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DEPARTMENTAL RECOMMENDATIONS

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee receive and table this
report with the following recommendations to be considered at a special meeting scheduled
for 9 December 1996:

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee approve in
principle the following:

1. That the RMOC assume full responsibility for property taxation;

2. That the Area Municipalities be requested to approvethe transfer of this
responsibility conditional upon being recognized as a prescribed service
under the double majority legislation provisions of The Savings and
Restructuring Act, 1996

3. That, (if necessary), the Province be requested to amend existing legislation
to allow for the transfer of this responsibility;

4. That staff, in co-operation with theArea Municipalities, develop a transition
plan to ensure an effective transfer of responsibility.



PURPOSE

The purpose othis report is to review th@otential benefits of transferrirte responsibility for
property taxation to the RMO@dm the AreaMunicipalities, aglirected by Regional Council on
10 July 96.

BACKGROUND

Earlier this yearthrough thgoint efforts ofthe AreaMunicipality CAOsand theRegion’s CAO,
a Co-ordination Committee was establisheddentify ways of improving municipal services,
while atthe same time reducingosts,increasing accountability and allowifigr public input. In
total, thirteen different services were identified; one of which concerned property taxation.

In order to conduct the review of property taxatisubcommittee chaired ltie CAO from the

Township ofOsgoode wagstablished, with a membership consistingegresentatives of the
City of Gloucester, Township of West Carleton and the RMOC. ®hgctive of the

subcommittee was to review thexisting property taxationsystem in Ottawa-Carleton to
determine if a more cost effective model exists for this service.

In order to collect the necessaryproperty tax information, the RMOC ohehalf of the
subcommittee, distributed a survey to each Afdeaicipality. All but three AreaMunicipalities
provided responses to the survey. Gloucester, Kanata and Rnfieemed the subcommittee
they wouldnot be participating in the review and in the case of @iy of Gloucester, the
representative was removed asnamber ofthe subcommittee. Theemaining municipalities
provided the majority of the information as requested.

Following the decision of thesenunicipalitiesnot to participate, Regional staff decided that the
subcommittee approach to conducting this review wasworkable giventhe direction of
Regional Council to report back in the “fall” of ‘96. Consequently, this report has been developed
by Regional staff only. It isrpposed thathis report betabled for review and response by the
Area Municipalities.

ANALYSIS

In order to account for Gloucest&anata and Rideau in the review, property tax statistics were
obtained from their respectivEinancial Information Returns (FIRs) and their 1996 budget
submissions and in soneases were estimated based on responses receivedtiiemArea
Municipalities of similar size.

Under existing legislationthe eleven AreaMunicipalities are charged withresponsibility for
property taxation forll realty and businedsixes in Ottawa-Carletomcluding taxes related to
the AreaMunicipalities, Regional Government, attte six sdool boards. This is accomplished
throughelevenseparatenunicipal organizationaktructureswhich collect intotal $1.3billion in
property taxes (including payments in lieu). Details are provided in Annex A.



The analysisconducted to datendicatesthe existing modelmay not be the mosefficient and

does not respect thelative property taxsharing by local government. Because eleven different
managemenstructures are iplace to perform this function, sagnificantamount of overhead is
associated with supporting these separate organizatibnatures. Some of thegeefficiencies
originate from diseconomies of scale in areas such as staffing, supplies, and technology and are
reflected in the comparative analysis that follows.

Consistent with responsible management practices, eachMuegipality has a management
structure irplace to oversethe property taxatiofunction and to ensure dutiase carriecbut in
the mostefficient manner.The drawback is higherosts associatedith the existence of eleven
separate but similar organizations.

The current level of automation also varies from onmicipality toanother. Property taxation is

a functionthat is common to municipalitiegcross the country, buwntil recently has been
somewhat neglected from an information technology standpointh té recent advances in
technology, a number dignificant opportunities exist to improvéne costeffectiveness and
service levelselated to this functionFor instance, the introduction of interactive voice response
(IVR) systems and kiosks would allow taxpayers to ingalreut the status aheir accounts, or
even allowproperty taxpayments taccur. Technology of this type requireggnificantup-front
capitalcosts for botlequipment and application development and is rdifieult to justify when
servicing a smaller group of accounts.

