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Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 

Report 

 
1st Meeting of the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
December 17, 2019 

 
PRESENT: Mayor E. Holder (Chair), Councillors M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. 

Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. 
Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, S. Hillier 

   
ABSENT: P. Squire 
   
ALSO PRESENT: M. Hayward, G. Bailey, A.L. Barbon, B. Barr, B. Card, B. Coxhead, 

S. Datars Bere, J. Davies, A. Dunbar, J. Fleming, M. Galczynski, M. 
Guzy, G. Kotsifas, L. Livingstone, P. McKague, B. Martin, J. Millson, 
D. O'Brien, B. O'Hagan, C. Saunders, K. Scherr, M. Schulthess, C. 
Smith, S. Stafford, B. Westlake-Power, P. Yeoman 
 
The meeting is called to order at 4:04 PM.  

 

1. Disclosures of Pecuniary Interest 

That it BE NOTED that some Members advised of potential pecuniary interests 
that would be noted specifically throughout the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget 
consideration process.   

2. Consent 

2.1 Review of City Services for Potential Reductions and Eliminations - 
Downtown and Industrial Lands Community Improvement Plans (CIPs) 

Moved by: J. Helmer 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City 
Planner, the staff report dated December 17, 2019 with respect to 
reviewing the development charges grant programs available through the 
City of London’s Downtown and Industrial Lands Community Improvement 
Plans to consider a reduced level of subsidy BE RECEIVED for 
information; 
it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee received a 
delegation from C. Butler with respect to this matter.  

Yeas:  (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. 
Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. 
Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 

 

Motion Passed (14 to 0) 

Additional votes: 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: A. Hopkins 

That the request for delegation status from C. Butler BE APPROVED to be 
heard at this time. 

Yeas:  (13): M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. Morgan, S. 
Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. Kayabaga, and S. 
Hillier 
Nays: (1): Mayor E. Holder 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 
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Motion Passed (13 to 1) 
 

3. Scheduled Items 

3.1 Tabling of the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget (Tax Supported, Water and 
Wastewater and Treatment) 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Draft 2020-2023 
Multi-Year Budget, including the Tax-Supported Operating, Capital, Water 
and Wastewater Treatment Budgets: 

 
a)      the Draft Budget documents BE RECEIVED and BE REFERRED to 
the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget process; 

 
b)      the attached overview presentation by the Managing Director, 
Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer BE 
RECEIVED; and, 

 
c)       the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary arrangements 
to schedule a second Public Participation Meeting at a Strategic Priorities 
and Policy Committee meeting to be held on Thursday, February 13, 2020 
commencing at 6:00 PM, to receive further public input regarding the 
2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget; 

 
it being noted that the following documents were provided to the 
Members, and are available on the City website: the 2020-2023 Draft Tax 
Supported Budget; 2020-2023 Draft Water and Wastewater & Treatment 
Budget and 2020-2023 Draft Business Cases. 

 

Motion Passed 

Voting Record: 

Moved by: Mayor E. Holder 
Seconded by: S. Lehman 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the Draft 2020-2023 
Multi-Year Budget, including the Tax-Supported Operating, Capital, Water 
and Wastewater Treatment Budgets: 
 
a)     the Draft Budget documents BE RECEIVED and BE REFERRED to 
the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget process; 

b)     the attached overview presentation by the Managing Director, 
Corporate Services and City Treasurer, Chief Financial Officer BE 
RECEIVED. 

Yeas:  (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. 
Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. 
Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 

 

Motion Passed (14 to 0) 
 

Moved by: J. Morgan 
Seconded by: J. Helmer 

That the City Clerk BE DIRECTED to make the necessary arrangements 
to schedule a second Public Participation Meeting at a Strategic Priorities 
and Policy Committee meeting to be held on Thursday, February 13, 2020 
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commencing at 6:00 PM, to receive further public input regarding the 
2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget. 

Yeas:  (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. 
Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. 
Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 

 

Motion Passed (14 to 0) 
 

Moved by: J. Morgan 
Seconded by: S. Lewis 

That the committee recess at this time for fifteen minutes. 

Yeas:  (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. 
Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. 
Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 

 

Motion Passed (14 to 0) 
 

3.2 Delegation - Bill Rayburn, CAO, Middlesex County and Chair of the 
Middlesex-London Emergency Services Authority 

Moved by: S. Turner 
Seconded by: S. Hillier 

That the following actions be taken with respect to the 2020-2023 
Middlesex-London Paramedics Services Budget, submitted by Middlesex 
County: 
 
a)      the Mayor BE REQUESTED to submit a letter to Middlesex County 
Council seeking: 
 
i)   consideration that any approved increases to the Middlesex-London 
Paramedic Services Budget not exceed the percentage increase provided 
for by the Ministry of Health; and, 
ii)  the current funding ratio for the Province and the municipalities for the 
provision of services be maintained; 
 
b)      the Mayor BE REQUESTED to submit a letter to the Minister of 
Health seeking clarification as to the level of funding that would be 
provided for inflationary and service level increases for the provision of 
paramedic services; 
 
c)      the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to investigate and report 
back through the Community and Protective Services Committee, on 
options that might be available to the City of London to increase the City's 
involvement in the management oversight and service delivery functions 
of the Middlesex-London Paramedic Services; and 

d)      the attached presentation from the Chief Administrative Officer of the 
County of Middlesex and the Chair of the Middlesex-London Emergency 
Services Authority BE RECEIVED. 

Yeas:  (14): Mayor E. Holder, M. van Holst, S. Lewis, M. Salih, J. Helmer, M. Cassidy, J. 
Morgan, S. Lehman, A. Hopkins, P. Van Meerbergen, S. Turner, E. Peloza, A. 
Kayabaga, and S. Hillier 
Absent: (1): P. Squire 
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Motion Passed (14 to 0) 
 

4. Items for Direction 

None. 

5. Deferred Matters/Additional Business 

None. 

6. Adjournment 

The meeting adjourns at 7:26 PM.  



 

Report to Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 

To: Chair and Members 
 Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee 
From: John M. Fleming 
 Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 
Subject: Review of City Services for Potential Reductions and 

Eliminations – Downtown and Industrial Lands Community 
Improvement Plans (CIPs) 

Meeting on:  December 17, 2019 

Recommendation 

That, on the recommendation of the Managing Director, Planning and City Planner, the 
following report with respect to reviewing the development charges grant programs 
available through the City of London’s Downtown and Industrial Lands Community 
Improvement Plans to consider a reduced level of subsidy BE RECEIVED for 
information. 

