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Overview

On March 8, 2024, the Property Taxpayers Alliance (PTA) met with Mayor Jan Liggett, City Manager Dave Calder, and Chief Financial
Officer Sheryl Ayres. The meeting was requested by the PTA.

The purpose of the meeting was to discuss proposed changes to the City of Cambridge (City) Budget and Business Plan (BBP) document
and its underlying template. The PTA believes the changes will enhance the BBP’s effectiveness as a public communication tool, with

emphasis on clear disclosure and transparency.

It was agreed that the PTA would prepare and submit a detailed report on its recommendations, to be reviewed and discussed at a future
meeting with the City, date to be determined.

Our apologies for the delay in making this submission. It was a more significant undertaking than we had anticipated.

Sincerely,

John B. Waylett
Chair & CEO
Property Taxpayers Alliance

Property Taxpayers Alliance info@propertytaxpayer.ca




Executive Summary - Page thd

The PTA recommends that a 4-5 page Executive Summary be added addressing the most significant financial and strategic issues facing the
City and covered in detail in the BBP.

In no particular order:

. Capital/Operating Budget Overviews (showing changes in costs and changes in revenue streams over time)
. Percent City SWB changes year over year

. Longer-Term Financial review

. Closing the Infrastructure gap / funding

. Why City costs are rising so much faster than the growing tax base

. Why City costs are rising so much faster than inflation/COLA

. Debit risk to the property taxpayers

. Other

U WWNDWN -
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Budget Public Engagement - Page 9

The EngageCambridge June/July budget input survey data is not statistically significant, as Mr. Calder has pointed out. Therefore, the results
can’t be used for any practical purpose and are potentially misleading. The data is essentially “noise”, the collection and processing of which
comes at a significant cost to property taxpayers. The survey findings may be creating false impressions in the minds of residents/BBP
readers. They may believe that the data is meaningful and influencing City decision-making. Of equal concern is that the survey results are
being sent to council members and they may not be consciously aware that the survey results are meaningless.

Mr. Calder points out that “the City provides the survey in a targeted time-frame (June/July) so that staff are able to conduct a media
campaign to solicit feedback”. As the media campaigns have not produced usable results, the PTA recommends that the they be stopped
immediately.

A statistically significant customer satisfaction survey was completed by Deloitte and issued in April 2022. Mr. Calder notes that such a
survey is an expensive undertaking and hence can only be done periodically.

The PTA recommends that the June/July annual Public Engagement budget survey be stopped in its entirety and removed from the BBP
(pages 9 and 10) template. The savings should be put towards a statistically significant study, perhaps conducted every three years.

The City should RFI for getting informed about available service providers if need be and then conduct an RFP for the actual service. Trends are
important and of course a starting point needs to be established so the RFP might be set up to do part of the sampling (calling and internet) 1/3 for
each of 3 years.

Review and approval of the design of this survey should involve a sampling of City residents (randomly selected), not just City employees
working with the service provider.

The way in which the survey results are presented to the public and to councillors needs to be free of subjectivity and bias. A case in point.

There is a very strong message to the City from respondents in the Deloitte 2022 survey — keep yearly property tax increases at the inflation
rate or lower.
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Here are the survey results:

On-Line Survey

71% of respondents wanted taxes at or below inflation (Deloitte April 2022 Satisfaction On-Line Survey Report)

- 39% said increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by a reduction to services elsewhere
- 32% said reduce existing service levels to have a tax increase below the rate of inflation

Phone Survey
73% of respondents wanted tax increases at or below inflation (Deloitte April 2022 Satisfaction Phone Survey Report)

- 47% said increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by a reduction to services elsewhere
- 26% said reduce existing service levels to have a tax increase below the rate of inflation

However, this information was reported to SPECIAL COUNCIL on June 28, 2022 in the following fashion:

To: SPECIAL COUNCIL

Meeting Date: 6/28/2022

Subject: Cambridge Connected Strategic Plan Update
Submitted By: Brooke Lambert, Director of Corporate Strategy
Prepared By: Sherry Atyeo, Business Analyst

Report No.: 22-017-CRE

File No.: C1101

Wards Affected: All Wards

On-Line Survey

e 39% of respondents prefer to increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by
reduction to services elsewhere

Phone Survey

e 47% of respondents prefer to increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by
reduction to services elsewhere
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The 22-017-CRE report leads readers to infer that 61% of on-line survey respondents supported a tax increase above inflation and that 53%
of phone survey respondents supported a tax increase above inflation which couldn’t be further from the truth.

