
291 QLIEENS AVEWLIE, LONDOM, GRMTARKD TAKATIA MEA 2R
PACEILILE (910} £42.00d « TRLEPHOME |$18) 6801587

Diirect Ling: (519} S60-T235
Luterres Address: brard@mecariiy ca

November 11, 1997

DELIVERED

Chairman and Members

Environment and Transportation Commifes

The Corporation of the City of London .
City Hall, 3rd Floor

300 Dufferin Avenue

London, Ontario

Nb6A 419

Dear Sir/Madam:
Re; 82 Dennis Avenue
I am writing to you on behalf of my clients, Parrick and Janice Greenside.
At fis meeting of November 3, 1997, City Council resolved:

“That approval in principle be given fo the removal of the restrictive
covenant on the property at 82 Dennls Avenue on the undersanding that
the Environment and Transportation Committee at its meeting on
November 17, 1997 will develop and will recommend to the Council at its
mesting on November 24, 1997, the conditions to be applied 1o the lifting
of the restrictive covenant at this siwe.”

I was advised by the Committee Secretary on November 11, 1997 that I should
submit all written material by no later than 2:00 p.m. on November 13, 1997, Given
that the staff recommendation is not available until the close of businzss on Friday,
November 14, 1997, it is necessary to anticipate what the stff position will be:

=1, Mr. Jardine advised me on November 11, 1997 that his intention was not to write
4 new report, because his view of the matter had not changed. He sald that he
. would be resubmitting his previous report.  He did, however, alert me to the

§ -posaibility that the Ciry Solicitor would submit & report,

. MeCanthy Thiraull DMS-LONDON #5010422 /. 1'
AR CRPAIR « (SULART » [ DN = TOACH T OTTARS < MOWTREAL = QUINEC = LEWNON, FNGLAND
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McCarthy Terraule
-3 - §
Chairman and Members Movember 11, 1997

The May clause was more 1o the point; clause (a) required a “subdivision agreement”
which deals with the road dedication issue. I had recommended to the Commitiee on
October 27, 1997 that the original clause (d) (the focus of the discussion) be replaced by

a clause (d) which says:

(d)  the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to prevailing local standards
along the frontage of the subject lands.

Thie is reasonable because:

1. The Department reported to the Committee on April 23, 1997 that *The addition
of one dwelling unit would not require any additional works™, beyond road
improvements, and

2. The south side of the street, a8 demonstrated gh 1
i i ' ; are not talking about the construction of an
entirely new street, simply the extension of curb and guner for the existing
Ystreel”.

As 1o the capacity issue, | am providing
for the Southland Plant When it was approved

apecity was calculaied on the basis of 12 presenf and 2 fulure [ois, 50 (here was
capacity available for Block A.” The recapic lation also Indic fic scwer WOIE Wias (D
be paid for by the “owners”. T

Consequenily, I respectfully request that the following conditions be imposed as a
condition for approval to extend Dennis Avenue and to construct a dwelling:

L (a) & subdivigion agreement be prepared and registered on title,
at the owner's expense;
. (&)  an environmental warning be registered on titlesat the
i owner's expense to provide notice 1o subsequent purchasers
of 82 Dennis Avenue that occasional sound and cdour
nuisances may oceur, in a form satisfactory to the
Commissioner of Legal Services & City Solicitor;

- {c)  a survey plan be prepared and registered on title, at the
owner's expense; and

MeCarthy Tétraull DMS-LONDON #30]0422 fv 1
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McCarthy Térraule
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Chairman and Members November 11, 1987

(d)  the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to prevailing
local standards along the frontage of the subject lands.

, Yours very truly,
&
* McCarthy, Tétrault
A
|
B
\
i
i 6' BRC/jmh

Ercls.

MeCarty Téraul DMS-LONDON #5000422 Fw.
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APPENDIX ‘'C’

From: Patrick Greenside (|GG

Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 6:24 PM
To: Rowe, Linda <LRowe@London.ca>
Subject: Complaint to Council - Development Charges for 84 Dennis Avenue, London

Good morning Linda,

Re: Appeal of Development Fees/Charges
Greenside Lot - 84 Dennis Avenue
Permit #: 18 019227 000 00 RD

Further to our conversation of Thursday June 7, 2018.

As you are aware, we picked up the aforementioned building permit for our residential
building lot located at 84 Dennis Avenue, in London, on Thursday June 8, 2018 and when we
did we were charged development costs/fees totalling $30,435.00. We paid the required fees
but we immediately informed staff that we would like to appeal the paying of these fees for
the reasons that are noted on the attached letter that is addressed to both Development and
Compliance and to the City of London Finance and Corporate Services Department.

After handing our appeal to staff within the building permit we had the opportunity to speak with
Mr. Angelo DiCicco - Manager of Plans Examination, and advised him of same and provided him
with a copy of the exact same information that we supplied to you (attached letter), which
highlights our position and the rational for us not paying Development Charges/Fees.

Please be advised that we respectfully submit our appeal to complain to London City Council on
the following grounds:

(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, ¢.27, s.
20 (1).

Please be advised that Pat is away and out of town during the week of June 11th to 15th, but we
will both be available anytime after next week to meet with staff, if they so desire.

Many thanks for your time and co-operation in this matter, it is very much appreciated.

Patrick & Janice Greenside


mailto:pjgreenside@outlook.com
mailto:LRowe@London.ca

RECORD OF PROCEEDING

CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE
convening as a Tribunal under section 27 of Part IV of By-law C.P.-1496-244 to
hear a complaint under section 20 of the Development Charges Act, 1997, S.O.
1997, c.27 by Janice and Patrick Greenside, the owners of 84 Dennis Avenue,
regarding the development charges imposed by The Corporation of the City of
London in connection with development on the land known as 84 Dennis Street.

July 17, 2018 — 12:55 PM
Council Chambers
London City Hall

PRESENT

Councillor J. Helmer, Chair

Councillor J. Morgan, Tribunal Member
Councillor P. Hubert, Tribunal Member
Councillor M. van Holst, Tribunal Member
Councillor J. Zaifman, Tribunal Member

B. Westlake-Power, Registrar

P. Kokkoros, Deputy Chief Building Official
A. Anderson, Solicitor I

P. Yeoman, Director, Development Finance
Patrick and Janice Greenside, Complainants
L. Kirkness, Agent for Complainants

CALL TO ORDER

The Chair called the Tribunal to order at 12:55 PM on July 17, 2018.
DECLARATIONS OF PECUNIARY INTEREST

None.

HEARING

Hearing before the Corporate Services Committee (CSC), convening as a
Tribunal under section 20 of the Development Charges Act, 1997, S.0. 1997, c.
27, with respect to the development charge imposed by The Corporation of the
City of London in connection with development on the land known as 84 Dennis

Avenue.

1. Preliminary and Interlocutory Matters:

The Chair provided a brief overview and explanation of the Hearing process.

P. Kokkoros, Deputy Chief Building Official; P. Yeoman, Director, Development
Finance and A. Anderson, Solicitor where in attendance on behalf of the City of
London.

Patrick and Janice Greenside and L. Kirkness appeared on behalf of the
Complainants Patrick and Janice Greenside.

2. Summary of the Evidence Received by the Tribunal:

The following attached documents were submitted as Exhibits at the Hearing:

Exhibit #1: Notice of Hearing dated June 29, 2018;



Exhibit #2: Written complaint from Janice and Patrick Greenside, dated
June 6, 2018 and date stamped in the Development and
Compliance Services Office on June 7, 2018;

Exhibit #3: Staff report dated July 17, 2018 from the Managing Director,
Development and Compliance Services & Chief Building
Official;

Exhibit #4: PowerPoint presentation, dated July 17, 2018, from L.
Kirkness, Agent for the Complainants;

Exhibit #5 PowerPoint presentation, dated July 17, 2018, from P.
Kokkoros, Deputy Chief Building Official;

Exhibit #6: Correspondence dated September 21, 2000, to Patrick and
Janice Greenside, from A.M. DeCicco, Deputy Mayor, City of
London;

Exhibit #7: Correspondence dated September 18, 2000, to A.M.

DeCicco, Controller, from P. & J. Greenside.

Mr. Kirkness presented the attached presentation noted as Exhibit #4, above,
after introducing Patrick and Janice Greenside. Mr. Kirkness noted that he has
been involved with this file for over 2 years. He stated that the Complainants
recognize the need for and the importance of the development charges, but
noted that the subject property has unique circumstances. Mr. Kirkness noted
that there are special considerations that may not have been contemplated by
the current Development Charges By-law.

Mr. Kirkness outlined the history of the property, which the Greenside’s
purchased in 1994, including the existing residence known as 82 Dennis Avenue,
located to the west of the property that is the subject of the complaint. Mr.
Kirkness indicated that the subject property was purchased with a restrictive
covenant registered on title. Mr. Kirkness outlined the information related to the
property, including its size and proximity to sewage treatment facility.

Mr. Kirkness advised as to the Greenside’s discussion with the Ministry of the
Environment in an effort to have the 100 metre setback from the sewage
treatment facility reduced. Mr. Kirkness provided the Tribunal with a copy of a
1997 City of London Council resolution related to five conditions that were to be
applied to the property and be satisfied in order for the restrictive covenant to be
lifted from the title. He indicated that these conditions included: a subdivision
agreement; an environmental warning to be registered on title; the preparation of
a survey; the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt; and the payment of
applicable development charges and fees in effect at the time of any application
for a building permit. Mr. Kirkness outlined the costs that were incurred by the
property owners, to satisfy two of the five conditions. Mr. Kirkness further noted
that these conditions were completed in good faith, and that the City
responsibilities were never completed.