IT BEING NOTED that performance measures and indicators of success for both 
development charge grant programs are being developed that may include targets for 
reducing future grant funding. It is noteworthy that these programs were recently 
reviewed and reduced through a service review, which yielded significant municipal 
savings and established a new review date for these programs of 2023. 

Executive Summary 

The Civic Administration was directed to review the Downtown and Industrial 
Community Improvement Plans (CIPs) to consider a reduced level of subsidy. At this 
time, City Staff is of the opinion that it is premature to reduce the level of subsidy for the 
development charge grant programs available in the Downtown and Industrial Lands 
CIPs. There are numerous analyses underway that must be completed prior to Staff 
recommending changes in how the programs operate and in grant funding. 

Background 

1.0 Introduction 

At the July 29, 2019 Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee, the Civic Administration 
brought forth a report entitled “Review of City Services for Potential Reductions & 
Eliminations” which recommended that Municipal Council provide direction to the Civic 
Administration regarding specific areas for further review for potential service reductions 
and eliminations. 

Municipal Council, at its meeting held on July 30, 2019 resolved that: 

a) the staff report dated July 29, 2019 detailing the cost savings and avoidance 
initiatives ongoing and recently undertaken by the City of London BE RECEIVED for 
information; and 

b) the following specific areas BE CONSIDERED for further review for potential service 
reductions and eliminations: 

i) the Downtown and Industrial CIPs, with consideration for a reduced level of 
subsidy; 

ii) Information Technology, with a report back with a summary of past initiatives 
and potential future review tools; and, 



 

iii) a review of reserve funds with uncommitted balances, (excluding capital asset 
renewal/replacement funds, and capital asset growth funds) for an analysis of 
funding contributions to those funds where the annual contributions from the tax 
levy may be scaled back; 

it being noted that the Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee received a 
communication dated July 25, 2019 and a verbal delegation from C. Butler, and a 
communication dated July 25, 2019 from W. H. Brock with respect to this matter. 

This report focuses on clause b) i) of the aforementioned Municipal Council resolution it 
being noted that separate reports were presented to the Strategic Priorities and Policy 
Committee on October 28, 2019 to address clauses b) ii) and iii). 

2.0 Previous Reports 

Previous reports pertinent to this matter are summarized in Appendix A. 

3.0 Link to Strategic Plan 2019-2023 

Municipal Council’s 2019-2023 Strategic Plan identifies “Building a Sustainable City” 
and “Growing our Economy” as strategic areas of focus. Revitalizing London’s 
downtown and urban areas is a strategy within both those strategic areas. The 
Downtown Residential Development Charges Grant program helps to revitalize 
London’s downtown through incentivizing and encouraging the development of new 
residential units and as a result, increases the downtown population. 

The “Growing our Economy” strategic area of focus also contains strategies related to 
industrial growth and ensuring job growth through attraction of new capital from a 
diverse range of markets and industries. The Industrial Development Charge Grant 
helps ensure London remains an attractive market for industrial developers by offering 
an incentive that allows the city to remain competitive with other markets in 
Southwestern Ontario. 

4.0 Community Improvement Plan Service Review 

Staff undertook an extensive Community Improvement Plan (CIP) Service Review in 
2016 and 2017, which resulted in a May 2, 2017 Municipal Council resolution with 
numerous recommended changes to the existing financial incentive programs and the 
requirement to introduce performance measures and indicators of success for the 
incentive programs. The changes that came into effective on January 1, 2018, included: 

• Amending the Downtown Residential Development Charges Grant program to 
require the payment of the residential development charges at the time of 
building permit (“up front”) by the applicant and provide a phased grant program 
to repay the residential development charges to the applicant over approximately 
10 years; 

• Amending the city-wide Industrial Development Charges Grant program to 
distinguish between targeted and non-targeted industrial uses and to reduce the 
development charge grant for non-targeted industrial uses to equivalent to 50% 
of the development charges paid, up to a maximum grant of $250,000. 
Previously, all industrial uses (targeted and non-targeted) were eligible for a 
100% development charge grant (in other words, the applicant did not pay 
industrial development charges). Targeted industrial uses remain eligible for a 
100% development charge grant. 

The CIP Service Review also noted that the amended programs will expire no later than 
December 31, 2023 pending a Municipal Council review of the program results to be 
provided prior to the adoption of the 2024-2027 Multi-Year Budget. 



 

Analysis 

5.0 Downtown Residential Development Charges Grant Program 

The Residential Development Charge Incentive Program Reserve Fund (RF) is 
budgeted to receive an annual contribution of $1.5 million throughout the 2020-2023 
Multi-Year Budget. This is a $500,000 per year decrease from the $2.0 million budgeted 
contribution in 2019, for a total savings of $2.0 million. 

One of the primary reasons for this savings is the 2018 amendments to the Downtown 
Residential Development Charges Grant program changed when grant payments are 
made to the applicant. Originally, the applicant would not have to pay residential 
development charges; instead an internal transfer of funds between the Residential 
Development Charge Incentive Program RF and the appropriate Development Charge 
RFs would occur. Now with the applicant required to pay the cost of development 
charges upfront, there is a time lag of often three to four years before the first grant 
payment is made because an applicant is required to pay development charges up-
front, build the project, have the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC) 
reassess the property for the improvements made, and pay the new tax rate for one 
year before the first grant is issued. As a result of this time lag, a reduction in any grant 
funding (for example, reducing the grant from 100% to 80% of residential development 
charges paid) for this program now will have little to no impact on the 2020-2023 Multi-
Year Budget. 

One grandfathered project remains from prior to 2018. Staff are waiting on the 
calculation of residential development charges before that full development charge 
grant is transferred from the Residential Development Charge Incentive Program RF to 
the appropriate Development Charge RFs. The City is obligated to issue this grant. 

Further, as these program changes are only two years old, Staff are of the opinion that it 
is too early to change the funding levels for the development charge grant program 
without first completing the analyses discussed throughout this report. 

5.1 Link to Our Move Forward: London’s Downtown Plan 
Adopted by Municipal Council in April 2015, Our Move Forward: London’s Downtown 
Plan places an emphasis on public and private partnership initiatives that will attract 
private sector investment. The Plan is comprised of six strategic directions. Strategic 
direction 5 “Build a great neighbourhood” focuses on the continued municipal support of 
the development of a larger residential community in the downtown to foster a local 
trade market. In other words, increasing the residential population through the 
construction of new apartment buildings.  The Downtown Residential Development 
Charge Grant program incentivizes the private sector to construct new residential units. 

5.2 Link to the Core Area Action Plan 
The Core Area Action Plan was received by Municipal Council in November 2019. Staff 
are in the process of developing the required business cases to implement any initiative 
requiring additional investment through the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget process.  

