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EXECUTIVE Summary 
• Recommendation to maintain the current 2011 tax 

ratio, tax reduction, and capping program in 2012. 
• Recommendation made following 

— Three PATR Committee meetings on tax policy 
• Presentation on the history of Niagara Region tax policy 
• Feedback from the business community 
• Input from the treasurers at local area municipalities (LAI\/ls) 

— Considers the current property tax 
• 2011 BMA Study 
• Draft Education Rates 
• 2012 being the base CVA year for the 2013 to 2016 taxation years 
° OI'1-gOlI'1g economic ClEVElOpmEh'C pi`Ogl`3ITI
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·
a Executive Summary (con t) 

• Recommendation is complimentary to the 
PATR Committee mandate: 
— Sensitive to the socio—economic environment in 
the Niagara Region 

— Supports Sustainable growth 
— Represents a balanced and fair treatment for all 
taxpaying classes 

- Nlinimize the cost of service delivery and 
administration to taxpayers
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Pmpenyctass Property Type Comparison Niagara Study Campuxison of Study 
Metric Average' Average 

Residential Bungalow $3,012 $2,542 Above 238% _ Executive $5,335 $5,553 Below (2.93%) 

Mutt:-aes weak-up um: $1,337 $1,319 Above 5.91% _ Mid/High-rise unit $1,550 $1,555 Below (0.32%) 

Commerciai Office Building Sq. Foot $2.58 $2.88 Below (10.42%) — shopping sq. ree: $2.97 $3.35 Below (11.34%) — Hotels unit $1,324 $1,736 Above 10.82% — Motels una: $1,131 $1,253 aelew (6.48%) 

Industrial lndustrial Vacant Acre $2,295 $3,342 Below (31.33%) 

Land - Resaduel industrial sq. Foot $1.66 $1.72 Below (3.49%) 

Large muumaen sqmeez $1.05 $1.31 Below (19.85%) 

"‘ "Niogaro Average" refers to combined impact of Niagara Region, LAM, and Education property tax rates on each property class. 
The average calculation is o {simple average" calculated as accumulative dollar figure of LAMs in the study divided 

by number afLAMs in the study (done on a per property class basis) 

httpzllwww.niagararegioncalgovernmentlbudget—taxeslbma.aspx
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.1., Building Community Building Lives. 

Impact of Education Rates 

raxeure cease 2811 eaeeeuen 2612 aeueecsen Change 
taxes Taxes (Draft) 

$ % 
Commercial $ 68,187,998 $ 67,436,541 (751,457) (1.10%) 

$12,893,256 $ 11,032,152 (1,861,104) (14.43%) 

Impact on 2012 property taxes: 
• Reductions will moderate levy increase on these classes. 
• Industrial class will see a reduction 

— Some Perspective: Niagara Region's year over year property tax change to the 
industrial class is an increase of $231,747 or 2.17% under the proposed tax policy 
leaving a reduction of $1,629,357 before LAM impact.
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sesiamsai maniacs co|s ia|maai _ Mid/High- Office Neighbourhood Residual Large 

Bunsslcw Executive Walk-up rise Buildlnzs Shcnpins Hotels Motels industrial lmlustrisl _ cvA 0/A cvA cvA cvA cvA cvA cvA cvA cvA cvA 

mid mid - lbw lcw l¤w low 

high mia mid low mid mid high mad mid mad high 

high - mid low — mid low · mid mid ~ 

sa| |ra Falls mid low low mid mid low high mid mid mid low 
· ia| |m·qn-the-Lake high mid - — low mid high high mid mid - 

mid mid mid low 
V 

» mid · low · low -
_ 

Coibcme iqw — low mid low 
~ mid · low low low mid 

s Catharines mid low mid mid low mid mid mid mid mid low 
· mold low low mid low mid low mid low mid low low 

aktfleet mid - low--··low · mid - 

mid ravi mia mia new iqvv mia law law now low 
` 

est Linuiki mid - mid - - mid - - low mid low 

|wa|s EEK imma iwzmsd lcv mu E lrmxmzc nmvzmza wmv mw no| mid 

The table above is compiled from the 2011 BMA Study. 

