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DISCLAIMER AND CAUTION

The information, views, data and discussions in this document and related material are provided
for general reference purposes only.

Regulatory and statutory references are provided for convenience only and in many instances,
are not directly quoted excerpts. The reader should refer to the relevant provisions of the
legislation and regulations for complete information.

The discussion and commentary contained in this report do not constitute legal advice or the
provision of legal services as defined by the Law Society Act, any other Act, or Regulation. If legal
advice is required or if legal rights are, or may be an issue, the reader must obtain an independent
legal opinion.

Decisions should not be made in the sole consideration of or reliance on the information and
discussions contained in this report. It is the responsibility of each individual in either of a
decision-making or advisory capacity to acquire all relevant and pertinent information required
to make an informed and appropriate decision with regards to any matter under consideration
concerning municipal finance issues.

No attempt has been made to establish the completeness or accuracy of the data prepared by
the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation (MPAC). MTE, therefore, makes no warrantees
or guarantees that the source data is free of error or misstatement.

MTE is not responsible or liable to the municipality, nor to any other party for damages arising
based on deficiencies, defects, errors, omissions, completeness, suitability, or accuracy of the
data or due to the misuse of the information contained in this study, including without limitation,
any related, indirect, special, punitive, incidental or consequential damages.

CONTEXT NOTE

This report engages with legislative and regulatory provisions in support of the underlying policy
analysis objectives, however, it is not, and is not intended to be, a legal opinion. The interpretive
work reflected herein supports informed decision-making within Ontario’s property taxation
framework and is grounded in the principles of effective public policy, administration and
regulatory compliance.

Given the complexity of our highly regulated environment, effective policy analysis depends on
a clear and careful interpretation of relevant statutes and regulations. This is no different than
how engineers, planners, or inspectors work with the Ontario Building Code—not to provide legal
advice, but to ensure practical compliance, program integrity, and adherence to legislative intent.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Urban/Rural Taxation Review — Municipality of Port Hope (2001-2025)
Prepared by Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. | June 2025

Purpose and Context

This study was commissioned by Council in response to renewed public and political interest in
how property taxes are shared between Port Hope’s urban and rural areas. While public
discussion has often centred on perceptions of fairness or imbalance, this report is intended to
ground those conversations in a clear, factual account of how taxation has been administered
since amalgamation rooted in Ontario’s highly regulated property tax framework.

Council’s direction called for a third-party review of:

1. The historical background on tax allocation between the rural and urban areas, and the
financial implications for the municipality as a whole;

2. Municipal rural versus urban spending.

This report responds directly to the first objective. It reviews the legislative framework governing
municipal taxation in Ontario and documents the strategies employed by the Municipality to
manage the distribution of tax burden between the urban and rural areas since 2001.

While the immediate mandate does not include a review of municipal spending by geography,
the report does provide foundational guidance to support the responsible framing of any future
inquiries in that area.

What the Study Did
> Analyzed five distinct eras of post-amalgamation tax policy.

> Assessed Port Hope’s historical and current practices for alignment with the Municipal Act.

> Modelled a “uniform levy” scenario to simulate how tax burden would have been distributed
if the municipality had levied taxes without geographic differentiation.

> Compared this model to actual outcomes to measure the real-world effects of Council’s
taxation strategies.

Key Findings

Intentional Redistribution Over Time

Since amalgamation, the Municipality has actively managed how the property tax burden is
shared between urban and rural areas. While specific strategies have evolved from informal
adjustments to structured special levies, the general, persistent effect has been a targeted
geographic alignment of tax responsibility.

Early efforts relied on ward-specific tax share targets, while more recent approaches reflect a
compliant, service-based model. This evolution has reduced the scale of redistribution in recent
years, but the effect remains substantial: under current protocols, more than $1 million per year
is redistributed relative to what would occur under a single, municipality-wide levy.

Over the full 25-year observation period (2001-2025), ward-based tax policies have redistributed
approximately $40 million in property taxes from Rural ward to the Urban ward.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. i
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From Improvised to Compliant

Many of the Municipality’s early tax strategies were not formally grounded in provincial
legislation and carried legal and administrative risks. Over time, Port Hope has moved toward
greater compliance, most notably by way of the 2018 decisions, which brought about a structure
that:

> Reflects actual service delivery differences;
> |s compliant with Section 326 of the Municipal Act;
> Is transparent and clearly embedded in the annual budget process.

Today, Port Hope’s taxation framework is technically sound, legislatively compliant, and
structurally defensible.

This structure reflects best practices and legislative authority and may be further tweaked by
leaving the application of Low-Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) reserve funds as part of the
budget exercise rather than final tax levy calculations.

Looking Ahead
Any future discussions around urban/rural taxation or service distribution must be:

> Grounded in the legislative framework that governs property taxation in Ontario;

> Framed in recognition that the majority of municipal services are general in nature—not
geographically exclusive;

> Clear about the redistributive nature of taxation, which is a foundational feature of Ontario’s
value-based property tax system.

While it is entirely appropriate to consider how best to fund true special services, and to advocate
for the responsible and equitable allocation of public resources, efforts to establish direct "value-
for-dollar" comparisons for individual taxpayers or groups should be avoided. Such enquiries are
conceptually flawed within the ad valorem system and risk reigniting the kind of division and
misunderstanding that has historically derailed constructive policy dialogue in Port Hope.

Final Takeaway

Port Hope has undertaken a long and complex journey to arrive at its current tax framework.
What began as an improvised effort to balance legacy expectations has matured into a principled
and legislatively aligned system. The current model is the result of deliberate choices, not a
means of achieving arbitrary outcomes. Moreover, the current system is well positioned to serve
a unified municipality with shared responsibilities. Future consideration should respect that
evolution. Effective tax policy cannot be based on anecdote or aspiration, it must reflect the
system we operate within, the real-world impact of past decisions, and the shared obligations of
municipal governance.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. ii
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INTRODUCTION

The current Municipality of Port Hope was established as part of the broad wave of municipal
amalgamations and restructuring mandated by the Province, effective January 1, 2001. At the
time of amalgamation, deliberate efforts were made to preserve, or at least manage, the balance
of taxation between the two formerly distinct municipalities. These efforts have continued to
varying degrees over time.

Recently, the discussions around how taxes are, and perhaps should be, shared across the two
former areas, have reemerged. This interest and discussions of late recently culminated in a
resolution of Council that reads in part as follows.

THAT Council directs staff to hire a third party to prepare a report to be presented at a
future Council meeting outlining the following:

- Historical background on tax allocation between the rural and urban area and the
financial implications on the municipality as a whole;

- Municipal rural versus urban spending

The context and language of this resolution is interpreted to signal Council’s interest in two
distinct, but often comingled lines of enquiry:

1. Distribution of the Property Tax Burden: The first component, focused on the historical and
current allocation of taxes between the urban and rural zones is a clear and objective matter.
It concerns how the municipality’s overall revenue requirement has been shared across these
geographic areas over time. This enquiry can be addressed through empirical analysis of the
tax base, tax rates, and assessment growth by zone. MTE’s immediate engagement and this
report are focused on this line of enquiry.

2. Perceptions of Spending Distribution: The second component described as “municipal rural
versus urban spending” is more complex and less easily reduced to geographic comparisons.
While it may appear to be a question of expenditure distribution, it is more accurately
understood as an exploration of perceived value across the municipality’s constituent areas.

Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants’ immediate engagement and the scope of this report
relate primarily to the first point, which considers the revenue side of the broader discussion.
This second line of enquiry, which is far less straightforward, will not be directly addressed here.

Scope and Approach

This report begins with an overview of the relevant legislative and regulatory framework that
defines the limits and authorities surrounding local tax policy. Once this foundational context is
established we proceed with a structured analysis of the property tax burden in Port Hope from
amalgamation through to the present. This is followed by a chronological examination of the
major phases or “eras” in Port Hope’s taxation policy since amalgamation.

Particular attention is given to the mechanisms used to allocate and manage the levy between
urban and rural wards and the legislative context relevant to each approach. The report then
presents an in-depth quantitative analysis comparing actual levy allocations with a reconstructed
baseline representing a default, uniform levy approach.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 1
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This analysis reveals the cumulative and annual impact of area rating formulas and special service
levies on the tax levy distribution and how the burden has been distributed across geographic
lines. These findings provide an empirical foundation on which to consider the actual impact and
outcomes of Council’s tax policy choices and programs over time.

Together, the sections of this report aim to clarify what has occurred, why it occurred, what it
has achieved, and what it means for the future of taxation equity within the Municipality of Port
Hope.

Without making any specific conclusions or assertions specific to Port Hope, the final section will
explore and contextualize evolving narratives related to fairness, including the recurring idea that
tax contributions should reflect the level of service received. This theme is reviewed in light of
Ontario’s legislative framework and the underlying principles of the property tax system. A
discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of Ontario’s property tax model reaffirms the
integrity and intent of the current system. The purpose of this final section is not to draw specific
conclusions, or suggest any “correct” path forward, but to provide what we suggest is important
systemic context that should be considered before any further attempts are made in regard to
trying to define where the municipality spends and more importantly, trying to arrive at any
judgments in regard to value derived by geography.

The report concludes with a summary of findings and considerations for Council and stakeholders
moving forward.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 2
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PART ONE: DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROPERTY TAX BURDEN IN ONTARIO

Ontario’s property tax system is fundamentally value based. Taxes are levied according to the
relative assessed value of real property. While ad valorem systems like Ontario’s do rely on
assessment values, property taxes are not levied in the same way as transactional taxes like sales
or income tax. We are not taxing the value of each individual property in isolation, rather we are
taxing each property’s share of each year’s total tax base.

We use Current Value Assessment (CVA) as a means of distributing a finite tax burden, or
requirement, across a known tax base by way of a rate that is set to raise exactly the amount
budgeted for.

Base = !’ e v | lﬁ — =
CVA 1,000,000 | 150,000 | 175,000 | 200,000 | 225,000 | 250,000
Share of CVA 100% | 15.0% | 17.5% | 20.0% | 22.5%| 25.0%
Tax $10,000 | $1,500 | $1,750| $2,000 | $2,250 | $2,500
Share of Tax 100% | 15.0% | 17.5% | 20.0% | 22.5% | 25.0%

This manner of taxation is a distinct departure from other taxes in that the rate is dependent on
the whole, and adjustments to one property’s share of the tax have a direct, corresponding
impact on every other property’s share.

For example, if one chooses to limit their consumer spending to reduce their HST contributions,
that has no impact on any other taxpayer’s HST burden. In sharp contrast, any adjustment to one
property’s share will necessarily have corresponding impacts on the burden carried by other
properties.

In addition to assessed value, properties are grouped into different classes (e.g., residential,
commercial, industrial, farmland). Each class is subject to a tax ratio that determines how much
Weight assessment dollars in each class are given. Tax ratios do not simply report the rate
relationship, the ratio for each class effectively alters the weighting of each assessment dollar.

Total i __ !
Base L T e —
CVA 1,000,000 | 600,000 | 200,000 | 200,000
Share of CVA 100% 60.0% 20.0% 20.0% | Share of Tax carried by any Property or
Property Class is equal to its Share of
Class Ratio 1.00 0.25 2.00 | Weighted CVA.
Weighted CVA 1,050,000 | 600,000 50,000 | 400,000 | CVAX Tax Ratio = Weighted CVA
Share of Wtd. CVA 100% 57% 5% 38%
Tax $10,000 $5,714 $476 $3,810
' Shareof Tax |  100% |  57%|  5%|  38%

In a two-tier municipal structure, tax ratios are established by the upper-tier municipality and
apply uniformly across the lower-tier municipalities.

Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 3
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Annual Municipal Levies

Annual tax levies are determined through the municipal budgetary process, with actual rates and
individual tax bills being derived from the total amounts required, the assessment roll as
prepared by MPAC, and the tax class and ratio structures adopted by the County.

Each year’s budget must clearly identify the municipality’s estimated revenues, and specifically
distinguish between:

1. The amount the municipality intends to raise on all rateable property through the general
local levy; and

2. The amount it intends to raise on less than all rateable property through a special local
municipal levy.

By default, the municipality’s entire property tax requirement is raised through a general levy
that applies universally across the municipality. While rates may vary by property class according
to tax ratios and subclass treatments, similar properties must be treated similarly regardless of
location.

Any levy other than the general levy is, by definition, a special levy and is subject to explicit rules
and limitations. Under the current Municipal Act, most special levies must relate to a special
service in compliance with Section 326 and must be authorized via by-law or regulation.

Designating a special service and assigning an amount to be recovered through a special
geographic levy is governed by several critical conditions. These requirements only permit the
creation of special levies when:

- The service is delivered only in defined geographic areas, or at clearly distinct levels or in
different manners between areas;

- The differently serviced areas can be objectively delineated based on availability or delivery
method—not simply on assumptions of benefit or observed frequency of use;

— The costs associated with the special service or level of service can be transparently defined
and allocated through the municipal budgeting process.

It is essential to understand that a service is not special simply because one group of taxpayers
perceives it to be used more heavily by another. Differentiation must be based on deliberate
service design and delivery. For example, while bylaw enforcement or housing support services
may be seen as more prominent in urban areas, their provision is driven by specific needs, such
as complaints or housing instability, rather than geography. These services are not spatially
exclusive and are therefore not eligible for special levy treatment.

If the availability of the service is not deliberately constrained geographically or is available to all
residents or properties on the same basis, regardless of how often it is used or where users
reside, it is not a special service within the meaning of Section 326.

Importantly, special area rates must operate within the boundaries of the class and ratio system.
They cannot cross-subsidize services across classes or be imposed unevenly within a class. All
properties within the designated special service area must be treated identically, and the cost
recovery must reflect the actual service expenditure.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 4
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This framework is reinforced by the municipal budgeting process under Section 290, which
requires municipalities to establish the total amount of taxation to be raised and to distinguish
clearly between general and special levies. This ensures transparency and legal compliance when
funding local services.

A municipality cannot allocate a portion of the tax levy to a geographic area and then reduce that
levy post hoc with non-tax revenues. The source of funding, whether from grants, reserves, or
user charges, must be integrated into the budget before levies are set.

Urban Service Areas

In addition to the creation of special local municipal levies for special services under Section 326
of the Municipal Act, municipalities may also continue to apply distinct local levies within what
are known as Urban Service Areas (USAs). These entities were established under the former
Municipal Act, which was repealed effective January 1, 2003. Unlike the special service
delineations allowable under current legislation, USAs were much more formally structured and
were created only by order of the Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) upon application by a
municipality.

An OMB order establishing an Urban Service Area not only defined formal geographic boundaries
but also identified which services would be treated as distinct and how their costs would be
calculated and recovered from properties within the area. These were typically created in the
context of annexations or amalgamations involving rural or unincorporated lands and allowed
municipalities to preserve tax differentials for certain areas based on distinct service conditions.

Examples of services once associated with USAs include libraries and community centres, broad
functions that would not qualify under today’s special service provisions due to their generalized
and non-geographically exclusive nature. The expectation with the introduction of CVA and
periodic reassessment was that value-based taxation would more fairly reflect service levels and
conditions, reducing the need for such geographic tax distinctions. That goal was not always fully
realized, and in response to the assessment reforms and widespread municipal restructuring of
the late 1990s and early 2000s, many USAs were established under the former Act.

Section 370.1 of the current Municipal Act permits municipalities to maintain or dissolve an
existing Urban Service Area but prohibits the creation of new areas. These provisions are
grandfathering in nature, and while a municipality may continue to levy within an existing USA
or collapse such a structure, it may not reactivate a retired area or establish a new one.

Importantly, Port Hope never established an Urban Service Area and by all indications never
pursued such an application. As this option is no longer available, and in fact was explicitly and
deliberately removed from the legislation, it is not possible to establish such a strategy or
replicate it.

Critical Context for Review

As a whole, these rules exist to maintain equity, transparency, and coherence in the taxation
system. They also prevent municipalities from adopting informal or politically negotiated tax
arrangements that would distort the underlying logic and intent of the property tax system.

These principles will serve as the analytical foundation for our review of Port Hope’s past and
present tax allocation practices.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 5
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PART TWO: POST-AMALGAMATION PoLICY CHRONOLOGY AND TAXATION ERAS

This part of our study has been drafted to provide a structured chronology of the policies and
approaches used to distribute the property tax burden in the Municipality of Port Hope since its
formation. More specifically, how the local municipality's policies and approaches targeted and
actively adjusted the urban and rural balance.

As the underlying distributive effects of value (CVA) and classification are largely fixed, and
options to adjust the balance of taxation along those lines fall under the County's purview, we
are centrally focused here on the local municipality's geographic-based strategies.

For our purposes here, we have distinguished among the following "tax policy eras":
Era 1: Amalgamation and Initial Transition (2000 - 2002)
Era 2: Managed Share Targets (2003 - 2011)
Era 3: Unresolved Policy Review Period (2012 - 2013)
Era 4: Transition, Review and Redirection (2014 — 2017)
Era 5: General + Special Service Levies (2018 - Present)

The discussions related to each era include both a description of municipal actions and an
assessment of fit with Ontario's legislative framework. Any geographic redistribution of the total
annual levy requirement represents a departure from the default model and must comply with
specific legislative criteria. Such strategies are not necessarily non-compliant, but they constitute
deliberate augmentations of the standard value-based approach.

Era 1: Amalgamation and Initial Transition (2000 - 2002)

The Town of Port Hope and the Township of Hope were amalgamated in 2001, forming a single
municipality divided into Urban Ward 1 (former Town) and Rural Ward 2 (former Township).

While the Provincial restructuring order did not prescribe or direct any specific treatment of
taxation between the former municipalities, it did convey certain protections for geographic
areas representing the former municipalities. For example, dedicated reserve funds from before
2001 would remain earmarked for the benefit of ratepayers in the former municipality area.
Notably, as part of a federal deal to host a low-level radioactive waste facility, each of the former
Town and Township received a $10 million grant in 2001. These funds (commonly called the
"LLRW funds") were intended to address community impacts of the waste site.

Although the order did state that the respective historic funds carried forward into the new
municipality should be used to benefit the geographic areas they were brought forward from,
this seems to have been interpreted in a manner that suggests this was to be affected by way of
a direct and overt offset to annual tax liabilities in the areas.!

While not prescribed, it is evident that the new municipality chose to levy taxes in a manner that
essentially maintained the pre-existing balance between the former Town and Township, now
represented by wards 1 and 2 respectively. In fact, in comparison to the former Township's final
tax position at the 2000 year end, the new Rural Ward 2 enjoyed a modest proportional decrease.

1 See copy of Provincial Restructuring Order attached as Appendix A.

© Municipal Tax Equity (MTE) Consultants Inc. 6
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The 2001 distribution across wards was achieved by way of a special top-up rate assigned to the
urban ward. All indications are that this was simply an ad hoc adjustment, or manipulation,
relying on no specific mechanism or legislation. Similar treatment was applied for the 2002
taxation year, with an urban-only top-up rate being applied to maintain the rural burden share.