One of the four needs identified in the Core Area Action Plan is “the Core Area needs to 
attract more people”. Having a larger residential population in the downtown will help to 
alleviate some of the concerns identified in the Core Area Action Plan including 
increasing the customer base for core area businesses.  

5.3 Downtown Residential Absorption Study  
City Planning has retained the services of urbanMetrics Inc. to undertake an 
independent assessment of future residential absorption and construction activity in 
downtown London. This analysis will include a general residential absorption forecast 
for the downtown and a site-specific analysis on downtown sites that have recently 
submitted development applications that are likely to proceed in the short-term. 

This analysis will assist the City in identifying the annual financial contributions 
necessary to fund the Downtown Residential Development Charge Grant program, 



 

provide a market analysis of how many units are reasonably expected to be built over 
time, and assist the City in developing performance measures and targets for the 
Downtown CIP for when to step-down the grant funding. 

5.4 Bill 108 Changes to Residential Development Charges 
Bill 108 introduced numerous changes to development charges that will have an effect 
on the two development charge grant programs, including: 

• The amount of development charges will be determined on the date of 
submission of a site plan or zoning application; 

• Municipalities will be able to set an interest rate and charge interest from when 
the development charge is determined to when a building permit is issued; 

• Development charge rates will be frozen at the rate in force when an application 
is made for site plan or zoning approval. The development charge would be 
frozen until two years from the date the site plan application is approved, or in its 
absence, two years from the date the zoning application was approved; 

• Soft services, such as libraries, parks, and affordable housing will now be 
collected as community benefits charges under the Planning Act. Development 
charges will be limited to: 

o Water supply services and wastewater services (including sewers and 
treatment), Storm water management and drainage, Services related to a 
highway as defined in the Municipal Act, Electrical power services, Police, 
Fire protection, Transit, Waste diversion, and Land Ambulance Services; 

As a result of the introduction of community benefits charges, the amount of 
development charges paid by an applicant will likely decrease meaning the total grant 
amount will also decrease. 

Further, payment for development charges will be allowed in six annual instalments 
when occupancy takes effect for rental housing and 21 annual instalments for non-profit 
housing. 

“Rental housing development” is defined as construction, erection or placing of one or 
more buildings or structures for or the making of an addition or alteration to a building or 
structure for residential purposes with four or more self-contained units that are 
intended for use as rented residential premises” 

“Non-profit housing development” is defined as the construction, erection or placing of 
one or more buildings or structures for or the making of an addition or alteration to a 
building or structure for residential purposes by a non-profit corporation. 

The ability for an applicant to defer the payment of development charges will likely 
require the development charges grant program guidelines to be revised. Staff are 
investigating how to best change the programs to reflect the payment of development 
charges in instalments instead of all at once. This analysis is to be completed in 2020. 

5.5 Future Review 
Section 7.0 discusses the CIP measures and indicators of success project that is 
underway in City Planning. This project will further review the grant funding levels for 
the Downtown Residential Development Charges Grant Program and recommend a 
course of action to reduce the grant funding in the future. 

6.0 Industrial Development Charges Grant Program 

The Industrial Development Charge Incentive Program RF is budgeted to receive an 
annual contribution of $2.2 million throughout the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget, which 
is consistent with the 2019 budgeted contribution. Since 2015, an average of $2.1 
million has been paid out of the RF to fund the industrial development charge grants. As 



 

noted during the CIP Service Review, it is difficult to predict the number of targeted vs. 
non-targeted applications that will come forward in a given year. 
 
6.1 Non-Targeted Industrial Uses 
Non-targeted industrial uses receive a maximum development charge grant of $250,000 
equal to 50% of the development charge for the first $500,000 paid. For example: 

Table 1: Non-Targeted Industrial Use Development Charge Grant Example 

Building 
(Category) 

Applicable DC 
($) 

Applicable 
Grant (%) 

DC Grant 
Amount 

DC Payable 
by Applicant 

Warehousing 
(Non-Targeted) 

$600,000 50% (of 
$500,000 cap) 

$250,000 $350,000 

 
Staff undertook a review of the industrial building permits for 2015 to 2019 year to date 
to get an idea of the numbers of non-targeted industrial uses being constructed in the 
city. 

Table 2: Non-Targeted Building Permit Data 2015 to 2019 

Year 
Non-Targeted 

Building Permits (#) 
Total DC 
Amount 

Potential 50% 
Grant Amount 

2015 2 $377,731 $188,865 
2016 5 $526,425 $263,213 
2017 7 $3,900,776 $1,386,674 
2018 3 $184,597 $92,298 
2019 1 $25,047 $12.524 

Note: Excludes Industrial Use Exemptions 

As expected, the number and size of the projects varies widely on a yearly basis. In 
2019 year to date, one non-targeted industrial building permit was pulled resulting in 
development charges of $25,047. In this instance, the applicants would pay 50% of the 
development charges and receive a grant for the other 50% (the grant is not provided to 
the applicant, but instead is a transfer from the Industrial Development Charges 
Incentive Program RF to the appropriate Development Charge RFs). 

In 2017, the potential 50% grant is less than 50% of the total development charges 
amount because numerous building permits were issued where the applicants would 
have paid greater than $500,000 in development charges, therefore, the grant would 
have been capped at the maximum of $250,000. 

Table 3 below summarizes the potential for savings by reducing the non-targeted 
industrial use grant amount. Staff used the data from Table 2 above to illustrate how 
much the City would have saved in grant payments if the grant was reduced from 50% 
to 25% and 0%. 

Table 3: Non-Targeted Industrial Lands DC Grant Savings Illustration 

Applicant Pays  
Year: 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 

Full DC : 377,731 526,425 3,900,776 184,597 25,047 
50% Grant 188,866 263,213 1,386,674 92,299 12,524 
25% Grant 283,298 394,819 1,703,779 138,448 18,785 

0% Grant 377,731 526,425 3,900,776 184,597 25,047 
City Savings 

50% Grant 0 0 0 0 0 
25% Grant 94,433 131,606 2,196,997 46,149 6,262 

0% Grant 188,866 263,213 2,514,102 92,299 12,524 
 
As expected, in years with low value building permit activity, any potential grant savings 
was also low (for example, 2015, 2016, 2018 and 2019). In 2017, due to the total 
amount of development charges calculated, if the grant was less, the City would have 



 

saved more. However, it is important to note that in 2017, the grant was 100% (the 
applicants did not pay development charges) and it is impossible to know if the large 
warehouse building permits that were issued in 2017 would have materialized if 
anything less than a 100% development charges grant existed. 