As indicated earlier, thredifferentproperty taxes are collected by the AManicipalities: Area
Municipality taxes,Regional taxes and SchoBlard taxes. Thenill rateslevied for these
purposesvaries between Area Municipalities. @merage, school taxes make bp% of the
total, with Regional taxesnaking up29%, leavingthe AreaMunicipalities with responsibility for
the remaining16%. Annex B contains &reakdown of the 1996ill rates bymunicipality. In

general, the Area Municipalities are responsibtethe smallest share of thaill rateand yethave

been delegated responsibility for all property taxation.

Notwithstandingthat school taxes account for the largesare of the property tax, it was not
consideredviable for School Boards to take amsponsibilityfor property taxationgiven the
Province’s recent direction. THerovincial Governmenthrough theCrombie Commission, is
reviewingthe existing education system atlte revenue raised from school taxes.dBte it has
recommended reducing tkdependency othe property taxill for schoolfunding and to replace
the majority of it with provincialgrants that would have otherwise been provided tiicipal
government.



COMPARATIVE INFORMATION

To help determinghe cost ofadministeringproperty taxation, comparativenalysiswas done
using the City of Winnipeg’s, the City of Calgary’s, andhe City of Mississauga'gproperty
taxation function, and the RMOC'’s water customer accounts operation as benchwiawrkipeg
and Calgary were selected for this comparison becauseltssyy resembléhe Ottawa-Carleton
area in population and also manage a comparable number of property tax adBotmts. these
cities provide relevant examples of larger property taxation fundt@iprovidevaryingdegrees
of efficienciesthat resultfrom achieving economies of scaleThe City of Mississauga was
selected because it is representative afuaicipality that supports &onsiderablg¢ax account
base and because it is located in Ontario is governed lsatheproperty taxation regulations as
Ottawa-Carleton. In addition, the RMOC’s water customer accounts operation was caeskbe
of the similarities that exist between this function and property taxation.

Ottawa-Carleton Area Property Taxation

Ottawa-Carleton’s population is estimated to be 719,000 (1995 census). The aguretpse
of property tax accounts throughout the regioassmated to be 214,000 fogalty and 22,000
for businessaccounts, for a total of 236,000. In total|edst65 full time equivalents (FTES)
support the property taxatidanction in Ottawa-Carleton attatal staffingcost of$2.7 million .
A further breakdown of staffing FTEs and costs by municipality can be found in Annex C.

Winnipeg

The City of Winnipeg, with a population of close to 642,000esponsibldor managing200,000
realty taxes andl4,000 businesstaxes, for a total of 214,000 accounts (91% of Ottawa-
Carleton’s total amount). The€ity of Winnipeg has indicatethat 39 FTEs are required to
support the property taxatidanction (60% of the current aggregate total in Ottawa-Carleton).
The cost of staffing these positions totgis3 million.

Calgary

The City of Calgary, with a population of close to 750,000 resider@sage261,000realty tax
accounts and close to 22,000sinessaccounts, for a total of 283,000 accounts (20% ntitaa
Ottawa-Carleton). To suppattis function,the City indicated it employshe equivalent of52

FTEs for property taxation purposes (80% of the current aggregate total in Ottawa-Carleton).
The cost to the City of staffing these positions tas&l8 million.

From an operational perspective there difference betweethe City of Calgary andhe Area
Municipalities in Ottawa-Carleton. IrCalgary’'s caseonly one bill is issued,while the Area
Municipalities issuéwo bills per year. The&City of Calgary has estimatdatat anadditionalbill
would have a minimal impact on staffing requirements.



City of Mississauga

The City of Mississauga, with a population 480,000, managed.85,000realtytax accounts and
approximately20,000 businessaccounts, for a total of 205,000 accounts (87% of Ottawa-
Carleton’s total amount). Th€ity has identifiedthat 25 FTEs are required to support the
property taxatiorfunction (38% of the current aggregate total in Ottawa-Carleton). cbseto

the City of staffing these positions tot&ls.1 million.

As far as operational requirements are concernedCityeof Mississaugaest represents the
conditions currently in place in Ottawa-CarletoRor example the City producegwo billings a
year, which is consistent with the AredJunicipalities in Ottawa-Carleton. In addition,
Mississaugaoperates under the Ontario téews, and as such, shares tbeme provincial
regulations as the Area Municipalities in Ottawa-Carleton.

Ottawa-Carleton Water Customer Accounts

The RMOC’s Water Customer Accountsanaged45,000residentialwater accountand 6,000
commercialaccounts, for a total of 151,000 accounts (64% of Ottawa-Carleton’s property tax
accounts). The 145,00fesidential accounts arebilled every two months and the 6,000
commercialaccounts aréilled on a monthlybasis, representing a higherel of activity than

what is found in property taxation functionshis function issupported b4 FTEs (37% of the
aggregate total in Ottawa-Carleton’s current property taxation requirementrodthefsalaries

and benefits necessary to support this operation tialsmillion.