Commentary and Observations: Critically, Council did not pursue the creation of an Urban
Service Area through the Ontario Municipal Board, which would have been permitted under the
then-current Municipal Act and offered a lawful mechanism to preserve separate tax treatments.

The absence of an Urban Service Area designation in 2001 or 2002 represents a significant missed
opportunity. A legally established Urban Service Area would have provided a compliant structure
for maintaining differential taxation based on historic service levels. Without it, Port Hope lacked
any formal or legislatively grounded means of applying geographic differentiation. The ad hoc
approach that was employed, although perhaps well-intentioned, was not supported by the
statutory framework.

Era 2: Managed Share Targets (2003 - 2011)
2003 represents a natural delineation point in our observational eras for two primary reasons:

1. The old Municipal Act was repealed and replaced by the Municipal Act, 2001 which remains
in place today; and

2. The municipality enacted By-Law 48/20032, which expressed a desire to maintain, or at least
manage, the inter-ward balance of tax based on pre-amalgamation circumstances.

This approach was refined in 2006 through By-Law 28/20063. The system used a capped ratio
model to shift a portion of the tax burden from the rural to the urban area.

The formula was essentially an arbitrary and independent balance mechanism intended to
manage political expectations and maintain perceived equity between the two wards. However,
it operated entirely outside the prevailing legislative structure.

Commentary and Observations Although framed as an area rating approach, the capped ratio
model adopted by Port Hope during this period did not conform to the rules for special levies
under Section 326 or any other available tax policy or budgetary mechanism.

In reviewing the 2003 By-Law noted above, it is evident that Council had a specific intent and will,
but it is also clear that its execution was not rooted in any identified authority. Municipalities
exercise their authority under and in accordance with Provincial statute, and By-Law 48/2003 is
completely absent any reference to an authority or provision that would support it.

The model was entirely focused on achieving predetermined "share" targets, rather than
objectively distributing costs. Whether staff and decision-makers were fully aware at the time,
this approach was non-compliant both in form and spirit with Ontario's property tax framework.

While a duly established Urban Service Area scheme may have achieved similar outcomes, the
budgetary and tax mechanisms that would have applied under a compliant urban service area
model would have borne no resemblance to this plan.

2 Attached as Appendix B.
3 Attached as Appendix C.
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Era 3: Unresolved Policy Review Period (2012 - 2013)

A Working Group was established to explore alternatives that could better align Port Hope's tax
policy with the legislative provisions of the Municipal Act, 2001.

Despite sustained effort and engagement, the Working Group was unable to reach a consensus
on a path forward. The absence of agreement created an interim period with no significant
change to the municipality’s taxation structure. Stakeholders from both wards expressed
divergent views: some saw the retirement of the share model as a long-overdue correction, while
others viewed it as a threat to protections they associated with the pre-amalgamation
arrangement. These differing perspectives contributed to an extended status quo through 2013.

Commentary and Observations The 2012 - 2013 period serves as both a legal inflection point
and a case study in how difficult it can be to transition from historically grounded practices to a
framework based on legislative compliance and prevailing best practices.

While historical memory understandably shaped stakeholder perspectives, the premise of fixed
inter-ward tax shares could not be reconciled with the structure of Ontario’s property tax system.
Not only is a geographic share-based model not contemplated in the Act, its logic is
fundamentally at odds with the principles of an ad valorem tax framework.

This experience illustrates how longstanding policy narratives, even when lacking legal or
systemic grounding, can influence expectations and complicate reform. More importantly, it
serves as a cautionary example: future policy discussions must remain anchored in the legislative
and systemic framework within which municipalities are required to operate. This includes being
aware that the current framework will not accommodate some policy objectives, no matter how
strongly held.

Era 4: Transition, Review and Redirection (2014 - 2017)

For 2014, Port Hope adopted a new tax policy framework that more closely reflected the intent
of the Municipal Act as specific services were being defined via By-Law 28/2014.* While this
policy shift provided a mechanism for differential taxation rooted in identifiable differentials
rather than historically based share targets, it remained amorphous and outside of what the Act
contemplated regarding special service levies.

At this point the municipality also established a ten-year phase-out strategy intended to create a
smoother transition to the new special service-based approach. This phase-out reduced the Rural
ward burden by $975,000 in 2014, compared to what it would have carried had the phase-out
not applied. The amount of phase-out protection was reduced by $97,500 per year. The
transitional protection was designed to unwind the historical relief embedded in the earlier
capped-share model while cushioning rural taxpayers from sudden levy shocks.

An associated standout nuance of this era was the introduction and ongoing use of a negative
tax rate applied to the rural ward. Rather than reducing the net, final levy requirement for the
rural area, the municipality identified a base amount in its budget and then applied a negative
rate to Ward 2 to lower the tax requirement in that area, in part to ensure that the phase-out
was being applied.

4 Attached as Appendix D.
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The Municipality convened a dedicated working group in 2016 — 2017 to undertake a
comprehensive review of the Municipality’s approach. This group’s work resulted in a more
precise and legislatively grounded definition of special services. Their recommendations formed
the basis for the restructured model implemented in 2018, which narrowed the scope of services
subject to special area levies and provided clearer justification for their treatment.”

Commentary and Observations: This period marks two major milestones in the Municipality’s
efforts to reconcile legal compliance, budget transparency, and political manageability. The
movement away from arbitrary ward targets and the introduction and refinement of special
services and special service levies in a manner generally contemplated by Section 326 was a
notable improvement.

That said, this evolution did take some time and may have been hampered by some of the
interim/transitional choices made. The phase-out concept does not appear to have any real
foundation in prevailing legislation and the use of a negative tax rate for any conceivable purpose
is not permitted or even contemplated. Tax levies are inherently positive mechanisms; they are
designed to raise money, not to rebate or reduce taxation below zero. There is no provision in
the Act for a negative tax rate, and the very concept runs contrary to the structure of Ontario’s
property tax system.

These shortcomings aside, there is no doubt that the efforts undertaken by the 2016 - 2017
working group set the foundation needed to establish the current system.

Era 5: General + Special Service Levies (2018 - Present)

Beginning in 2018, Port Hope moved further into a compliant, dual-levy structure under the
Municipal Act. The municipality now applies a uniform general levy across all ratepayers, with
special service levies targeted specifically to each ward. For the Urban ward, these services
include urban policing, transit and Christmas tree pick-up. For the Rural ward, the special service
levy relates to the OPP contracted police services.

Importantly, this framework separates general government responsibilities such as governance,
infrastructure, and planning from specific, non-universal services that are legitimately confined
to urban geography. The clarity of this delineation is reflected in public-facing budget materials
and has become a normalized feature of Port Hope’s tax policy.

Despite this progress, two important vestiges of the earlier system persisted for the first two
years. The promised 10-year phase-out protection continued until 2023 and to facilitate this, the
municipality maintained a negative rural tax rate through 2019, an approach that conflicted with
both the letter and intent of the Municipal Act. This negative rate issue was finally resolved in
2020, when negative rates were no longer applied, eliminating a significant point of legal and
structural vulnerability in the Town’s tax framework.

Based on our review, one residual feature of prior eras remains: dividends from the LLRW reserve
funds continue to be directed to offset special service costs in the taxation, rather than the
budgetary realm. That is, instead of reducing gross expenditures within the budget to determine
the net amount to be levied from urban and rural taxpayers, these revenues are being applied
after the fact, creating a disconnect between budgeted costs and levy amounts.

> Working Group recommendations attached as Appendix E.
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Commentary and Observations: Era 5 represents Port Hope’s transition to its most lawful,
defensible, and structurally coherent taxation model since amalgamation. The municipality now
generally aligns its taxation practices with both the letter and spirit of the Municipal Act, including
those provisions related to special services and special service levies. The administrative clarity
and consistency of this model significantly reduce legal and reputational risks.

The current level of compliance did not, however, apply throughout this era. It increased
significantly in 2020 with the end of negative rural rating and then again in 2024, at which point
there were no further phase-out credits being applied to the rural requirements.

Today, while generally sound from a compliance perspective, the continued use of LLRW
dividends to reduce levy requirements outside the budget process remains somewhat
concerning. While this practice may honour the geographic intent of the original fund allocations,
it does so in a way that may be seen to circumvent or disrupt the intended connection between
the budget and the tax levy. Ideally, these funds should be applied to reduce identified costs
within the operating budget before levy requirements are set, rather than being applied as quasi-
rebates within the annual tax rate calculations.

The nuances of that calculation protocol aside, the structural gains are substantial when we
compare the Municipality’s current practices and protocols to those applied prior to 2014. Port
Hope has transitioned from an improvised and largely arbitrary tax distribution scheme that
failed to reflect the legal and structural realities of amalgamation, to a model that aligns well with
accepted principles and prevailing practices.

Qualitative Overview Summary

The preceding discussion represents our review of the five distinct tax policy eras that have
shaped Port Hope’s post-amalgamation taxation strategy. From early efforts to preserve the pre-
2001 balance, through various attempts to manage perceived equity, and finally toward a more
structured and compliant framework, each phase reflects both the challenges and learning
inherent in reconciling two historically distinct communities under one municipal system.

In many instances, policy decisions evolve gradually, informed by both local concerns and
growing awareness of the constraints imposed by Ontario’s property tax system. Where practices
introduced uncertainty or diverged from statutory expectations, those concerns were often
addressed incrementally over time. Observations regarding alignment with legislation are not
meant to be critical, but rather to document where practices may have introduced tension with
the prevailing framework or administrative norms.

While this section has focused on qualitative context—intentions, structures, and legislative
considerations—the financial outcomes of these decisions warrant closer examination. Part
Three will provide a detailed, data-driven analysis of the 25-year observation period. It will show
how these strategies translated into tax burdens across wards, helping to ground the policy
narrative in measurable fiscal impact.
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PART THREE: QUANTIFYING THE IMPACT OF RURAL/URBAN TAXATION STRATEGIES

This section presents a structured, evidence-based analysis of Port Hope’s tax allocation patterns
from amalgamation through to the 2025 taxation year. While the municipality’s various
strategies, policy objectives, and operational frameworks have been thoroughly documented
over the years, understanding what these policies were designed to achieve is only part of the
story.

To fully assess the implications of Port Hope’s urban-rural taxation balance, we must move
beyond intent, by-law language, and high-level distribution outcomes. It is not enough to know
what Council aimed to do, how it framed its decisions, or what the resulting tax distribution
looked like on paper in any given year. A more meaningful understanding requires us to quantify
the scale and effect of these decisions over time.

This section seeks to illuminate not only how the tax burden was allocated, but how much
Council’s policy interventions changed that burden. By modelling and comparing actual tax
outcomes against a neutral baseline—one in which no geographic mitigation or area rating was
applied—we can measure the real, cumulative financial impact of Council’s urban-rural tax
strategies. This includes estimating the annual and total benefit delivered to certain ratepayers,
as well as the corresponding cost borne by others.

In essence, this analysis answers a fundamental question: What was the real, measurable cost or
benefit of these tax policies over time, and how did they shape the financial relationship between
Port Hope’s urban and rural areas?

General Quantitative Methodology

As outlined above, in order to evaluate the effect of Council’s geographically based tax policies,
we must first establish a counterfactual baseline — a model of how taxes would have been
distributed had no special interventions been applied. In other words, to measure the impact of
Port Hope’s various area rating and transitional strategies, we must ask: What would the general
tax distribution have looked like over time in the absence of these policies?

To answer this question, a “default levy model” was constructed. This model simulates annual
tax allocations under a neutral framework—one in which all properties are taxed under a
uniform, municipality-wide general levy. This default structure aligns with the standard principles
of Ontario’s general levy system, which applies a single tax rate across all properties without
geographic differentiation or subclass adjustments. Key elements of the model include:

No Total Revenue Change: For each year from amalgamation through 2025, the model uses
the actual, historical general levy requirement. That is, the total amount of tax revenue to be
raised remains exactly as it was in each respective year.

Focus on Taxable Base: As Port Hope has traditionally balanced its levy, and calculated its tax
rates based on taxable property, exclusive of true Payments in Lieu of Tax (PILs), we have
maintained this protocol.

Uniform Rate Calculation: A single general tax rate is calculated by dividing the total levy
requirement by the total taxable assessment base, combining Wards 1 and 2.

Uniform Application: This uniform rate is then applied equally to all taxable properties in
both wards, without any area rating, subclassing, or other geographic modifications.
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The outcome is a clean, comparative baseline that reflects how the municipal tax burden would
have been distributed had Council not implemented any urban/rural differentiation strategies. It
does not attempt to assign service costs or estimate spending allocation by geography. Rather, it
focuses solely on property taxation, isolating the financial implications of policy choices around
tax distribution.

This modelling approach allows us to quantify a single, critical variable in Port Hope's tax history:
the impact of Council’s decisions to modify the general tax burden through geographic and
transitional measures.

Importantly, this is not a normative exercise. The purpose is not to suggest that taxes should have
been levied uniformly, or that Council’s interventions were improper or ill-advised. Rather, it
provides an objective reference point. Even if one accepts that the actual outcomes were
appropriate or desirable, understanding the difference between the real and theoretical tax
distribution is essential to grasping the scale, direction, and consequences of these long-term
policy strategies.

Mitigation of Primary Amalgamation Impacts

Before turning to longer term patterns and transitions across taxation eras, it is important to first
examine how the immediate impacts of amalgamation were addressed. This initial response
provides critical context and establishes a baseline for understanding the trajectory of Port
Hope’s subsequent tax strategies.

As discussed in Part Two, the Provincial restructuring order that created the amalgamated
Municipality of Port Hope did not impose any specific requirements or formal mechanisms for
managing post amalgamation tax impacts. Nevertheless, it is abundantly clear that the inaugural
Council of the newly amalgamated municipality made a deliberate choice to maintain the
prevailing tax balance between the former municipalities.

In practice, this meant that for the 2001 taxation year, the first under the new single tier
Municipality of Port Hope, Council adopted a levy distribution that closely preserved the relative
burden that had existed in 2000 between the former Township of Hope and the former Town of
Port Hope. This approach served to mitigate the immediate financial disruption of amalgamation
and reflected a political and policy commitment to continuity in the face of structural change.

Tables 1 and 2 have been prepared to illustrate how the new Municipality’s approach to taxation
mitigated what would otherwise have been a significant and immediate shift in tax burden across
the former municipal boundaries. It is also important to note that 2001 was a general
reassessment year. By preserving the historic tax balance, Council simultaneously mitigated both
amalgamation-based and reassessment-based shifts that would have occurred in the absence of
intervention.
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Table 1 presents a revenue-neutral view of the 2000 to 2001 transition. It isolates the impact of

geographic tax policy by excluding the inflationary budgetary change that was applied equally
across the municipality.

Table 2 incorporates the full year-over-year change, including the municipal budget increase for
2001.

Table 1:
2000 to 2001 Tax Distribution Impacts
(Revenue Neutral)

Areas Actual 2000 2001 No Mitigation 2001 With Mitigation Strategy

Year-End Levy Difference Levy Difference
Port Hope $6,637,680 $5,521,820 -$1,115,860 -16.8% $6,707,130 $69,450 1.0%
Hope $1,165,790 $2,281,650 $1,115,860 95.7% $1,096,340 -$69,450 -6.0%
Total $7,803,470 $7,803,470 1] 0.0% $7,803,470 1] 0.0%

Table 2:
2000 to 2001 Tax Distribution Impacts
(With Actual 2001 Municipal Levy Requirement)

Areas Actual 2000 2001 No Mitigation 2001 Actual

Year-End Levy Difference Levy Difference
Port Hope $6,637,680 $5,699,180 -$938,500 -14.1% $6,922,570 $284,890 4.3%
Hope $1,165,790 $2,354,950 $1,189,160 102.0% $1,131,560 -$34,230 -2.9%
Total $7,803,470 $8,054,130 $250,660 3.2% $8,054,130 $250,660 1.4%

In addition to documenting just how closely the inaugural Council’s policy decisions maintained
the historic balance of taxation across former municipal boundaries, Table 2 also confirms that
the manipulation of tax distribution does not alter the total levy requirement. The municipal
starting levy is an independent variable and is not affected by geographic tax allocation strategies
or County-determined class levy policies.

Because each year’s starting levy is influenced by budgetary changes, and each year’s final levy
is impacted by in-year assessment growth, care should be taken when evaluating dollar values
alone. In many ways, levy share is a more appropriate and meaningful metric for understanding
distributional changes, especially when evaluating longer term trends.
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Table 3 presents this shift in terms of tax share, capturing how the relative burden would have
changed without intervention and how it was preserved in reality.

Table 3:
2000 to 2001 Tax Share Impacts

Actual 2000 2001 No Mitigation 2001 Actual
Areas Year-End 2001 Share % Change 2001 Share % Change
Port Hope 85.1% 70.8% -16.8% 86.0% 1.0%
Hope 14.9% 29.2% 95.7% 14.0% -6.0%
Total 100.0% 100.0% 0.0% 100.0% 0.0%

Each of the preceding tables illustrates how taxes would have changed without intervention and
how they actually changed on a year-over-year basis. To isolate and present the direct impact of
the 2001 strategy, Table 4 compares default and actual levy outcomes for that year. This
comparison provides the clearest measure of the true financial implications of Council’s post-
amalgamation policy.

Table 4:
2001 Geographic Levy Distribution: Default General Levy vs. Actual

2001 Without Mitigation 2001 Actual 2001 Policy Impacts
Areas S Share S Share S %
Port Hope $5,699,180 70.8% $6,922,570 86.0% $1,223,390 21.5%
Hope $2,354,950 29.2% $1,131,560 14.0% -$1,223,390 -51.9%
Total $8,054,130 100.0% $8,054,130 100.0% 1] 0.0%

Considering Tax Distribution Patterns Over Time

Setting aside any judgment about whether the Municipality’s active realignment of tax burden
between urban and rural areas has been warranted, appropriate, or compliant at various points,
the fact remains: this balance has been deliberately and continuously managed.

As a result, the annual distribution of the Municipality’s general levy has not, nor does it now,
reflect what would have occurred under a uniform, municipality-wide taxation model. Instead, it
reflects a layered history of policy decisions aimed at shaping the tax relationship between the
Urban and Rural wards.

The analysis that underpins this component of our study has been designed to move beyond
year-by-year comparisons and high-level policy descriptions. It seeks to answer, in a clear and
objective manner, two fundamental questions:

1. What share of the Municipality’s levy would each of the urban and rural areas have carried
in the absence of the various intervention strategies applied since amalgamation?