Mr. Kirkness noted that development was permitted in other areas of the city,
including areas in closer proximity to treatment facilities. He indicated that since
1997, the treatment plant has been changed to a pumping station, eliminating the
requirement for warning clause for the property — and thus, the first conditions to
further development would be considered irrelevant.

Mr. Kirkness summarized the activities undertaken by the Greensides since
2016, in anticipation of building a dwelling on the subject property. He indicated
that these actions included: submission of an application for site plan approval, a
neighbourhood character study, a land use compatibility report, servicing
connection and application for a building permit. Mr. Kirkness concluded his



submission with a summary of completed costs to-date, and suggested that the
Greensides would be willing to pay development charges at rates equal to those
that had been applied in 1998 and 2000.

Councillor P. Hubert requested confirmation that the Greensides are not seeking
relief from paying development charges, but rather are looking to pay at a lesser
development charges rate. Mr. Kirkness confirmed that the Complainants are
looking for a reduction to the rate being applied by the City.

Councillor M. van Holst inquired whether there was any information available as
to why the City had not signed off on the conditions. Mr. Kirkness advised that
he had no information as to why the City had not signed off on the conditions.

Councillor J. Morgan enquired as to whether the Complainants or Agent felt that
the development charges now being applied were incorrectly determined or if
there was an error in the application of the Development Charges By-law. Mr.
Kirkness indicated that the calculations were not considered to be fair.

Mr. Kokkoros presented the attached presentation noted as Exhibit #5, above.
Mr. Kokkoros outlined the background of the application process and history for
the property, and noted that a building permit was issued on June 7, 2018.

Mr. Kokkoros noted that the current By-law does not provide for exemptions for
the construction of new singe detached dwellings. He further noted that the
Complainant indicates five reasons for appeal, but that none of these reasons
provided as grounds for dismissal under the current By-law.

Mr. Kokkoros outlined the parameters, in accordance with the current
Development Charges By-law, as to when development charges are payable.
He indicated that in this circumstance, the proposed construction at 84 Dennis
Avenue constitutes development and is subject to the fee outlined in the By-law
for a single and semi-detached dwelling. He indicated that the subject property is
located within the urban growth area.

Mr. Kokkoros outlined the provisions for exemption contained in the current By-
law. Mr. Kokkoros noted that the construction of a new single detached dwelling
would not be exempted from development charges.

Mr. Kokkoros outlined each reason given in the Complainants in support of the
complaint and noted that none of the reasons (1997 solicitor opinion, 1997
development charge amount for a commercial property, 1997 City of London
letter from Water & Sewer Engineering Department, costs incurred and paid by
the Complainants to-date and property taxes paid to-date) provide for the
applicable development charges to be waived or altered.

Mr. Kokkoros concluded that the construction of a single detached dwelling at the
property located at 84 Dennis Avenue, is deemed to be development and is
subject to a development charge in accordance with By-law C.P.-1496-244. The
amount of the development charge calculated and applied with respect to the
building permit issuance for 84 Dennis Avenue were correctly determined and no
error in the application of the Development Charges By-law has occurred.

Councillor P. Hubert asked whether there has ever been a previous building
permit application submitted to build a single detached dwelling at the subject
property and whether a development charge receivable would have been created
as a result of that application for building permit. Mr. Kokkoros noted that the
development charges are payable at the time of building permit issuance, and
that a building permit has just recently been issued for the subject property. He
confirmed that there is no record of a previous building permit or permit
application for the subject property.



Councillor M. van Holst inquired with respect to application of previously paid
property taxes, asking when water and sewer charges were made separate from
the property taxes. Mr. Kokkoros indicated that he was unable to provide
information regarding the matter. Mr. Yeoman noted that the water and sewer
charges were billed separately from property taxes prior to this time period.
Councillor M. van Holst inquired as to why the conditions were not satisfied by
the City. Mr. Kokkoros indicated that he had no information regarding that
matter.

Councillor J. Zaifman inquired with respect to the discrepancy related to
commercial vs. residential development charge noted for 1997, indicating that
both commercial and residential have been referenced. Mr. Kokkoros noted that
the application of the charge noted a charge applied to a property that was
commercial, and was considered low because there was a demolition and
reconstruction undertaken at the property.

The Chair asked whether the Complainants had any new information to present,
based on the submissions and presentation made by Mr. Kokkoros on behalf of
the City of London. Mr. Kirkness presented additional information related to a
letter dated September 21, 2000 from the Deputy Mayor at the time, to the
Complaintants. This letter is submitted as Exhibit #6. Mr. Kirkness noted the
letter states that the Deputy Mayor would forward information to the City
Engineer. Mr. Kirkness further presented a letter from the Complainants to A.M.
DiCicco dated September 18, 2000. This letter was submitted as Exhibit #7.

The Chair asked the Tribunal Members if there was a need to go in closed
session to receive legal advice regarding the matter. The Tribunal Members
requested that the Tribunal go in closed session to receive legal advice with the
following motion being:

That the Tribunal convene, in Closed Session, to consider a matter
pertaining to advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including
communications necessary for that purpose, regarding a complaint made
by Janice and Patrick Greenside under Part IV of By-law C.P.-1496-244,
as amended, the Development Charges By-law, in respect of the
development charge imposed by The Corporation of the City of London in
connection with development on the land known as 84 Dennis Avenue.

The Tribunal convened in Closed Session from 2:01 PM to 2:10 PM, with the
following in attendance:

Members:  Councillor J. Helmer (Chair), Councillors P. Hubert, J. Morgan, M.
van Holst and J. Zaifman.

Others Present: A. Anderson, Solicitor and B. Westlake-Power, Registrar.
The Tribunal resumed in public session at 2:13 PM.

The following recommendation is passed.

RECOMMENDATION:

That, after convening as a tribunal under section 27 of Part IV of By-law C.P.-
1496-244 to hear a complaint under section 20 of the Development Charges Act
1997, S.0. 1997, c. 27, by Janice and Patrick Greenside, the owners of the
property located at 84 Dennis Avenue, regarding the development charges
being appealed, for the erection of a new single detached dwelling on the subject
property, as detailed in the attached Record of Proceeding, on the
recommendation of the Tribunal, the complaint BE DISMISSED on the basis that
the Tribunal finds that the amount of the development charge being applied were
correctly determined and no error occurred in the application of the Development
Charges By-law.



ADJOURNMENT

The Tribunal adjourned at 2:24 PM.



EXHIBIT 1’

300 Dufferin Avenue

P.O. Box 5035
London, ON
e N6A 4.9
London
CANADA

June 29, 2018

Patrick & Janice Greenside
26-869 Whetherfield Street
LONDON ON

N6H 0A2

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greenside:

Re: __Development Charges Appeal — 84 Dennis Avenue

Further to your email exchange with Linda Rowe, Deputy City Clerk, June 10 — 13, 2018, notice is hereby
given that the development charges complaint, with respect to the calculation of development charges and
the application of the development charge by-law for the property located at 84 Dennis Avenue, will be
heard by the Corporate Services Committee on Tuesday, July 17, not before 12:45 PM.

This meeting will be held in the Council Chambers, 2nd Floor, City Hall, 300 Dufferin Avenue, London.

You will be given the opportunity to make representations to the Corporate Services Commiittee at this
meeting about the complaint. A copy of the staff report associated with this matter is attached hereto for
your reference.

If you have any questions regarding this hearing, please contact Barb Westlake-Power at 519 661-2489,
Ext. 5391.

Barb Westlake-Power
Deputy City Clerk

Attachment

c. L. Kirkness, Laverne@kirknessconsultinginc.ca
P. MclLeod, phil@philipmcleod.ca
B. Card
A. Anderson
G. Kotsifas
P. Kokkoros
Chair and Members, Corporate Services Committee

The Corporation of the City of London
Office: 519.661.2489 ext. 5396

Fax: 519.661.4892

Irowe@london.ca

www.london.ca



EXHIBIT 2’

The Corparation of the City of Londan June 6, 2018
300 Dufferin Avenue
P.O. Box 5035

London, Ontario RE E'VED |

N6A 419
Attention — Development and Compliance Services & JUN 0 7701
Finance and Corporate Services Departments Devbmmne & Compfiancs Bndess

Re: Greenside Property 84 Dennis Avenue

Building Permit / Development Charge Fee's

We are writing this letter in respanse to the concerns that we have relative to the Development
Charge Fee of $30,435 which we were required to pay, in order to obtain a building permit for
the new home that we are now goling to build on our lot at 84 Dennis Avenue, In Lambeth,

In June of 1994 we acquired the subject site, together with other lands, from the Sullivan
family. Since this date we have attempted (on numerous occasians) to acquire permission from
the city to bulld on our lot, but we were continually turned down. Although, we received
Council’s approval In to bulld on the lot (subject to conditions) we were never able to obtain a

bullding permit for our property,

Now, after 24 years of owning and maintaining this property, including property taxes, the city
has finally granted us permission to build on our lot. This is mainly due to the fact that the
former Southland STP is now a Pumping Station.

We definitely appreclate the fact that the city has granted us approval to finally build on our
property, but do not feel that Development Charges/Fees of 630,435 are warranted fora
number of reasons; therefore, we would like to appeal the.levying of these fees.