Finally, site selectors for non-targeted uses generally first look at the City-owned 
industrial lands because of the City’s pricing strategy. It is difficult to predict how the 
industrial site selectors will react if the City were to further reduce the non-targeted grant 
program so soon after if it was reduced from a 100% to 50% grant and how any further 
potential reduction could devalue the attractiveness of the City-owned industrial land.  

The Industrial Lands Development Strategy (ILDS) implementation team and the 
London Economic Development Corporation (LEDC) both received some push back 
from prospective purchasers and local developers when the non-targeted grant program 
was originally revised. 

6.2 Targeted Industrial Uses 
The primary reason the Industrial Development Charges RF receives an annual 
contribution of $2.2 million is to ensure enough grant funding is available if a large scale 
targeted industrial use is built, for example, the under construction Maple Leaf Foods 
processing facility on Wilton Grove Road. It is also important to maintain a balance in 
case there is a significant increase in targeted or non-targeted applications in a given 
year. As noted in Section 6.1, industrial building permit are not consistent on an annual 
basis. 

Savings could be realized in the magnitude of $400,000 to $500,000 annually if the 
targeted industrial use DC grant was reduced from 100% to 75%; however, changing 
the grant amount could result in significant implications to the sale of London’s industrial 
land including putting London at a serious competitive disadvantage to other 
municipalities in southwestern Ontario that offer a 100% development charge grant. 

There is a real choice available for industrial development to go elsewhere (for example, 
Woodstock, Chatham, and Windsor) and any changes to the 100% targeted industrial 
development charge may make that decision easier for site selectors. 

6.3 Future Review 
City Planning submitted its two-year work program to the November 4th, 2019 Planning 
and Environment Committee. Updating the ILDS is within the Planning Policy division 
work program with a targeted completion date of Q4 2020. During the review and 
update of the ILDS, Staff will also be reviewing the defined targeted and non-targeted 
uses within the ILDS and how they relate to the Industrial Lands CIP and its 
Development Charge Grant Program. During the ILDS review and noting the discussion 
in Sections 6.1 and 6.2, Staff will again be reassessing if the Industrial Development 
Charge grant for non-targeted uses should be reduced or eliminated, and if the targeted 
use grant should be reduced from 100% to a different percentage. 

If changes to the grant funding is found to be appropriate during the ILDS Review, there 
is still the opportunity for three years of savings for this Multi-Year Budget beginning in 
2021. 

7.0 Performance Measures and Indicators of Success 

The CIP Service Review recommendations directed Civic Administration to amend all of 
the City’s CIPs to include performance measures and indicators of success that align 
with current City policies and Municipal Council strategic directions. An information 
report updating Municipal Council on this project was submitted at the May 13, 2019 
Planning and Environment Committee. 

As part of the measures and indictors project, Staff are collecting extensive baseline 
data over multiple years related to the community improvement project areas. Staff are 
also developing targets for when and by how much to step-down the grant funding for 
the residential development charge grant program including a point in time when 



 

funding for this program is significantly reduced or eliminated as it is deemed no longer 
necessary for downtown revitalization. 

Finally, Staff are also determining sunset clauses for grant programs in order to provide 
the development industry with enough “heads up” on program changes to the 
Downtown and Industrial Lands CIPs to allow them to adjust their scheduling as needed 
to the forthcoming program changes. 

Completion of the performance measures and indicators of success project is 
anticipated in 2020. 

8.0 Conclusion 

At this time, it is premature to reduce the level of subsidy for the Downtown Residential 
Development Charges Grant program and the Industrial Lands Development Charges 
Grant program prior to the completion of the identified analyses and the finalization of 
the performance measures and indicators of success for the Downtown and Industrial 
Lands CIPs financial incentive programs. 

 

 

Note:  The opinions contained herein are offered by a person or persons 
qualified to provide expert opinion. Further detail with respect to qualifications 
can be obtained from City Planning 

November 28, 2019 
GB/gb 

\\FILE2\users-z\pdpl\Shared\policy\URBAN REGENERATION\Projects\CIP Program Measures Amendments\DC 
Grants - SPPC Request\SPPC Report - DC Program Review.docx 
  

Prepared by: 

 Graham Bailey, MCIP, RPP 
Planner, Urban Regeneration 

Submitted by: 

 Britt O’Hagan, MCIP, RPP 
Manager, City Building and Design 

Recommended by: 

 John M. Fleming, MCIP, RPP 
Managing Director, Planning and City Planner 



 

Appendix A 

February 1, 2016 – Evaluation of Community Improvement Plan Incentives – 
Report to Planning and Environment Committee to provide background on the 
legislative basis for municipal incentives and the CIPs that allow for such incentives, to 
describe the financial incentives currently offered by the City, to evaluate each program 
and recommend potential changes to be considered through a comprehensive CIP 
Service Review, documents the range of new incentive programs that have been posed 
that will be considered through the CIP Service Review, and recommends that no 
additional contributions be made to the incentive funding envelope beyond what has 
already been budgeted through the 2016-2019 budget submission. 

August 22, 2016 – Public Engagement Process for the Evaluation of Community 
Improvement Plan Incentives – Report to Planning and Environment Committee to 
provide an update to Municipal Council on the consultation undertaken to date as part of 
the CIP Service Review, a description and evaluation of the current CIPs and programs, 
and a description and preliminary evaluation of the potential new CIPs and programs 
that have been proposed to Municipal Council for consideration. 

April 24, 2017 – Service Review of Community Improvement Plan Incentives – 
Report to Planning and Environment Committee to update Municipal Council regarding 
the evaluation of current CIP programs and the results of the consultation process. This 
report concludes the CIP Service Review. This report also provides recommendations 
for Municipal Council’s consideration on the range of financial incentives offered through 
the City’s CIP programs, and recommended changes to those programs. The report 
also identifies next steps, including budgeting for both the revised and future programs, 
and subsequent amendments to the City’s CIPs. 

May 13, 2019 – Community Improvement Plans – New Measures and Indicators of 
Success – Information report to Planning and Environment Committee providing an 
update on the preliminary measures and indicators of success that Staff are now 
considering. 

July 29, 2019 – Review of City Services for Potential Reductions & Eliminations – 
Report to Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee outlining the various service review 
initiatives recently undertaken by the Civic Administration to find cost savings and 
identifying considerations for other potential areas for review. 