2. How many tax dollars have been shifted between areas as a result of these policies?
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These enquiries are addressed at a high level by Figure 1, which presents the actual share of
general levy borne by each ward from 2000 through 2025, alongside the theoretical shares that
would have applied under a fully uniform general levy. In addition to the comparative shares, the
figure also quantifies the annual dollar impact of the Municipality’s ward-based allocation
policies documenting the amount redistributed from rural to urban taxpayers each year.

Figure 1
Default and Actual Tax Shares by Ward and Year + Tax Dollar Shifts
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Interpretation Notes:

— If separate general rates had not been maintained at amalgamation, the Urban/Rural levy shares
71% Urban / 29% Rural in 2001. However, Council of the day preserved a significantly different
relationship: 86% Urban / 14% Rural, as reflected in Tables 3 and 4 above.

— In 2001, this policy increased the general levy borne by the Urban area by just over $1.2 million,
relative to a uniform model. This amount represents the direct financial benefit realized by the Rural
area in that year alone.

— The share differential remained relatively stable on a percentage basis through 2016, at which point
a gradual realignment began. This change reflects a transition toward a more uniform taxation
framework, but also one that began to allow natural shifts and changes to flow through.

— By 2025, the actual general levy shares sit at approximately 77% Urban / 23% Rural. Under a fully
uniform, municipality-wide general levy, the shares would be closer to 72% / 28%.

All measurements are based on the Municipality’s annual levy as originally imposed each year.
The detailed annual results of our analysis, supporting these graphs can be found in Appendix F
in this report.
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Figure 2 displays the annual general levy by ward in absolute dollar terms broken out into three
components.

— Default Urban Levy (Blue): The portion of the actual annual levy that would be allocated to
Ward 1 taxpayers if a single uniform levy were applied.

— Urban/Rural Realignment (Red): The portion of the total levy redistributed annually from
rural to urban taxpayers as a result of Port Hope’s geographic tax mitigation policies.

— Rural Levy (Orange): The actual levy allocated to Ward 2 taxpayers each year.

In addition to these column segments, the blue line documents the cumulative (multi-year)
running sum of the taxes that have been realigned from the Rural to the Urban area as a result
of each year’s allocation policies.

Figure 2
Distribution of Local Tax Levy by Ward and Policy Effect

540
- $39.94 Mil
$35
= %30
3
% 525 ,-“’
=
2 s20
=
5
2315
®
g 510
-
S5
S0
™ P S TN T T Sy R TP ]
o ¥ o e L LR
& F 5 FEFFTFS T I

E Urban Default B Urban/Rural Realignment I Rural === Cumulative Area Realighment

Interpretation Notes

— The red band isolates the annual financial effect of Port Hope’s tax allocation strategy. It represents
the differential between what Ward 2 would have paid under a uniform levy and what was actually
paid. This amount was instead levied on Ward 1 taxpayers.

— Cumulatively, the Municipality’s area-based tax policies have resulted in nearly S40 million in
additional tax being raised from the Urban area relative to what would have occurred under a
uniform general levy. By definition, this figure represents the corresponding savings realized by Rural
taxpayers as a direct result of these long-standing policy decisions.

— The broader increase in municipal taxation is also clearly visible, reinforcing that even as the rural tax
share changed in later years, the net increases have been driven mainly by inflationary and structural
budget increases, not solely, or even predominantly, as a result of the Municipality’s area rating
policies.
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Understanding the Complex Drivers of Change

As documented and illustrated above, the Municipality’s overall levy has not only shifted in terms
of its Urban/Rural distribution, it has also increased overall.

To fully understand how Port Hope’s urban and rural levy shares have evolved since
amalgamation, it is necessary to disaggregate the observed changes into their primary drivers.
While these changes often interact in complex ways, they can be effectively categorized and
measured using the following six drivers:

The Original Amalgamation Transition (2001): This is the net shift and increase in local taxes
by area between 2000 and 2001.

Successive Reassessments and Associated Phase-In Adjustments: Ontario’s reassessment
cycles do not raise new revenue, but they do realign tax share.

Real Growth in the Assessment Base: New construction, improvements, and other forms of
growth expand the tax base and generate new revenue. While this growth does not alter
existing properties’ tax bills in-year, it can reduce the relative share of older properties over
time.

County Tax Policy Decisions (Ratios, Subclasses, etc.): Changes to tax ratios, subclass
discounts, etc. by Northumberland County can alter the effective distribution of tax among
classes and subclasses. Differing urban and rural property demographics mean that these
changes can result in net shifts on a geographic basis.

Inflationary Pressure and Municipal Budget Growth: As municipal expenditures grow due to
inflation, service expansion, or infrastructure investment, so too does the total amount of tax
raised. While this does not affect tax shares directly, increases in the absolute tax burden can
amplify the distributional changes.

Port Hope’s Urban/Rural Tax Policy Framework: Change to the Municipality’s own ward
based tax allocation strategies have of course impacted the Urban/Rural balance directly. The
shifts captured under this category reflect the incremental rebalancing of levy share as
geographic offsets evolved.

The individual and cumulative impact of these diverse forces are summarized in Table 5.

Table 5
Local Municipal Tax Change by Factor 2000-2005

Tax Change Driver Urban Rural Municipal-Wide
2000 Year-End Pre-Amalgamation $6,637,680 $1,165,790 $7,803,470
Amalgamation Year 1 $284,890 -$34,230 $250,660
Reassessment Change -§137,480  $137,480 SO
Real Assessment Growth $4,531,020 $562,820 $5,093,840
County Tax Policy Shifts -$122,730 $122,730 SO
Local Levy (Budgetary Change) $12,821,160 $2,883,590 $15,704,750
Local Urban/Rural Policy Adjustments -$1,685,630 51,685,630 SO
2025 Local Start Levy $22,328,910 $6,523,810 $28,852,713
Cumulative Observation Period Change  $15,691,230 $5,358,020 $21,049,236
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While Table 5 and the detailed results presented in Appendix G demonstrate that the
Municipality’s approach to managing the urban-rural tax balance has gradually evolved, and that
rural taxpayers have assumed a larger share of the levy in recent years, it is essential to
distinguish between incremental change and cumulative impact.®

Over the 25-year observation period, we have documented approximately $1.7 million in
cumulative tax shifts resulting from the gradual rollback of offsetting policies. However, this
figure must not obscure the much larger and more persistent effect of the policies that remained
in place. Despite some rebalancing, the ongoing application of special ward-based taxation
policies has diverted nearly $40 million in tax burden away from rural taxpayers and onto the
urban area since amalgamation.

Considering the Typical Taxpayer

To ground the broader municipal levy analysis in tangible terms, we have examined tax outcomes
for representative residential properties over the 2001-2025 period. Each scenario isolates
different combinations of property value and tax rate structure, allowing us to evaluate how Port
Hope’s urban-rural tax allocation policies have affected household-level taxation over time.
Together, these models translate policy-level impacts into practical, relatable terms.

Typical Model 1: Taxes on a Constant $100,000 Residential Property

This model applies each year’s actual urban, rural, and modelled uniform rates to a fixed
$100,000 CVA. This strips away market influences entirely and focuses solely on the impact of
rate structure.

Typical Model 2: Taxes on a Municipal-wide Median Single Detached Residential Property
This model applies each year’s actual urban and rural residential tax rates to a constant
municipal-wide median single detached residential property (i.e., the same property taxed
under each scenario).

Typical Model 3: Taxes on Area-Specific Median Residential Properties

This model takes the analysis further by using separate median CVAs for urban and rural
residential properties each year. It reflects real-world differences in housing values while still
applying the actual tax rates and modelled uniform rate.

In reviewing these graphs, the reader will note that the actual property values are not displayed.
It is, however, clear that for model 2, the values vary by year and for model 3, by year and ward.
These foundational assessment values and detailed year-by-year results on which these graphs
are based are included in Appendix H to this report.

6 The figures presented in Table 5 represent the sum of observed annual changes attributed to each identified
driver. No attempt has been made to model or estimate the compounding effects of influences such as permanent
tax ratio adjustments or other enduring policy shifts. A factoring approach has been applied to apportion levy
change.
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Figure 3
Taxes on $100,000 Residential Property
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This model applies each year’s actual urban, rural, and modelled uniform rates to a fixed
$100,000 CVA. This strips away market influences entirely and focuses solely on the impact of
rate structure.

Interpretation Notes:

— The urban-rated property paid between 5300 and S500 more per year than the rural-rated
equivalent over much of the period.

— This model confirms that over time, the Municipality’s ward-based tax policies have been a
dominant factor driving tax differentials for identically valued properties.
That is, two identical homes will be taxed differently purely because of where they are
located.
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Figure 4
Taxes on Municipal-Wide Typical Property
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This model applies each year’s actual urban and rural residential tax rates to a constant
municipal-wide median single detached residential property (i.e., the same property taxed under
each scenario).

Interpretation Notes:

— The rural tax burden is consistently lower than it would have been under a uniform levy
structure, quantifying the benefit rural ratepayers received solely through reduced rates.

— The urban tax burden is consistently higher than the modelled uniform scenario,
demonstrating the extent to which that ward'’s taxpayers have paid more tax on a similarly
valued typical property depending on location alone.

— The uniform rate line sits between the two, serving as a neutral benchmark and reinforcing
the structural redistribution resulting from Port Hope’s differentiated tax rates.

— This model isolates rate effects from value differentiation, offering a clear view of the long-
term financial divergence created by area rating policies.
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Figure 5
Taxes on Urban and Rural Typical Properties

53,750
53,250
52,750

52,250

Local Levy &

51,750

51,250

5750

5250
> & F & & O NI DO B D DO DD DD DD
.@@#1@@5%1@%@9.@,&,@,&@@@@@ WA g

—#— Urban Actaul = === Urban Default —#— Rural Actual = === Rural Default

This model takes the analysis further by using separate median CVAs for urban and rural
residential properties each year. It reflects real-world differences in housing values while still
applying the actual tax rates and modelled uniform rate.

Interpretation Notes:

— Although rural properties have held higher median values in many years, rural ratepayers
have consistently paid less tax in absolute terms as a direct result of the significant reduction
embedded in Port Hope’s net rural tax rate.

— Conversely, urban residents have paid more tax on lower-valued homes, a pattern clearly
attributable to the Municipality’s ward-based taxation policies and differentiated rate
structure.

— It is worth emphasizing that under a uniform tax rate, the higher-value rural property would
indeed pay more than the lower-value urban property. And further that this outcome is not
anomalous. It reflects the foundational principle of an ad valorem property tax system, where
tax responsibility scales with assessed value.
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Interpreting Quantified Outcomes

This section has presented a thorough, objective, and quantifiable analysis of how Port Hope’s
urban-rural taxation strategies have shaped the distribution of the Municipality’s tax levy since
amalgamation. By modelling both actual and uniform rate taxation scenarios, we have been able
to clearly demonstrate the scale and direction of redistribution, both annually and cumulatively,
and to translate those shifts into practical implications for ratepayers.

It is important to underscore, however, that this analysis is not intended to suggest that the
outcomes observed over the past 25 years are inherently flawed, unfair, or inappropriate. We
have simply documented the real, measurable tax outcomes of the Municipality’s tax programs
from year to year. Put simply, this section documents the results of the decisions made by
successive Port Hope Councils.

Public policy, especially in the realm of taxation, carries complex consequences. These
consequences cannot be fully appreciated through cursory review, instinctive reactions, or
reliance on anecdotal sentiment. For those tasked with making or advising on matters of public
policy, particularly with something as structurally significant as property taxation, it is essential
to understand the actual impact of past choices and the real implications of any changes under
consideration.

The cumulative redistribution of nearly $40 million is not a theoretical construct. It is the
measured result of specific, deliberate policy interventions applied over time. Whether one views
that outcome as justified or problematic is a matter for policy debate, but any such debate must
begin with a clear understanding of what has happened, how it happened, and what it has meant
for different parts of the community.
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PART FOUR: CURRENT TAXATION PROTOCOLS (2025)

The Municipality of Port Hope has made sustained, deliberate efforts over the past 25 years to
rationalize its approach to property taxation. Initially shaped by the immediate challenges of
amalgamation, the Municipality’s early tax structures relied heavily on improvised and legally
ambiguous mechanisms to allocate levy burdens between the formerly independent urban and
rural areas. These have since given way to a more robust, principled, and compliant framework
rooted in best practices and provincial legislation.

As of 2025, the Municipality’s approach is not only consistent with the technical requirements of
the Municipal Act, 2001, it reflects a high level of administrative maturity and fiscal responsibility.
Importantly, the current protocols are grounded in deliberate policy development efforts,
including the foundational work of the 2016-2017 Tax Levy Allocation Review Working Group,
which sought to balance the Municipality’s unique urban-rural character with best practices in
municipal finance and taxation.

That group, supported by extensive analysis and public consultation, was tasked with identifying
a sustainable and equitable model that conformed to the Municipal Act. The Working Group
reviewed line-by-line budget data, received expert input from MPAC and the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing, analyzed comparator municipalities, and consulted the public
through multiple open houses.

In 2017, the Working Group recommended that three services Police, Transit, and Christmas Tree
Pickup be established as formal special services. This recommendation, which was ultimately
adopted by Council, signaled a major shift toward legislative fidelity. The criteria and rationale
used by the group remain sound and provide the foundation for today’s taxation model.

Use of General and Special Levies

The Municipality’s 2025 taxation protocols represent the culmination of these efforts. All
property taxes are now levied through a model that fully integrates:

— A general (common) levy for services provided across the entire municipality, and

— Special levies for services that meet the definition of a “special service” under Section 326
of the Municipal Act.

The current special services and their associated special area levies are:

Police Services: Delivered by the Port Hope Police Service in the urban area and by the Ontario
Provincial Police under contract in the rural area. These are not simply variations in delivery
but substantively different services with distinct operational plans, cost structures, and
governance.

Transit: A conventional and specialized transit system available exclusively in the urban area.
Christmas Tree Pickup: A limited but exclusive service provided only within urban boundaries
These services meet the statutory definition of a special service by being:
1. Not provided generally throughout the municipality, and/or
2. Provided at a different level or in a different manner.

The by-law enacting these changes is attached as Appendix | to this report.
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The structure of these levies is straightforward, transparent, and well-justified. While the Act
might allow for a narrow interpretation that would require a separate levy for each distinct
service, Port Hope has taken a more practical and administratively efficient approach by bundling
these costs into ward-based special levies. This practice is not unprecedented, does not detract
from transparency and simplifies the tax bill while clearly delineating costs.

LLRW Offset in Tax Levy Calculation

The Municipality’s current model generally achieves what past arrangements could not: a
balance between legislative authority, fiscal discipline, and the political desire to reflect
geographic diversity within the Municipality. However, one remaining area would benefit from
refinement: the application of Low-Level Radioactive Waste (LLRW) reserve funds.

Currently, these funds are used to offset a portion of the urban and rural special levies, but
appears to occur outside the formal budget process. While this approach may honour the
geographic intent of the LLRW reserve’s origins, it introduces unnecessary opacity and weakens
the direct linkage between service cost, budgeting, and taxation.

To preserve both transparency and legislative compliance, the following sequencing is
recommended:

1. ldentify and estimate the full cost of each special service during the budget process.
2. Determine what portion, if any, will be recovered through the general levy.

3. Apply LLRW funds within the budget as a direct offset to those service costs to determine
the precise special levy estimates for the year.

4. Calculate the special levy rates based on the final estimate documented in the final budget
document.

This change would not alter the overall quantum of taxation, but it would ensure that the LLRW
funds are applied in a procedurally sound and publicly visible manner. It would reinforce the
intent of special levies and prevent even the appearance of artificially engineering tax burdens
or circumventing ad valorem principles.

Port Hope Taxation Evolved

The Municipality of Port Hope has undertaken exhaustive, informed, and public-facing efforts to
arrive at its current taxation structure. What exists today is not the product of default or inertia,
but of deliberate decisions to:

— Respect and reflect the municipality’s distinct urban and rural service realities
— Align municipal practice with the requirements and spirit of the Municipal Act

— Establish a rational and equitable method of tax levy allocation that can be defended both
legally and publicly

These efforts have produced a taxation model that is structurally coherent, legally compliant, and
intuitively fair when considered against the principle, objectives and tenants of our property tax
system.
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PART FIVE: FRAMING FUTURE RURAL-URBAN BASED REVIEWS

As part of Council’s Spring 2025 resolution, staff were directed to examine the issue of tax equity
from two angles: how the burden of taxation is shared across Port Hope, and how spending aligns
with geography, particularly in terms of urban and rural service delivery.

The preceding elements of this report have focused on the first enquiry and while the substantive
exercise contemplated by the second is outside the scope of our mandate here, we have been
tasked with providing a measure of guidance, or advice in advance of that exercise being framed
or undertaken. That is the purpose of this portion of our report.

This is a sensitive and easily misunderstood topic. Conversations about rural-urban equity often
invoke deeply held views of fairness and legacy expectations. However, for Council and staff to
explore this matter meaningfully and responsibly, future efforts must be framed with care. This
section provides guidance for such efforts, anchored in the principles of Ontario’s tax framework,
the design of municipal finance, and the risks of mischaracterizing service alignment or
geographic value.

First Principle: Compliance and Constructive Scope

Before any review of rural-urban spending is undertaken, it is critical to affirm that such a review
must be scoped within the bounds of Ontario's legislative and municipal finance framework. The
Municipality is urged not to pursue questions, measures, or analyses that fall outside its legal
authority or operational capacity. As a general principle: if the municipality has no lawful ability
to implement a particular outcome, then the question itself may not be productive or appropriate
for formal exploration.

For instance:

— The Municipality has no authority to manipulate or distribute tax requirements on a ward-
by-ward basis. While special service levies may result in a change in the resulting balance,
they cannot be used as a mechanism to achieve a target or desired outcome.

— Similarly, comparing household-level tax burdens without reference to assessment values
or tax classes is a misapplication of the tax model. It reflects a flat-tax ideology that is
incompatible with Ontario's value-based system.

Framing future enquiries around such impermissible concepts would not just be unproductive, it
would risk misleading the public, entrenching unrealistic expectations, and furthering division
and discord.

Over the years, Port Hope's efforts to evolve its tax policies have too often been hindered by
entrenched misconceptions. Various discussions and working groups have been pulled toward
concepts that cannot be reconciled with the tax system; ultimately diverting energy and
resources from compliant, constructive solutions. Council must be wary of repeating this pattern.

As policy advice, we urge the Municipality to adopt a disciplined approach to framing any future
enquiries. Council and staff should ensure that all analysis, including the underlying questions
entertained, align with the structure and function of Ontario’s tax system, focusing only on
matters that can be practically adjusted and lawfully responded to.
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Second Principle: Consider Municipal Spending and Cost Sharing in Context

Planning for any such enquiry must be informed by acknowledgement that much of a
municipality's budget consists of costs that cannot be attributed to specific neighbourhoods or
locations:

— Debt servicing, regulatory compliance, insurance

— Capital lifecycle reserves

— General governance and administration

- Emergency planning, IT systems, and asset management

These expenditures apply to the entire municipality and deliver broad, collective benefits. They
are not divisible on a ward-by-ward or zone-by-zone basis.