First and foremost, as noted In'the attachied letter to us from our then soliclitor, Mr. Barry Card
fram McCarthy Tetrault, dated November 10, 1998 (page 2 — last paragraph), and | quote —

=t would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection ta the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you (our lot} is within the original service area
for the Southland.”

Secondly, It should be noted that the Development Charges imposed on April 29, 1997 to
Southside Construction for the construction of the new Tim Horton’s located alang Colonel
Tatbot Road (Mighway #4) in Lambeth was only $6,228.72 {see attached letter from the City),

desplte being a commercial property.

During this same year Development Charges provided to us by Rob Watson and Leo Kent, from
the city’s engineering department, for residential properties totalled $5,821.00 more or less.

M



Thirdly, in August of 1997 a letter was sent out by the City of London’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department to al! of the property owners within the potentlal service area of the
Southland Plant offering them sewer and servicing capacity for thelr residential or commercial
property. The amount of these servicing/development charges were $23,000 per home, and
this cost was usually recovered as a lump sum or in 10 annual installments including Interest.
Commercial properties were designated for higher sewage flows than homes and should expect

a higher charge?

Fourthly, we have paid for all surveying costs in order to provide the required road frontage for
our lot, as well as curbing along both side of the road, and the cost to bring storm, sanitary and

water services to our property line.

Lastly, we have paid over 24 years of property taxes on this lot and have received no services at
all from the city for these levies.

In light of the foregoing, we hope that the city will seriously reconsider their decisions ta
Impase any type of Development Charges and/or Fees for our lot, seeing as we were within the
original service area for the former Southland STP.

Janice and Patrick Greenside
84 Dennis Avenue

tondon, Ontarlo

(519) 601-6158



APPENDIX ‘B’

Kirby Oudekerk, P.Eng.
Environmental Services Engineer
Wastewater Treatment Operations
Cily of London

109 Greenside Avenus
London, ON NG6J 2X&
P:519.471.1537 | Cell: 226.448,4359 | Fax: 518.661.0199

koudeker@®london.ca | www.london.ca

This email is significant in that it removes the need for an environmental warning dause to be
registered on title.

Matters that need to be attended to in order to be issued a building permit
With respect to the Council resolutfon of Dec 16, 1997, items a), b) and e) are no longer
applicable, leaving the 2 items as follows:

a)
b)

<)

Jtem ( c) - a survey plan be registered an title at owners expense;

item { d) — the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to local standards be constructed
along the frontage of the subject lands at owners expense;

item (e) - the payment of all applicable Development Charge by owner is offset by the
letter of November 10, 1998 from the Greenside’s solicltor {(page 2, last paragraph)
indicating that in his opinion that the amount of charge for the connection to the
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that the lot Is within the original service area
for the Southland WWT faciilty. See ATTACHMENT 6.

The abova matters could form part of a Development Agreement that could also address the
reguirements of 8 Servidng Agreement as per ATTACHMENT 2 which would attend to the
followlng matters: :

d)

e)

f
g

Item 1 - 5% cash In lieu payment for park land dedication be paid by owner; See
ATTACHMENT 7 — A Letter dated December 7, 1998 from our solicitor (Barry Card) tous,
Indlcating that he met with Vic Cate (fermer Director of Planning) and that Mr. Cote
agreed that in the absence of anyone who could make a determination whether er not
the park dedication had been Imposed, that staff should be taking the position that we
should be given the "bencfit of the doubt” and that consequently, the cash-in-lieu
requirement will be dropped;

item 2 - that Dennis avenue be extended to the east limit of the bullding lot be
completed by owner;

iem 3 - the extended portion be properly named by bylaw ( by the Clty);

item 4 - 0.3 m reserve be lifted by City;



McCarthy Tétrault

BANJUSTERS & SOUCITORS - PATENT & TAADE-MARK ACENTS

SUTTE 2000, ONE LONDON AACE
155 QUEENS AVENUE, LONDON, ONTARID, CANADA NéA SB8
FACSIMILE {$19) £60-3599 - TELEPHONE (519) 660-3587

Direct Line: (519) 660-7235
Internet Address; beari@mecsthy.az
Our File 153576-201347

November 10, 1998

Patrick and Janice Greenside 4 W

82 Dennis Avenue 9(
London, Ontarip ﬁ,{
N6P 1BS

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greenside:

Re: 82 Dennis Avenue, Laondon

[ confirm that we had our in-camera audience with Planning Commitiee an
Monday, November 9, 1998. The result of this session was simply a recommendation
from Planning Commitiee to Council that 0o action be taken with respect to our request
for assistance in settling tha terms of the subdivision agreement.

The discussion lasted for approximately half an hour after a late start.
M, Jardine said that be was in a bit of a rush becanse he had to go to his regular
Commnmemeedng,however.befmchcdepaxwd,bcmmgedmtcuthc@mmiﬁecthm
wewcrewyingwbackoutufmcariginnlConncﬂapproval(maklngareconskiaaﬁon
necessary). He also said that the conditions being proposed by staff are perfectly
consistent with what Council had been approved. Despite clear proof that in fact staff
were asking for work that went much beyond the scope of what Council had approved,
there was po inkling of support or encouragement from the Committee. This particular
Planning Commitiee is now into its 12th and final month. It has been a particularly
useless Committee. Initially, T thought the problem was that there were thres new
Councillors on the Committee and that things would improve as the year wore on. I
suspectthatyouobsc:vedfromtheabaaneeofprobingqnesﬁonsthatﬂﬁngshmmt
improved very much. The Committee still believes everything it is told by staff. It takes
no initiative to correct problems that emerge from the actions of stff. Yours was a
prime example, Igalherthatunlmsomcthingdi&'ermthappensatConncil,youwiﬂmt
be proceeding with a plan to build on the new lot.

McCarthy Témoult DMS-LONDON 15049055 / v. 1
VANCOUVER + CALGARY « LONDON « TORONTO » OTTAWA * MONTREAL - QUEBEC - LONDON, ENGLAND



McCarthy Tétraulr

Patrick and Janice Greenside November 10, 1998

During our discussion of these various issues, Mr. Coté came forward with a
map. Mr. Coté said that the map showed that in fact the Jot pext to 82 Denais Avenue
was not in the service area for the Southland Plant. 1 asked Mr. Coté about the date of
his map. It was clearly printed on the map that it was drawn in 1998. I suggested that it
might be more instructive to see what (he original service drawing in the 1960's said for
the Plant, The Chairman of the Planning Committee, Councillor Polhill, asked me if I
was accusing staff of altering their records to disadvantage the Greensides. I told
Councillar Polhill that I was suggesting that the person who had drawh the map had been
given bad information about the service boundary, After all, the primary purpose of the
map was 1o show features connected with Mr. Lansink’s request for permission to expand
the Southland Plant.

[ suggest that you call Councillor Walker immediately to try to arrange for her to
speak to this matter at Council. We know there is some support. Both Susan Eagle and
Ben Veel have expressed support for our position. T suspect that part of the problem at
Planning Committee was the fact that Councillor Walker had mads arrangements for the
matter (o appear on the Planning Committee Agenda. The Committee seemed to reseat
this, You may recall that several minutes were taken up by questions and answers
regarding the appropriateness of Planning Committee dealing with this matter, Wallmr
has had a bit of a falling out with some members of Council recently as the result of her
criticiam of the Mayor and it may be that we wers caught in the crossfire. It will be
difficult to convey this information to Councillor Walker who has been very supportive
and helpful throughout the process. Perhaps there is no need to get into political jssues
as Councillor Walker hersclf is probably very much aware of what is going on.

In any event, we are looking for 10 votes in favour of directing staff to prepare an
agresment that simply carries out the instructions that Council has given without changing
requirements or applying conditdons which are irrelevant.

The second objective is to move the City Solicitor out of the approval process if
this can be accomplished without a reconsideration.

O J.L‘..!.I'J?L[‘lmm 8 IRC LR YOU 1 vtlar,
area for. Squibland. This one will have to be manoenvred skilfully to avoid the
econsideration problem, however, I think it has more promise because Council would

simply be making a determination that no charge was applicable.

McCarthy Tétrault DMS-LONDON #5049055 / ». T



McCarthy Tetraule

Pawick and Janice Greenside November 10, 1998

[s it any wonder the City is such a-S0gpe

Yours very truly,
McCarthy, Tétrault

BRC/jmh
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Southside Construction

c/o R.Tame & Assoclates Inc
51 Wintbledon Crt.
LONDON, ON. N6C 5C9

Dear Rumano:

Re: Sile Plan linnrmnl at 4530 Colanel Tolbnt Rood

St Plan Approval is gramed condltional upan the completlon of the attached d evelopmeny agreement In
accocdance with Clty pracedures, -

‘Mie Commissloner of Environmental Services and Clty Enpiness estimatys the following claime snd
revenues (or the project.

Urhan Works Resepve Fu

Estimated Claim NIL

Deyelopment. Lharges

Usban Waotks Reserve Fund
Estimated Reveave (fan 2, 1997 rates)
(bascd on 164 sq. m @ $17.33 per sq. m) $2.842.12

Clty Services and Hydco Fund
Estimated Revenue (Jan 2, 1997 rates) .
(based on 164 sq. m @ $20.65 per sq. m) $1,336.60

Total Estimated Development Charges $6,228.72

Please note that thig esthinate Includes a reductlon of 117 squeso nctres of NMaoe area in recognition of
the proposed demolltion of the existing buikling.