As discussed at previous PATR Committee meetings, the Niagara Region "story" is generally low to mid assessment 
values that normalize the tax rate to generally provide a competitive property tax environment (Slide 5)
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Building Commuriiq; Building Lives, 

Key Affordability / Com petitiveness Initiatives 
• Economic Development (Reengineering) 
• Development Charges Review 

Property Taxes 
• PATR 2 — 2012 —— 2011 Business Education Tax 
• PATR 3 — 2012 —— Assessment Audit U pdate 
• CSD 25 — 2012 -— Tax Policy, Property Assessment 

Valuations and Assessment Review Board (ARB) 
Hearing Support
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lax Policy Applied 
Niagara Region 

wa| |raRe|§on 

Pm|e Class 2012 Levy Change$ Change% 

Residential S 209,943,34l S 6,587,890 3.24% @ $,1984,974 $,119.866 617996 

Mana|ed Forest $10,981 $ 795 7.81% 

muuyaesiaenztas S 419..5%,62.3 $1521,777 4.00% 

New Bilulti-Regldéféial $ 87,935 $ 2,692 3.16% 

= ommerclal $,56,244;419 S 1,699,684 3.12% 

industrial S 10,924,007 $231,748 2.17% 

91,692,970 9 30,085, 1.62% — 9 394.549,18 ·|- 921949557 aw| 

Notes: 

Each Property c|ass’s rate of tax change in comparison to the average is dependent on the 
rate of CVA change that class has experienced as a result of the assessment phase-in 
program. See next two slide. 0 
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lax Policy Applied 
Niagara Region Change Year over Year 

Revenue 

Pro|e ,~ Ctass 2011 L| 
- Growth , Shifts Le.| increase 2012 Le 

| A 

Resiéemiai 20},096,961 2,284,145 34,295 , 6,587,890 

1,761,276 (57,190) 61,022 119,866 1,884,974 
· 

94949|60 ¥OfQSt 9,214 919 453 799 10,981 

94¤i11469s¤9606i 13,169,265 (223,720) 99,901 521,777 13,565,623 

new m011a·»991066119a 19,2,149 (46,847) (59) 2,692 67,999 

cammamsai 94,249,511 355,236 (56,012) 1,699,684 96,244,419 

16069406: 10,627,784 179,746 (109,271) 231,748 10,924,007 

1,846,850 94,790 (28,695) 30,085, 1,882,970 

zs2.s29,¤24 2,5203519 0 9,194,537 294.5,4A,,l8O 

Revenue Growth = In-year revenue growth resulting from new assessment 
Shifts = Impact of CVA Phase-in (Property classes with positive amounts are 
increasing at a greater proportional rate that property classes with negative 

amounts) 

Levy Increase = Difference between 2011 levy plus assessment growth less 2012 
levy 10
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Fu" <2h8ne8 4 Change 
2011 Phased CVA as 

Pro · erty Types ;CVAr as1Revised Returned $ % 2011 2012 $ % 
ingle Detached Residential 

N0: on water) 2,17,565 227,147 9,582 4.40% 5 1,307 5 1,348 5 41 3.14% 

4· nereessdenzeel 187 084 195 907 8 824 4.72% 1 123 1162 39 3.47% 
4 
ll Residential 208,456 217,811 9,355 4.49% 5 1,252 5 1,2,32 5. 40 3.19% 