Here is how the survey findings should have been stated in the June 28, 2022, report to SPECIAL COUNCIL

On-Line Survey

e 71% or respondents wanted tax increases at or below inflation. 39% of respondents prefer to increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if
services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by reduction to services elsewhere and 32% of respondents said reduce
existing service levels to have a tax increase below the rate of inflation.

Phone Survey

e 73% or respondents wanted tax increases at or below inflation. 47% of respondents prefer to increase taxes by the rate of inflation; if
services are enhanced in one area, these should be offset by reduction to services elsewhere and 26% of respondents said reduce
existing service levels to have a tax increase below the rate of inflation.
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Budget At A Glance Page 15

This section provides a very watered down view of current years operating budget breakdown in the chart below on the right. Readers need a
reference point to compare year over year changes and amounts. The City should include both the prior year and the current year charts so
readers can understand what’s changed. As well, a spread sheet similar to the one on page 8 should be provided showing the year-over-year
amount and percentage changes in expenses and revenues. Also, terms used in any chart, graph or table, must be clearly defined and
disclosed in the document (such as Governance & Leadership) or not used at all. Each expense or revenue item in the Increase/Decrease
column that changes from teh prior year amount by more than the current year’s budgeted inflation rate, and that represents 7% or more of
the 2024 budget, should have a note in the section providing a clear explanation of the cost drivers behind the change.

Governance & Leadership I 20.1%
Fire Services I 15 9%
— 1 4% Parks, Recreation & Culture I 1. 1%
B — Capital project funding I (4.3%
Roads, Storm & Winter Maintenance I 0. 3%
Idea Exchange IS 5 7%

Building, By-law, Parking Compliance mmmmm— 4.8%

Asset Management & Facilities IE—_=— 4 5%

B Expenses Planning, Zoning & Economic Development B 2 9%
$150.1 million Traffic, Transportation And Parking e 2 3% EXDEI‘ISGS
External funding e 2.1% $165.4 million
728% I T Revenues 73.1% I Tax Revenues
125% I ser Fees & Charges 126% W User Fees & Charges
74% MMM Fund Transfers 6.6% HEEEM Fund Transfers
37% Ml Investment Income 29% M Other Revenues
22% M Fines, Penalties & Interest 2.4% M Fines, Penalties & Interest
Revenues . B
10% I Grants & Government Transfers Revenues 1.4% B InvestmentIncome
$150.1 million 2o
0.3% | Other Revenues $165.4 million 1.0% |1 Grants & Government Transfers
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Expenses (millions)
Governance and Leadership
Fire Services

Parks, Rec and Culture

Capital Project Funding

Roads, Storm & Winter
Maintenance

Idea Exchange

Asset Management & Facilities
Building, Bylaw, Parking
Compliance

Planning, Zoning & Economic
Devel

Traffic, Transportation and Parking
External Funding

Revenues (millions)