Please note thot the clalms and rovenues are estimates only based, upon Infurmatton received and
jmerpreted by the City Engincer’s Depnrtment at the tlime of initial sgplicatinn.  Tha purpase of these
estimaies is v genecally moaltor Uie balence of ihe Development Funds. The final determination whether
development charges are npplicabiu and the smount uf development charges will he made hy the Building
Division prior 1o lasuanco of the building permit.

FAK: |912) $81.5104 - setidraiPrainhs
FAR: (4 MW:SL:J g She Pn

| s Al 6 e A

7 HopTon)S J—"—E’/ ..
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DARNISTERS & BLRICITONRS - PATENT&‘ TRADEIWASK AJENTA
SUIME W00, ONE LUNUON TUALE
29§ QUEENS AVEWUL LONDON, QNTARID, CANADIA e 155
FACEIKILS ($10} 224500 o TELEPHOHE |518) 6401397
Direca Line: (519) 660-7218
Interne: Addrees: beard@mecarny. ca
November 11, 1997
DELIVERED
Chairman and Members
Envizonment and Transporirtion Commimes
Tho Corporation of the City of London . o

City Hall, 3rd Ploor
300 Duffetin Avenue
Loadon, Omarla
N6A 4L9

JUN 077018
Do 4 Corpems bendess

Dear Sli/Medam:
Re: 82 Dennis Avenne

T am writing to yon on behalf of my clicots, Patrick and Janice Greenside,
A1 lts meeting of November 3, 1997, City Council resolved:

*Ther approval in principle be given to the removal of the restrictive
coveaant on the proporty at 82 Dennis Aveniic on the updersmnding that
the Environment and Transportation Commitice at its mecting on
November 17, 1997 wiil dovelop and will recommend 10 the Coungil at its
meeting on November 24, 1997, te conditions o be applisd to the Jitling
of the reamictive covenant at dis siie.”

I was advised by the Committee Sccretary on November 11, 1997 that I should
¢ubmit a}] writen material by no later than 2:00 p.m. on November 13, 1997. Given
that the staff recommendation Ly not available until the closg of business on Friday,
Navember 14, 1007, i is necessary 1o anticipate what the stiff position will be:

7% ¢ Mr. Jardine advised mo on November 11, 1997 that his intention was not to write:

;2. newreport, because his view of the maiter had nol changed. He sald that be

T wouldibel rambmitting his previous repott. [le did, howaver, elect me ta the

-,,"‘ﬁ;?-ﬁ:‘.’- < f@’ﬁqﬁlﬁu?ﬁihu the Ciry Salicitor would submit & report.

".é-__ =1 1=}
‘ﬁ -J‘:T}:;- o

s

| McGanty THmidiMS-LONDON #5010022 /v. )’
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Chainnen und Mombers November 11, 1997

The May clauss was mers 1o ths point; clause (a) required a3 “subdivision agreement”
which deals with the rosd dedication issuc. I had recommesnded to the Commitiee on
Octobor 27, 1997 that tho original clause (d) (thé focus of the diccussion) be repleced by

a clouse {d) which says:

{d) the construction of curb, guuer and ssphalt to prevailing local stapdards
along the [rontage of the subject lands.

This is reasanable because:

1. The Department reposted 1o)ths Commitiee on April 23, 1997 that “The addition
of ono ' dwellingjunitiwouid! not requirefany additional works™, beyond road
improvements, and

an ths
past, widena intacthiz parking lot. We are not'talking 'about the'construction of an
crtirely Tew street, simply the extension of curb and’ guuec for the cxisting

“ streeg”.

/As)10,the capacity, Lssu¢, ] am providing an exiract from the recap iniarion sheet
for the Routhiand) Plant When) il was approved by, Westnaingteriin' February, 1381,
‘Capacity waliculculaed) on the Basiprol 12 presentiand Z) Ilure Jois, 801hato was

capiciiysavailableifor’Blo % Jhic recapitulation As0) IREICEE3TTHE  SCWEE WOTK ' Was| (0

Aifor bvithe “owners” . :

Conscquendy, I respectfully request that the following conditions be Lnpoesed as &
conditian for apgroval to extend Dennis Avcous aod 0 construct a dwelling:

(&) a subdivision agresmen: be prepared and registered on title,

c./-
at the ownecr's expense;

() an enviranmental waming be registered on titlevat the

v owner's expeasé 10 provide notice 10 subkequent purchasers

of 82 Dennis Avenue that occasional souad and odour
ouigances may eccus, in a form satisfactory fo the
Commissioner of Logal Sarvicas & Clty Solicitor;

a survey plap be preparcd and registesed oa tidle, at the
ownes's expense; and

McCorthy Téirault DMS-LONDON 25010432 /v. |
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Chalrman and Members November 11, 1997

(d) the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt to prevailing
lacal standards ateng the frontage of the subject lands.

Yours very truly,

McCarthy, Tétranlt

- 0

m——-\-/ he= L

' BRC/jmh
Ercls.

MeCarthy Tamraul Dh{S-LONDON #5010422 / v. I
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APPENDIX ‘C’

From: Patrick Greenside [—l

Sent: Sunday, June 10, 2018 6:24 PM
To: Rowe, Linda <LRowe@London.ca>
Subject: Complaint to Council - Development Charges for 84 Dennis Avenue, London

Good morning Linda,

Re: Appeal of Development Fees/Charges
Greenside Lot - 84 Dennis Avenue
Permit #: 18 019227 000 00 RD

Further to our conversation of Thursday June 7, 2018.

As you are aware, we picked up the aforementioned building permit for our residential
building lot located at 84 Dennis Avenue, in London, on Thursday June 8, 2018 and when we
did we were charged development costs/fees totalling $30,435.00. We paid the required fees
but we immediately Informed staff that we would like to appeal the paying of these fees for
the reasons that are noted on the attached letter that is addressed to both Development and
Compliance and to the City of London Finance and Corporate Services Department.

After handing our appeal to staff within the building permit we had the opportunity to speak with
Mr. Angelo DiCicco - Manager of Plans Examination, and advised him of same and provided him
with a copy of the exact same information that we supplied to you (attached letter), which
highlights our position and the rational for us not paying Development Charges/Fees.

Please be advised that we respectfully submit our appeal to complain to London City Council on
the following grounds:

(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, ¢.27, s.

20 (1).

Please be advised that Pat is away and out of town during the week of June 11th to 15th, but we
will both be available anytime after next week to meet with staff, if they so desire.

Many thanks for your time and co-operation in this matter, it is very much appreciated.

Patrick & Janice Greenside

2



EXHIBIT ‘3’

CHAIR AND MEMBERS
CORPORATE SERVICES COMMITTEE

TO:

G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.
MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT AND
COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL

DEVELOPMENT CHARGE COMPLAINT
84 DENNIS AVENUE
MEETING HELD ON JULY 17, 2018

SUBJECT:

[ — m——
S— e

| RECOMMENDATION

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Development and Compliance Services
& Chief Building Official, the Development Charges complaint submitted by Janice and Patrick
Greenside, owners of the property situated at 84 Dennis Avenue, BE DISMISSED.

| BACKGROUND |

A complaint letter from Janice and Patrick Greenside (Greensides), with respect to Development
Charges paid for the erection of a new single detached dwelling (hereinafter referred to as
‘complaint’), was received on June 7, 2018 and is included in Appendix ‘A’ of this report. Supporting
documentation to the complaint letter was also submitted and is included in Appendix ‘B'.

The aforementioned letter makes mention of various reasons as to why the imposed
Development Charges should be waived. The following reasons have been listed:

1. Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor indicating that “It would be
nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection ta Southland
should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for Southland".

2. During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “more or less".

3. Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London's Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “servicing/development charges in the amount of

$23,000 per home”.

4. The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and the
costs to “..bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line".

5. For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were received
from the City “for the above levies".

Subsequent to the submission of the complaint letter, the Greensides contacted the City’s clerk’s
office via email and indicated that the basis of their complaint was on the following grounds:

“..(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined; and
(b) there has been an error in the application of the development charge by-law. 1997, ¢.27, 5. 20

.."

Both are valid grounds of complaint as per s. 28 of the By-law. A copy of the email
correspondence is provided in Appendix ‘C'.

A building permit application was received on May 22, 2018 for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling. The building permit was issued on June 7, 2018, at which time the assessed

Development Charges of $30,435.00 were paid.



On May 22, 2018 a building permit application was submitted for the construction of a new single
detached dwelling at 84 Dennis Avenue. Staff assessed the amount of Development Charges due
based on Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 (DC By-law).

The property is situated inside the City's urban growth boundary and in accordance with the DC By-
taw, the DC amount for the construction of a new single detached dwelling is $30,435.00.

Is the construction of a new single detached dwelling unit subject to payment of
Development Charges?

Part Il 5.4 of the DC By-law requires the owner of a building that develops or redevelops the land
to pay Development Charges.

« 4. Owner to Pay Development Charge

The owner of any land in the City of London who develops or redevelops the land or any building
or structure thereon shall, at the time mentioned in section 6, pay Development Charges to the
Corporation calculated in accordance with the applicable rate or rates in Section 1 as described

in section 8.”

The DC By-law further defines ‘development’ as:

" the construction, erection or placing of one or more buildings or structures on land or the
making of an addition or alteration to a building or structure that has the effect of changing the
size or usability thereof, and includes all enlargement of existing development which creates
new dwelling units or additional non-residential space and includes work that requires a
change of use building permit as per Section 10 of the Ontario Building Code; and
"redevelopment” has a corresponding meaning;

The construction of a new single detached dwelling unit constitutes the creation of a new dwelling
unit and thus is considered as development.