194.108 209.195 157587 8-Q8%1$ 291 5 8.11 5 20 6.87% 

Mares-aesiaenzsai 1,957,014 2,059,903 102,889 5.26% 5 24,022 5 24,983 5 961 4.00% 

g ommeresas 777,379 810,589 33,210 4.27% 5 8,210 5 8,458 5 248 3.02% 

961,723 992,367 30,644 3.19% 5 15,189 5 15,486 5 297 1.96% 

Pisaeiine 5.493.110 5.649.788 156.677 2.-85.%‘$ 56..148 S 57.060 S 9.12 1-62% 

Notes: 

1. AS$€SSmEl’lt change is g|'€3I€T than pI’Op€fTy [BX ChBl’lgE because BSSESSTTIEHI increased while thé (BX l”3I€ decreased 

2. Average property class change does not equal the whole property class change on previous slides because all property types within each 

class are not included in the calculation as the intent of the illustration is to capture ”norma|" or "average" property types. In addition the 

number of properties in each property class from year to year will impact the calculation. ll 
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Niagara Region 
Building Community Building lives, 

Ia Po|'c Impact 

|Htéunicl|a 2011 

$20.405.083 7.2% $217818.558 752% 

_. mreuy 5 18,097,772 6.4% 5 19,013,581 6.5% 

$15.466.234 5.5% $16,151,656 5.5% 

1 sa|m was 5 60,889,931 21.5% $63,457,261 21.5% 

won $19,381,521 6.8% $,,2Q,177,597 6.9% 

5 11,477,740 4.1% 5 11,927,648 4.0% 

|an cmpame 510,;,10,273, 3.6% $@10,458,819 3.6% 

|_t. Catharines S 79,671,205 28.2% $ 82,563,380 28.0% 

664616 5 11,144,059 3.9% 5 11,653,529 4.0% 

walnfieet S 4,294,972 1.5% S 4,475,764 1.5% 

S 2%}.306.377* 826% 5 25.285.174 8.6% 

|688 Linwln 5 7,583,861 2.7% 5 7,936,238 2.7% 

294,544,88| 19.|.|
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Recommendation CSD 24-2012 

The following tax ratios, tax reductions, and tax rates be adopted for the 

2012 taxation year: 

- ~§iass§§c&ii<m . 
. Ratio · tax Reduétio| 

’ 

. Raté
` 

Resmezetién 1.0000 NA 0.00593352 

New mum-izessoauzsaa 1.0000 NA 0.01212811 

‘Mu¥;l·Resi:i0mia! 2.0440 NA 0.00593352 

v€0mmei=0iat 1.7586 NA 0.01043469 

acommgzozaa- $x¤¢»:.a¤¢ 1,7586 30% Q-007309ZE 

Commercial-Vacant Land .` 1.7586 30% 0.00730428 

Jindusmar . 2.6300 NA 0.01560516 

_I,ndqs;:§at-Qxéess me 2.6300 05% 0.01014335 

.flnd&s:r§a!—Vaca¤t uma 2.5300 05% 0).010,14035 

Q1>¥ |tetiqos . 1.7021 NA 0.01009944 

vazmteaai 0.2500 NA 0.00140200 

»1=a¤¤1ancs mai 
‘ 

1.0000 25% 0.00445014 

Class Ratio 0% Applicabiéiciass Rate 
0.2500 NA 0.00148338 
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Recommendation CSD 24-2012 (con’t) 
That the 2012 capping program reflect the following criteria: 

a) An annual cap set at the greater of: 

i) An amount representing an increase of 10% of the previous year's 

annualized tax, or 

A 

ii) An amount representing an increase of 5% of the previous year's 
Current Value Assessment (CVA) 

b) And that, following the application of the capping program, all properties 
within +/- $250 threshold of the CVA taxes be moved directly to CVA 

taxation 

c) Properties at CVA tax in 2011 be excluded from the capping program 

d) Properties that would cross over CVA tax in 2011 be excluded from the 

capping program (i.e. properties that would change from capped to clawed 

back and vise—versa) 

That the 2012 capping program be funded by claw back from within respective 

classes pursuant to section 330 of the Municipal Act
14
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