These comparisons support the thesisldrger property taxation anglater customer operations

do provide economies of scalkat are notrealized in smalleoperations. As shown in the
following table when the size of the account base increases, the number of accounts supported per
FTE also increases, resulting in a lower cost per account.

Accounts Staffing Cost | Total Number
Area: Supported by FTE | per Account of Accounts
Ottawa-Carleton Property Taxation 3,600 $11.60 236,000
Winnipeg 5,500 $6.10 214,000
Calgary 5,500 $8.10 283,000
Mississauga 8,200 $5.20 205,000
Water Customer Accounts 6,300 $7.30 151,000

It has been recognizetiat insome cases staffiay perform additional dutiesther than those
directly related toproperty taxation anevhile everyeffort was made tadentify FTEs and not
positions, consideration would need togdeen atthe time a transition plan isreated to account
for these situations.



CUSTOMER SERVICE ISSUES

While concern has been raisadbout the perception thatlarger operation would result in a
reduction in service, th€ities of Calgary, Winnipegnd Mississauga provide excellaxamples
of larger operations that do not support this view.

The argument of having “personal” knowledge of the taxpayersiatigeing closeenough to the
community, is a difficult one to support. Taeample othe RMOC’s Water Customer Accounts
operation providegsonclusive evidencéhat services of thinature can be provided to a larger
group oftaxpayers in the Ottawa-Carleton regiamile still maintaining a consistently hidgével

of service.

The savings achievedhrough the consolidation of the property taxatifoimction could be
invested in technology such as &R system and ctigmer service kiosks. The introduction of
these technologies would also facilitate an increase in the existing level of service.

CONCLUSION

With a consolidategroperty taxation function, the taxpayers of the Ottawa-Carleton region
would be able to realize sorsgnificant savingsBased on the evidence presergpdcifically by

the Cities of Calgary, Winnipeg and Mississauga, and the Water Customer Accounts function, it is
estimatedthat aconsolidated property taxatidanction could save betweetb% - 20% of the
current cost. These savingsvould largely be as aesult of a reduction in the total FTE
requirement, with additional contributions coming from the introduction of technology.

Because of the transitiarosts that would be required itaplement thigransfer ofresponsibility
to the RMOC, ithas been estimated that savimgsuld not berealized forthefirst two years and
would instead be used to offset the setagts. Some of the Arédunicipalities have indicated
thatthey are in the process of looking edplacing their existingroperty taxatiorapplications
with onesthat better meetheir needs. By acquiringne application instead of several, there
would be an opportunity for additional savings.

To allow this transfer of responsibility, changesthe existing legislatiorthat governs property
taxation at thenunicipal levelare required.While it hasnot yet been confirmed e Provincial
Government, recent neendments made tdhe Municipal Act under The Savings and
Restructuring Act, 199610 not appear to make provisions for the transfer of property taxation to
the upper tier. Ithis is confirmed to beéhe case, thenly way to shift responsibilityor this
function would be ifthe Provincial Government was tenact legislation that changes the
Municipal Act and theRegional MunicipalitiesAct to specifically allowthe RMOC toassume
responsibility for property taxation in Ottawa-Carleton.



CONSULTATION

This report istabled at this timdor public consultation and comments and responses from the
Area Municipalities.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

The transfer ofesponsibilityfor property taxatiomaises some issw@ound thdinancialimpact it

would have on the AreRlunicipalities andthe RMOC. Forexample,the AreaMunicipalities
currently retain the revenuesising fromthe collection ofpenalties and interest charges. In
February of this yeathe Finance Commissioner tabledre@port authored by C.NVatson and
Associates which reviewethe existing inter-municipal service arrangemetitat are in place
between the AreMunicipalities andhe RMOC. One area threportaddressed concerned the
interest revenue retained by the Area Municipalities resulting from the collection of regional taxes.
Based on the collection of $3illion in Regional levies (excluding payments-in-lieu), it was
estimatedhat the AreaMunicipalities benefited from investment income$a.1 million for just

the regional component of the tax bill.

Under thisoption consideration would also have todaeen tothe issue ofthe sharing of grants
in lieu (GILs). This is largely an issufor the City of Ottawa. Currentegislation requires the
Area Municipalities, asthe taxing agency, to share GIL revenuesly with the Region.