Property Taxes

User Fees & Charges

Fund Transfers

Investment Income

Fines, Penalties & Interest
Grants & Government Transfers
Other Revenues

Property Taxpayers Alliance

100.0%

20.5%
19.5%
15.4%
13.9%

7.6%
5.9%
5.0%

4.6%

2.9%
2.5%
2.3%

99.9%
72.8%
12.5%
7.4%
3.7%
2.2%
1.0%
0.3%

2023
$150.10
$30.77
$29.27
$23.12
$20.86

$11.41
$8.86
$7.51

$6.90

$4.28
$3.75
$3.38

$150.10

$109.27
$18.76
$11.11
$5.55
$3.30
$1.50
$0.45

2024

100.0%
20.1%
18.9%
16.1%
14.3%

8.3%
5.7%
4.5%

4.8%

2.9%
2.3%
2.1%

100.0%
73.1%
12.6%

6.6%
1.4%
2.4%
1.0%
2.9%

$165.40
$33.25
$31.26
$26.63
$23.65

$13.73
$9.43
$7.44

$7.94

$4.80
$3.80
$3.47

$165.40
$120.91
$20.84
$10.92
$2.32
$3.97
$1.65
$4.80

info@propertytaxpavyer.ca

Increase/Decrease

10.19%
8.04%
6.80%
15.20%
13.36%

20.34%
6.46%
-0.83%

14.98%

12.13%
1.38%
2.85%

10.19%
10.65%
11.07%
-1.72%
-58.31%
20.21%
10.19%
965.20%

$15.30
$2.47
$1.99
$3.51
$2.79

$2.32
$0.57
-$0.06

$1.03

$0.52
$0.05
$0.10

$15.30
$11.63
$2.08
-$0.19
-$3.24
$0.67
$0.15
$4.35



Budget At A Glance Page 16

The budget information provided includes some numbers covering the growth in Cambridge but does not address the key question of why
there is no efficiency as we grow. You would expect with a growing tax base, that costs per taxpayer, regardless of type, would be less. For
example, the number of households grew 5.1% from 2018 to 2022 (Appendix H) and businesses grew 9.2% and the total Taxable
Assessments grew 4.5%. The Cambridge tax levy during this time grew 16.9%. There is only the total Expeditures Summary for 2022-24 but
across these 3 years spending is up 14.9%. So the City of Cambridge’s overall costs are growing well in excess of the taxation base growth.
The budget needs to provide more complete historical data showing these changes so it is clear what the increases are. The PTA recommends

including a table like the following after p16 to provide this perspective.

-% growth year over year

Actuals Projected Planned
2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027

General Statistics
Population atthe end of the year 136,810 139,350 140,850 142,510 144,810
-% growth year over year 1.9% 1.1% 1.2% 1.6%
Numberofhouseholds 49,920 50,420 51,140 51,460 52,480
-% growth year over year 1.0% 1.4% 0.6% 2.0%
LabourForce 71,880 71,500 81,192 87,468 89,570
-% growth year over year 7.8% 4.8% 1.7% 2.4%
Businesses 10,853 11,473 11,467 11,467 11,850
-% growth year over year 5.7% -0.1% 0.0% 3.3%
Taxable Assessments
Residential, multi-residential & farm 14,228,810 14,472,582 14,600,204 14,754,641 14,927,764
-% growth year over year 1.7% 0.9% 1.1% 1.2%
Commercial -allclasses 2,618,501 2,635,635 2,652,852 2,635,852 2,632,980
-% growth year over year 0.7% 0.7% -0.6% -0.1%
Industrial -allclasses 896,838 911,268 929,345 938,448 982,591
-% growth year over year 1.6% 2.0% 1.0% 4.7%
Pipeline and managed foreasts 34,239 34,634 35,786 36,063 36,520
-% growth year over year 1.2% 3.3% 0.8% 1.3%
Total taxable assessments 17,778,388 18,054,119 18,218,187 18,365,004 18,579,855
Average Residential Assessment 310,200 321,700 333,200 333,200 333,200
-% growth year over year 3.7% 3.6% 0.0% 0.0%
Cambridge Tax Levy (Revenue)
Residential
-% growth year over year
Commercial
-% growth year over year
Industrial
-% growth year over year

Total 86,267,469 89,563,226 93,769,232 95,625,593 100,809,789
-% growth year over year 3.8% 4.7% 2.0% 5.4%
Cambridge Expenditures (Cost) 211,939,855 223,576,653 243,473,750

5.5% 8.9%

Property Taxpayers Alliance
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A specific written explanation should also be provided as to why the rapidly growing tax base is being outstripped by rising City spending.
The questions that follow from having this information are important in assessing if Cambridge Council and Management are doing a good
job considering “Value for Money” in their fiduciary duties in managing the City’s finances.
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Budget At A Glance Page 19

Include in the “Budget at a Glance” section on infrastructure, p19, a brief description of the asset management model and the projected cost
to maintain the assets from 2024 through 2033 broken down into categories.