Moreover, an inquiry must also consider that we already have a prescribed system in place that
distributes the costs of these and other services by way of a progressive scale. That is, they are
distributed across the property tax base according to a fixed, legislatively sanctioned measure:
property value.

Any effort to alter or override this distribution by attempting to reassign general expenditures
through geography risks violating both the letter and spirit of the Municipal Act. It is essential to
view these costs in the context of the system that is already managing them appropriately.

Future enquiries must be careful not to begin from a false baseline. The default proportional
shares are not arbitrary, even without area rating they would reflect a deliberate, legislated
structure. The goal should not be to identify what can be removed from the rural tax bill, but to
understand how the system already accounts for equity through assessed value and class. Any
departure from this framing risks not only structural inconsistency but also the reinforcement of
misplaced expectations.

Caution in Framing Services by Location Alone

If a review of urban and rural spending is framed strictly through geography or service visibility,
there is a high risk of producing misleading or structurally incoherent conclusions. For example:

— Services such as building inspections may be more concentrated in urban zones due to
density and permit volume, but the same level of review and regulatory scrutiny is available
to rural properties on a per-project basis.

- Programs that appear to favour one area in aggregate may reflect planning priorities or
economic realities, not inherent service bias.

- Permit fees, user fees, and other direct charges already offset the intensity of service in
many departments and must be accounted for before attributing geographic benefit.

Even for physical services that appear urban in nature (e.g., sidewalks, street lighting), there are
equivalent or counterbalancing rural obligations such as drainage, roadside maintenance, or
longer transport routes. Many functions also scale with geography and population in complex
ways, making simplistic comparisons unhelpful.
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Critically, efforts to parse municipal budgets by ward or neighbourhood will quickly exhaust the
list of visibly allocable services and leave a majority of expenditures such as those supporting
governance, risk, capacity, and future needs unexplained or mischaracterized.

Finally, establishing an overall approach whereby costs and benefits are slotted into columns,
rather than viewed as commonly held could lead to significant risks for the smaller, more sparsely
populated rural area. Taken to its logical end, this approach could leave the rural area responsible
for significant future, yet to be known, capital obligations that could overburden its constituents.
This contradicts the principles of economy of scale, collective infrastructure stewardship, and
long-range municipal asset planning.

Recommendations for Any Future Spending Review

Should Council or staff proceed with a rural-versus-urban spending review, it is essential that
they:

Stay Within Legislative Scope Focus only on service and budget matters that fall within the
Municipality's legislative authority.

Avoid Framing by Geography Alone Focus on service function and delivery logic, not on
perceived urban/rural boundaries. Most departments do not deliver services based on ward.

Consider Offsets and Revenue Contributions Account for permit fees, development charges,
user fees, and other direct revenue streams that accompany many service draws.

Acknowledge General Benefit Expenditures Recognize that the majority of municipal
functions do not lend themselves to geographic allocation and should not be forced into one.

Guard Against Regressive Impacts Be wary of conclusions that imply equal tax bills are the
goal. That approach contradicts the value-based, proportional principles embedded in
Ontario’s tax system and risks shifting the burden away from higher-value properties.

Maintain Alignment with Legislative and Financial Structure Ensure that any analysis or
presentation of service levels respects the structure and intent of the Municipal Act and does
not set expectations that are legally or operationally unsupported.

Affirm the Redistributive Nature of Taxation Recognize that taxes, by their very purpose and
design, are redistributive. While taxpayers should expect their dollars are managed
responsibly, there can be no expectation of a direct, visible service or product return on a
taxpayer-by-taxpayer basis. Any enquiry not founded in this reality would be fundamentally
flawed from the outset.

Reiterating Purpose, Context and Intent

This section is intended as policy guidance to support Council and staff in framing any future
enquiries into rural-urban service and spending equity. It does not attempt to answer the
guestions Council may explore but instead offers a principled suggestion for consideration in the
planning and structuring of such enquiries.

We caution against any framing that begins with the premise that pre-amalgamation, 2001, or
any past or alternate state is the appropriate baseline. Ontario's property tax system is designed
to evolve, and Port Hope's practices have matured significantly over the last two decades to align
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with legislative expectations, transparency, and fiscal fairness. Any future review should respect
that evolution rather than attempt to reverse or selectively reinterpret it.

Moreover, future work in this area should begin from a position of legislative and structural
reality. It is not open to municipalities to adjust tax burdens by ward, nor to equalize tax bills
across properties of differing value. Enquiries focused on such outcomes should be avoided
entirely, as they offer no viable path to resolution and risk entrenching dissatisfaction.

While the views and concerns of rural residents should not be dismissed, efforts to appease them
through mechanisms that fall outside the scope of municipal authority or sound tax practice are
not only unsustainable, they can be harmful. They reinforce misconceptions, entrench false
expectations, and divert energy away from constructive governance.

In short, no enquiry should be framed around the question of what can be removed from any
particular tax bill. If further efforts are to be devoted to rural-urban spending questions, we urge
that they be grounded in the logic of Ontario’s taxation system and with a clear understanding
that taxes are, by their very nature and purpose, redistributive.
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CONCLUSION

The Municipality of Port Hope’s approach to property taxation has undergone significant
transformation over the past quarter century. From the earliest post-amalgamation efforts to
preserve a perceived historic balance, through periods of legal ambiguity, political compromise,
and technical realignment, the Municipality has steadily progressed toward a taxation framework
that is both legally sound and administratively coherent.

The early years following amalgamation were marked by improvised mechanisms and politically
driven attempts to maintain the former Town/Township balance. While these efforts may have
been shaped by local expectations and transitional sensitivities, they often lacked the legislative
grounding necessary to ensure compliance or durability. Critically, Port Hope did not pursue a
formal Urban Service Area designation when that option was available under the previous
Municipal Act, a missed opportunity that in many ways limited the municipality’s lawful tools for
differentiation and set the stage for subsequent complexity.

What followed was a prolonged period of experimentation, where successive Councils attempted
to manage perceived equity through capped ratios and share-based formulas. These strategies,
though undoubtably well-intentioned, were structurally inconsistent with the principles of
Ontario’s value-based taxation system. The eventual legal and policy recognition of these
shortcomings catalyzed a meaningful shift in approach.

Since the mid-2010s, the Municipality has undertaken a more deliberate and principled
evolution. The introduction of service-specific levies based on clear delivery differentials marked
a critical inflection point. Port Hope’s taxation model now rests on a dual foundation: a uniform
general levy for broad municipal responsibilities, and special levies tied directly to services that
are both geographically distinct and justifiable under the Municipal Act. This structure reflects
the legislative intent behind Ontario’s tax policy framework and provides the clarity,
transparency, and defensibility that earlier approaches lacked.

Today, Port Hope’s tax system is both logical and technically compliant. The Municipality has
moved beyond ad hoc solutions and political workarounds. Its current model is supported by
formal by-laws, integrated within the annual budget process, and articulated in public-facing
documents. This is the product of cumulative institutional effort, informed decision-making, and
a consistent willingness to improve.

This study sets out to do more than document that journey. It aimed to provide Council, staff,
and stakeholders with a clear, factual, and structured account of both the measures employed
to manage taxation over time, and the real-world effects those measures have had on the
distribution of the municipal levy. To that end, the report has:

— Outlined five distinct tax policy eras since amalgamation, each evaluated in terms of
structure, compliance, and impact;

— Analyzed the legislative framework underpinning Ontario’s property tax system, including
constraints and available tools;

— Developed a counterfactual levy model to assess how taxation would have been distributed
without geographic interventions;
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— Quantified the cumulative and annual effects of past policies — not to pass judgment, but
to clarify their practical consequences;

-~ Reviewed current protocols and confirmed their alignment with legal standards and
administrative best practices;

— Offered policy guidance on future discussions of rural-urban spending equity, including
framing principles and analytical cautions.

Importantly, the purpose of this exercise has not been to determine whether any particular
balance of tax outcome is right or wrong. Rather, it has been to offer a shared factual basis from
which future discussions can proceed. Public policy, especially in the realm of taxation, demands
a level of discipline and precision that cannot be achieved through anecdote or instinct alone.
For a municipality to make responsible decisions, it must first understand in context and in
measurable terms, what has been done, how it has worked, and what it has meant.

This report is intended to support exactly that and ultimately, the key intended takeaway is this:
while historical circumstances and local dynamics have undeniably shaped Port Hope’s tax policy
journey, the Municipality has arrived at a point where its practices align with the principles,
expectations, and constraints of Ontario’s property tax system. The current model reflects hard-
earned progress. It should be preserved, understood, and where appropriate refined, but not
undone. Future discussions must remain grounded in legislative reality, fiscal integrity, and the
shared responsibility of delivering fair and sustainable taxation for the community as a whole.
This study is offered as a contribution to that ongoing effort.
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754
COMTE DE 5DMCOE
. Consell d'écoles
separees protestantes
Fille
Penetansushens 13300
(6633) 16

Municipal Act
Loi sur les municipalités

ORDER MADE UNDER THE
MTUNICIPAL ACT, B.5.0. 1990, CHAFTER ML.45

COUNTY OF NORTHUMBERLAND

TOWN OF PORT HOPE, TOWNSHIF OF HOPE,
MUNICTPALITY OF

CAMPEELILFORINVSEYMOUR,
TOWNSHIF OF FERCY AND VILLAGE OF HASTINGS

DEFINITIONS

11

In this Order,
“Couney™ means The Corporation of the Comty of Norbom-
berland:

“former munscipalities™ means The Corporaton of the Munici-

Seymour,
Femastip of Petcy 3ad The Corpeeason of te vilage of st
ings and a5 they exist prior to January 1, 2001;

'ﬁrmhhmupdm amespbdlﬁtd.Sqw :mm.‘n:e

“formuer Town of Port Hope™ meam The Corporation of the
Town of Port Hope a5 it exzsts prior to January 1, 2001;

“former Township of Percy™ means The Corporation of the
Township of Percy as it exists prior 00 Jamary 1, 2001;

“former Township of Hope™ mesns The Corporation of the
Temrmship of Hope as it ex0sts prior to Jaouary 1, 2001;
“former Village of Hastings™ means The Corporation of the
Village of Hastings as it excists prior 1o January 1, 2001;
“oew pnmicipaliny” means the mumicipality established under

section 2.1; and

“Dew town” means the mumicipality established under secnon

232

MUNICTPAL RESTRUCTURING

21

O Jameary 1, 2001, TllCapmmunnfﬁlkhnﬂpﬂnynf
Cnnpbdl'hrdiqm of the Township of
Percy and The Corporation of the Village of Hastings are amal-
gamated a5 3 town mamicipality under the name of “The Corpo-
ranon of the Municipality of Camphbellford Seymour, Percy,

On January 1, 2001, The Corporation of the Town of Port Hope
and The Corporation of the Township of Hope are amalgam-
ated 25 a town ommicipality under the name of “The Corpora-
tion of the Town of Port Hope and Hope™.

FROCEDURE TO CHANGE NAME

il

(1) The name of the new mumicipaliny a4 st out in section
2] may be changed in 2001 upon 2 request to the
Minister made by the councl of the pew mumicipality
following the adoption of a resolution by the council
approving the name being requested.

(Z) The name of 2 local board established or contimed under
this Order may be changed in 2001 to reflect a change in
the name of the new municipality made under subsection
(1), wpon a request to the Minister made by the comcil of
the new mumicipality following the adopaon of a resolu-
gon by the commncil approving the name being requested

(1) The name of the new fown a5 52t out in secton 2.2 may
be changed m 2001 upon a reqoest o the Minister made
by the comncil of the new town followine the adoption of
a resolution by the council approving the name being

(2) The name of a local board established or contmued under
this Order may be changed in 2001 to reflect a change in
the namme of the new town made wmder subsection (1),
m:mmhhﬁuﬂm&wﬂtmﬁﬂu

&Mmgthm&:mmwm

WARDS

41

Efective Jamuary 1, 2001, the new municipality is divided into
three wards which may be descnbed as follows:

(a) Ward One consists of the former Mimicipality of Canp-
beliford Seymour,

() Ward Two consists of the former Township of Percy; and
() Ward Three consists of the former Villages of Hasongs.

Effective Jamuary 1, 2001, the oew town is divided into mao
wards which may be described 33 follows:

(a) Ward Ome consists of the former Town of Port Hope; and
(&) Ward Tovo comsists of the former Towmnship of Hope.

REFRESENTATION

5l

(1) Efectve Jamoary 1, 2001, the comncil of the new mumici-
pality shall be composed of seven members, consisting

(a) abead of comncil to be known as the mayer, who
shall be elected by general vome of the electors of
(b} six addinonal members:

(i) thres of whom shall be elected from Ward
Omne;
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(4]

G

o

)

TERAMS

6.1

e4]

(4]
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(1) two of whom shall be elected from Ward Toro;
and

(i) ome of whom shall be elected from Ward
Thres

1o be known a3 councillors; and
(c) a depury bead of council, to be known as the

under

clanse 5. 1(1bND, 5.1(1)(0XH) and 5. 11X
to act from o o fime i the place of the bead of
cmmmmﬂﬁcm:;mmm

or absent through iiness or the
oﬂcusﬂ:u

Each member of the council of the new mmscipaliny
shall have one vobe.

The mayor of the new shall <t on the
council of the County and shall have the same mumber of
W\wm:mﬂummmhm

Effective January 1, 2001, the councl of the new town

shall be conposed of seven members, consisting of,

{a) a bead of comncil, 1o be known as the mayor, who
shall be elected by general vote of the electors of
ithe new town and

() six addinonal members:

() a deputy bead of council, to be kmown as the

ithe former Township of Hope combined.

mmdm:ﬂmm&ﬂ:m&m
oiw pmmicipality elected ar the 2000 regular electon
shall commence on Jannary 1, 2001.

Thepmmnf:ﬁmaf&emﬁmoﬁhﬁmnﬁm

and their local boards are extended umnl
31, 2000.

@

)]

755

qum:(l}nimhhsdemnf
represennne the new municipality on the council of the
Coumry, the term of office of the mayor of the new numic-
ipality shall commence on December 1, 2000.

The terms of office of the members of the council of the
new town elected ar the 2000 regulawr election shall
commence on Jamuary 1, 2001.

The terms of office of the membery of the Sormer Town
of Port Hope and former Iwnﬂlpcfmmm
local boards are exmended unsl December 31, 2000,

Duwspite subsections (1) and (2), for te sole of
representing the new town oa the council of the

the term of office of the d’ﬁlmmﬂuﬂ
commence on Decemnber 1, 2

MUNICTPAL ELECTION

1M

@

@

Th "DN regular electon in the former

Durttted.ﬁlfd!mtmgmm
2.1 a.nd.tldnmonﬂﬂﬂmmmh}'mum
under section 4.1 had already ocoumad.

The clerk and the council of the former Mimicipality of
Campbellford Seymour shall be the clerk and the council
responsible for condoucting the 2000 regular election for
the new municipality mder the Misnicipal Elections Act,
1856,

The 2000 election in the former Town of Port
Hope and former Township of Hope shall be conducted
as if the res ing under section 2.2 and the division
of the new town ineo wards under section 4.2 had already

The clerk and the council of the former Town of Port
Hope shall be the clerk and the council responsible for
conducting the 2000 regular electon for the new town
under the Municipal Elections Act. 1996,

CEAETEEY BOARDS
81 On Jaouary 1, 2001, the cemetery board of the former Town-

ship of Percy is continued as a
mmicipali

board of the new

v mder the name of the Percy Board

82  Oun January 1, 2001, all cemnetery boards of the Sormer Town of

Port Hope and

Township of Hope ame comtimmed as

cemetery boards of the pew town.

PUBLIC UTILITIES COAMDISSIONS

21 ()

@

@

“

Uznless dsselved earber, the Wadworh Hydro Elecmic
ps ;

T\Mﬁﬁmpmﬁmhﬂm!mrl

On Jamuary 1, 2001, all by-lmws and resolutions of the
commissions  dissolved under subsection (1) shall
bﬂmhby—hmudmhnmofﬁimmn—
pality and shall remain in force in the area of
the formwr numicipalities untl they are amended or
Tepealed

All mssen and Babilittes, nghs and obligations mclading
of the conmmissions dissolved under sobsec-

tion (1) becomne the ausets and Labilites, righes and obli-

gations inclnding employees of the new nnumicipality.

The new mumicipality shall provide water services to the
area to which water services were provided by the
commissions dissolved under subsection (1)
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(3)

(8

E)]

5]

(3)

(8
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Mothing in this section has the effect of authorizing the
commissions dissolved under subsecton (1) or the new
mumicipality to oansrnit, disovbute or recad
elecmiciny afber ovember 7. 2000, in coatrvention of
section 144 of the Elactmiciny der, 1995

The bydro reserves of the Warkworth Hydro Electric
Comnuiviion and the public unlities conzmssions of the
former Municipality of Campbellford’ Seyvmour and the
former Village of Hastings may, upon bemng ransfemed
to the new mumicipality under section 16.1, be used for
amy purpodse that the council of the new mumicipality
considers appropriate but shall only be used for the
benefit of the mtepayers of the geographic area of the
respective former mmicipalities.

Hhmﬁuﬁmﬂmdﬂn“ﬁmﬁﬂy&n

i Campbelfiord’ Seymowr
md'dﬂﬁum:r\‘ilhpeofmsmadmm‘dhhm
mmmumwuuﬁmmsufnwpmm
was incorporated under the Busmes:s Corporations Aef 1o
provide hydro semvice to the former nmmucipalities are
sold, the proceeds of the sale or other disposition shall be
paid im0 the reserve fimd of the former
and shall be used for the benefit of the ratepavers of that
geographic area

Untess dissolved earler, the Port Hope Water Works
Comnuesion and the Port Hope Hydro Commission are
dissolved on January 1, 2001.

On Japuary 1, 2001, all br-ln's resolutions of the
commuisgions  dssolved subsecton (1) shall
bmmny—hnndmﬂmufhmmm
shall remain in force in the geographic area of the former
Tomm of Port Hope unsl they are amended or repealed.

All assets and listelities, rights and obliFations including
employess of the commissions dissolved under subsec-
tion (1) become the assers and lisbilites, rights and obli-
ganons including emplovess of the new town.