 



 
 
 
From: Chris Butler  
Sent: Thursday, December 12, 2019 2:33 PM 
To: SPPC <sppc@london.ca> 
Cc: Saunders, Cathy <csaunder@london.ca>; Squire, Phil <psquire@london.ca> 
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Request for Delegation Status - Dec 17 SPPC - Item 2.1 Agenda 
- Downtown & Industrial CIP Review  
 
 Major Holder - Members of Council - please consider this a request for delegation 
status @ the DEC 17 - SPPC Meeting with respect to Agenda Item - 2.1 - Review of 
Downtown & Industrial CIP Program. 
  
I attended the July 29 SPPC meeting when this request for review was initiated and 
share Councilor Turners interest in both this update and any approved follow up.     
  
After reading this MTG's report to Council I would like the opportunity to field a couple of 
questions to staff and share my prospective / guidance on this CIP's program structure 
& impact on taxpayers both now and going forward . 
  
THXS - Chris Butler - 863 Waterloo St  
 



Budget Tabling
Strategic Priorities and Policy Committee
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Budget Documents
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• Multi-Year Budget Process
• Refresher – Council Approved Budget Targets & Provincial Impacts
• Overview of the Tabled 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget
• 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget Decision Points
• 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget Impact
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• Key City of London Financial Principles
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• Water and Wastewater & Treatment Overview
• Key Dates & Upcoming Public Engagement
• Budget Administrative Matters

Multi-Year Budget Process



The Multi-Year Budget Cycle at the 
City of London

Refresher – Council Approved Budget Targets & 
Provincial Impacts

Council-Approved 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget 
Target (May 2019)

Estimated costs to maintain 
existing service levels
• Inflationary pressures
• Flow through of Council 

additions to service

Additional funding for investment in 
Council’s priorities

Each 1% represents approx. $30/year to the average taxpayer

2.7% total

2.2%

0.5%

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

Average Annual Increase

Originally Anticipated Impact of 
Provincial Changes (June 2019)

Estimated costs to maintain 
existing service levels
• Inflationary pressures
• Flow through of Council 

additions to service

Additional funding for investment in 
Council’s priorities

Provincial impacts were expected to limit the capacity for additional investments

2.7% total

2.2%

0.3%

0.2%

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

Average Annual Increase

Originally anticipated provincial 
impacts



Overview of Tabled 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget

Summary of Tabled Budget

2.7% total

2.2% 2.3%

0.4%0.3%

0.5%
0.2%

1.3%*

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

Average Annual Increase - Target Average Annual Increase - as Tabled

Base Budget Land Ambulance Provincial Impacts Additional Investments

4.5% total

* If all Additional Investment Business Cases are approved.

Summary of Tabled Budget

2.7% total

2.2% 2.3%

0.4%0.3%

0.5%
0.2%

0.6%*

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

Average Annual Increase - Target Average Annual Increase - as Tabled

Base Budget Land Ambulance Provincial Impacts Additional Investments

3.8% total

* If Administratively Prioritized Additional Investment Business Cases are approved.

Base Budget Excluding Land 
Ambulance & Provincial Impacts

1.6%

2.8%
2.2%

2.6%

2.3% avg.

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

2020 2021 2022 2023

Base Budget Average



Base Budget Including Land 
Ambulance

1.6%

2.8%
2.2%

2.6%

0.7%

0.5%

0.4%
0.2%

2.7% avg.

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

2020 2021 2022 2023

Base Budget Land Ambulance Average

Base Budget Including Land 
Ambulance & Provincial Impacts

1.6%

2.8%
2.2%

2.6%

0.7%

0.5%

0.4%
0.2%

1.3%

0.3%

3.2% avg.

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

2020 2021 2022 2023

Base Budget Land Ambulance Provincial Impacts Average

Total Budget Impact with Administratively Prioritized 
Additional Investment Business Cases

1.6%

2.8%
2.2%

2.6%

0.7%

0.5%

0.4%
0.2%

1.3%

0.3%

0.9%* 0.6%*

0.6%* 0.2%*

3.8% avg.*

0.0%

0.5%

1.0%

1.5%

2.0%

2.5%

3.0%

3.5%

4.0%

4.5%

5.0%

2020 2021 2022 2023
Base Budget Land Ambulance Provincial Impacts
Additional Investments Average

* If Administratively Prioritized Additional Investment Business Cases are approved.

4.5% total
4.2% total

3.2% total
3.0% total 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget Decision Points



2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget 
Decision Points (pg. 34)

Decision Point Recommended For 
Consideration

Potential 2020-
2023 Average 
Levy Increase

1A: Base Budget excluding Land 
Ambulance & Provincial Impacts 

2.3% - 2.3%

1B: Land Ambulance 0.4% - 0.4%
2: Provincial Impacts 0.1% 0.4% 0.5%
Subtotal: Net Base Budget 
(Maintain Existing Service Levels)

2.8% 0.4% 3.2%

Decision Point Administratively 
Prioritized

For 
Consideration

Potential 2020-
2023 Average 
Levy Increase

3: Potential Net Levy Reductions TBD TBD TBD
4: Additional Investments 0.6% 0.7% 1.3%

Recommended /
Administratively 

Prioritized

For 
Consideration

Potential 2020-
2023 Average 
Levy Increase

Total Tax Levy Increase 3.4% 1.1% 4.5%

Measures Already Taken to Minimize 
Proposed Tax Levy Increase (pg. 35)

Reduction
2020-2023 

Average Tax 
Levy Impact*

Debt Servicing Costs -0.3%
Reserve Fund Contributions (reductions outlined in Oct. 28th SPPC report) -0.1%
Anticipated Position Vacancy Savings -0.1%
Elimination of Planned 2023 Increase to Capital Levy -0.1%
Adjustments by Civic Service Areas -0.0%
London Police Service Reduction to Original Budget Request -0.0%
Total Reductions Included in 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget -0.7%

* Rounded to the nearest one-tenth of one percent.

Represents approx. $4.3M/year of average annual savings.

Average annual tax levy increase for the Base Budget (including Land Ambulance and 
Provincial Impacts) would have been 3.9% instead of 3.2% without these adjustments.