For example:

The City owns, operates and maintains public infrastructure with an estimated replacement value of $3.8 billion. The Asset Management Plan includes identifying and
categorizing all assets with respect to their condition and expected useful life, with the objective of defining levels of service and identifying financial strategies to meet
the City’s asset rehabilitation and replacement needs. The City’s core assets as defined by O. Reg 588/17 (transportation, storm water, wastewater and the drinking water
network) account for 80 per cent of the City’s infrastructure. The City’s assets are at different stages in their lifespans and have varying conditions. The overall average
condition of assets has been deteriorating, indicating the City is not keeping pace with investing in the rehabilitation of its assets. In 2017, approximately 74 per cent of
assets were rated as being in very good or good condition, which has since fallen to 71 per cent. The table below illustrates the costs required to maintain, replace or add
required assets over the next 10 years.

Capital Asset - Cost Requirements:

Core
Value | 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
$mill

Transportation 722
Water 723
Wastewater 762
Storm Water 809

Total

Non-Core
Value | 2024 | 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033
$mill

Indoor Recre- 284
ation
Parks 124
Civic Buildings The 214 million for these needs to be broken out as they are very different assets.
Operations Facil-
ities
Fleet
IT
Library 60
Fire Stations & 66
Apparatus

Total
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[include a link to the Capital Asset section p71]

Follow this with an explanation of the funding models considered and what was chosen and the rationale for it, showing expected funding
source amounts over the 10 year horizon. For the tax base funding, show how this is split between residential, commercial and industrial.
Identify and break out the 8% attributed to Other on p84.

2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033

Debt
Development
Charges
Taxes - resid-
ential

Taxes — com-
mercial
Taxes — in-
dustrial
Water Utility
Ontario govt
programs
Federal govt
programs
Other (spe-
cify)

Total
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Household Impact Page 20

The chart on page 21 from the 2022 BMA Management Consulting report is shown below. The Household Impact section should disclose
the impact of the total property tax burden on not just average household incomes and home assessed values but also on household incomes
and assessed values in the lower 5% to 10% bracket. With rising home assessed values outpacing income growth this segment will be where
the pain of the growing tax burden will be felt. This provides a more objective view of the tax burden on residents.

2022 EST. AVG. 2022 PROPERTY e AL NI ZHAT ALY

2022 AVERAGE RESIDENTIAL BILL AS % OF

MUNICIPALITY HOUSEHOLD e MRS TAXES AS A % OF N oo it

INCOME HOUSEHOLD INCOME
INCOME

Cambiiie 103,508 34134 4.0% £1199 1.2%
waterloo $115.787 $4,459 3.9% $968 0.8%
Kitchener 96,985 $3.754 3.9% $1.149 .29

Average of all Ontarle

Municipalities $110,000 54,190 3.9% 51,223 1.1%

Median of all Ontarie

Munlcipalities SHa,0E8 $4,031 3.0% $1,150 1.1%
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City of Cambridge — By Department Page 34

The City of Cambridge sub-section of the Tax-Supported Operating Budget section should clearly disclose the current year salary, wage and

benefit changes over the prior year levels by department in one simple to read chart. This information is not disclosed in the table on page

34 and should be.
Cambridge 2024 Salary & Wage Avg 2024 | Change In FT Employees
Increases by Department 2024 Budget | 2023 Restated Increase 2024 2023 Increase
[Mayor, Council, City Manager 3,799,900 53,562 400 6.67% 22 22 0
Corporate Services +44.771,500 | 541,835,200 7.02% 2885 | 2941 55
|Corporate Enterprise £3.775.500 $3,619,300 4.32% M 31 0
{Community Development $18,411,500 | 516,646,200 10.60% 1742 | 1642 10
(Infrastructure Services 520400900 | §18,334,200 11.27% 2041 | 202.2 1.9
lldea Exchange 56,978,400 56,614,000 5.51% 755 758 03
|Avg Increase All Departments | §$37,232,700 | $89,706,500 839% | 7953 ?EEI.B 6.1

Note: The information in this chart was calculated by going through every department page by page in the 2024 budget document prior to its update in May.