How was the Development Charge amount calculated?

The DC By-law provides Tables in Schedules 1-A through 1-F that depict either the amount due
or the rate to be applied to the gross floor area of buildings.

The DC amount for new single and semi-detached dwelling units situated inside the urban
growth boundary is as follows:

City Services charges: $27,926.00
Urban works charges: $ 2,509.00

Total DC amount: $30,435.00
The full DC amount above was paid by the permit applicant just prior to building permit issuance.

The owners, at the time of building permit pick up, indicated that they have previously paid for
certain services, prior to the building permit application date. There is no provision in the DC By-
law to waive the DC charge based on the fact that costs for any infrastructure were previously

paid by the owner.



Development Charges By-law C.P.-1496-244 and Grounds for Complaints

The DC By-law in PART 1V, .28 provides the following (depicted In italicized bold font below).
Accordingly, staff's position is also provided under each sub-clause.

28. Grounds of Complaint
(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined;

Staff determined the DC amount due based on the provisions of the DC By-law for the
construction of a new single detached dweliing. The DC amount for the construction of a
new single detached dwelling, in accordance with the DC By-law is $30,435.00 and was
correctly determined.

(b) whether a credit is available to be used against the development charge, or the
amount of the credit or the service with respect to which the credit was given, was
incorrectly determined, or;

During the processing of the building permit application, there was no information made
available with respect to whether any credit was avallable to be used towards the DC
payment due and as such, staff determined that there is no credit available.

(c) there was an error in the application of this by-law.

While the complaint letter (Appendix ‘A’) does not indicate that an error was made in the
application of the DC By-law, this is indicated in a subsequent email communication to
the City's clerk’s office (Appendix 'C'). Itis staff's position that no error was made in the

application of the current DC By-law.

Analysis of reasons provided to waive the DC amount as submitted in the complaint letter

Each of the reasons given to waive the DC charges is analyzed below:

o Reference to a November 10, 1998 letter from their solicitor, indicating that “.../t
would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the
connection to Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the
original service area for Southland".

This is a letter addressed to the Greensides from their solicitor summarizing an “in-camera
audience” with the Planning Committee on November 9, 1998. The letter provides some
direction in terms of strategy as to what is required to gain council’s support. The last
paragraph states:

“It would be nice to have Council agree that the amount of the charge for the connection to
Southland should be nil in view of the fact that you are within the original service area for
Southland”.

This presumably refers to the fact that the property in question should not have been included
in the discussions to expand the capacity of the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant and that
the property should've been considered in the original service area for the plant.

The letter makes no reference to Development Charges and refers to “charge for the
connection...". Presumably, the “connection” refers to the installation and connection charges
for a sanitary sewer on Dennis Avenue.

There is no provision in PART V (Exemptions and Exceptions) of the DC By-law to waive DC
charges based on the above reason.



« During 1997, City staff provided a Development Charge amount for residential
properties of $5,821.00 “...more or less”.

This item pertains to the DCs due back in 1997. There Is no provision in the current DC By-
law to waive DC charges based on this reason. Presumably, it was listed for DC amount
comparison purposes only.

« Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London's Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to “...servicing/development charges in the
amount of $23,000 per home".

The third reason refers to a letter sent out (Aug. 1, 1997) by the City’s Water & Sewer
Engineering Department with respect to a City initiated Class Environmental Assessment to
explore the possibility of expanding the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant to serve
approximately 220 homes from 180. The letter notes that the City is trying to determine the
interest of existing residents in terms of purchasing “sanitary servicing”. It further states that
the average household costs were estimated to be $23,500 per home.

Despite the complaint letter making reference to “servicing/development charges”, the letter
sent by the City makes no reference to Development Charges. During the processing of the
building permit application and the issuance of the building permit, Building Division staff was
not provided with any evidence that the sanitary sewer and treatment plant fees were indeed
paid. Even if that were the case, there Is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive the
entire amount of DC charges for the construction of a new home.

e The owners have paid surveying costs for the road frontage as well as curbing and
the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our property line”.

This fourth reason to waive the DCs refers to the fact that surveying costs for the road
frontage as well as curbing and the costs to “...bring storm, sanitary and water services to our
property line”were paid. The current DC By-law has no provision to waive DC charges solely
based on the fact that the owners have paid for the infrastructure stated.

Building Division staff was not provided with any evidence of payment, nor documentation
clarifying the type of sanitary, water and stormwater servicing work performed and paid for by
the complainant.

A review of City data sources has provided the following regarding servicing on Dennis
Avenue:

- the stormwater sewer (local) was installed in 1958;
- the watermain (local) was installed in 1961;
- the sanitary sewer (local) was installed in 1999.

Although the sanitary sewer is a relatively recent construction, the work was not completed
through a Local Improvement assessed to all benefitting property owners. Several property
owners of existing houses on Dennis Avenue subsequently paid frontage fees under the
Sewer By-law to connect into the Municipal System.

It should be further noted that DCs do not fund local infrastructure; rather, DCs are applied to
new development to pay for infrastructure with regional benefits (e.g., trunk sewers) and
applicable treatment capacity (e.g., stormwater management facilities and wastewater
treatment facilities). Based on all available information, prior to the payment of DCs for 84
Dennis Avenue, no funding had been provided to the City as a financial contribution to these

growth costs.

» For the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot and no services were
received from the City for the above levies.

The fifth reason listed refers to the fact that property taxes have been paid for the past 24
years with receipt of “no services at all from the city for these levies”.  The DC By-law makes



no mention of property tax payment and has no provisions to waive DC charges based on the
fact that property taxes have been paid. Additionally, water and sewer costs are not funded
through taxes, but rather separately through water and sewer rates. As the property has not
been connected to the water and sewer system, the complainant has not been financially
contributing to the water or sewer system,

Staff maintains that the DC amount was properly determined under the By-law in force and
effect at the time of the building permit application submission, and therefore recommends
dismissal of the complaint.

~ CONCLUSION

The letter submitted by Janice and Patrick Greenside provides five reasons why the entire DC
amount charged on the construction of a new home at 84 Dennis Avenue should be waived.
Staff has reviewed the reasons stated in the complaint letter and is of the opinion that the DC
By-law was correctly administered and has correctly imposed the DC amount of $30,435.00.

There is no provision in the current DC By-law that permits the waiving of the DC charges for the
construction of a new single detached dwelling unit at 84 Dennis Avenue.

it is the Chief Building Official's opinion that the Development . Charges were correctly
determined and that the complaint filed by Janice and Patrick Greenside should'be dismissed.

Staff wants to acknowledge the assistance provided by Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor 1.

PREPARED BY: RECOMMENDED BY:

a/ B

P. KOKKOROS, P. ENG. G. KOTSIFAS, P.ENG.

DEPUTY CHIEF BUILDING OFFICIAL, | MANAGING DIRECTOR, DEVELOPMENT
DEVELOPMENT AND COMPLIANCE AND COMPLIANCE SERVICES & CHIEF
SERVICES BUILDING OFFICIAL

PK:pk

c.c. Angelo DiCicco-Manager of Plans Examination
Aynsley Anderson, Solicitor ||
Paul Yeoman-Diraector, Development Finance
Building File.

YAPKokkoros\Docs\OF FICE related\DEVELOPMENT CHARGES\Appesls and Complainis\84 Dennis Avenue\2018-07-17 - CSC -84
DENNIS AVENUE- DC COMPLAINT -FINAL2 June 26 2018.doc



EXHIBIT ‘4’

Patrick and Janice Greenside at 84
(was 82)Dennis Avenue, Lambeth

Corporate Services Committee
July 17, 2018
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1994-1997

* Greensides were in pursuit of a Building
permit for a single detached residence.

e Worked with MOE to resolve GUIDELINE of
100m separation distance.

e Retained lawyer to assist, whom proposed a
servicing agreement and warning clause — all
agreeable to MOE

/.-’
/ THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF LONDON
a Gute 2C8, Cay Mt
:a:n: :‘;,u‘f,- Sonwes @ :a; mvm
ang Ciy Bosdr " 3 Longon, Ol MBA L8
S e T

LEGAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLEAX

December 16, 1997

J. W, Jerdine
Commi of Envi | Services & City Engineer

| hereby certify that the Municipal Cuusicil, t its scssion held un Decemnber 15, 1997
resolved:

21 That, notwith diny the Jation of the C fas of Enviran wental
Services & City Engineer, the restrictive cavenant un lands owned by Mr. P. Greens de ut
32 Dennis Avenue adjacent 10 the Southland Sewage Trentment Plant BE REMOVED,
subject to the following conditions;

(8) Akl bosn o sgreement be prepared and registered on ttle, at the owner’s expense;

(b) an ensilomnentu! wariing be registered on tit'e at the owner's's expense 10 provide
notice to subsequient purchasers o RY Dennis 4+ 173t occasional sound and odour
Ruisances may occur, in a torm Y W e L i of Legal Bervices &
City Solicitor ;

(c} o survey plan be prepared and registered on title, at the owner’s expense:

{d) the construction of curb, gutier and asphalt 1o prevailing local stundards along the
frontage of the subject lands; and

{v)  the payment by the owner of all applicable Development Charges and fees in effect at
the time of any application for s building pennit and the payment by the owner ta the
City of & proportional share of the cost of required upgrades lo expand the Southland
Sewnge Trestment Plant as determined by the C issi of Envi |
Services and City Engineer at the time of any application for a building permit.
(59.3.1) QUI/ETC) (AS AMENDED)