The new town shall provide water services to the area to
which water services were provided by the commission
dissoived under subtecton (1)

Mothing in this section has the effect of suthorizing the
Port Hope Hydro Commission dissolved under subsec-
ton (1) or the new town to generate, manseit disoibote
of retad] elecmiciny after Novemmber 7, 2000, in conmaen-
tion of section 144 of the Elecaricity Aer, 1995

The reserves of the Port Commission

W upon being mwm}hﬂ wown under
ncﬁmlﬁ" be used for any purpose that the council of
the new town considers appropriste but shall onty be nsed
for the benefit of the ratepayers of the geographic area of
the former Town of Pert Hope.

If the assets that formed part of the Port Hope Hydmo
Commission that served the former Town of Port Hope
are sold or if shares of a corporation that was incorpo-
rated under the Sustness Corporations Acr to provide
hydro semice to the former Town of Port Hope are sold,
the proceeds of the sale or other disposition shall be paid
into the reserve find of the former Town of Port Hope
and shall be used for the benefit of the ratepavers of that

geograplic area.

LIERARY BOARDS

101 ()

(2

The library board of the former Municipality of Camp-
bellford Seymour is dissolved on Jamuary 1, 2001

On Janmary 1, 2001, a lbrary board for the Dew namici-
pality 1o be known as “The Corporatien of the Mumici-

)

3)

5]

)]

pality of Campbellford Seyvmowr, Percy, Hastings Public
Library Board™ is established

The operation and ition of the brary boand estab-
lished in subsection (2) shall be in accordance with the
Public Libraries dct.

The righn and obligatons, avets and liabilices inchading
employess of the bbrary board dissolved mder subsec-
gon (1) shall be deemed to be rights and oblizanons,
mﬂmmwwmm
board sstablivhed onder subsecton (2

All by-lsws, males, and fees passed or estab-
nmwmmmmﬂmmmm
Mhnmmdnﬂdtmdwhbr Mrﬂux
lations and fees of the lbrary boand

subsection (2) and shall remam in force untl amended or

repealed

The Port Hope Public Library Board is dissolved on
Jammary 1, 2001.

On Jazmary 1, 2001, a library board for the new town 0
be knewn 4 “The Corperanca of the Tows of Port Hope

The jon and composition of the library board estab-
b in subsection (2) shall be in accordance with the
Public Libraries Act.

The righes and obli assets and liabilites mchading
of the bonddtmhﬂmnbm
m(}shﬂbtdnmdwhm obligations,

All by-laws, nales, repulations and fees pasted or estab-
lished bry the library board dissohved under subsection (1)
shall be continued and deemed o be by-Laws, rules, regu-
lations and fees of the library board established under
subsection (2) and shall remain in force untl amended or
repealed

FIRE DEPARTMENTS

111

The new

may have more than one fire department
department.

and may have a fire chief for each

11.2

The oew twown may have more than ooe fire department and

may have a fire chief for each departmen:.
POLICE SERVICES BOARD

W

@

3

)

5

]

The police senices board of the former Town of Pont
Hope is dissolved on January 1, 2001.

A new police services board for the new town o be
knowm as “The Police Services Board of the Town of Port
Hope and Hope™ is established on Jamaary 1, 2001.

The operation and composition of the police services
board established under subsecton (2) shall be in accor-
dance with the Police Services Act.

On Jamwary 1, 2001, the police services board established
under subsecton (2) stands in the place of the police
services board dissolved under subsecton (1)

mmmm?m : “uhhﬁg‘mlur'l‘wnn{
Port Hope and former Hope for all parposes
relared to policing.

The assets and babihices under the control and manage-
ment of the police services board dissobved under subec-
don (1) become astets and labdinies under the coatrol
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and management of the police services board established
umder subsection (2).

On Jamoary 1, 2001, all by-laws and mesolutons of te
police services board dissolved under subsection (1) shall
be deemed o be or mesolutions of the poli
services boand shed under subsection (2)

remain i force i the area of the former Town of Port

Hope umal they are amendad or repealed

MNohing in this section repeals or authorizes the repeal of
by-laws or resolutions conferring nghts, privileges, fran-
chises, Inwmmnities or exemptons that could pot have
besn lawfully repealed by the police services boand
dissolved under subsection (1).

LOCAL BOARDS

13.1

132

0]

@

M

Subject w0 sections £.1, 0.1, 10.1 and 121, all local

beands of the former pumicpalities shall be dissolved on
Decernber 31, 2000

The council for the new mumicipaliny shall be deemed 1o
be a board of park manssement under the Public Paris
Acr and a recreation commitiee under the Mmizry gf
Towrizm and Recreation Act and a committee of manage-
ment of a conmmmity recreation cenfre under the
Community Recrearion Canmes Aer and all sach commirn-
on December 31, 2000.

Subject o sections 8.2, 92, 102 and 122, all local
boards of the former Town of Port Hope and Sormer
Towmship of Hope shall be dissolved on December 31,
2000.

The council for the new town shall be desmad o be a
board of park management under the Public Rarks Act
and a recreation committes under the Miniztry of Touwrizm
wmmﬂlmofwdl
COmDIETY Tecreation cenfre under the Commmumny
Recrearion Cenowe: der and all such commimess and
boards of the former Town of Port Hope and former
Temmship of Hope are dissolved on December 31, 2004,

RESEFVE AND RESERVE FUNDS

141

142

ey

(€3]

ey

@

O Janmary 1, 2001, the reserves and reserve fimds of the
former pmicipalities thar are dedicased for special
purposes become the reserves and reserve funds of the
LW jcipaliry but shall be used fuﬂﬂﬂ?ﬂﬂ
for which are dedicated and for the beneft of the
ratepayers in the area of the former mumicipaliry to which
thery are relaned.

The of the sale of parkland ac

iy e e Plbone e+ Sos 1 Dacember
31, 2000, and soid by the new mumscipality shall be pad
into the parkland reserve fund of the former mumicipality
thar has become a reserve fund of the new mmmicipality

under sabsection (1).

The former mumicipalities shall contribue thres percent
(3%:) of their 1999 general local municipal levy 1o the
weorking fund reserve of the pew mumicipality.

On January 1, 2001, the reserves and reserve fimds of the

The proceeds of the sale of parkland scquired by the
Tewmm of Port Hope or the former Township of Hope

G

757

under the Plamming dct prior to D:unbuillﬂﬂ.nd
sold by the mew town shall be paid into
mtﬁmdﬁhﬁnmm&?mﬂmwhw
Township of Hope thar has become a reterve fund of the
new town umder subsection (1)

E

EY-LAWS AND RESOLUTIONS

151 @

(3)

#

152 (@

G)

#

On Jaouary 1, 2001, sabject to subsectons (2), (3) and
(4), all bry-lows and resolutons of the former numscipaki-
tes and their bocal boards are contioned and deemed to
be by-lrws and resolutions of the new nnmicipaliny and
shall remsin in force in the area of the former nmmici-
pality mless repealed or amended or unless they earlier
expire.

On Jameary 1, 2001, zoning by-lows and official plans of
the former icipalities red mder the Flanning
Aer are deemed 1o be zoning and ool plans of

the new nmmocipality and shall remain in force untl
amended or repealed under the Planning et

MNothing in this section muhorizes the amendment or
repeal of a by-law or resclution that could not have besn

amended or repealed by the former mumicipality or local
board that passed it

If a former rmmicipaliry has commmenced procedures o
mu.tl:phﬁmdﬂnrﬂﬂuudnpthaﬁmlplnu
amendment to an official plan under the

and the by-law, ofScial plan, or official plan

15 not in force on Jamary 1, 2001, the new mumicipaliry
pay contimne the procedumes

Oz Janwary 1, 2001,
(4), all by-lrars and
Pon}lbpendfqm'rnmhpof and their local
boands are continued and deemed 1o be by-lows and reso-
hations of the pew towm and shall remain in force in the
area of the former mumcipality wmless repealed or
amended or unless they sarlier expire.

On Jamary 1, 2001, zoning by-lows and official plans of
the former Town of Port Hope and former Township of
Hope approved under the Ploming Act ave deemed 1o be
zoning by-laws and official plans of the new town and
shall remain i force wmol amended or repealed under the
Ploming Act.

Nothing in this secton muthorizes the amendment or
repeal of a by-lew or resolution that could not have been
amended or repealed by the foomer Town of Port Hope
and former Township of Hope or local board that passed
iL

If the former Town of Port Hope and former Township of
Hope has commenced procedumes to enact a by-low mder
amy Act or adopt an official plan or amendment to an off-
cial plan under the Plomsry dcr, and the by-lny, official
plan, or offical plan amendment is not in force om
m.!ml,hmmm}rmh

mm (3) and
the former Town of

ASSETS AND LIABILITIES

161 Om Jaoumary 1, 2001, Mlmliahhns,nﬂnndubﬁp-
tons, incndng employees, of the former

thair local boards become the asen,

h.ﬂ:ﬂ.ul-l_nghn:lndoﬂl-

eations, inchading employees, of the new mmmicipality and its
local boards.
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162 Oun Jammary 1, 2001, the assets, lishilities,
tons, incloding
mdhm:Tnmhmniﬁuthulbwﬁb«m
the asuets,

THE ONTARIO GAZETTE /LA GAZETTE DE L'ONTARIO

rights and obliga-
of the former Town of Port Hope

obligations, including

employees, of the new town and its Jocal boards.

TAXES
171 (@)

2

172 ()

2

All taces, charges and rates levied, imposed or assessed
under amy Act by the former ites thar are due
and unpad on December 31, 2000, shall be deemed to be
taxes, charpes and rates doe and payable o the Dew
mumicipality and may be collected by the new mmmici-
paliry in the same manner as if they had been levied,
imposed or assessed by the new nmmicipality.

If a former mumicipality has commenced procedures
under the Mfunicipal Tax Sales Acr and the procedures are
not completed by Jamuary 1, 2001, the new town may
continue the procedures.

All taxes, charpes and rates levied. imposed or assessed
under amy Act by the former Town of Port Hope and the
former Township of Hope that are due and unpaid on
Decamber 31, 2000, shall be deemed to be taxes, charges
and rates due and payable to the new town and may be
collacted by the new municipality in the same manner as
if they had been levied, imposed or assessed by the new
town.

If the former Towm of Port Hope or the former Tovnship
of Hope has commenced procedures imder the Municipal
Tx Sales Acr and the procedures are not completed by
Jammary 1, 2001, the new town may contiome the proce-
dhares.

ASSESSMENT ROLL

181 thmmﬂhmmﬂhumrﬂﬁr
the new mmnicipality

under the Adssezsmenr Acr for the 2001

taxation year, the former mumicipalities shall be deemed to be
oo mnscipakiny.

182 For the purposss of te

of e assesement roll for

the new towm wmnder the Assesomenr Aer for the 2001 taxason

Fope

the former Town of Port Hope and former Township of
shall be desmad o be one mumocipality.

TRANSITION BOARD

191 (1)

2

@

@

6

Om the date of this Order a transition board is establishad
for the

new mamicipality and is constneed as a body
corporate.

The wansiton board shall cease 1o exist oo Decernber 31,
2000

The mansition board shall adopt procedural rules and
systems of contrel 1o govern its activities.

The tansition board of the new mumicipality shall be
of the srventesn mermbers of the councils of
mmmicipalmes.

The transition board may exercise the powess specifiedin
subsection (7) that the former have and
thar the new mumdcipality will have oo and after January
1,2001.

The councils of the former pumicipalities shall not exer-
cise the powers specified m clanses (g), (1) and (u) of
subsaction (7) withour the approval of the transiton
board

(7) The cansition boards may exercise the following powers.

(=)

&)

(€

@

(=)

ey

@

&)
U]

(@) &

1]

G

establish and adopt on behalf of the council of each
of the former mmumicipalites a wansition plan a
process for implemenning that plan and approval of
a budges for that inplementation;

pre the production of Snancial and other dasa,
mmmdmﬁsmstmuchﬁmw
mumic ipalities and their local boards;
estblish a fully operational nmmicipal organization
which shall oo Janwary 1, 2001, become the new
i ipalify;

approve expenditares and execute contracts whese
necessary for transitional purposes;

mr:hut,lmeuﬂspmednjmncfﬂ
former mumicipality where Decessary for oamsi-
tonal purposes.

establish  electronic or maoual information
systems, records and books of accounts for the new
municipality and for the operation of the mansiton
boand;

cmmmumm

Tegarding mmeweipal QTZAIZEnINE
mmmm

einblul orpamranenal smucnoe, adouniTame

retain emplovess and advisors for the purposes of
the ransition board and inoar expenses on behalf
isors;

establish a huevan retources amition protocol;

idennfy, select and appom: employess to the new
mumcpality and establish  mechamsms  for
ot e fanctions:

establish wmiform policies relating to ofers of
employment for positions in the new mumicipaliny
of terrunation of employment and ensure their far
application;

offer employees of the former mumicipahities
employmen: with the pew mumicipality, induce-
ments o terminate employment severance allow-
ances, traning assistance of such other beneSts as
are necessary to 11 the postions in the new ommic-

ty or to meet the requirements of the bodget of
ghmmnplhry for 2001;
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nepotiations with mrade unsons and applications to
the Omntario Labowr Felations Board:;

(1) establish a protocol for amy discussions with neigh-
bour ciolitie:

(s) execute on behalf of the former mumicipaliies amy
apesmenty with other municipalities as they relace
to amalgamanon e,

(f) review and approve all Snancial ransactons of the
former rumicpalities in excess of 530,000 that are

not inchaded in the approved mnmicipal operatng
budgets for 20040,

(1) approve all expendiures in 2000 that are necessary
to establish new operations for the new mmmici-
pality and apporoon such costs in accordance with
subsection (£) below,

(v) apportion to each former mumscipality its share of
the tramsifion board’s costs associated with the
exercite of the powers in this section in accordance
with subsection (E) below;

(w) esmablish sub-commimess as the mansition board
deems appropriace;

(x) establish a moral issues commitiee;

(¥) recommend the creanon of boards and commutiess
25 deemed necessary for the new mumicipality; and

(z) establish the location of the new primary and'or
mﬂ:lmﬂpﬂloﬂu{ﬂhhmm

uqaudmumumwuubﬁshmm
pew mumicipality and the costs of the transinon
bwdummdmﬁﬁlmmdm powers under
this Order shall be paid by the former municipalities
based on the of each of the former puanic-
palites’ taxable assessrent for the 2000 taxa-
oD year.

E

The tansition board shall adopt procedural rules and
systems of control to govern ifs activities.

The tamsigon board shall be composed the mwelve
members of the councils of te former Town of Pom
Hope and former Towmship of Hope.

The mamiton board may exercise the powers specified in
subsection (7) that the former Town of Port Hope and
former Township of Hope have and that the new town
will have on and after Tanuary 1, 2001.

The councils of the former Town of Port Hope and
former Township of Hope shall not exercize the powers
specified @ clmses (g), (f) and () of subsecoon (7)
without the approval the manstion bosrd

The transition board may exercise the following powers:

(a) esmablish and adopt on behalf of the council of each
of the former Town of Port Hope and the former
Township of Hope a ransiton plan, 3 process for
implementing that plan and approval of a budger

(b) require the production of financial and other data,
information and statistics from each of the former

Team of Port Hope and former Towmship of Hope
and their local boards:

(c) esmablish a fully operational nunicipal orpanszation
which shall on Jaomary 1, 2001, become the new
TOWE:

(d) approve expendirures and execmte contracts where
necessary for ransitonal purposes;

(¢) purchate lease or dspose of amy assets of the
former Town of Port Hope and former Township of
Hope where necessary for wansitional purposes;

(f) esmblish electromic or mmammal information
systems, records and books of accounts for the new
town and for the operation of the ransition board;

(g) condoct studies, research and consultations
i al functicms. P
mﬂuwﬂpﬁmm
(B) esmablish orpanizational smuchares, sdminisorative
mwwmmwm;?.pmm:}d
mm&mmmmm

(i) establish and inplement commumication plans for
enployess and the public;

(1) rewmmn employees and advisors for the parposes of
the ransition board and incur expenses on behalf
of the transition board and their emplovess and
advisors;

(k) establish a buman resources ransition protocol;

(1) identfy, select and appoin: employess to the new
town and establish mechanioms for camrying out
these functons;

(m) esmablish uniform policies relating to offers of
enployment for positions in the new town or temmi-
manon of enployment and enswure their fair applica-
o,

(o) offer enplovess of the former Town of Port Hope
and former Township of Hope employment with
the pew towm, inducements to erminate employ-
ment severance allowances, traming assistance of
such other benefits as are pecessary to fll the posi-
dons in the new town of 10 meet the requirements
of the budget of the new town for 2001;

(o) issue motices of liyoff or provide for severance or
compensation in ben of potice, or both notice and
compensation as nequined:

) begociate and enmr ino  apeemens  with

{P enployess and groups of emplovess of the former
Towm of Port Hope and former Towmship of Hope
and the new town:

(q) exercise the powers of the coumncils of the Sormer
Towm of Port Hope and former Township of Hope
in all employment and labour maters ansing as a
result of this Order and the amalgamanon of the
25, tons with trade
mmp;l: nth{hn;r:gg::

(r) esmblish a protocol for amy discassions with neigh-
bourine mumicipalities:
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(s) execute oo behalf of te former Town of Port Hope
and the former Township of Hope amy agreements
with other rumicipalities as they rd.m 10 xmal-
EAmanon 155es;

(t) restew and approve all Snancial ramactons of the
former Town of Port Hope and former Township of
Hope in excess of $50,000 that are not inchaded in
the mﬂl mumicipal operating budgets for

(o) approve all expendinmes in 2000 that are necessary
1o establish new operations for the new wam and
spportion such costs in accordance with subsection
(£) below;

vy} WNMWTMQIMMM

mmﬁ;mﬁuhmuﬂcemm
tom (E) below;

(w) estsblish sub-committees as the ansibon board
deems appropriace;

(x) establish arural issues committes;

(¥) mecommend the creation of boards and committess
a8 deemed necessary for the new town and

(z) establish the location of the new primary and'or
satellite nunicipal officels) for the new town.

The expendinmes necessary 1o establith new operations
for the new town and the costs of the Tansiton board
associated with the evercise of its powers under this
Order shall be paid by the former Town of Port Hope and
the former Township of Hope based on the apportion-
ment of each of the former Town of Port Hope's and the
former Towmship of Hope's weighted tacable assessment
for the 2000 mxaton year.

DISFUTE RESOLUTION

01 M

)

@

(e}

202 M

2

&)

Where 2 dispute arises with respect to the interpretation
of this Order, the former municipalities may refer the
dispute for resolution through medation.

If the dispute is Dot resolved through mediation, then any
of the parties may refer the dispute to arbitration to be
conducted m accordance Wit the Arbisravion der, J901,
otherwise than as provided herein

The costs amociated with mediation or arbitation
proceedngs under this section shall be shared equally
berwesn the former mumicipalities.

