Request for Decision

Meeting Date | June 30, 2005 Report Date June 16, 2005

W Priority X | High Low

Decision Requested ¥® | Yes No

Direction Only 1 Type of Meeting | X | Open Closed

Bk 124: Bwidmg R@gu atcwy Changes - Empact of Building Code Statute Law Amendment Act
and Ontario Regulation 305/03

This report aﬁdfecohmeh&aﬁ&h(s) have: beéﬁ ineﬁed by the
| Finance Divislon and the funding source has been identified.

BE IT RESOLVED THAT COUNCIL.:

1. Pass the new Building By-law with the
administrative changes mandated pursuant to
Building Code Statute Law Amendment Act,
2002 and Regulation 305/03, 146/05 and 236/05;
that provides for the following significant
changes from the existing By-law:

{a) Describes in greater detail what is required
for a complete application in order to be
processed with the prescribed Provincial
building permit application form.

{b) Proposes a system of accepting incomplete
applications where an acknowledgement of
same is signed by the applicant.

Background Aftached : ¥ | Recommendation Continued

Doug Nadggpzny \ g’/ Mark Misto fg
General Manager of Growth & Development | Chief Administrative Officer |

ig
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Guido A. Mazza, P. Eng. Guido A. Mazza, P. Eng.
Director of Building Servicas/Chief Building Official Director of Building Services/Chief Building Official

Recommendation Continued

(¢}  Provides the authority to the Chief Building Official to engage Registered Code Agencies from fime to time
10 meet provincially mandated permit issuance times for permits and inspections.

{(d)  Provides for a new Code of Conduct for Building Officials as mandated by new Ontario Building Code Act.
(e) New increased list of provincially mandated building inspections.

2. Establish a building permit revenue stabilization reserve fund as recjuired by the new Building Code Act and
Reguiations.

3. Receive the following report on the status of implementation of the requirements of the Building Code Statute Law
Amendment Act, 2002 for information purposes and the Chief Building Official be instructed to continue his work
with our development industry partners on DILAC to provide Council final recommendations on:

* Building permit fees - fee for service
» New mandated inspection and permit issuance regime and staff resource requirements,

as mandated under the new Ontario Building Code Act prior {o January 1, 2006, the last phase implementation
date.

Background

On Octobeér 23, 2003, Council received an Information Report from the Chief Building Official with respect to Bill 124,
“An Act to Improve Public Safety and to Increase Efficiency in Building Code Enforcement”. Bill 124 was the

Province's response to the Building Regulatory Reform Advisory's Group (BRRAG) report presented to the Minister of

Municipal Affairs and Housing in August, 2000.

The Bill was prociaimed on July 25, 2003, as the Building Code Statute Law Amendment Act 2002 and Regulation
305/03 was filed to implement the Province's Building Regulatory Reform. Some of the amendments to the Building
Code came into force on September 1, 2003, while the majority will take effect July 1, 2005, with the final full
implementation scheduled for January 1, 2006.

On March 18, 2004, the Ministry issued a “Municipal Checklist” to help municipalities prepare for July 1, 2005.

On June 14, 2004, Councit received an update progress report from the Chief Building Official on the impact on
administration and enforcement of the Ontario Building Code in the City of Greater Sudbury with some
recommendations for the Chief Building Official to work with the development industry through the Development
Liaison Advisory Committee (DLAC) to provide recommendations to Council.

The recommendations of DLAC from their Subcommittee on Bill 124 Implementation are provided throughout this
report and the actual resolution passed is attached as Appendix ‘A’.

&
o




Title: 2l 124: Building Regulatory Changes - Impact of Bullding Statute Law Amendment Act & C.Reg 305/02 Page: 2
Date: June 18, 2005

On March 29, 2005, the Provincial Government filed additional Regulations 145/05 and 146/05 which made some
minor changes to the requirements contained in Regulation 305/03. The purpose of which primarily was t¢ deal with
concerns from designers and the insurance industry.

Again, on May 19, 2008, the Provincial Government filed further additional Reguiation 236/05 which provided for an
extension or transitional implementation period for certain elements to January 1, 2006, but maintaining the majority
of the elements pettaining to municipal administrative requirements to a July 1, 2005 implementation.

The recommendation and updates provided in this report follow the outline of the June 14, 2004 report to Coundil,
which generally followed the Ministry's notice and stated goals of Public Safsty - Streamiining - Accountability.

Ay PUBLIC SAFETY

1. Mandatory Provingcial Building Code Krowledge Reguirement

As of January 1, 2008, Building Officials, most designers, engineers, architects and persons engaged by
Registered Code Agencies (RCA) must be qualified under the Ontario Building Code Act as well as registered
with the Ministry of Municipal Affairs & Housing.