/66T JO UOIIN|OS3Y [12UNOD

,_7:.,'/‘-4(3/ i~

JefT A, Malpas:
City Cletk




This Council Resolution of Dec. 1997
stated

21. That, notwithstanding the
recommendation o f the Commissioner of
Environmental Services & City Engineer, the
restrictive covenant on lands owned by Mr. P.
Greenside at 82 Dennis Avenue adjacent to the
Southland Sewage Treatment Plant BE
REMOVED, Subject to the following

conditions: (5 conditions)

2 of the 5 Council conditions

(a) asubdivision agreement be prepared and
registered on title, at the owner's expense;

(b) an environmental warning be registered on title
at the owner's expense to provide notice to subsequent
purchasers of 82 Dennis Avenue that occasional sound
and odour nuisances may occur, in a form satisfactory

to the Commissioner of Legal Services & City Solicitor;

Greensides complied but City Staff did not
complete either of these conditions




3rd and 4th of 5 Council conditions

c) a survey plan be prepared and registered on
title, at the owner's expense;

Completed by Greensides in 1998-2000

(d) the construction of curb, gutter and asphalt
to pre vailing local standards along the
frontage of the subject lands; and

Completed by Greensides in 1998-2000

5th of 5 Council conditions

(e) the payment by the owner of all applicable

Development Charges and fees in effect at the time of
any application for a building permit and the payment
by the owner to the City of a proportional share of the
cost of required upgrades to expand the Southland
Sewage Treatment Plant as determined by the
Commissioner of Environmental Services and City
Engineer at the time of any application for a building

permit. Greensides were prepared to complete if
building permit issued and would have owed
S$5821 in 1998 or 58111 in 2000.




Greensides SS costs for 2 conditions

 Surveying - $3616
e Services and road works - $3035

 Legal fees to work with the City to complete
the first two conditions - $20,000, but still
were never completed.

Total costs $26,651
... and still no building permit was issued.
Property taxes paid since 1994 to date = $11,500

Conclusion

* The Greensides in good faith completed the 2
conditions and were prepared to pay the
$5821 or the $8111 DC.

e Of the 5 conditions, 2 were the responsibility
of the City Staff and were not completed
which prevented the issuance of a building
permit.

* Greensides “gave up” on the advice of lawyer.




Greensides wonder why 2 conditions
were never completed???

* Development was permitted in other areas of
the City within 100 m of Pottersburg STP.

» Development was permitted in other areas of
the City and Warning Clauses were used.

e The separation distance guideline was
provided by MOE and it had no objection to
the issuance of a building permit if the
Warning Clause was applied to the title.

2000 through to 2016

* Greensides monitored the situation and
ultimately found that the Treatment Plan
would become a Pumping Station

 No WARNING CLAUSE would be required.
* No subdivision agreement would be required.

e Therefore, the first two conditions were
essentially irrelevant and need not be
considered any longer.




2016 to present

 Greensides have:

1.

2.
3.
4.

5.

made application for Site Plan Approval because
it was considered infill development

Prepared a Neighbourhood Character Study
Prepared a Land Use Compatibility Report

Arranged for the servicing connection with City
staff

Made application for a Building Permit and are
building their family retirement home now.

Total costs =550,000

Current Greenside Position on DCs

* Prepared to pay the $5821 amount which

reflects the DC charge of 1998 when they
completed their conditions....

 Willing to consider the 2000 rate at $8111.

It being noted that 550,000 approximately has already been
spent as shown on previous slides and meeting the requirements
of an infill SPA application.




EXHIBIT ‘5’

84 DENNIS AVENUE

Development Charges Complaint
Corporate Services Committee Tribunal

July 17, 2018
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BACKGROUND

A building permit application was submitted for the construction of a new single detached
dwelling on a vacant lot at 84 Dennis Avenue. The permit application was submitted on May 22,
2018 and the building permit was issued on June 7, 2018.

On June 7, 2018 at the time of permit pick up, Building Division staff were advised that the
owner is ‘protesting’ the payment of Development Charges and provided supporting
documentation. The owner has indicated that the Development Charge of $30,435 is not
warranted.

The current DC By-law (C.P. -1496-244) provides no exemption from DC payments for
the construction of a new single detached dwelling and the DC charges were assessed
in accordance with the provisions of the By-law.
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June 7, 2018- Received letter from Janice and Patrick Greenside providing five reasons
why the DCs are not warranted:

1. Reference to a letter from their solicitor with an opinion related to Council’'s decision from 1997.
2. Reference to a 1997 Development Charge amount for a commercial property.
3. Reference to an August 1997 letter sent by the City of London’s Water & Sewer Engineering Department.

4. The owners have paid costs for curbing, storm, sanitary and water services to the property line.

o

The fact that for the past 24 years property taxes were paid on the lot.
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DC Bv-iaw provides the followin “Grounds of Complaint”:

5.28

(a) the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined;

(b) whether a credit is available to be used against the development charge, or the amount

of the credit or the service with respect to which the credit was given, was incorrectly
determined, or;

(c) there was an error in the application of this by-law.

While none of the reasons provided in the complaint letter make reference to the
above-mentioned ‘grounds of complaint’, a subsequent email to the clerks’ office
stated that (a) and (c) are grounds of complaint.
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Are Development Charges payable?

4. “Owner to Pay Development Charge”

The owner of any land in the City of London who develops or redevelops the land or any

building or structure thereon shall, at the time mentioned in section 6, pay Development
Charges to the Corporation calculated in accordance with the applicable rate or rates in
Schedule 1 as described in section 8.

In accordance with the DC By-law, “development”:

"means the construction, erection or placing of one or more buildings or structures on land or the
making of an addition or alteration to a building or structure that has the effect of changing the size
or usability thereof, and includes all enlargement of existing development which creates new
dwelling units or additional non-residential space and includes work that requires a change of use
building permit as per Section C.1.3.1.4 of the Ontario Building Code ; and redevelopment has a
corresponding meaning,”(emphasis added)

ST,
EI%
] |
London
CANADA
I T I e e e A N a e A A T L e T T 5 = £ =
Loy = f le e
= i) A LF —
e l 2
e - ‘B ' Jesy 7] - = g A e
T olgdad gl A | - : {
2 = = P R s S T = e TR e e T I
YT

How was the Development Charge amount determined?

The construction/erection of a new single detached dwelling is considered as

development' | CITY OF LONDON DEVELOPMENT CHARGE RATES

Development Charges By-Law — C P -1406-244 (By-Law effective AUGUST 47%, 2014)
RATES EFFECTIVE_UNTIL, DECEMBER 31, 2018'

TOTAL CHARGES INSIDE URBAN GROWTH AREA
T —

Single & N Multiples / Apartments Apartments | C I with 'm
Semi ow Housing with <2 with> =2 {per square {per square 50% Heduction’ | meter of gross
D heod par bed maotro of motra of gross on floor area)
{per dwelling unit) (per dwelling | (per dweiling | gross floor floor area) City Services
unit) unit) unit) area) Cherge
1 | City Servicos Charges§' $27,926 $20,934 $12,990 $17,531 $242.66 $140.08 $70.04 $179.30
2 | Urban Works Charges $2,509 $1,895 $1,172 $1.579 $34.75 $9.33 $9.33 $3.94/
3 TOTAL $30,435 $22,829 $14,162 $19,110 $277.41 $149.41 $79.37 $183.24
TOTAL CHARGES OUTSIDE GROWTH AREA
Single & Mulitiples / Apartments Apartinents | Commercial | Institutional Industsial®
Semi Row Housing with <2 with>=2 | (persquara | (peraquare [ Institutional with| (persquare
D 50% Reduction’ | motsr of gross
{por matre of | metre of gross B0 Hoor
{per dwelling unit) {per dwalling | (per dwelling | grosas floor floor area) o orea}
unity unit) unit) area) "ycms'“‘“'
1 | Clty Services Charges ! $17,362 $12,959 $8,058 $10,885 $168.26 $102.09 $51.05 $80.98
2 | Urban Works Charges ! $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
3 |TOTAL $17,362 $12,959 $8,058 $10,885 $168.26 $102.09 $51.05 $80.98

Notes:
1 On Building Permits applied lor after January 01, 2018 also. see a 10 of the DC Bylaw
ZThis rate apples only to. 1) Hospltats under the Public Hosphtals Act, 2) Univarsitles and Coleges under the Ministry of Colleges and Universities Act, 3) Lands

buildings or structures used or lo be used for a place of worship or for the purposes of a cemetary or burial ground. 4) Other land used for nol-for-profit purposes defined
in and exempt from taxation under section 3 of the Assessment Act.

P ges are through the Lands C p Plan %

fiiles\DC Tabi 16, 2017.doc Preparod: November 18. 2017
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DC By-law Exemptions/ Exceptions

The complaint letter indicates that the DCs imposed are not warranted.
Part V of the DC By-law provides for exemptions and exceptions.

35. City And School Boards Exempt
36. Certain Developments Exempt
« Dwelling unit additions to existing
Parking structures
Non-residential farm buildings
Buildings for seasonal use only —no municipal infrastructure
Temporary garden suites
Air supported structures- not for profit only
37. Industrial Use Exemptions
38. Water Service Charges, Sewer Rates — provision for avoiding duplication of DC charges
39. Development Outside Urban Growth Area (CS only)

The construction of a new single detached dwelling is not exempt from the imposition of
Development Charges.
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Analysis of reasons given in complaint letter

1. Reference to a letter from the owners' solicitor with an opinion related to Council's decision
from 1997.

» Letter summarized an “in-camera audience” with the Planning Committee on
November 9, 1998.