Where a dispute is referred to arbimation, the decision of
the arbitrator shall be final

Where a dispute arises with respect to the interpretation
of this Ovrder, the former Town of Port Hope or former
Tewnship of Hope may refer the dispuse for resohation
through mediation.

If the dispute is not resolved through mediation, then any
of the parties may refer the dispure to arbitration to be
conducted in accordance with the drbitration Acr, 1991,
otherwise than as provided berein

The costs associsted with medistion or arbimation
procesdings under this secton shall be shared equally

betwesn the former Town of Port Hope and former Town-
ship of Hope.

(4) Where a dispute is referred 1o arbimation, the decivion of
the arbitrator shall be final

Toney CLEMENT,
Minicter of Municipal Affirs and Howsing.
Dated at Toroato this 28th day of March, 2000

© Municipal Tax Equity Consultants



Appendix B: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 48/2003

CORPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF PORT HOPE
BY-LAW NO 48/2002
BEING A BY-LAW TO ADOPT THE AREA RATING POLICY

WHEREAS the Transition Board (made up of the Councils for the former
Township of Hope and the Town of Port Hope) and the Council of the
Corporation of the Municipality of Port Hope were aware that on
amalgamation, a shift in tax burdens between the two wards might occur;

AND WHEREAS the Tranzition Board appointed in 2000 adopted a general
taxation policy and put them forward as the puiding principles for the new
Council of the amalgamated municipality;

AND WHEREAS thiz Council iz malang an effort to avoid any shift between
the two wards and to ensure that no group of ratepayers shall derive any
clear benefit;

RNOW THEREFORE the Council for the Corporation of the Municipality of
Port Hope enacts as follows:

1. The Area Fating principals and formulation have been and shall

continue to be utilized in the manner cet out hereinafter:

1.1 The Municipality operates as one with a single budget and
accounting system, and is continually worlang towards
improvements to services and thewr delivery as single services.

1.2 Weiphted ascessment is recopnized as a measurable benchmark
of a community by all levels of povernment.

1.3 Weiphted ascescment is defined by a Provincial standard and i
calculated by The Provincial Fatios applied per property
claszification to the returned Assessment Foll.

14 Weighted ascessment ic the basis for the calculation of tax rates
for property taxation in Ontario.

1.5 Weighted assescment ic a recognized measurable of a
community and is representative of the requirement for services
to each respective area.

16 Both the former Town of Port Hope and Township of Hope were
ficcally responsible in the year 2000, and in the years leading
up to 2000. The year 2000 total levy for each entity is
representative of the traditional costs to service each and is
therefore used as the base year.

1.7 Ac the individual wards develop, their respective weighted
assessment will become equal, representing a 50:50 split. This
will be the ending point for area rating.

18 Using the base year as a starting point or upper himit of
B85.8:14.2 ratio and an end point or lower limit to area rating
being a 50:50 ratio, and by knowing the total weighted
ascessment for the year it is possible to calculate the split per
ward or area rating.

1.9 Area rating is applied to the net levy (excluding costs for sewer
and water services) to determune the levy allocation per ward.

1.10 The levy allocation per ward is then individually reduced by the
Low Level Fadioactive Waste interest as deemed appropnate by
Ceouncil as per the principles of the Low Level Radicactive Waste
agreement(s| and the Municipal Investment Pohcy.

1.11 The levy allocation per ward less the Low Level Radicactive
Waste interest iz defined as the “Net Levy” per ward, and
allocated for the purpose of taxation as per provincial
puidelines.

;r:‘ghh;ﬂﬁ.ﬁfﬂmﬁ Page 1 of 3
a Rating
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2.
2.1

2.2

2.3

2.4
2.5
2.6

2.7

3.1

There chall be calculated each year the fo]lcrwj.ng'
Basze Assessment Apportionment (BA) that is the total of
weighted assessment by ward for the year 2000 (Ward 1 of 72%
and Ward 2 of 28%) shown on Schedule A attached
Basze Budpet/Levy Apporticnment (BE| that iz the total levy for
the year 2000 (Ward 1 85.8% and Ward 2 14 2% shown on
Schedule A attached
Annual Assessment Apportionment [AA) is the percentage of the
total weighted assessment for each ward that will be uszed to
calculate the property taxes
Lower Limit [LL) this is the 50% cplit for each ward that ic the
ending point for the area rating
Eacze Budgpet ratio (BBR) iz the Baze Budpet/Levy
Apportionment (BB) munus the Lower Limit (LL)
Annual Accescment Fatio [AAF) ic the Annual Current
Assescment Apportionment (AA) minus the Lower Limit (LL)

EBasze Acsessment Fatio (BAR)is the Base Asseccment
Apportionment minus the Lower Limat.

The Annual Budget Ratio Apportionment shall be derived as
follows:
Annual Budget Ratio Apportonment [ABE) 1s the total of the
EBasze Budget Ratio (BEF) times the Annual Assessment Ratio
[AAR) divided by the Base Assessment Fatio (BAF) plus the
Lower Limit [LL).

The Treasurer is hereby authonzed to proceed with the Annual
Budget Fatio Apportionment (AER) when the Municipality receives
the Azsessment Roll to be used for the current year and to notify

Council when practicable of the applicable apportionment
percentages to be used for the current year.

The Treasurer is hereby authonzed to allocate the current year’s
levy for each ward baczed on the Annual Budget Eatio
Apportionment (ABR) calculation.

This by-law chall come into effect upon the date of the final reading
thereof.

READ a FIREST, SECOND and THIFD time and finally passed in Open
Council this 2% day of July, 2003.

FICK AUSTIN, MAYOR. FRANCES M. AIFD, CLEFK
Bry-lawr 48/ 2003 Page 2 of 3
Area Fatng
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Appendix B: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 48/2003

BASE YEAR

Bchedule A to By-law 48/2003

Total Weighted Assessment by Ward, for the Year 2000 ($000's)

BA Former Town of Port Hope G487 084 T20%
Former Township of Hope 250,128 280%
Total 926212 100.0%
Total Levy by Ward, Budget for the Year 2000 ($000's)

BB Former Town of Port Hope 6,200 B5.B%
Former Township of Hope 1.024 14.2%
Total T224  100.0%

Bre-lawr 43,2003 Page 3ol 3
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Appendix C: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 28/2006

CORPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF PORT HOPE
BY-LAW NO. 28/2006

Being a by-law to rescind By-law 40/2004 and to amend By-law 48/2003 -
Arsa Fating By-law.

WHEREAS Council wiches to ensure that the base ratio for area rating is

maintained as the mimimum area rating;

NOW THEREFOEE the Council of the Corporation of the Municipality of Port
Hope hereby enacts as follows:

1. Section 1.8.1 of By-law 48 /2003 az amended be deleted by
rescinding By-law 402004 in its entirety.

2. By-law 48/2003 be amended with the addition of a new section as
follows:

“1.8.1 In the event the ascessment change results in a
regrescion to the base year ratio, the ratio will not regress beyvond
the base year ratio of 85.8 for Ward 1 and 14 2 for Ward 2.7

EFEAD a FIRST, SECOND and THIED time and finally passed in Open
Council this 23rd day of May, 2006.

Fick Austin, Mayor

Frances M. Aird, Clerk

Forlaw 25/ 2006 Poge 1 of 1
Rescind By-law 40/ 7004 and 48/ 003 Area Raring By-law
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Appendix D: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 28/2014

THE CORPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF PORT HOPE

BY-LAW NO. 28/2014
Being a Policy By-law lo establish Special Services

WHEREAS Section 307 (1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, 5.0. ¢. 25, as amended,
provides that all taxes shall, unless expressly provided otherwise, be levied upon
the whole of the assessment for real property or other assessments made under
the Assessment Act according to the amounts assessad and not upon one or
mr;'ndsufmm or assessment or in different proportions. 2001, ¢.25, s.

AND WHEREAS Section 326 (1) of the Municipal Act, 2001, 5.0. ¢. 25, as
amended provides that a Municipality may by By-law, identify special services
and related costs, to be levied to an identified designated benefitting area;

AND WHEREAS Saction 326 (4) of the Municipal Act, 2001, 5.0. c. 25, as
amended, provides that for each year a By-law of a Municipality under this
soction ramains in force, the Municipality shall, except as otherwise authorized
by By-law, levy a spacial local Municipality levy under Section 312 on the
rateable property in the area designated to raise the costs identified;

AND WHEREAS Council is desirous of establishing a Common and Special
Services approach o municipal tax levy allocation and eslablishing a phase-in
process fo transition the implementation;

NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE
MUNICIPALITY OF PORT HOPE HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS;

1. That the Municipality hereby establishes special services as set out in
Schedule "A" attached hereto, which Schedule forms an integral part of
this By-law.

2. That a ten (10) year phasing period shall commence in 2014 in order to
transition the financial impact of the implementation of the common and
special services tax allocation methodology, being an amount established
in 2014 that shall be phased-out to decrease the tax lavy in Ward 1 by
£97,500 annually and offset by an equal increase to Ward 2 such that the
transition is fully phased in by 2024.

3. Any other changes to special services shall not include a phase-in unless
exprassly approved by Council.

4. Thal as part of the annual budget process, this By-law shall be reviewed in
its entirety, including review of changes for that budget year pertaining to
special services and any other applicable adjustments.

5. That as part of the annual budget process, the specific operaling and
capital net levy amount for that budget year associated with each special
service shall be calculated in accordance with the related costs as outlined
in Schedule “A” to this By-law.

6. That every five (5) years a more comprehensive raview of this By-law be
completed, including polential reconsideration of all Municipal services
including those to potentially be added or removed as special services, as
well as potential changes to cost determination or benefitting area for any
service established as a special service.

By-law 28/2014 Page 10of 3
2014 Special Senvices ByJaw
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Appendix D: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 28/2014

7. That this By-law does not affect the exisling direction of Council for the
use of Low Level Radicactive Waste Fund principal and interest and/or
reserve funds.

B. That spacial service rates shall be st out in the annual levy rate
establishment By-law considered and passed by the Council of the
Municipality and imposad on the weighted asssssed values of such
rateable property within the defined banefitting area as set out in Schedule
“A” 1o this By-law.

8. That if any section, clause or provision of this By-law is for any reason
declared by a Court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, the same shall
not affect the validity of the By-law as & whole or any part thereof, other
than the section, clause or provision so declared to be invalid and it is
haraby declared o be the intention of Council that the remaining sections,
clauses or provisions of this By-law shall remain in full force and effect
until repealed, notwithstanding that one or mone provisions of this By-law
shall have been declared to be invalid.

10. That By-laws 48/2003, 40/2004, 28/2006 any other By-laws pertaining to
this matter are hereby repealed.

11.This By-law shall be deemed to have come into force and effect on
January 1%, 2014,

READ a FIRST, SECOND and THIRD time and finally passed in Open Council
this 22™ day of April, 2014,

—— A7
( __..,:-=_'_-_ _Ja-"'l._:'-

— —

/ Lin_da?.i:mpmn, Mayor

JC. Bemardi, Municipal Clerk

By-law 28/2014 Page Z of 3
2014 Special Services By-law
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Appendix D: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 28/2014

Schedule "A" o By-law 28/2014
Established Special Services

‘Special Service

Cost Determination

Benefitting Area

Police Service

Budgeted operaling and capital net levy
amount for the Ontario Provincial Police
(OPP)

Ward 2

Budgeted operating and capital net levy
amount for the Port Hope Police Senvice
(PHPS)

Ward 1

Police Service

Allocated share of the Police Service
Board budgeted operaling and capital nat
levy amount based on the percent of total
Police Service provider cost attributed 1o
the OPP

Ward 2

Allocated share of the Police Service
Board budgeted operating and capital net
levy amount based on the percant of total
Police Service provider cost attributed to
the PHPS

Ward 1

Comgnunky
Committee

Budgeted operating and capital net levy
amount for the Ward 2 Community Policing
Commitiee

Woard 2

Budgeted operating and capital net levy
amount for the Ward 1 Community Policing
Committee

Ward 1

Parking

Budgeled operating and capital net levy
amount for Parking

Ward 1

Transit

Budgeted operating and capital net levy
amount for Conventional and Specialty
Transit

Ward 1

Crossing Guards

Budgeted operating and capital net lavy
amount for Crossing Guards localed in
Ward 2

Ward 2

Budgeted operating and capital nel levy
amount for Crossing Guards ocated in
Ward 1

Ward 1

Streetiights

Sidewalks

Budgeted operating and capital net levy

Ward 2

amount for Streetlights located in Ward 2
Budgeted operating and capital net lavy
amount for Streetlights located in Ward 1

Ward 1

Budgeted operating and capital net lavy
amount for sidewalks generally along
roadways as included in the Works and

ineering Budget

Ward 1

Christmas Tree
and Yard Wasle
Pickup

getad operating and capital net levy
amouni for Christmas tree and yard waste
pickup

Ward 1

Parks Recreation
and Culture

Programs

Budgeted operating and capital net lavy
amount for registered recreation programs
administered by the Municipality which are
not facility specific

Ward 1

Parks

Budgeted operating and capital net lavy
_amount for parks located in Ward 2

Ward 2

Budgeted operating and capital net levy

amount for parks located in Ward 1

Ward 1

By-law 28/2014

2014 Special Services By-law

Page 3 of 3
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Appendix E: Report of Tax Levy Allocation Working Group, June 6, 2017

Municipality of Port Hope

56 Queen Street

Port Hope, ON

L1A 379
REPORT TO: Finance Committee
FROM: Tax Levy Allocation Review Working Group
SUBJECT: Tax Levy Allocation Working Group Recommendation
DATE: June &, 2017
RECOMMENDATION:

That a By-law be prepared for presentation to Council to amend the Schedule ‘A’ to By-
law 28/2014, revising the Special Services effective for the 2018 tax levy.

BACKGROUND:

On January 16, 2016 Council approved Resolution 12/2016 establishing the terms of
reference for the Common and Special Services Tax Levy Allocation Review Working
Group (Working Group). As part of the Community Strategic Plan objective to ensure a
fair and equitable tax structure, the Working Group was to review the curent Common
and Special Services tax levy allocation methodology and to validate or recommend
changes, supported by rationale, to ensure the fair allocation of Municipal property
taxes in compliance with the Municipal Act.

The Working Group received presentations from bothi the Municipal Property
Assessment Corporation (MPAC) and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
(MMAH), reviewed the line by line budget data, comparator municipalities and the
current Special Services By-law. The Working Group established an initial
recommendation and shared it with the public at a March 22, 2016 Tax Levy Allocation
Open House.

The Working Group term was extended (Resolution 49/2016) in order to review the
community feedback received and provide a follow-up opportunity to address the
comments. Since then the Working Group met eight times in 2016, before other
priorities required staff focus causing the meetings to be put on hold temporarily in July
2016, and another twelve times in 2017 to provide a more substantial collection of
information in order to address many of the comments received and reconsider the
recommendation. On May 10, 2017 the Working Group hosted a community
consultation open house with all content posted on the website and have requested
comments from the community.

Re: Tax Levy Allocation Worting Group Recommendation Page 1 of 4
Report to Ainance Committee — June 6, 207
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Appendix E: Report of Tax Levy Allocation Working Group, June 6, 2017

The Working Group spent a considerable amount of time reviewing and discussing
Municipal services as part of their review. A background document (Appendix ‘A’) was
established as well as an extensive presentation (Appendix ‘B') including financial
review and evaluation of Special Service eligibility in accordance with the Municipal Act.

The current Special Services, as identified in Schedule "A’ of By-law 28/2014 are:
Police Services (PHPS & OPP)

Police Services Board

Community Policing Committee

Parking

Transit

Crossing Guards

Streetlights

Sidewalks

Christmas Tree and Yard Waste Pickup

Parks Recreation and Culture Programs (select)
Parks

& & & & # @& & # # # @

Community Policing Committee and Yard Waste Pickup are no longer Port Hope
services and as such should be removed as Special Services. The Working Group's
interpretation of the Municipal Act did not disqualify any service from being identified as
a Special Service.

Further, the following table identifies the recommendation and primary rationale of the
Working Group:

Table 1
Working Group

Eligible Service Recommendation Rational

Paid Parking Common There is currently no impact on the levy

Police Special - Both | Two different service providers, each with their
own business and operational plan

Police Services Common The Board covers Urban and Rural areas

Board

Crossing Guards Common Should be consistent with school bus
transportation which is paid for by all property
taxpayers

Roads Common Service provided lo all ratepayers

Streethghts Common Service provided to all ratepayers

Sidewalks Common Service provided to all ratepayers

[ Chnstmas Tree Special - Urban | Service only provided in and benefitiing the Urban

Pickup area

Transit Special - Urban | Service only provided in the Urban area

PRC Programs and Common Service provided o all ratepayers

Facilities

Re: Tax Levy Allocation Working Group Recommendation
Report to Finance Commitfee — June 6, 2017

Page 2 of 4
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Appendix E: Report of Tax Levy Allocation Working Group, June 6, 2017

Physical Parks Common Service provided for all ratepayers
Marina Common Service provided to all ralepayers
Harbour Common Service provided to all ratepayers
Library Common service provided to all ratepayers

Based on the review as outlined in the community consultation presentation and
summarized above, the Working Group recommends the following services be Special
Services effective for the 2018 and future tax levy allocations:

+ Police Services (PHPS & OPP)
+ Transit
+ Christmas Tree Pickup

A draft revised Schedule ‘A’ to the Special Services By-law is attached as Appendix ‘'C’
to this report to reflect the Working Group recommendation and identify the benefitting
area as either Urban, Rural or both, removing the reference to Wards to align with
Council's revised naming.

The Working Group recognizes that their recommendation does not include all of the
Municipal services that, based on its interpretation of the Municipal Act, could be
established as Special Services. The reduced list of Special Services represents a
package that the Working Group believes is fair for the entire community when
considered as a whole.

The Working Group has received a number of comments from the public and wishes to
thank the ratepayers who responded to the May 10 Open House. Please refer to the
full set of comment sheets and e-mails in Appendix 'D'. Appendix 'E' includes a
summary chart of the comments that were received up to and including May 30.

The Working Group emphasizes that the determination of establishing Special Services
should not be evaluated on the basis of ‘do | benefit or not’, nor is it appropriate to
evaluate any single service in isolation without considering the consistency and impact
on the package as a whole.

While the recommendation of the Working Group reduces the number of Special
Services resulting in more services being Common Services, the Group did evaluate the
opposite approach and found that establishing all of the services as Special Services
that were eligible resulted in a financially similar impact on both the Urban and Rural
areas.

FINANCIAL IMPACT:

The revised tax levy allocation recommendation has no impact to the total tax levy
amount, only how it is allocated to different areas of the Municipality.