Decision Point 3: Opportunities for 
Potential Net Tax Levy Reductions

On November 12, 2019, Council resolved:

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 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget: 
[…] 

b) the Civic Administration BE DIRECTED to take the following actions to address anticipated tax levy 
pressures in the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget: 

i) develop business cases for potential reductions within civic service 
areas for Council’s consideration; it being noted that these business cases will be provided 
after tabling of the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget but in advance of public consultation on the 
budget; 
ii) engage with the City’s agencies, boards and commissions (ABC’s) 
who submitted draft budgets in excess of the budget targets 
provided to encourage them to submit potential opportunities for 
reductions, in accordance with the City’s format and timelines, and to be prepared to 
address the impacts of a reduction to their budget to achieve the budget target; 

Business Cases to support potential tax levy reduction opportunities will be included 
in a report to the Strategic Priorities and Policy committee at the Jan. 7th 2020 meeting 

Decision Point 4: Additional 
Investments (pg. 41)

Decision Point Administratively 
Prioritized

For 
Consideration

Potential 2020-
2023 Average 
Levy Increase

4: Additional Investments 0.6% 0.7% 1.3%

• There are 25 additional investment business cases included in the Business 
Case package; some have multiple parts

• Recognizing the budgetary pressures facing the City, Civic Administration has 
categorized these business case as “administratively prioritized” and “for 
consideration”

• The “administratively prioritized” category is aimed at maintaining the previous 
guidance of approx. 0.5% to be invested in new initiatives as per May 2019 
target-setting report

• Notwithstanding Civic Administration’s categorization, Council can 
choose to approve any of these 25 business cases



2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget Impact & Comparisons

Average Taxpayer Impact – Budget to 
Maintain Existing Service Levels

IMPACT TO RATE PAYERS 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2020-2023 
AVERAGE

AVERAGE ASSESSED RESIDENTAL 
PROPERTY VALUE: 241,000
Total Potential Increase 3.6% 3.6% 2.6% 2.8% 3.2%
Additional Cost for Base Budget 103 107 78 88 94
Total Potential Cost of Municipal 
Services 2,842 2,945 3,052 3,130 3,218 3,086

Subject to rounding. 

Budget to Maintain Existing Service Levels
(Recommended Base Budget + Provincial Impacts for Council's Consideration)

Includes Decision Points 1A, 1B & 2

Average Taxpayer Impact – Including 
Administratively Prioritized Additional 
Investments

Maintain Existing Service Levels + Additional Investments Administratively Prioritized

IMPACT TO RATE PAYERS 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2020-2023 
AVERAGE

AVERAGE ASSESSED RESIDENTAL 
PROPERTY VALUE: 241,000
Total Potential Increase 4.6% 4.2% 3.2% 3.0% 3.8%
Additional Cost for Base Budget 103 107 78 88 94
Additional Investments:
Administratively Prioritized 26 20 20 8 19

Total Additional Impact: 129 127 98 96 113
Total Potential Cost of Municipal 
Services 2,842 2,971 3,098 3,196 3,292 3,139

Subject to rounding. 

Includes Decision Points 1A, 1B, 2 & 4 (Admin. Prioritized)

Average Taxpayer Impact – Including 
All Additional Investments

Includes Decision Points 1A, 1B, 2, 4

IMPACT TO RATE PAYERS 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2020-2023 
AVERAGE

AVERAGE ASSESSED RESIDENTAL 
PROPERTY VALUE: 241,000
Total Potential Increase 6.0% 4.8% 3.6% 3.4% 4.5%
Additional Cost for Base Budget 103 107 78 88 94
Additional Investments:
Administratively Prioritized 26 20 20 8 19

Additional Investments:
For Consideration 40 19 15 15 22

Total Additional Impact: 169 146 113 111 135
Total Potential Cost of Municipal 
Services 2,842 3,011 3,157 3,270 3,381 3,205

Subject to rounding. 

Maintain Existing Service Levels + All Additional Investments



How Does London Compare –
Residential (pg. 29)

Source: 2019 BMA Study - BMA’s average residential taxes figure is calculated by dividing the total assessment for the residential property 
codes by the number of properties in those codes.

Avg. = $4,222

$3,167

How Does London Compare –
Commercial (pg. 29)

Source: 2019 BMA Study - Office Building Class – Selection was focused on buildings in prime locations within the municipality. 
Comparison of taxes on a per square foot of gross leasable area basis.

Avg. = $3.61/sq. ft.

$2.99/sq. ft.

How Does London Compare –
Industrial (pg. 29)

Source: 2019 BMA Study - Standard Industrial – Under 125,000 sq. ft. Comparison of taxes on a per square foot of floor area basis.

Avg. = $2.11/sq. ft.

$1.45/sq. ft.

Linking the Budget to Tax Policy



Tax Policy

• The actual year over year tax levy increase for a 
particular property is determined by multiple factors, 
only two of which are controlled by the City:

• Council approved budget increase
• Council approved tax policy
• Education tax policy (Provincial)
• Change in assessed value of the property (determined 

by MPAC – an independent not-for-profit corporation)
• Other Provincial legislation (e.g. introduction of new 

classes, requirements for the capping of increases, etc.)
• If the assessed value of a property increases more or less than 

the class average, the increase will change accordingly
• Tax policy is approved separately after budget approval

Controllable

Uncontrollable

Budget vs. Tax Policy - Illustrated

NET EXPENDITURE 
BUDGET

OR

TAX POLICY

OR

“How big is the pie?” “How is the pie sliced?”
Between property classes: residential, 

multi-residential, commercial, industrial, etc.
Aggregate amount to be funded by taxpayers

Impact of Tax Policy Decisions –
2016-2019 Multi-Year Budget (pg. 30)

BEFORE TAX POLICY DECISIONS 2016 2017 2018 2019 Avg.
Net Property Tax Supported Budget 
Increase 2.5% 2.9% 2.8% 2.7% 2.7%

AFTER TAX POLICY DECISIONS 
(including Education Tax) 2016 2017 2018 2019 Avg.

Residential 2.2% 1.1% 1.3% 1.2% 1.5%
Multi-Residential 2.7% 1.6% 1.8% 1.6% 1.9%
Commercial 0.7% 6.2% 4.8% 4.5% 4.1%
Industrial 0.3% (1.3%) 0.6% 0.9% 0.1%

The budget process is only one element that determines the 
tax impact on a particular property in a given year

Key City of London Financial Principles



Key Financial Principles (pg. 22)

• View tax levy requirements on a long term basis 
(four year average) rather than focusing solely on 
a short-term annual basis.

• Council should avoid taking on services/programs 
where there is pressure to “fill in” for 
services/programs that have been reduced or 
discontinued by other levels of government.

• Use one-time money for one-time costs.
• Alternate sources of revenue should be 

considered to cover only those expenses that are 
linked to them. If the revenue disappears, so does 
the expense.

Key Financial Principles (pg. 22) –
cont’d

• When approving new initiatives, consider the total 
cost of the project, cash flow, operating costs after 
the initial completion of capital requirements, and 
the benefits to the community.

• Avoid taking on more/new services without 
reviewing business cases and considering long 
term exit strategies.