» Provided direction - strategy to gain council’s support.
» Refers to connection charge ; not to Development Charges

There is no provision in PART V (Exemptions and Exceptions) of the DC By-law to
waive DC charges based on the above reason.
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2. Reference to a 1997 Development Charge amount for a commercial property.

+ This reason refers to DCs charged in 1997, under a different DC By-law.

+ DCs charged to a commercial building and the residential DCs applicable
at the time.

+ There is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive DC charges based on this
reason.

DLy o et v Sl s b s TpT SEso T e EsYE e

3. Reference to an August ‘97 letter sent by the Col's Water & Sewer Engineering Dept.

+ City initiated Class Environmental Assessment to explore the possibility of expanding
the Southland Sewage Treatment Plant

+ Interest of existing residents in terms of purchasing “sanitary servicing”.

» Costs quoted were not related to Development Charges.

» There is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive DC charges based on this reason.
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4. Owners state costs paid for curbing, storm, sanitary and water services to the property line.

Evidence not produced with submission of complaint letter.

Existing infrastructure along Dennis Avenue:
Water - 1961
+ Storm sewer — 1958
« Sanitary sewer - 1999

Lateral piping placement costs vs Development Charge payment.

» There is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive DC charges based on this reason.

5.

e T e T e T P e T T ey

Property taxes paid on the lot over the past 24 vears.

« Water and sewer costs not funded through taxes - but rather separately through water

and sewer rates.
» The (vacant) property has not been connected to the water and sewer system.

* No financial contribution to the water or sewer system.

« There is no provision in the current DC By-law to waive DC charges based on this reason.




CONCLUSIONS

-The construction of a new single detached dwelling is considered as ‘development’.

- The DC amount of $30,435 was correctly determined and payable at time of building permit issuance.

-Considering the grounds of complaint per s.28 of the DC By-law, staff opines that:

(a) the amount of development charge was not incorrectly determined, and
(b) there was no error made in the application of the By-law

Staff respectfully requests the complaint be DISMISSED.
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The Corporation of the City of London EXHIBIT ‘6’

September 21, 2000

Patrick and Janice Greenside
82 Dennis Aveue
London On N6P 1B5

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Greenside:

I am in receipt of your package and your request to have the subdivision agreement prepared and
registered. I also acknowledge that you have attached a cheque to the C orporation of the City of
London for this reason.

These issues of registration are not handled by Members of City Council and therefore, I will be
forwarding the entire package to Mr. John Jardine, Commissioner of Environmental Services &

City Engineer.
Sincerely

Anne Marie DeCicco
Deputy Mayor

c.c.  JohnJardine, Commissioner of Environmental Services & City Engineer

Office: (519) 661-5095 « Fax: (519) 661-5933
300 Dufferin Avenue « PO Box 5035 « London ON NBA 4L9
www_city.london.on.ca



EXHIBIT 7
September 18, 2000

The Corporation of the City of London

300 Dufferin Avenue

London, Ontario

N6B 172

Attention: Anne Marie DeCicco - Controller

Dear Anne Marie:

Re: 82 Dennis Avenue
Loondon, Ontario

First of all we would like to take this opportunity to thank you for you for acting so
promptly in getting city staff to act on our request 10 install sanitary servicing for the
vacant residential lot which we own next to our existing residence in Lambeth. Although
it cost us an additional $500.00 - $700.00 to have this service installed, after the City’s
Engineering staff ordered its removed trom the contract drawings at the 11® hour, this
service has now been constructed to the property line. Likewise, storm and water
servicing were installed as well.

The Decerber 15, 1997 Council Resolution calls for us to pay ior the installation of curb,
gutter and asphalt along the frontage of our vacant lot anc we have fulfilled this condition
as well (see attached photos). With the physical extension of the Dennis Avenue road
allowance 1now complele we now have a fully serviced lct that has 70 feet of frontage on
a newly paved road and it is zoned and designated “residential”.  We have a building
plan chosen for our lot and we aad our builder are anxious to commence construction.
Furthermore, we have a family that is interested in purchasing our current residence.

However, before we can pioceed with the copstruction of our nww home we need to iron
out three owtstanding condittons. hse beins:

(2) the preparation and registrar ob of 4 sidvey plan for the lands to be dedicated as
public highway (Re: cxtensivi of Dennis Avente by By-Law),

(b) arrange for payment of our proportiona! share of the costs required to upgrade/expand
the Southland STP, a:d

(c) registration of a warning clause on the thiz o s Hropeny



In regards to the preparation and registration of the survey plan, for those lands to be
dedicated as public highway (Dennis Avenue extension), we have retained the services of
Archibald, Gray & Mc Kay (Mr. Drew Annable) 1o carry out the required surveying. We
have directed them to commence this work at their earliest convenience.

According to the attached letter from Mr. J.V. Lucas, Manager Water & Sewer
Engineering (Exhibit A), the estimated cost to upgrade the treatment plant 1s $10,000.00
per household. He has advised that this cost is usually recoverea as a lump sum or in 10
annual instaliments including interest. Owr preference is to take advantage of the annual
installment option. In light of this, we enclosed a cheque in the amount of $1,000.00 to
cover the cost of our first installment.

Lastly, there is the issue of the warning clause on the title to out lot. Although we are of
the opinion tnat this requirement is excessive, 1n light o7 the fact that the future of the
Southland Plant is well publicized - it will eventually be demolished, we are still willing
to co-operate and support (his requiremein.

As you may not be aware, the EA for the expansion of the Southland Plant stated, and I
quote:

“Any work or expaasion I the Scuthland facility 15 to be considered as
fen.povary, until sech time as the “Sowhsiae” fadility 1s constructed™ (see
Exhibil B).

The city was the proponent of this plant expausion and one coud easily conclude that if
this statement was not factual ther we, our neighbours, and the rest of the residents of
Lambeth were misled by this staiement during the Southland EA process. It should also
be noted thart at raost of the Public Information Cenes for this piant expansion, the
consuitant (M Dillon) otten made reference lo this faet und cocunued to rely on it,
especielly when things got heated or out o hand.

Furthernore, if the proposced expersion oi thiy Plant was weant to be anything but
temporary in pature then the City’s wtter of Noverber 15, 1997 (o all of the property
owners within the service arca o the Southland Plant (Exhibit A), and the
statements/facts which the City relied upcit in its ietter to Mr. V. E. Danyla, from the
Minisory o the Environmeat (Exl ibit i, . supperi v pooposud plant expansion, could
be construca as a fabrication of the wuid 2:dior misleading as well?

r
Ir: our opirder, the facts wi.d inivanation conlained it the Environraental Study Report
for ‘hie Soutnlund Sewuze Treauacat Flant expans.on speak for themself. The proposed
expansion ol this plant is unly # temsporary measuce.  Hivwever, if one still doubts this
then surely tie facts and staterients contained ‘n tie southland PCP Upgrade and
Exparssion Report (Exhitii D - dated January 19903, the Final _nvironmental Study
repor. for he aew Southside Pic o (Exaibit B, the Loade. Development Institute report
(Exhibit F) and the peer reviewcd carried out by J.V. Morris (Exhibit F - dated March
2000),



as part of the Southside EA should put any of thes= doubts/concerns to rest. The bottom
line is the expanded Southland Plant will eventually be demolished and/or
decommissioned, once an alternative servicing method for the south end of the city has

been identified.

As mentioned, although we believe that the requirement for an additional warning clause
on the title to our vacant lot is excessive, we recognize and appreciate the city’s concern
relative to “temporary” liability, and that is why we have ulways supportive of the
idea/requirement of putting an additional warning clause/agreement on the title to our
property (at ieast until such tinzc as the Southland Plant is demolished).

Subclause (b) of the December 17, 1997 Council Resolution calls for the registration of
an envitonmental warning on the {tle to the property that we wisn to build on (at our
expense). This requiremicnt is 1inended to provide notice (o subsequent purchasers of 82
Dennis Avenue that occasional souane/odour nuisanices may oce . According to the
council resolution this ciause is to be pigpared and inciuded witiun a subdivision
agreement, 1a a form satisjactory to the Comruissioner of Legal Services & City Solicitor.
Unfortunately the City Solicitor refuses to approve any subdivision agreement that
contaiis a wariing even trough he accepts that those are perrmil.cd.

We have no control over the mainerism in which the 1equired warning clause is placed
on the title to our propeity (ic Suvdivisioo Agreement. Site Plw.. Development/Servicing
Agreement, Agreemem of Parchase and Sale, etc.. .}, however wae council resolution
requires a subdivision agresnient, therefore that is e appropria.c vehicle for the warning
clause (see Barry Cards lec.er of June 9/92 - atiached). The subdivision agreement is a
product of staff requiremeaits (or ours) and it has uever been ozjected to by the legal
services department (not surprising since it was modelzd after a clause in a City of
Londcn site plan agreemein) or wae wand regisiry vitice.

In light of thi: above requiremeont, he Cii, has beei ol érec & awaber of
alternatives/options in wluen to indenwaity thewsalves. if they iruly feel that they are
putting themselves at rizk. These allernatives/ioptione include, but are not limited to:

- The registration o!'a wairning claus: via a “Subdivision Agreement”

- The rzgistration oi . waridag clause viz a “Development Agreement”

- The regisiratior: 62 a warriug clause via a “Servicing Ag-eement”

- The vegistration o1 waciag claass wihin a U oite lan L greement”

Sven Section TG o e L aning AC s v s toe Chiof Building Official of

Municipality to regrster & Wacninz Clause” on the title +.o lands where owners
have clected to buuld nexi 13 4 sov age treatuaend plent.