In order to be able to review permit applications and construction plans for Code compliance, approve and issue
permits, inspect construction and enforce the Act and Ontario Building Code, Building Services Division
technical staff including the Chief Building Official need to pass a number of 3-hour provincial exams.

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

Since 2003, the 12 Building Officials inciuding the Chief Building Officiai within the Building Division have been
working towards required qualification under the Building Code Act. The number of exams to be passed varies
with the duties of each position.

In 2004, the Building Division prepared a training strategy to provide all staff with virtual “in-house” fraining
opportunities, along with entering into a training contract with the Ontario Building Officials Association (OBOA)
for detivery of Ministry courses in Sudbury at Tom Davies Square. We were not only able to train our own staff
but provided training opporiunities for our development industry partners and neighbouring area municipalities’
Building Officials. To date, we have sponsored 9 MinistryfOBOA courses which 38 City of Greater Sudbury staff
participants, 41 participants from other area municipalities and 80 private development sector participanis.

Currently 10 of the 12 Building Services Technical staff are in a position to be registerad with the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs & Housing (MMAH). It is anticipated that by December 31, 2005 deadiine, all staff will be sither
fully qualified in their position or will have sufficient qualifications to perform some of the duties of their position
or to qualify under the recently announced “Internship” initiative.

On March 29, 2005, Regulation 146/05 was filed which allows staff who are not fully qualified in a particular area
of responsibility to perform restricted duties under the supervision of a qualified staff person if the ungualified
person is enrolled in a Ministry Internship Program which is currently being set up.

In addition, members of the City of Greater Sudbury Fire Department (Fire Prevention Office) who are assigned
to assist our staff in review of Fire Prevention Systems i.e. fire alarms, sprinklers, efc. are required to
successfully write two exams each.

it should be noted that ongoing maintenance of Building Official qualification is mandated through the new
regulations and must be budgetad. '
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Actions to be Completed Are:

1. Continue to provide training to assist ali remaining staff pass the requisite exams.

2. Review Appointment By-law for Building Officials prior to January 1, 2006 deadline and revise accordingly.
3. Review the existing job descriptions with Human Resources in light of the provincial legislation.

4. Once compieted, file information with the Director of Building Development Branch of the Ministry of
Municipal Affairs and Housing as required.

2.  Mandatory inspections

The new legislation introduces a legislated time frame for undertaking building inspections that will now be
triggered by mandatory notifications by the permit holders. Also, the new Code specifies additional inspections
over and above the City's current inspection program. These inspections must be undertaken within two
business days of receiving a notice from the permit holder of readiness for inspection at defined stages of
construction effective July 1, 2005. The Province is attempting through this legislation to mandate inspection
service levels and provide a more consisient inspection system across the Province.

~ Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

Based on Council's recommendation, a subcommittee of the Development Liaison Advisory Committee (DLAC)
was struck to review new mandated inspection regime and personnel resource requirements based on current
Building Services practice and historical data on building permit workioad from 1994 o 2004.

Time studies were undertaken analysing the Inspectors’ daily routine travel times based on average kilometres
per day logged by Inspectors, to asceriain the maximum inspection capability of current inspector complement.

The subcommittee estimated a minimum 3 additional mandated inspections per residential building permitand 6
additional mandated inspections per industrial, commercial and institutional (ICI) sector permit.

The subcommittee was provided additional information on overtime hours worked and current City of Greater
Sudbury Collective Bargaining Agreement Policy on time off in-lieu during off peak season.

Based on its current evaluation, the subcommittee’s initial determination is that additional inspection staff will be
required in the order of 2 Inspectors bringing the current complement of 6 Inspectors tc 8.

However, the subcommittee feels that further work is required and monitoring through the first 6 months of
implementation is required, prior to providing Council a firm recommendation on field staffing levels.

Therefore, the subcommittee is recommending to Council that staffing remain as current complement with the
new Building By-law to provide flexibility to hire contract and RCA staff when required. Further study and
monitoring of service and staffing levels will take place with final recommendations being brought back to
Council prior fo January 1, 2006 for Council's consideration.
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Actions fo be Completed

1. Modify computer programming for the specified mandatory inspections and amend communication materials
o permit applications.

2. Continue the educational information sessions established through the Sudbury & District Homebuilders'
Association and the Sudbury Construction Assaciation to inform the industry of the new procedures.

3. Continue the manpower study of the established DLAC subcommittee on Bill 124 implementation to provide
a final recommendation on personnel resources by January 1, 2006.

B) STREAMLINING

1. Specific time Limits on building Parmit Decisions - Applicable Law

The amended Building Code introduces time frames within which the chief Building Official must render a
decision regarding the issuance of a building permit. Once the determination is made that a permit cannot be
issued due to zoning, or Code deficiencies, or non-compliance with an applicable law (e.g. no site plan
approval), the Chief Building Official is required to advise the applicant of all the reasons.