• The City of London should determine its own 
capital priorities. New infrastructure programs 
introduced by the federal and/or provincial 
governments should be assessed relative to the 
capital needs and priorities of the City and ability 
to fund these initiatives.

Key Financial Principles (pg. 22) –
cont’d

• Ensure Reserves and Reserve Funds are kept at 
an adequate level 

• Strategic use of reserves/reserve funds to phase 
in expenditure impacts over a four-year budget, if 
necessary, should be removed, at minimum, by 
the last year of the Multi-Year-Budget period.

Operating Budget Overview



Decision Point 1A: Base Budget Excluding 
Land Ambulance & Provincial Impacts (pg. 
36)

Decision Point 1B: Land Ambulance 
(pg. 36)

Represents an average annual tax levy impact of approx. 0.4%

Decision Point 2A: Recommended 
Provincial Impacts (pg. 37-38)

Represents an average annual tax levy impact of approx. 0.1%

Decision Point 2B: Provincial Impacts
For Consideration (pg. 38-39)

Represents an average annual tax levy impact of approx. 0.4%



Capital Budget Overview

Capital Budget Overview (pg. 43)

$380
(33%)

Service Improvement

Growth

Total

$122
(11%)

$651
(56%)

Lifecycle Renewal

$1,153

2020-2023 
Multi-Year 

Budget

$978
(40%)

$199
(8%)

$1,293
(52%)

$2,471

2020-2029 
Capital

Plan
Capital Budget

($ millions)

Capital Budget Overview (pg. 43)

Larger capital plans in 2023 and 2025 primarily attributable to:
• Funding for 2 new Multi-purpose Recreation Centre (Northwest - $25M; Southeast -

$12M) in 2023 
• Significant Transportation projects (Rapid Transit, Sunningdale widening projects, etc.)

Capital Budget Sources of Financing 
(pg. 43)

~50% of 2020-2029
capital plan

~50% of 2020-2029
capital plan



Debt Highlights – Projected Debt 
Levels & Debt Servicing Costs (pg. 
158)

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

35

40

45

50

0

20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

200

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

D
eb

t S
er

vi
ci

ng
 C

os
ts

 ($
 m

ill
io

ns
)

D
eb

t L
ev

el
 ($

 m
ill

io
ns

) 

Property Tax Supported Debt Levels and Servicing Costs

Issued Debt Servicing Costs

WHERE WE ARE WHERE WE ARE HEADEDE 

10-year average tax supported capital plan increased >30% compared to 2016,
yet forecasted 2025 debt levels are similar to the amount of outstanding debt in 2018

Illustrates our prudent debt management practices

Debt Highlights – Strategies for 
Prudent Debt Management (pg. 161)

Debt Highlights – Strategies for 
Prudent Debt Management – cont’d

Reserves & Reserve Funds Highlights 
(pg. 152)

Tax Supported Contributions 
Summary ($000's)

2019
Revised 

2020
Proposed

2021
Proposed    

2022
Proposed

2023
Proposed

2020-2023 
Total

Total Tax Supported Contributions 57,886 55,991 56,386 57,515 58,522 228,414

Year-Over-Year Incr./(Decr.) N/A (1,895) 395 1,128 1,007 636

Capital Budget Lifecycle Renewal Budget
Financed by Reserve Funds ($000's)

2020
Proposed

2021
Proposed   

2022
Proposed

2023
Proposed

2020-2023 
Total

Lifecycle Renewal (LCR) Budget 94,606 87,569 104,886 93,154 380,214
Reserve Fund Financing 28,064 25,797 33,501 30,386 117,748

% of Budget Financed by Reserve Funds 30% 29% 32% 33% 31%

Tax supported contributions to reserve funds have only marginally 
increased to support a much larger capital plan 

We continue to prioritize the use of reserve funds and capital levy (pay-as-
you-go) financing instead of debt for the lifecycle renewal capital plan



Additional Investments Overview

Additional Investments – Potential Tax 
Levy Impact

Business Cases 2020
Budget

2021
Budget

2022
Budget

2023
Budget

2020-2023 
Average % 
Inc/(Dec)

         5,563          9,805        14,164        15,927 
Tax Levy % Increase 0.9% 0.6% 0.6% 0.2% 0.6%

         8,549        12,703        15,812        19,028 
Tax Levy % Increase 1.4% 0.6% 0.4% 0.4% 0.7%

Total Potential $ Tax Levy Increase        14,112        22,508        29,976        34,955 
Total Potential % Tax Levy Increase 2.3% 1.2% 1.0% 0.6% 1.3%
Subject to rounding. 

($000’s)

Additional Investments –
Administratively Prioritized

($000’s)

Business cases are listed in alphabetical order

Additional Investments – For 
Consideration

($000’s)

Business cases are listed in alphabetical order



Water and Wastewater & Treatment Overview

Water Budget - Overview

Water Usage 
Charges, 62.2%

Water 
Infrastructure 

Charges, 32.6%

Fire Protection 
Charges, 3.5%

Customer 
Assistance 

Charges, 0.4% Other Revenues,
1.3%

REVENUE BUDGET - WATER 
FOUR YEAR AVERAGE (2020-2023)

Purchase of 
Water, 32.3%

Personnel Costs,
11.3%

Administrative 
Expenses, 3.9%Billings & 

Customer Service,
2.6%

Purchased 
Services, 3.6%

Materials & 
Supplies, 3.0%

Equipment & 
Rentals, 1.9%

Capital Funding & 
Debt Servicing,

41.4%

EXPENDITURE BUDGET - WATER
FOUR YEAR AVERAGE (2020-2023)

Water Capital Budget Summary

$163
(81%)

Service Improvement

Growth

Total

$2
(1%)

$35
(18%)

Lifecycle Renewal

$201

2020-2023
Multi-Year 

Budget

$378
(79%)

$5
(1%)

$96
(20%)

$479

2020-2029
Capital

Plan
Water Capital Budget

($ millions)

Water Capital Budget Summary

$0
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2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

2020-2029 Water Capital Budget by Classification 
($ millions)

Lifecycle Renewal Growth Service Improvement

Increase in 2023 is due to the project to replace & expand the Springbank Reservoir #2



Wastewater Budget - Overview

Wastewater Usage 
Charges, 44.5%

Wastewater 
Infrastructure 

Charges, 21.7%

Storm Drainage 
Charges, 28.0%

Other Revenues,
5.8%

REVENUE BUDGET - WASTEWATER 
FOUR YEAR AVERAGE (2020-2023)