Re: Tax Levy Allocation Working Group Recommendation Page 3of 4
Report to Finance Committee — June 6, 2017
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Appendix E: Report of Tax Levy Allocation Working Group, June 6, 2017

The tax impact to each area of the Municipality based on the allocation will change
every year based on the financial requirements, however using the 2017 budget the
revised tax allocation would result in a change as follows:

Table 2

Urban Area Rural Area Total Tax Levy
Current $14.47 million (79.0%) | $3.85 million (21.0%) [ $18.32 million
Revised $14 .22 million (77.6%) | $4.10 million (22.4%) | $18.32 million
Change $ 0.25 million decrease | $0.25 million increase | no change

Note: Of the total weighted assessment, which is how all Common Services tax levy
requirements are allocated, the Urban area is 72.8% and the Rural area is 27 2%

Using the 2017 budget values for each Municipal service and based on the average
single detached residential property valued at $264,000, a Rural area resident would
experience an increase of $117 and an Urban area resident would experience a $44
decrease.

The change would be implemented for the 2018 tax levy requirement, and would be
reflected on the final tax levy bill issued at the beginning of June 2018. The current tax
levy allocation By-law includes a provision that no changes to Special Services would
be phased-in unless expressly established by Council.

CONCLUSION:

The Working Group was established as part of the Community Strategic Plan section
1.2(a) to undertake a review of Common and Special Services to ensure fair allocation
of municipal taxes, in compliance with the Municipal Act.

After an extensive review, the Working Group recommends that Police, Transit and
Christmas Tree Pickup be established as the Municipality's Special Services, to be
effective starting in 2018 through an amendment to the cumrent By-law. The evaluation
of whether a service should be a Special Service will continue to be reviewed annually
as part of the regular budget process, with a more comprehensive review every 5 years.

With the provision of this recommendation report to the Finance Committee, the
Working Group has completed its mandate.

Respectfully submitted:

Tax Levy Allocation Review Working Group

Re: Tax Levy Allocation Working G Recommendation Page 4 of 4
Report to Finance Committee — June 6, 2017
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Appendix F: Local Levy Progression and Ward-Based Policy Impacts by Year and Ward

Local Municipal Levy

Share of Levy

Difference

Ward Uniform Actual Policy Impact Uniform  Actual Absolute Magnitude
Urban $5,699,175  $6,922,561 $1,223,386 21.5% 70.8% 86.0% 15.2% 21.5%
Rural $2,354,946  $1,131,558 -$1,223,388 -51.9% 29.2% 14.0% -15.2% -51.9%
2001 $8,054,121  $8,054,119 -$2  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $5,986,111  $7,291,292 $1,305,181 21.8% 70.6% 86.0% 15.4% 21.8%
Rural $2,496,518  $1,191,339 -$1,305,179 -52.3% 29.4% 14.0% -15.4% -52.3%
2002 $8,482,629  $8,482,631 $2  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $6,646,371  $7,985,405 $1,339,034 20.1% 70.2% 84.4% 14.1% 20.1%
Rural $2,819,627  $1,480,595 -$1,339,032 -47.5% 29.8% 15.6% -14.1% -47.5%
2003 $9,465,998  $9,466,000 $2  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $7,491,529  $8,952,759  $1,461,230 19.5% 71.0% 84.9% 13.9% 19.5%
Rural $3,058,856  $1,597,623 -$1,461,233 -47.8% 29.0% 15.1% -13.9% -47.8%
2004 $10,550,385 $10,550,382 -$3  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $8,038,119  $9,568,892 $1,530,773 19.0% 71.6% 85.2% 13.6% 19.0%
Rural $3,189,046 $1,658,278 -$1,530,768 -48.0% 28.4% 14.8% -13.6% -48.0%
2005  $11,227,165 $11,227,170 $5  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $8,606,247 $10,216,726  $1,610,479 18.7% 72.0% 85.5% 13.5% 18.7%
Rural $3,343,514  $1,733,032 -$1,610,482 -48.2% 28.0% 14.5% -13.5% -48.2%
2006 $11,949,761 $11,949,758 -$3  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $9,097,208 $10,808,807 $1,711,599 18.8% 71.9% 85.4% 13.5% 18.8%
Rural $3,553,531 $1,841,936 -$1,711,595 -48.2% 28.1% 14.6% -13.5% -48.2%
2007 $12,650,739 $12,650,743 $4 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $9,478,570 $11,252,589  $1,774,019 18.7% 72.0% 85.5% 13.5% 18.7%
Rural $3,679,300 $1,905,286 -$1,774,014 -48.2% 28.0% 14.5% -13.5% -48.2%
2008 $13,157,870 $13,157,875 $5 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $9,766,530 $11,539,593  $1,773,063 18.2% 72.8% 86.0% 13.2% 18.2%
Rural $3,651,439 $1,878,370 -$1,773,069 -48.6% 27.2% 14.0% -13.2% -48.6%
2009 $13,417,969 $13,417,963 -$6 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $9,993,631 $11,770,257 $1,776,626 17.8% 72.9% 85.8% 13.0% 17.8%
Rural $3,720,348 $1,943,717 -$1,776,631 -47.8% 27.1% 14.2% -13.0% -47.8%
2010 $13,713,979 $13,713,974 -$5  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $10,080,832 S$11,879,376 51,798,544 17.8% 72.7% 85.7% 13.0% 17.8%
Rural $3,786,609  $1,988,058 -$1,798,551 -47.5% 27.3% 14.3% -13.0% -47.5%
2011 $13,867,441 $13,867,434 -$7  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Appendix F: Local Levy Progression and Ward-Based Policy Impacts by Year and Ward

Local Municipal Levy

Share of Levy

Difference

Ward Uniform Actual Policy Impact Uniform  Actual Absolute Magnitude
Urban $10,079,217 S$11,753,475 51,674,258 16.6% 72.7% 84.8% 12.1% 16.6%
Rural $3,778,216  $2,103,952 -$1,674,264 -44.3% 27.3% 15.2% -12.1% -44.3%
2012 $13,857,433 $13,857,427 -$6  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $10,561,536 $12,270,419 $1,708,883 16.2% 72.9% 84.7% 11.8% 16.2%
Rural $3,930,354  $2,221,481 -$1,708,873 -43.5% 27.1% 15.3% -11.8% -43.5%
2013 $14,491,890 $14,491,900 $10 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $11,308,435 $13,084,183 $1,775,748 15.7% 73.1% 84.6% 11.5% 15.7%
Rural $4,154,576  $2,378,827 -$1,775,749 -42.7% 26.9% 15.4% -11.5% -42.7%
2014 $15,463,011 $15,463,010 $1  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $11,602,064 S$13,443,730 51,841,666 15.9% 73.3% 85.0% 11.6% 15.9%
Rural $4,217,353  $2,375,688 -$1,841,665 -43.7% 26.7% 15.0% -11.6% -43.7%
2015 $15,819,417 $15,819,418 $1  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $12,239,914 $14,057,182 $1,817,268 14.8% 73.3% 84.2% 10.9% 14.8%
Rural $4,448,275  $2,631,001 -$1,817,274 -40.9% 26.7% 15.8% -10.9%  -40.9%
2016 $16,688,189 $16,688,183 -$6 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $13,039,005 S$14,905,244 $1,866,239 14.3% 73.1% 83.6% 10.5% 14.3%
Rural $4,786,706  $2,920,467 -$1,866,239 -39.0% 26.9% 16.4% -10.5% -39.0%
2017 $17,825,711 $17,825,711 $0 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $13,622,737 $15,264,062 $1,641,325 12.0% 72.6% 81.3% 8.7% 12.0%
Rural $5,144,032  $3,502,705 -$1,641,327 -31.9% 27.4% 18.7% -8.7%  -31.9%
2018 $18,766,769 $18,766,767 -$2 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $13,860,741 $15,446,544 $1,585,803 11.4% 72.1% 80.3% 8.2% 11.4%
Rural $5,365,010  $3,778,847 -$1,586,163 -29.6% 27.9% 19.7% -8.2%  -29.6%
2019 $19,225,751 $19,225,391 -$360 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $14,155,901 $15,661,209 $1,505,308 10.6% 71.6% 79.2% 7.6% 10.6%
Rural $5,621,675  $4,116,580 -$1,505,095 -26.8% 28.4% 20.8% 7.6%  -26.8%
2020 $19,777,576 $19,777,789 $213  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $14,811,566 $16,276,846  $1,465,280 9.9% 71.7% 78.8% 7.1% 9.9%
Rural $5,840,123  $4,374,832 -$1,465,291 -25.1% 28.3% 21.2% 7.1%  -25.1%
2021 $20,651,689 $20,651,678 -$11  0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban  $15,747,597 $17,133,439 $1,385,842  8.8% 71.9% 78.2% 6.3% 8.8%
Rural $6,161,478  $4,775,897 -$1,385,581 -22.5% 28.1% 21.8% -6.3% -22.5%
2022 $21,909,075 $21,909,336 $261 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Appendix F: Local Levy Progression and Ward-Based Policy Impacts by Year and Ward

Local Municipal Levy

Share of Levy

Difference

Ward Uniform Actual Policy Impact Uniform  Actual Absolute Magnitude
Urban $17,215,910 518,583,814 $1,367,904 7.9% 72.0% 77.7% 5.7% 7.9%
Rural $6,693,715  $5,325,889 -$1,367,826 -20.4% 28.0% 22.3% -5.7% -20.4%
2023 $23,909,625 $23,909,703 $78 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $19,519,393 $20,968,536  $1,449,143 7.4% 72.3% 77.6% 5.4% 7.4%
Rural $7,494,410  $6,045,289 -$1,449,121 -19.3% 27.7% 22.4% -5.4% -19.3%
2024 $27,013,803 $27,013,825 $22 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Urban $20,774,939 $22,328,908 $1,553,969 7.5% 72.0% 77.4% 5.4% 7.5%
Rural $8,077,756  $6,523,805 -$1,553,951 -19.2% 28.0% 22.6% -5.4% -19.2%
2025 $28,852,695 $28,852,713 $18 0.0% 100.0%  100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
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Appendix G: Local Levy Progression by Change Factor, Ward and Year

---------------- Reassessment Impacts ----------------- ------ Class Treatment Change ------  --------——-- Local Levy/Policy Real Growth ---------------
Ward Prior Year-End Notional Year-End Shifts Revenue Neutral  Policy shifts Start Levy Difference Year-End Growth
Urban $6,637,685 $6,637,688 $3 0.0% $6,637,688 SO 0.0% $6,922,561 $284,873 4.3% $6,987,974 $65,413 0.9%
Rural $1,165,792 $1,165,792 S0 0.0% $1,165,792 S0 0.0% $1,131,558  -$34,234 -2.9% $1,152,875 $21,317 1.9%
2001 $7,803,477 $7,803,480 S3 0.0% $7,803,480 S0 0.0% $8,054,119 $250,639 4.3% $8,140,849 $86,730 0.9%
Urban $6,987,974 $6,987,974 S0 0.0% $6,987,974 S0 0.0% $7,291,292  $303,318 4.3% $6,995,002 -$296,290 -4.1%
Rural $1,152,875 $1,152,875 S0 0.0% $1,152,875 SO 0.0% $1,191,339 $38,464 3.3% $1,203,907 $12,568 1.1%
2002 $8,140,849 $8,140,849 ) 0.0% $8,140,849 S0 0.0% $8,482,631 $341,782 4.3% $8,198,909 -$283,722 -4.1%
Urban $6,995,002 $7,028,200 $33,198 0.5% $7,028,200 S0 0.0% $7,985,405 $957,205 13.6% $8,087,649 $102,244 1.3%
Rural $1,203,907 $1,170,715 -$33,192 -2.8% $1,170,715 SO 0.0% $1,480,595 $309,880 26.5% $1,492,625 $12,030 0.8%
2003 $8,198,909 $8,198,915 S6 0.0% $8,198,915 S0 0.0% $9,466,000 $1,267,085 13.6% $9,580,274 $114,274 1.3%
Urban $8,087,649 $8,127,945 $40,296 0.5% $8,127,945 SO 0.0% $8,952,759 $824,814 10.1% $9,247,695 $294,936 3.3%
Rural $1,492,625 $1,452,331 -$40,294 -2.7% $1,452,331 S0 0.0% $1,597,623 $145,292 10.0% $1,602,730 $5,107 0.3%
2004 $9,580,274 $9,580,276 S2 0.0% $9,580,276 $0 0.0% $10,550,382 $970,106 10.1% $10,850,425 $300,043 3.3%
Urban $9,247,695 $9,247,695 S0 0.0% $9,247,695 S0 0.0% $9,568,892 $321,197 3.5% $9,866,975 $298,083 3.1%
Rural $1,602,730 $1,602,730 S0 0.0% $1,602,730 SO 0.0% $1,658,278 $55,548 3.5% $1,687,744 $29,466  1.8%
2005 $10,850,425  $10,850,425 i) 0.0% $10,850,425 S0 0.0% $11,227,170 $376,745 3.5% $11,554,719 $327,549 3.1%
Urban $9,866,975 $9,882,272 $15,297 0.2% $9,882,272 SO 0.0% $10,216,726  $334,454 3.4% $10,448,305 $231,579 2.3%
Rural $1,687,744 $1,672,448 -$15,296  -0.9% $1,672,448 S0 0.0% $1,733,032 $60,584 3.6% $1,780,933  $47,901 2.8%
2006 $11,554,719  $11,554,720 S1 0.0% $11,554,720 S0 0.0% $11,949,758 $395,038 3.4% $12,229,238 $279,480 2.3%
Urban $10,448,305  $10,448,305 S0 0.0% $10,448,305 SO 0.0% $10,808,807 $360,502 3.5% $10,955,692 $146,885 1.4%
Rural $1,780,933 $1,780,933 S0 0.0% $1,780,933 S0 0.0% $1,841,936 $61,003 3.4% $1,855,258 $13,322 0.7%
2007 $12,229,238  $12,229,238 ) 0.0% $12,229,238 $0 0.0% $12,650,743 $421,505 3.5% $12,810,950 $160,207 1.4%
Urban $10,955,692  $10,955,692 S0 0.0% $10,955,692 S0 0.0% $11,252,589 $296,897 2.7% $11,483,454 $230,865 2.1%
Rural $1,855,258 $1,855,258 S0 0.0% $1,855,258 SO 0.0% $1,905,286 $50,028 2.7% $1,912,752 $7,466  0.4%
2008 $12,810,950  $12,810,950 ) 0.0% $12,810,950 $0 0.0% $13,157,875 $346,925 2.7% $13,396,206 $238,331 2.1%
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Appendix G: Local Levy Progression by Change Factor, Ward and Year

---------------- Reassessment Impacts ----------------- ------ Class Treatment Change ------  --------——-- Local Levy/Policy Real Growth ---------------
Ward Prior Year-End Notional Year-End Shifts Revenue Neutral  Policy shifts Start Levy Difference Year-End Growth
Urban $11,483,454  $11,522,120 $38,666 0.3% $11,517,273  -$4,847 0.0% $11,539,593 $22,320 0.2% $11,635,329 $95,736 0.8%
Rural $1,912,752 $1,874,091 -$38,661 -2.0% $1,878,931  $4,840 0.3% $1,878,370 -5561  0.0% $1,881,662 $3,292  0.2%
2009 $13,396,206  $13,396,211 S5 0.0% $13,396,204 -S7 0.0% $13,417,963 $21,759 0.2% $13,516,991 $99,028 0.8%
Urban $11,635,329  $11,632,307 -$3,022 0.0% $11,632,307 S0 0.0% $11,770,257 $137,950 1.2% $11,847,020 $76,763  0.7%
Rural $1,881,662 $1,884,685  $3,023 0.2% 51,884,685 SO 0.0% $1,943,717 $59,032 3.1% $1,969,940 $26,223 1.3%
2010 $13,516,991  $13,516,992 S1 0.0% $13,516,992 $0 0.0% $13,713,974 $196,982 1.2% $13,816,960 $102,986 0.7%
Urban $11,847,020 $11,844,063 -$2,957 0.0% $11,844,063 S0 0.0% $11,879,376 $35,313 0.3% $11,901,580 $22,204  0.2%
Rural $1,969,940 $1,972,899  $2,959 0.2% $1,972,899 SO 0.0% $1,988,058 $15,159 0.8% $1,982,686  -$5,372 -0.3%
2011 $13,816,960  $13,816,962 S2 0.0% $13,816,962 S0 0.0% $13,867,434 $50,472 0.3% $13,884,266 $16,832 0.2%
Urban $11,901,580 $11,897,951 -$3,629 0.0% $11,897,951 SO 0.0% $11,753,475 -$144,476 -1.2% $11,909,181 $155,706 1.3%
Rural $1,982,686 $1,986,316  $3,630 0.2% $1,986,316 S0 0.0% $2,103,952 $117,636 5.9% $2,113,362 $9,410 0.4%
2012 $13,884,266  $13,884,267 S1 0.0% $13,884,267 $0 0.0% $13,857,427 -$26,840 -1.2% $14,022,543 $165,116 1.3%
Urban $11,909,181  $11,906,973 -$2,208 0.0% $11,906,973 S0 0.0% $12,270,419 $363,446 3.1% $12,620,212 $349,793  2.9%
Rural $2,113,362 $2,115,553  $2,191 0.1% $2,115,553 SO 0.0% $2,221,481 $105,928 5.0% $2,227,706 $6,225 0.3%
2013 $14,022,543  $14,022,526 -$17 0.0% $14,022,526 S0 0.0% $14,491,900 $469,374 3.1% $14,847,918 $356,018 2.9%
Urban $12,620,212  $12,599,786 -$520,426 -0.2% $12,599,786 SO 0.0% $13,084,183 $484,397 3.8% $13,356,840 $272,657 2.1%
Rural $2,227,706 $2,248,133  $20,427 0.9% $2,248,133 S0 0.0% $2,378,827 $130,694 5.8% $2,374,894  -$3,933 -0.2%
2014 $14,847,918  $14,847,919 S1 0.0% $14,847,919 S0 0.0% $15,463,010 $615,091 3.8% $15,731,734 S$268,724 2.1%
Urban $13,356,840  $13,335,696 -521,144 -0.2% $13,335,696 SO 0.0% $13,443,730 $108,034 0.8% $13,628,229 $184,499 1.4%
Rural $2,374,894 $2,396,040 $21,146 0.9% $2,396,040 S0 0.0% $2,375,688 -$20,352 -0.8% $2,381,652 $5,964  0.3%
2015 $15,731,734  $15,731,736 S2 0.0% $15,731,736 $0 0.0% $15,819,418 $87,682 0.8% $16,009,881 $190,463 1.4%
Urban $13,628,229  $13,606,836 -$521,393 -0.2% $13,606,836 S0 0.0% $14,057,182 $450,346 3.3% $14,224,880 $167,698 1.2%
Rural $2,381,652 $2,403,025 $21,373 0.9% $2,403,025 SO 0.0% $2,631,001 $227,976 9.5% $2,626,342  -$4,659 -0.2%
2016 $16,009,881  $16,009,861 -$20 0.0% $16,009,861 $0 0.0% $16,688,183 $678,322 3.3% $16,851,222 $163,039 1.2%
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Appendix G: Local Levy Progression by Change Factor, Ward and Year