Where the Chief Building Official fails to provide a decision as to the issuance of a permit or fails to provide all
the reasons for the refusal within the mandated time frames, the applicant is able fo refer the matter to the
Building Code Commission for determination.

As well, the legisiation provides a definition of applicable law, which has been clarified o include a specific list of
laws, that require compliance before a building permit can be issued. The specific time limits to issue permits
do not start until applicable laws are complied with and the application is complete, i.e. accompanied by ali
required plans and applicable fees.

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

We do not expect any difficulties in meeting the Provincial time limits on building permit decisions. In fact,
current issuance turnaround times established by Council in 1995 through DLAC in most cases are more
stringent. Councll receives regular reports on these benchmarks from Building Services through DLAC and for
the most part we currently mest and exceed the Provincial standards for permit time limits.

The foliowing table outlines time frames contained in the new legislation as well as benchmarks currently
specified by Council through DLAC for levels of service in the City of Greater Sudbury.

| m1za0ntanc | councis
e Bullding Cods Time | Benchmarks .
o T | period - Business | Business Days
Part 9 Houses 10 5-10
Other Part © Buildings 15 5&10
Part 3 Buildings 20 5&10
Compilex Buildings 30 10
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Further to Council’s direction, a subcommitiee of DLAC was formed to review plans submission and
examination standards to conform to the new Building Code mandated inspections specifically as it related to
heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC) to establish best practice principles on these aspects of
construction review mandated by the new Building code regulations.

The subcommitiee has drafted HVAC residential design requirements and guidelines inciuding hydronics with an
accompanying “How to Guide” cn:

« Heat Loss and heat gain caiculation
Heating equipment summary

Supply and refurn duct design calculations
HVAC layout for each floor

Mechanical ventilation design summary
Radiant heating system desian (hydronics)
Piping layout for each floor

2 © @ © 6 @

Guidelines have been generally accepted by DLAC however sample drawings are to be finalized. The delay in
designer qualification/registration to January 1, 2006, has resulted in a recommendation to delay implementing
design standards to January 1, 2006 and only require heat loss calculation and proof of heating trades license
impiementation for July 1, 2005.

Additional HVAC documentation for both residential and ICI projects was reviewed by the subcommitiee with an
initial estimate of one additional Plans Examiner position being required, based on historical building permit data
reviewed from 1994 - 2004. However the subcommittee is recommending further study prior to making final
recommendation to Counci! prior to January 1, 2006.

The subcommittee has developed and accepted a permit application check list for residential and non-residential

permits to assist both Bill 124 and non-Bill 124 applicants. The list shall be used by staff in evaluation
submissions and shali be posted on the Building Services web site for client information/use.

Actions to be Compieted
1. Continue monitoring and reporting building benchmarks for Council’s review through DLAC.

2. Finalize the DLAC Bill 124 Implementation Subcommittee work on best practice design standards for HYAC
submissions as well as recommendations on plans examination staffing levels.

2. A Common, Province-wide Application Form for Permits

In order to promote uniformity across the Province, a common application form is prescribed effective July 1,
2005. As well, common Building Code order forms are aiso prescribed for use province wide.

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

The common application form issued by the Minister is currently bing amended to answer some of the concerns
expressed by the stakeholders, however once re-issued, municipalities will not be allowed to make any changes
fo it.

There will be some changes to our existing procedures in processing applications on January 1, 2008, for
instance, we will be required to ensure designers demonstrate that they are provincially qualified before we can
accept their designs for review. As well, more care may be required in acceptance of the application, which in
turn triggers the time limits to issue permits. The Province has finalized and issued 5 different types of orders
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that must be used. Like the application form, these cannot be changed by local municipalities. There are 2
other types of orders used by municipalities which are not regulated by the Province. All of these orders are with
our Information Technology Division at this time so they can be incorporated into our Inspector Plus Software
(used for field inspections}.

Further, Building Services Division is undergoing a complete re-vamping of its building permit software as part of
the “Connect Ontario” project approved by Council. Provisions for the incorporation of the final verison of the
new mandated province-wide application have been made in the software architecture.

The subcommitiee of DLAC on Biill 124 Implementation has recommended a two stream approach for clients
which may find the mandated common Provincial building permit application forms unwieldy when applying for

smaller construction permits like decks and siding. Therefore a "short form” alternate City of Greater Sudbury

application form accompaniad with declaration of non-Bill 124 application has been prepared for use by those
customers that so choose.

As well, the subcommitiee of DLAC has drafted an optional modified “check list” for the applicable law section of
the Provincial form to assist City of Greater Sudbury clients in evaluating completeness of application.