Significantmill rate restatements would bequired if there was to amychange in théegislated

requirement.

If the RMOC was tassume complete responsibility property taxation, the corporation would
also have to assume responsibilityr financing any shortfalls incollections arising from
delinquent or late payments. #te end of 1995 thtotal tax arrears outstanding totalled $111
million. Annex D provides a breakdown by municipality.

Approved by
J.C. LeBelle
Finance Commissioner



City of Gloucester
City of Kanata
City of Nepean
City of Ottawa
City of Vanier

Rockcliffe Park

Cumberland Township
Goulbourn Township

Osgoode Township

Rideau Township

West Carleton Township

TOTAL

Property Tax Breakdown by Municipality
(Including Payments in Lieu)

Annex A

Area Total

Regional School Boards Municipality Property Taxes
48,243,018 72,915,003 31,098,784 152,256,805
19,311,720 35,113,857 10,375,905 64,801,482
57,142,687 94,777,027 28,934,846 180,854,560
239,577,172 304,095,220 181,008,402 724,680,794
7,997,863 10,621,515 4,303,325 22,922,703
2,353,040 3,112,570 1,562,191 7,027,801
12,731,584 25,240,796 9,467,762 47,440,142
4,959,585 13,159,563 3,178,182 21,297,330
2,685,260 9,761,125 3,188,043 15,634,428
3,284,809 9,539,361 2,488,497 15,312,667
3,971,859 11,813,340 3,345,534 19,130,733
402,258,597 590,149,377 278,951,471 1,271,359,445

Source: 1995 Area Municipalities Financial Information Return (FIR)



City of Gloucester

City of Kanata

City of Nepean

City of Ottawa

City of Vanier

Village of Rockcliffe Park
Township of Cumberland
Township of Goulbourn
Township of Osgoode
Township of Rideau
Township of West Carleton

Average

NOTES:

Mill Rate Breakdown by Municipality

Area Municipality

Mill Rate %*
65.06 15.4%
58.75 14.6%
53.82 13.3%
59.10 15.2%
74.80 17.8%
52.16 13.9%
87.80 20.5%
47.17 13.4%
72.70 20.3%
56.96 15.8%
60.76 16.9%
62.64 16.1%

* Expressed as a percentage of the total mill rate
** Based on average school board mill rate for each Municipality

(As at 31 Dec 95)

Regional
Mill Rate %*
138.21 32.8%
126.69 31.4%
132.51 32.8%
131.63 33.7%
147.19 34.9%
124.19 33.1%
121.84 28.5%
86.11 24.5%
67.53 18.9%
86.00 23.8%
80.89 22.5%
112.98 28.8%

Source: 1995 Area Municipalities Financial Information Return (FIR)

Annex B

School Board

Mill Rate** %*
217.90 51.7%
217.90 54.0%
217.90 53.9%
199.36 51.1%
199.36 47.3%
199.36 53.1%
217.90 51.0%
217.90 62.0%
217.90 60.8%
217.90 60.4%
217.90 60.6%
212.84 55.1%



Annex C

Property Taxation Function
Current Staffing and Salary Breakdown by Municipality

Number Salaries Costs Average Other

of FTEs (with benefits) Salary Expenses
City of Gloucester* 8.4 347,446 41,363 25,403
City of Kanata** 6.6 271,274 40,855 9,825
City of Nepean 11.0 449,400 40,855 94,400
City of Ottawa 21.0 953,000 45,381 180,000
City of Vanier 5.0 200,000 40,000 8,000
Rockcliffe Park 0.2 9,000 45,000 1,500
Cumberland Township 4.6 190,000 41,037 9,825
Goulbourn Township 2.1 78,476 37,370 72,690
Osgoode Township 2.0 80,000 40,000 8,300
Rideau Township*** 2.0 80,000 40,000 8,300
West Carleton Township 1.9 71,175 38,061 23,700

TOTAL 64.8 $ 2,729,771 $ 42,100 $ 441,943 $ 3,171,714

Source: Provided by Area Municipalities except where as noted in Gloucester, Kanata, and Rideau

Notes:

* Estimate based on figures obtained from City of Gloucester 1996 Operating Budget submission

** Estimate based on figures obtained from City of Kanata 1996 Operating Budget submission
and 'other' expenses estimated at Cumberland Township's actual

*** Estimate based on Osgoode Township’s requirements



Property Tax Receivables Breakdown by Municipality
(Realty and Business Tax)