Personnel Costs,
16.7%

Administrative 
Expenses, 4.8%

Billings & 
Customer Service,

2.1%

Purchased 
Services, 3.3%

Materials & 
Supplies, 10.8%

Equipment & 
Rentals, 2.8%

Capital Funding & 
Debt Servicing,

59.5%

EXPENDITURES BUDGET - WASTEWATER 
FOUR YEAR AVERAGE (2020-2023)

Wastewater Capital Budget Summary

$158
(43%)

Service Improvement

Growth

Total

$66
(18%)

$141
(39%)

Lifecycle Renewal

$365

2020-2023
Multi-Year 

Budget

$491
(52%)

$144
(15%)

$302
(32%)

$936

2020-2029
Capital

Plan
Wastewater & Treatment Capital Budget

($ millions)

Wastewater Capital Budget Summary
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$40

$60

$80

$100

$120

$140

2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029

2020-2029 Wastewater & Treatment Capital Budget by Classification
($ millions)

Lifecycle Renewal Growth Service Improvement

Increase in 2025 is due to significant infrastructure renewal projects including:
• City Centre Servicing Strategy Phase 8 – York St. (Colborne to William)
• Clarke Road (Oxford to Huron)
• Pottersburg Trunk – Phase 3

Key Dates & Upcoming Public Engagement



Key Dates in the Budget Process

What / Where Date
Tabling of the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget December 17

SPPC at 4:00pm

Report on Potential Net Levy Reductions including Business Cases January 7
SPPC at 4:00pm

Report on Pre-Tabling Budget Public Engagement Feedback January 7
SPPC at 4:00pm

Public Participation Meeting January 23
SPPC at 4:00pm

2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget Review
SPPC at 9:30am

January 30
January 31
February 6
February 7
February 13
February 14

Final Approval of the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget March 2
Council at 4:00pm

Public Engagement Activities

Description Date
Social Media Continuation Ongoing through 

February

Business Case Survey on GetInvolved.London.ca Launching Dec. 18th

Budget Open House Session
Goodwill Industries, 255 Horton St. E.

January 11
10:00am – 12:00pm

Community Meeting with London Environmental Network
Goodwill Industries, 255 Horton St. E.

January 13
6:00pm – 8:00pm

Budget Open House Session
Goodwill Industries, 255 Horton St. E.

January 15
6:00pm – 8:00pm

Community Meeting with the Urban League
Location TBD

January 16
5:30pm – 7:30pm

Public Participation Meeting January 23
SPPC at 4:00pm

Ward Meetings As Requested

Budget Administrative Matters

Requests in Preparation for Budget 
Deliberations

• Please reach out to the appropriate Managing 
Director with any questions you wish to ask regarding 
the 2020-2023 Multi-Year Budget

• Ensures that an answer will be available
• Also ensures that the right person will be in attendance to respond

• If you are planning to propose any amendments, 
please circulate those in advance

• If you are planning to declare a conflict on particular 
parts of the budget, please advise the City Clerk and 
City Treasurer in advance so that the budget 
recommendations can be separated accordingly

• Info sessions will be scheduled in January to provide 
an opportunity for Councillors to ask questions of 
Finance staff – further details to come





Land
Ambulance 
Draft Budget
Update
December 17, 2019

Presentation 
Overview

• Background
• Current and Future Challenges
• Financial implications
• Opportunities
• Next steps



Background • Service Transfer From the
Province in 1998
• Consolidated Municipal 

Service Manager
• Our Service philosophy

• No boundaries
• Service history

• Governance Structure
• Unprecedented Innovative

Unique Accommodations 
From Day One
• Management Oversight

Committee (MOC)
• Base hospital
• City
• County

• 24/7 Station decision
• Separate Authority
• No dedicated stations
• Service agreements

Land Ambulance Agreements

Prior to 2013
• 100% weighted assessment

2013 and 2017 Agreements
• 85% weighted assessment ratio
• 15% call volume ratio



The Impact of the 
Formulas
• Provincial funding ratio
• Call volume ratio
• Assessment ratio

• A change in any one of these ratios or a 
combination of ratios will have varying 
degrees of impact on the cost to either
municipality

• It is very easy for there to be a substantial 
shift in costs between the three funders 
without any increase in the land ambulance 
budget

Information Provision
• In October of this year, we met with the City’s

Finance Department to provide them with an
overview of
• 2020- 2023 draft budget
• Risks
• Pressures
• Potential variability in provincial funding
• The impact of delaying the replacement of

capital resources

• In November, we met with the CIty Manager 
and Treasurer to provide an update on the
2020 -2023 draft budget

• This was the same approach that was used 
during the last 4 year budget cycle 



Budgeting Concerns

• No crystal ball for significant 
factors

• Budget timetable
• Four-Year Process does not

consistently allow for significant
system changes/responsiveness

• Expectations

2020 Budget Pressures

• A number of external pressures beyond our control will require an
increase to our administrative estimated 2020 budget (15.9%)

• Call volume growth
• Offload Delays
• Provincial funding uncertainty
• Presumptive Legislation for (PTSD)
• Dispatch triage
• Overdue Capital Investments 
• Cross-border usage
• Sanctioned and unsanctioned events



Call Volume 
Increases
• Call volume has increased dramatically 

so far in 2019 (9.5%)
• The predicted increase that we 

budgeted for was 3.3%
• We are on track to have a calendar 

year increase of 10.3% increase in call 
volumes

• We are budgeting for a 6.3% increase 
in call volumes next year

• Investments in front line resources 
have not kept pace with call volume 
increases

Offload Delays

• Several initiatives
• Offload nurses
• Direct transfer
• Emergency room restructuring

• The cost of offload delays
• $2M per year in additional 

resource requirements



Systemic Factors

• Triaging of dispatch calls
• Population Increase

• 5th fastest growing census area
• Shift in demographics

• Aging population
• Increased number of mental health

and substance abuse calls

Operational 
Challenges
• Special events

• Several urban special events both 
sanctioned and non-sanctioned have 
put increased pressure on the system

• Delayed capital purchases
• Anticipated wage increases
• Code zero

• The cost of non-MLPS ambulances
• Risk mitigation



Putting the Land
Ambulance Budget in
Perspective

2020 Draft Budget 
Highlights

• Addition of 2-24 hour vehicles in 2020
• Replacement of operational capital 

resources
• Investment in system support and 

oversight
• Increases to reflect costs of insurance, 

facilities, medical supplies
• Investment in training and risk 

mitigation strategies



The Path Forward
• Promotion of common solutions

• Control of dispatch
• Off-load delay investments
• Pooling
• Policies
• Land Ambulance Review

• Working together
• MOC

• Understanding the risk
• Work together on solutions

• Investment together for cost control and 
service improvement for our residents



Questions