---------------- Reassessment Impacts ----------------- ------ Class Treatment Change ------  --------——-- Local Levy/Policy Real Growth ---------------
Ward Prior Year-End Notional Year-End Shifts Revenue Neutral  Policy shifts Start Levy Difference Year-End Growth
Urban $14,224,880  $14,174,726 -$50,154 -0.4% $14,174,726 SO 0.0% $14,905,244 $730,518 5.2% $15,217,454 S$312,210 2.1%
Rural $2,626,342 $2,676,481 $50,139 1.9% $2,676,481 S0 0.0% $2,920,467 $243,986 9.1% $2,975,715 $55,248  1.9%
2017 $16,851,222  $16,851,207 -$15 0.0% $16,851,207 $0 0.0% $17,825,711 $974,504 5.2% $18,193,169 $367,458 2.1%
Urban $15,217,454  $15,180,472 -$36,982 -0.2% $15,159,787 -$20,685 -0.1% $15,264,062 $104,275 0.7% $15,394,108 $130,046 0.9%
Rural $2,975,715 $3,012,641 $36,926 1.2% $3,033,324 $20,683 0.7% $3,502,705 $469,381 15.5% $3,544,123 $41,418 1.2%
2018 $18,193,169  $18,193,113 -$56 0.0% $18,193,111 -$2 0.0% $18,766,767 $573,656 0.7% $18,938,231 $171,464 0.9%
Urban $15,394,108  $15,340,697 -$53,411 -0.3% $15,335,191  -$5,506 0.0% $15,446,544 $111,353 0.7% $15,545,591 $99,047 0.6%
Rural $3,544,123 $3,597,454 $53,331 1.5% $3,603,038  $5,584 0.2% $3,778,847 $175,809 4.9% $3,825,502  $46,655 1.2%
2019 $18,938,231  $18,938,151 -$80 0.0% $18,938,229 $78 0.1% $19,225,391 $287,162 0.7% $19,371,093 $145,702 0.6%
Urban $15,545,591  $15,495,764 -$49,827 -0.3% $15,489,522  -$6,242 0.0% $15,661,209 $171,687 1.1% $15,898,757 $237,548 1.5%
Rural $3,825,502 $3,875,284  $49,782 1.3% $3,881,594  $6,310 0.2% $4,116,580 $234,986 6.1% $4,121,859 $5,279 0.1%
2020 $19,371,093  $19,371,048 -$45 0.0% $19,371,116 $68 0.0% $19,777,789 $406,673 1.1% $20,020,616 $242,827 1.5%
Urban $15,898,757  $15,898,757 S0 0.0% $15,879,107 -$19,650 -0.1% $16,276,846  $397,739 2.5% $16,518,185 $241,339  1.5%
Rural $4,121,859 $4,121,859 SO 0.0% $4,141,524 $19,665 0.5% $4,374,832 $233,308 5.6% $4,405,476  $30,644 0.7%
2021 $20,020,616  $20,020,616 i) 0.0% $20,020,631 $15 0.0% $20,651,678 $631,047 2.5% $20,923,661 $271,983 1.5%
Urban $16,518,185  $16,518,185 S0 0.0% $16,518,165 -$20 0.0% $17,133,439 $615,274 3.7% $17,512,149 S$378,710 2.2%
Rural $4,405,476 $4,405,476 S0 0.0% $4,405,452 -524 0.0% $4,775,897 $370,445 8.4% $4,821,677 $45,780  1.0%
2022 $20,923,661  $20,923,661 ) 0.0% $20,923,617 -544 0.0% $21,909,336 $985,719 3.7% $22,333,826 $424,490 2.2%
Urban $17,512,149  $17,512,149 S0 0.0% $17,492,304 -$19,845 -0.1% $18,583,814 $1,091,510 6.2% $19,197,302 $613,488 3.3%
Rural $4,821,677 $4,821,677 S0 0.0% $4,841,570 $19,893 0.4% $5,325,889 $484,319 10.0% $5,401,029 $75,140 1.4%
2023 $22,333,826  $22,333,826 ) 0.0% $22,333,874 $48 0.0% $23,909,703 $1,575,829 6.2% $24,598,331 $688,628 3.3%
Urban $19,197,302  $19,197,302 S0 0.0% $19,175,627 -$21,675 -0.1% $20,968,536 $1,792,909 9.3% $21,088,619 $120,083 0.6%
Rural $5,401,029 $5,401,029 S0 0.0% $5,422,689 $21,660 0.4% $6,045,289 $622,600 11.5% $6,121,608 $76,319 1.3%
2024 $24,598,331  $24,598,331 ) 0.0% $24,598,316 -$15 0.0% $27,013,825 $2,415,509 9.3% $27,210,227 $196,402  0.6%
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Appendix G: Local Levy Progression by Change Factor, Ward and Year

---------------- Reassessment Impacts ----------------- ------ Class Treatment Change ------  --------——-- Local Levy/Policy Real Growth ---------------
Ward Prior Year-End Notional Year-End Shifts Revenue Neutral  Policy shifts Start Levy Difference Year-End Growth
Urban $21,088,619  $21,088,619 S0 0.0% $21,064,359 -524,260 -0.1% $22,328,908 $1,264,549 6.0%
Rural $6,121,608 $6,121,608 S0 0.0% $6,145,740 $24,132 0.4% $6,523,805 $378,065 6.2%
2025 $27,210,227  $27,210,227 S0 0.0% $27,210,099 -5128 $28,852,713 $1,642,614 6.0%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Taxes Per 100,000 Residential CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2001

Urban 100,000 $808 $981 $173 21.4%
Rural 100,000 $808 $388 -$420 -52.0%
2002

Urban 100,000 $841 $1,032 $191 22.7%
Rural 100,000 $841 $402 -$439 -52.2%
2003

Urban 100,000 $869 $1,053 $184 21.2%
Rural 100,000 $869 S458 -$411 -47.3%
2004

Urban 100,000 $892 $1,074 $182 20.4%
Rural 100,000 $892 $467 -$425 -47.6%
2005

Urban 100,000 $927 $1,111 $184 19.8%
Rural 100,000 $927 $483 -5444 -47.9%
2006

Urban 100,000 $842 $1,006 S164 19.5%
Rural 100,000 $842 S437 -$405 -48.1%
2007

Urban 100,000 $871 $1,041 $170 19.5%
Rural 100,000 $871 $452 -$419 -48.1%
2008

Urban 100,000 $895 $1,069 S174 19.4%
Rural 100,000 $895 $465 -$430 -48.0%
2009

Urban 100,000 $863 $1,020 $157 18.2%
Rural 100,000 $863 $444 -$419 -48.6%
2010

Urban 100,000 $833 $981 $148 17.8%
Rural 100,000 $833 $435 -$398 -47.8%
2011

Urban 100,000 $796 $938 $142 17.8%
Rural 100,000 $796 $418 -$378 -47.5%

MTE Property Tax Policy Analysis

© All Rights Reserved



Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Taxes Per 100,000 Residential CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2012

Urban 100,000 $760 $886 $126 16.6%
Rural 100,000 $760 $423 -$337 -44.3%
2013

Urban 100,000 $779 $905 $126 16.2%
Rural 100,000 $779 $S440 -$339 -43.5%
2014

Urban 100,000 $796 $920 $124 15.6%
Rural 100,000 $796 S456 -$340 -42.7%
2015

Urban 100,000 $784 $909 $125 15.9%
Rural 100,000 $784 $442 -$342 -43.6%
2016

Urban 100,000 $801 $920 $119 14.9%
Rural 100,000 $801 $474 -$327 -40.8%
2017

Urban 100,000 $840 $965 $125 14.9%
Rural 100,000 $840 $513 -$327 -38.9%
2018

Urban 100,000 $848 $950 $102 12.0%
Rural 100,000 $848 $578 -$270 -31.8%
2019

Urban 100,000 $838 $934 $96 11.5%
Rural 100,000 $838 $590 -5248 -29.6%
2020

Urban 100,000 $833 $922 $89 10.7%
Rural 100,000 $833 $610 -$223 -26.8%
2021

Urban 100,000 $860 $945 $85 9.9%
Rural 100,000 $860 $644 -$216 -25.1%
2022

Urban 100,000 $901 $980 S79 8.8%
Rural 100,000 $901 $698 -$203 -22.5%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Taxes Per 100,000 Residential CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2023

Urban 100,000 $969 $1,046 S77 7.9%

Rural 100,000 $969 $771 -$198 -20.4%

2024

Urban 100,000 $1,070 $1,149 $79 7.4%

Rural 100,000 $1,070 $863 -$207 -19.3%

2025

Urban 100,000 $1,139 $1,224 $85 7.5%

Rural 100,000 $1,139 $920 -$219 -19.2%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Municipal Wide Median CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2001

Urban 125,000 $1,010 $1,227 $217 21.5%
Rural 125,000 $1,010 $485 -$525 -52.0%
2002

Urban 125,000 $1,051 $1,290 $239 22.7%
Rural 125,000 $1,051 $503 -$548 -52.1%
2003

Urban 135,000 $1,174 $1,421 $247 21.0%
Rural 135,000 $1,174 $618 -$556 -47.4%
2004

Urban 153,000 51,364 $1,643 $279 20.5%
Rural 153,000 $1,364 $714 -$650 -47.7%
2005

Urban 154,000 $1,427 $1,711 $284 19.9%
Rural 154,000 $1,427 $744 -5683 -47.9%
2006

Urban 181,000 $1,524 51,821 $297 19.5%
Rural 181,000 $1,524 $792 -$732 -48.0%
2007

Urban 181,000 $1,576 $1,883 $307 19.5%
Rural 181,000 $1,576 $819 -$757 -48.0%
2008

Urban 182,000 $1,629 $1,945 $316 19.4%
Rural 182,000 $1,629 $846 -$783 -48.1%
2009

Urban 192,500 $1,661 $1,963 $302 18.2%
Rural 192,500 $1,661 $855 -5806 -48.5%
2010

Urban 202,000 $1,682 $1,981 $299 17.8%
Rural 202,000 $1,682 $879 -$803 -47.7%
2011

Urban 212,000 $1,688 $1,989 $301 17.8%
Rural 212,000 $1,688 $886 -$802 -47.5%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Municipal Wide Median CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2012

Urban 222,000 $1,687 $1,968 $281 16.7%
Rural 222,000 $1,687 $940 -$747 -44.3%
2013

Urban 225,000 $1,754 $2,037 $283 16.1%
Rural 225,000 $1,754 $991 -$763 -43.5%
2014

Urban 229,000 $1,822 $2,108 $286 15.7%
Rural 229,000 $1,822 $1,043 -$779 -42.8%
2015

Urban 232,250 $1,822 $2,111 $289 15.9%
Rural 232,250 $1,822 $1,026 -$796 -43.7%
2016

Urban 236,000 $1,891 $2,171 $280 14.8%
Rural 236,000 $1,891 $1,118 -$773 -40.9%
2017

Urban 242,750 $2,040 $2,342 $302 14.8%
Rural 242,750 $2,040 $1,245 -$795 -39.0%
2018

Urban 250,500 $2,125 $2,381 $256 12.0%
Rural 250,500 $2,125 $1,447 -5678 -31.9%
2019

Urban 257,750 $2,160 $2,408 $248 11.5%
Rural 257,750 $2,160 $1,522 -5638 -29.5%
2020

Urban 265,000 $2,208 $2,443 $235 10.6%
Rural 265,000 $2,208 $1,617 -$591 -26.8%
2021

Urban 266,000 $2,286 $2,513 $227 9.9%
Rural 266,000 $2,286 $1,713 -$573 -25.1%
2022

Urban 267,000 $2,404 $2,616 $212 8.8%
Rural 267,000 $2,404 $1,864 -$540 -22.5%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Municipal Wide Median CVA

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2023

Urban 269,000 $2,607 $2,814 $207 7.9%

Rural 269,000 $2,607 $2,074 -$533 -20.4%

2024

Urban 270,000 $2,889 $3,103 $214 7.4%

Rural 270,000 $2,889 $2,330 -$559 -19.3%

2025

Urban 272,000 $3,098 $3,330 $232 7.5%

Rural 272,000 $3,098 $2,502 -$596 -19.2%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Ward Median CVA's

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2001

Urban 121,000 $978 $1,187 $209 21.4%
Rural 146,000 $1,180 $567 -$613 -51.9%
2002

Urban 122,000 $1,026 $1,259 $233 22.7%
Rural 147,000 $1,236 $591 -5645 -52.2%
2003

Urban 130,000 $1,130 $1,368 $238 21.1%
Rural 162,000 $1,408 S741 -5667 -47.4%
2004

Urban 147,000 $1,311 $1,578 $267 20.4%
Rural 181,000 $1,614 $845 -$769 -47.6%
2005

Urban 148,000 $1,372 $1,644 $272 19.8%
Rural 181,000 $1,678 $874 -5804 -47.9%
2006

Urban 175,000 $1,474 $1,760 $286 19.4%
Rural 210,000 $1,769 $919 -$850 -48.0%
2007

Urban 175,000 $1,524 51,821 $297 19.5%
Rural 210,000 $1,828 $950 -5878 -48.0%
2008

Urban 176,000 $1,575 51,881 $306 19.4%
Rural 212,000 $1,897 $985 -$912 -48.1%
2009

Urban 185,250 $1,599 $1,889 $290 18.1%
Rural 224,250 $1,935 $995 -$940 -48.6%
2010

Urban 194,500 $1,620 $1,908 $288 17.8%
Rural 237,000 $1,974 $1,031 -$943 -47.8%
2011

Urban 203,750 $1,622 $1,912 $290 17.9%
Rural 251,000 $1,998 $1,049 -$949 -47.5%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Ward Median CVA's

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2012

Urban 214,000 $1,627 $1,897 $270 16.6%
Rural 265,000 $2,014 $1,122 -$892 -44.3%
2013

Urban 217,250 $1,693 $1,967 $274 16.2%
Rural 269,000 $2,096 $1,185 -$911 -43.5%
2014

Urban 220,500 $1,754 $2,030 $276 15.7%
Rural 275,000 $2,188 $1,253 -$935 -42.7%
2015

Urban 224,000 $1,757 $2,036 $279 15.9%
Rural 282,000 $2,212 $1,246 -5966 -43.7%
2016

Urban 227,000 $1,818 $2,088 $270 14.9%
Rural 285,000 $2,283 $1,350 -$933 -40.9%
2017

Urban 235,000 $1,975 $2,267 $292 14.8%
Rural 289,000 $2,428 $1,482 -5946 -39.0%
2018

Urban 242,500 $2,057 $2,305 $248 12.1%
Rural 294,500 $2,498 $1,701 -$797 -31.9%
2019

Urban 249,500 $2,091 $2,331 $240 11.5%
Rural 302,500 $2,536 $1,786 -$750 -29.6%
2020

Urban 256,500 $2,137 $2,364 $227 10.6%
Rural 311,000 $2,591 $1,898 -5693 -26.7%
2021

Urban 257,000 $2,209 $2,428 $219 9.9%
Rural 311,500 $2,677 $2,006 -$671 -25.1%
2022

Urban 258,000 $2,323 $2,528 $205 8.8%
Rural 313,000 $2,819 $2,185 -5634 -22.5%
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Appendix H: Typical Property Policy Impacts by Model, Year, Ward

Detached Residential - Ward Median CVA's

- Local Municipal Levy-

Ward CVA Uniform Actual Policy Impact
2023

Urban 259,500 $2,515 $2,714 $199 7.9%

Rural 313,000 $3,033 $2,413 -$620 -20.4%

2024

Urban 261,000 $2,792 $3,000 $208 7.4%

Rural 315,000 $3,370 $2,718 -$652 -19.3%

2025

Urban 263,000 $2,995 $3,220 $225 7.5%

Rural 317,000 $3,611 $2,916 -$695 -19.2%

MTE Property Tax Policy Analysis

© All Rights Reserved



Appendix I: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 46/2017 Amending By-Law 28/2014

THE CORFPORATION OF THE MUNICIPALITY OF PORT HOPE
BY-LAW NO. 4672017

Being a ByJaw to Amend By-law 28/2014 being a By-law to esfablish Special
Services

WHEREAS Section 307 (1) of the Municipal Act, 2007, 5.0. c. 25, as amended,
provides that all taxes shall, unless expressly provided otherwise, be levied upon
the whole of the assessment for real property or other assessments made under
the Assessment Act according to the amounts assessed and not upon cne or
more kinds of property or assessment or in different proportions. 2001, ¢.25, 8.
3071y,

AND WHEREAS Section 326 (1) of the Municipal Act, 2007, 5.0. c. 25 as
amended provides that a Municipality may by By-law, identify special services
and related costs, to be levied to an identified designated benefitting area;

AND WHEREAS Section 326 (4) of the Municipal Act, 2007, 5.0. c. 25, as
amended, provides that for each year a By-law of a Municipality under this
section remains in force, the Municipality shall, except as otherwise authorzed
by By-law, levy a special local Municipality levy under Section 312 on the
rateable property in the area designated to raise the costs identified;

AMND WHEREAS Council at their Committee of the Whole meeting held on June
6, 2017 congidered a report from the Tax Levy Allocation Review Working Group
enfitled Tax Lewy Allocation Working Group Recommendations, dated June &,
2017,

HNOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE
MUMNICIFALITY OF PORT HOPE HEREBY EMACTS AS FOLLOWS;

1. That Schedule “A" entitled *Established Special Services® be deleted in its:
entirety and replaced with a new Schedule “A” attached hereto.

2. This By-law shall come into force and effect on January 1, 2018,

READ a FIRST, SECOMD and THIRD time and finally passed in Open Council
this 5™ day of September, 2017.

R.J. Sanderson, Mayor

Brian Gilmer, Municipal Clerk

’S}r—.faw 4672017 Page Taof 2
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Appendix I: Copy of Port Hope By-Law 46/2017 Amending By-Law 28/2014

Schedule “A” to By-law 4672017
Establizhed Special Services

Special Service

Cost Determination

Benefitting Area

Budgeted operating and capital net lewy

amount for the Ontario Provincial Police Rural Area
(OPP)
Police Service
Budgeted operating and capital net lewy
amount for the Port Hope Police Service Urban Area
(PHPS)
Budgeted operating and capital net lewy
Transit amount for Conventional and Specialty Urban Area
Transit
Christmas Trees Budgeted operating and capital net lewy
Pickup amount for Christmas free pickup Urban Arsa
Bylaw 462017 Page 2 of 2
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