City of Gloucester*
City of Kanata*

City of Nepean

City of Ottawa

City of Vanier
Rockcliffe Park
Cumberland Township
Goulbourn Township
Osgoode Township
Rideau Township*

West Carleton Township

TOTAL

Notes:

* Realty and business tax accounts were provided by the Area Municipalities,

Tax Arrears
Outstanding
16,351,008
3,496,154
18,595,178
55,415,170
1,879,411
377,794
4,483,756
3,151,742
2,374,367

2,121,026

3,039,963

$111,285,569

Realty

Accounts
34,000
16,900
34,000
78,000
4,000
730
15,982
7,837
7,000
7,000

8.600

214,049

with the exception of Gloucester, Kanata and Rideau

- Gloucester's figures are estimated based on the City of Nepean's figures
- Kanata's realty tax figures are estimated based on the 1996 operating budget

Business

Accounts

3,613
668
3,613
12,000
400

0

668
335
150

150

21,947

Annex D

and business tax counts are estimated based on Cumberland Township's figures
- Rideau's figures are estimated based on Osgoode Township's figures

Source : 1995 Area Municipalities Financial Information Return (FIR), unless stated otherwise



Extract of Draft Minute
Corporate Services and

Economic Development Committee
03 December 1996

RATIONALIZING RESPONSIBILITY FOR PROPERTY TAX
BILLING AND COLLECTION ADMINISTRATION
(“PROPERTY TAXATION") IN OTTAWA-CARLETON

- Finance Commissioner’s report dated 3 Dec 96

In review, J. LeBelle, Finance Commissiorstgted that on 10ul 96, staff were directed
by Council to reviewthe potentiabenefits of transferringhe responsibilityfor property

tax billing, collection and administration frothe areamunicipalities tothe Region. Mr.
LeBellereported that sub-committee of the Area Treasurers was formed tewethe

issue,but noted in recent weeks tBab-committee experiencelifficulties in functioning

and one representative was removed. As a resaft,decided to complethe research
and table the report with Committee for future discussion.

Mr. LeBelle confirmed$1.3 billion worth of taxation wascollected by the area
municipalities on behalf of themselvése Region and the school boards. rd¢ed that

staff believedthere were a certainumber of diseconomies of scaleat existed in the

currentmodel that were apparent irunning eleverseparate busimilar organizations

which conducted similar functions.

Mr. LeBelle reviewedthe comparativeinformation andanalysis collected using the
property taxatiorfunction of the Cities of Winnipeg, Calgary, and Mississauga and the
RegionalWater Customer Accounts operations. In closiklg, LeBelle explained the
analysisshowed there were substantssvings to be had with consolidation @éven
different billing administrations into one.

In response to a question from Councilldunter regarding theost per account, Mr.
LeBelle explained iwas typically a highercost on a per accoumasisthe smaller the
operation. Hebelievedone reason for thkighercostwas the costs couldot bespread
over as many accounts.

Councillor Hunter referencedther duties that werearriedout within the area mnicipal
tax departments. MieBelle acknowledgethat as gpractical matter irany transition
thattook place, there would be some componentiiibttime positionghat wouldnot be
part of thetransition and remain dhe local municipality. He confirmed thiwould be
part of discussionsthat would occurduring the creation of a transitioplan, and
confirmedthere wouldnot be the need for thieansfer of 65 employeesMr. LeBelle
acknowledgedhatsome of the anticipatezfficiencies may bést byleavingsome of the
non-tax function capacity with the area municipalities.



Extract of Draft Minute
Corporate Services and

Economic Development Committee
03 December 1996

Councillor Hunter referenced the collection periods antkd ithad asignificant positive
cash flow for the areamunicipalities whichproduced revenuerdm investment and
interest. The Councillor inquired if staff had considered this change. LeBelle
explained itwould depend upon théecisiontaken byCouncil and was an issue of the
transition plarthat would fave to be developed withe areamunicipalities. Mr. LeBelle
referenced the $344nillion collected in Regionalevies and reported that the area
municipalities benefited from investment income $f.1 million from the regional
component of the takill. Mr. LeBelle explained itwas staff's desire to keep the
interest/investment income questiont of the review as it wasot aboutrevenue, but
trying to gain efficiencies in an administration systeiir. LeBelle reiterated that if the
service did move tahe Region,discussions would have to Weeld with the area
municipalities as to amppropriatetiming for transferring theirlevies; decisionsvhich
would be made as part of the transition plan.