Property Taxpayers Alliance
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Tax-Supported Operating Budget Page 43

Provide visibility into staff complement at a high level, as well as by division:

2025 Council Approved Org Structure
Job Affiliation Operating Capital Total

Permanent| Temporary| Total Permanent| Temporary| Total |
Senior Management 15.00 15.00 (]
Management with Reports 208.00 3.27| 211.27 9.00/ 31.00 40.00]
Management without Reporis 58.00 1.00| 48.00 2.00 35.00 37.00]
Exempt NU 30.00 2.00] 32.00 0.00]
Collective Bargaining Group A 200,00 33.10 23310 50.00 40.82 90.92)
Collective Bargaining Group B 2367 2367 Il
Collective Bargaining Group C 264.00 126.58 380.58 il
Collective Bargaining Group D 24.93 24.83
Fire 110.00 110.00 [
Total 815.00 324.55 1,139.55 61.00 106.52| 16792 .

Disclose total expenditures between salary and non-salary, as well as an outlook.

Table 5: 2025 and 2026 Outlooks

2025 2026
2024 Budget Incremental Incremental
Outlook Outlook
Revenues
Revenue Changes 174,527.0 (1,095.7) (1,455.6)
Draw from Reserve 10,000.0 (3,300.0) (3,400.0)

Total Revenues 184,527.0 (4,395.7) (4,855.6)
Gross Expenditures

Salaries & Benefits 380,969.8 16,647.1 5,775.5
Mon-Salary Expenditures 143,710.9 20,328.5 4,932.6
Total Gross Expenditures 524,680.7 36,975.7 10,708.2
Net Expenditures 340,153.7 41,3714 15,563.8
Approved Positions | 4,953.0| 68.1| 86.1
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Debt Management Page 59

It is stated on page 59 that “If revenues collected from development charges are not enough to meet the debt payments then they must be

paid from tax-supported funds”.

If the City does not intend to fully allocate shortfalls to alternate sources by deferring projects, or applying a natural backstop in spending if
revenues are not realized by a specific date, then these risks to property taxpayers should be disclosed clearly and up front in the executive

summary and also in the capital financing section.

Property Taxpayers Alliance info@propertytaxpayer.ca
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Operating Budget Forecast Page 56

The City’s published future tax increases should be accompanied by a chart clearly outlining the key cost drivers behind each

increase. Generalizations about future cost increases are not appropriate.

Table 2: 2024 Key Cost Drivers

(In 5000%) Annualized
Revanues Gross MNet Positions®® impact {Met)
{2023 Budget 158,172.4 | 4983261 340,1537 4,818.5 N/A
|2022 Projection® 149,955.0 | 4901087  340,153.7 N/A NfA
|2023 Budget (excl. COVID) 169,159.7 | 4922855 | 323,1258 4,762.5 N/A
{ey Cost Dvivers:
Prior Year Impacts
Rawvine Strategy & Retrofit Schedule of Payment 393.0 3930
Reversal of Draw from Reserve (5,0000) | (5,000.0) |
Operating Impacts of Capital |
Community Recreation, Parks and Urban Forestry 264.6 3,539.0 | 3,2744 47.7 12,688.2
Delivery of Capital Positions 50206 | 50206 | 1.1
Salary & Benefits 10,1016 | 101016 10,982.8
Non-Salary Inflation |
Econamic factors 35718 | 3,5718 14512
Urban Farestry contracted services cost escalation 10,0000 10,000.0
Revenue increose 1,300.0 | (130000
Base Changes |
Continued Parks Expanded Services 5771E | 57718 5E.0 30.0
Re-Instatement of Recreation Services 2,455.3 ’ 24553 &7.2 6.4
Other Changes [58.0) 114.0 1720 5.7 09,5451
Sub-Total - Key Cost Drivers | 35,966.9 34.439.7
\Affordability Measures:
|Efficiencies - absorbing economic factors @578 | (3518 35718
|\User Fee Inflationary Increase of 4% 3,840.1 (3.840.1) [214.2}
|Draw from Tree Canapy Reserve 10,000.0 (10,000.0) 3,300.0
Sub-Total - Affordability Measures (174119} E=T
Total 2024 Budget | 5246807 | 3401537 | 43530 | 413714
(Change from 2023 Budget (excl. COVID) ($) 153673 | Bws1 | 170279 | WA | WA |
|Change from 2023 Budget (excl. COVID) (%) 9% 7% 5% N/A N/A