So as you can see there are many mechanisms available to staff that will allow them to
indemnify themselves in the interim, that is until the Southland 2lant is eventually
demolished. However despite the obvious, they continue to ceny and/or refuse to use any
of the registration vehicles available to them.

For the record, the proposed expansion of the Southland Flant by an area developer, was
turned down by the Ministrv of the Environment on a numiber of occasions. However,
after the City stepped in as the proponent they asked the M irustr v to reconsider its
position on tne proposed plant expansion on the basis that the plant expansion was only
temporary in nature and tha it would eventually be demolished. Of particular interest is
the foilowing statement that the city makes under cover of its November 28, 1994 letter
to Mr. Vic Danyla of the Miniswry (Exhibit C}, and I quote:

“The recently completed Sewage Sorvicmg Siudy for v Ciiy of London recommended
that a new ireatment facilily be construcied in the souin end of e City. As part of this
long-termn plan, the Southiand Treataaen: Prant will be cemulished. Until this
happens, there is no_jusificativy to deny fuvure growth within the newly adopted
city limits if iz is feasible w0 provide temporary sewage servicing”

In light of the above stalenient, it is also our apinion tat there (5 no justification for the
City to deny us the opporiwaity o build & new home for owr chi.dren, especially when it
is feasibie « provide i v (eapoimy indenuufoation. They just have to choose
whicli accupable meens . fegisieinon best e LT Seedo.

As you can see from e crelosed pitteres we aow Tan ca tally serviced lot that fronts on
a freshly paved road. Ou. iot is zoned and designited residential and we would like to
proceed witli tae building of ous new home. "Lhe survey tor the: road dedication will be
availebie shortly and we fav. the 2heque uade ot 1o .0v.a ow furst installment for the
planz ¢ pansicn. Apart from o die only fmcide o evereame varning clause.

Although we have contut.d tw (uestion the nzed tor the required warning clause, we
have coatinued to supgo e s Ly s refiicetient L sane an lue same token, we are
sure tiat I s quite eviden! by new that we have demonsiated that the city does have the
capability o: registering the tequired warnang claise i maay diferent fashions.
However, in order for us tu nuuee cheed au thiz matier the City's legal services
depardiet. aust be Giretiad Lo £ 08¢ @ fegishiation vehicie di- L oest suits their needs.

In orcer s¢ fuher suppont v 2o & aeve ko the dbany ! providing the Registrar,
at the Laad Lsgistry i i Loucon, with © vop, o0 the drait sabdivision agreement
which the c.ty had prepa ol {a. pur ihe Docesbe: 700507 Cowncil Resolution) in order
10 a5CEr1ain (s positia . aaav e 1 LS (o 3TaL ol



On Friday September 135, 2000 the Registrar (vir. Murray Sinithj called us and advised
that the subdivision agreemrent. which condains the Environmental Warning Clause that
the City requires, can indeed be regisiered. We have enclosed a copy of the Subdivision
agreement for your perusal znd reference. He has ulso advised us that although they are
not proponents of these types of registrations, these types of warnings regularly appear in
site plans, development agreements. and in numerous subdivision agreements. He also
noted that most of these types of registiations are made at the request of the City?

In order to fulfull councils wili, ad have the requircd wartung ciause registered, we will
requirc your assistance in getung :aff 1o do tacir pat. Would you kindly use the
appropriate cnannels necessary 1o have stalf execute and complee the Subdivision
Agreenent that they have preparea so that we can nave it registeted. Should they not
want to proceed in this meiner, would vou kindly have siaff indicate which available
registraiion vehicle (Site Mlan Agrezmeat, Devalopment Agreercent, etc...) best suits
their needs Lastly, if staft'is sii!l adamant about denying us a bolding permit then would
you kindly d.rect them w tssue o Pruper.y Requesd nictity ny ihe need to acquire our
propetty (for public purgy s} aud we would b e moe than peassd o have the property
appraised and enter inww wwanng ful negotations withi e ity i order that they can
acquirc the g operty  quesiion acd prowsi tiwir isterest/concer s relative to liability.

Your ce-operaion and assisiany . 13 zreat i lly spprociated.

Sincereay,

Patrick & Juince Greensiie

cc: voncemed Citizens of Lanbeth & Arca
Attention: Mr. Jefi baui - President

Mr. Steve Peters - WL (rigin vaddleser)
Counectllor Ben Vo

Cousnctllor Susan Fazle

Controilor Orlande Zamprogna



“the agrl-tood sector:

PRODUCING
. | PROSPERITY

Ontario today — unbalanced growth
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Urban Ontario faces growing challenges

Challenges for our growing
urban centres:

* Rising poverty

* Gridlock - long commutes
with high carbon emissions

» Affordable housing crisis

* Infrastructure cannot catch
up to population growth

* Band-aid policies

PRODUCING
PROSPERITY

Rural Ontario is falling behind

Challenges for our farming
and rural businesses:

» Services are not available

* Infrastructure is lacking

* Property taxes are rising

» Labour is not available

» Schools are closing, no longer nearby

* Limited opportunities for youth
to remain in rural communities

» Lack of Broadband and High Speed Internet
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Rebalance growth through infrastructure
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Investment in infrastructure pays dividends

GDP rises $1.43 per dollar of spending, in the short term

9.4 jobs are generated per million dollars spent

44 cents of each dollar spent by government is recovered in new tax revenue.
The GDP “return on investment” lies between $2.46 and $3.83

Private investment rises by $0.34 per dollar spent short-term (up to $1 long-term)

Businesses are more productive and competitive in international markets; and

Real wages rise, providing a higher standard of living for Canadians.

PRODUCING .-.
PROSPERITY —

Producing Prosperity in Ontario
for ALL Ontarians
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Benefits of Distributed Economic Development

1. Job Creation

Strategic investments in infrastructure will:
* Create jobs in new small and medium size enterprises

* Provide new opportunities for families and youth
» Spark investment in rural Ontario communities

PRODUCING
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Benefits of Distributed Economic Development

2. Affordable Communities

Through increased investment and jobs creation, Ontarians:
* Can realize home ownership and lifestyle opportunities

* Will find work in smaller and mid sized communities
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Benefits of Distributed Economic Development

3. Local Food & Ecosystem Protection

A growing domestic agri-food sector will:
» Secure access to high quality, safe, local food
* Preserve farmland & sustainable stewardship practices

PRODUCING
PROSPERITY

Pre-condition to distributed development

Growth in rural Ontario must be paired with thoughtful stewardship,

including land-use policies, to ensure farmland remains protected.
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Building a Coalition of Organizations

OFA is seeking to partner with organizations to
secure rural infrastructure investment including:
Municipalities

Wardens

Agri-Food associations & Commodities
Economic development officers

Academia
Others
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L4safe

routes o school

June 18, 2018

Betty Mercier
Committee Secretary

| am writing to request a change to the London and Area Active & Safe Routes to School
(ASRTS) representation on the Community Safety & Crime Prevention Advisory Committee.
The current representative for ASRTS is Emily Van Kesteren, who is presently on a leave, and |
will be covering her position during the time span she will be off. In July, | will resume her
position as the co-chair for ASRTS. | would like to make an official request to change this
appointment to myself:

Tara MacDaniel

Public Health Nurse

Member of The London and Area Active & Safe Routes to School committee
Middlesex-London Health Unit

50 King St., London, ON, N6A 5L7

519-663-5317 ext 2278

tara.macdaniel@mlhu.on.ca

If you have any questions regarding the change or require any additional information, please do
not hesitate to contact me by phone or email.

Sincerely,

Tara MacDaniel


mailto:tara.macdaniel@mlhu.on.ca

From: van Holst, Michael

Sent: Sunday, July 08, 2018 11:19 PM

To: Saunders, Cathy <csaunder@london.ca>

Cc: Helmer, Jesse <jhelmer@Ilondon.ca>; Hayward, Martin <MHayward@London.ca>; Barbon, Anna Lisa
<ABarbon@London.ca>

Subject: FW: CSC Daytime Schedule Communication

Cathy,

Will you kindly include this communication with the upcoming agenda for the daytime schedule?
Thanks,

Michael vH

From: Michael van Holst

Sent: July 8, 2018 10:51 PM

To: van Holst, Michael

Subject: CSC Daytime Schedule Communication

Dear Chair and fellow members of the CSC Committee,
Regarding the PPM for the daytime schedule:

Our policy of recognized management overtime means that if we continue meetings in the
evening we will be obliged to credit the hours that staff spends with us toward extra vacation
time. Because this represents a loss that can be quantified | will be asking staff to provide us
with an approximate dollar value.

In addition, it was clear from previous discussions that moving to a daytime schedule could have
strong negative impacts on the livelihood of councillors who may no longer be able to work their
day job simultaneously. Should the role be considered full time as a result, the issue of
remuneration could be addressed by having the stipend linked to the mean fulltime income for
Londoners instead of the median. | will be asking staff to also provide us with an estimate for
this additional cost.

My request is that these figures be announced prior to the PPM as they may be pertinent to the
deliberations of citizens who attend.

Sincerely,

Michael van Holst


mailto:csaunder@london.ca
mailto:jhelmer@london.ca
mailto:MHayward@London.ca
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