Councillor Hunter referenced theumber of dutiestill required to be carriedut by the

area municipality and suggested the efficiency gained at the Region may be lost at the local
level. Mr. LeBelle stated theinformation provided bythe areamunicipalities initially
indicated it was in fact totally withespect to property taxes. However, he added that in
subsequent discussions, it was indicated that in a couple of the smaller municipalities, there
were sharedesponsibilities and minimal number of positiongnay have to be retained in

those municipalities.

In response to a question from Councillor Hurv, LeBelle explained this transfer
should not be arevenuewinfall to the receiving municipality,but that appropriate
adjustments would be madettee mill rates. He reiterateithis would be accommodated
in the transition plan.

Councillor Hume referencethe $4.1million earned bythe areamunicipalities through
interest and the Region’s requirement to borrow to accommodate its cash flow needs. Mr.
LeBelle stated theundament principlevas that you ar@ot able to invest money at the
same rate you borrow it.

Councillor Hume inquired if it was possibtbat theRegion request thshift of taxes
collected by the aremunicipalities onthe Region’s behaltarlier, should theervice not
be transferred. Mi.eBelle referenced past report prepared dhis issue anagreed to
supply the Councillor with a copy.



Extract of Draft Minute
Corporate Services and

Economic Development Committee
03 December 1996

On a related matter, MLeBelle referencethe possible transfer of assessment from the
Province to theRegional leveland the potentiamove to some form of value based
assessment. Heoted thesehanges would require substantial re-writetagfsystems in
the Province, and it would be an advantage to only have to re-write the system once.

Councillor van den Ham inquired whéte time frame would be ithe transfer was
approved. MrLeBelle stated theealignment of service would probably haveoxur
through a request to the Provincedeemproperty taxation as a prescribgervice under
The Savings and Restructuring Act, 199§ to amend existing legislatioMr. LeBelle
pointedout the Governmeninay thenwish to reviewthe effect it would have across the
entire Province and consider it as an opportuthigt may exist inall otherlarge urban
centres/Regions. MiLeBelle explained heould not offer a time framedue to the
uncertainties.

CouncillorHill referenced thesubstantial amount of interdsie municipalitieswould lose.

Mr. LeBelle explainedhat there was no reason &ssume athe outset that tharea
municipalities would have to lose all the interest. He reitetthisdf theRegion were the

billing agent, they wouldhave to negotiate witthe areanunicipalities on amppropriate

time to paythe municipal levies tahem. He suggested thasay be donemore quickly

than the present time lines the Region is paid under. Mr. LeBelle emphasized the goal was
to minimize any effect on the tax payer, including the area municipalities.

Mr. LeBelle confirmedhe reportwas just released and hadt yet been circulated to the
area municipalities. He stated it wasing tabled with Committefer consultation and for
response / comment from the areanicipalities. Mr. LeBelle stated haecently had a
session to whiclall Area Treasurers weravited and received hriefing onthe report,
however, pointed out only eight of the eleven municipalities were represented.

Councillor Loneystated thdassue of investment income wassignificantcomponent of

the subject matter. Heoted thefigure wasmuch higher thathe outlined$4.1 million

taking into consideration taxes collected for school boards and the interest earned on
arrears. The Councillor emphasized it was necessary to ensure it was a revenue neutral
situation and co-operation was necessary. He agreed theresavaergs in efficiencies,
however, accented the need to minimize the effect on the taxpayer and area municipalities.

Chair Clarksuggested thefficiencies mayallow for a reduction in the interepenalty to
reflect the present economy. Helievedthere were otheissuesthat thetaxpayer may
benefit from through the relief on the administration.



Extract of Draft Minute
Corporate Services and

Economic Development Committee
03 December 1996

The Committee then turned their attention to the staff recommendation.

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee receive and
table this report with the following recommendations to be considered at special
meeting scheduled for 9 December 1996:

That the Corporate Services and Economic Development Committee approve in
principle the following:

1. That the RMOC assume full responsibility for property taxation;

2. That the Area Municipalities be requested to approvehe transfer of
this responsibility conditional upon being recognized as a prescribed
service under the double majority legislation provisions of The
Savings and Restructuring Act, 1996

3. That, (if necessary), the Province be requested to amend existing
legislation to allow for the transfer of this responsibility;

4, That staff, in co-operation with the Area Municipalities, develop a
transition plan to ensure an effective transfer of responsibility.

TABLED