Property Taxpayers Alliance
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And Table 2 should be followed by a breakdown by expenditure/revenue category as follows:

2024 Operating Budget by Category

2022
Actual
3

2023
Budget
g

2023
Projection”
k]

224

Budget
5

A24 Change from 2023
Basd gt

2024 Change from 2023
Projection

%

Provincial Sulrsadies B42.7 477 9148.3 10234 1.043.0 124.37 13.6% 196 1.9%
Faderal Subsedes 13189 295.5 2,134.4 16120 194618 (1730 {8.1%] |71, 850.2) {4575
Liser Fees & Donasons 46 E91.6 14230 976783 93,8073 114.224.9 16,5466 1695 20,6176 22 0%
Tmansers F rom Cagptal T4,048.2 11,7581 22,1669 16,4425 26,681.3 4.514.4 204% 10,2387 B23%
Contnibuson Fram Reserves/Resanee Funds 4967.2! 6.922.5 23.330.2 21.660.3 28.394.5 5.064.3 21.7% 68, 734.1 11.1%
Sundry and Oither Revenines 1.057.0 687752 1.156.8 8.859.5 12818 1310 18% [1.571.8) [17.7%)
Infer-Divsional Recovenss 31,9906 41326 4.787.3 4. 7499 4.89331.8 6.5 A% 1Hig 39%
Toial Revenues 73,7352 105 097.5 158, 172.4 148,955.0 04,527.0 26, 3546 16.7%: 3 5720 23.1%
Salanes and Bemnates 285.479.3 117.806.7 3558208 1503044 380,969.8 22.148.0 B.2% 30.6854 A%
Maleraks & Suppies 33.435.2 38,2455.1 44.283.1 43, 795.1 43.961.9 [321.2) 0. 73%) T66.7 A%
Equspment 2234.0 11Ma 31307 17152 2.994.2 [136.5) 14.45) (78300 [20.7%)
Servee and Rent 56837.% 82,7257 15082 3 153380 79.946.4 4.864.1 B8.5% 4,604 4 6.1%
Contributon To Resenves! Resarse Funds B.023.8 912348 BA66.7 B.B6E.7T 86768 (183 5] [2.1%) R ] (215
ener Expendliures 18361 62173 7.533.5 T8z 1.533.5 0 0% 5147 T3%
Inkar-Devsional Changes 5.914.2 L1510 6080 TLO10LS 598.2 | 10.8] [1.8%) [412.3] [40.85%)
Total Gross Expendurnes 35,7606 4384497 A58,.326.1 A90, 108.7 524.680.7 26,3546 5.3% 3,.572.0 1%
Mol Expendilunes 3220254 3333522 01537 340, 153.7 #M0.153.7 0.0 0.0% (111 [ )

“Progecuon based an 9 Moo Vanance
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Long-Term Financial Plan (tbd)

Property taxes (Cambridge, Region or otherwise) can not increase above the level of inflation indefinitely as we all know. Yet
Cambridge increases will have averaged above inflation for over 14 years by 2027 based on current BOC inflation projections
and City property tax projections.

For this reason it is incumbent upon the City to prepare a Longer-Term Financial plan showing how and by when average yearly
property tax increases will return back to the level of inflation.

This Longer-Term Financial plan should be maintained and updated every year and available to residents upon request.
Further, its status should be disclosed in the BBP executive summary.
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