The new Building By-law has been drafted to incorporate these mandated changes.

Actions to be Completed

None.

Provisions Which Provide Municipaiities the Use of RCA's

Legislation will, as of July 1, 2005, allow municipalities to hire RCAs to perform plans examinations and/or
inspections.

implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

In the last few years staff have worked significant amounts of overtime trying tc maintain our service levels,
however it has been very difficult at times resulting in delayed permits and inspections. We wili continus to
monitor workload and overtime worked fo determine the adequacy of the staff complement, as recommended by
the DLAC Subcommitiee and provide Council a staffing recommendation before January 1, 2006 full
implemented.

As recommended by DLAC, the proposed Building By-iaw has provisions in it to allow the Chief Building Official
(CBO) to engage Registered Code Agencies (RCAs) and contract staff to help the Building Division, when
required in order to comply with the time limits specified in the regulations for processing permits, and
undertaking required field inspections.

Actions to be Completed

None.

Provisions that Support Design innovations, New Products, Minisier's Rulings & Binding Interpretations

The legislation allows CBOs to accept equivalents to encourage innovation in materials, systems and designs.
The Minister is also allowed to make rulings on the same issues, and make binding interpretations of the Code.
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C)

implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

These changes will expedite approvals and promote the uniform application of the Building Code across the
Province. The legislation requires as of July 1, 2005, that the CBO make a record of the decision, including the
decision to allow the equivalent, and all the documents provided by the person requesting approval for the
equivalent. An office policy has been developed to deal with these requests.

Actions to be Completed

None.
Expedited Route to the Ontaric Municipal Board (OMB) for Site Plan Approval

Effective July 1, 2005, the Planning Act has been amended to make it clear that the colour, texture and type of
materials, window detail, construction detail, architectural detail and the interior design or buildings including the
layout of interior areas is not subject to site plan approval.

The amendment also provides that the owner of the land or the municipality may apply to the Ontario Municipal
Board (by means of a notice for direction) t¢ determine a dispute about whether site plan approval applies or
not. The Board shall make a final determination that is not subject to further appeal or review.

implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

We do not foresee that this appeal to the OMB will be used in the City of Greater Sudbury. Gur policy on
conditional permits has eliminated the need for the OMB to expedite site plan disputes, which hoid up the
issuance of permits. Except where a public participation meeting for the site plan is required, the CBO, on
request, issues conditional building permits while details of the site plan approval are being worked out. In
addition, our site plan policies do not deal with requirements not founded in legislation. No changes are required
to our procedures and policies other than to replace in our booklet the old Section 41 of the Planning Act with the
revisad one, after July 1, 2005.

Actions 1o be Completed

None.

ACCOUNTABILITY

Provisions Describing the Roles of Key Parties

The legislation includes provisions describing the roles of key parties in the building consiruction process
including: designers; builders; persons, (i.e. property owners), who cause a building to be construcied;
manufaciurers, suppliers and retailers of products intended to be used in buildings covered by the Building
Code; RCAs; CBOs; and Inspectors.
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Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

From a municipal perspective the roles of the CBO and inspectors are defined as follows (1(6) and 1(7) of the
ACTY):

“8) Role of Chief Building Official. it is the role of a CBO,

(a) fo establish operational policies for the enforcement of this Act and the Building Code within the
applicable jurisdiction;

{b) o co-ordinate and oversee the enforcement of the Act and the Building Code within the
applicable jurisdiction;

{c} to exercise powers and perform the other duties assigned to him or her under this Act and the
Building Code, and

{d) o exercise powers and perform duties in accordance with the standards established by the
applicable Code of Conduct. 2002, ¢.9, 5.3

{7) Role of inspectors. It is the role of an inspecior,

{a) to exercise powers and perform duties under this Act and the Building Code in connection with
reviewing plans, inspecting construction and issuing orders in accordance with this Act and the
Building Code.

{b) to exercise powers and perform duties in respect of only those matters for which the or she has
the qualifications required by this Act and the Building Code, and

(¢} To exercise powers and perform duties in accordance with the standards established by the
applicable Code of Conduct. 2002, ¢.9, 8.3"

Overall, the changes represent an improvement over existing legislation. The clearly defined roles and

responsibilities of designers, builders, owners, efc. will also help the Courts in assessing liability should law suits
arise.

Job descriptions for Inspectors, Plans Examiners, Manager of Technical Services and the CBO were reviewed
with the Human Resources Division to incorporate the duties prescribed by legislation.

Actions to be Completed

None.

2. Mandatory Professional Indemnity Insurance Coverage Enforced Through Provincial Registration System

The legisiation requires mandatory professional indeminity insurance coverage for persons engaged in the
business of providing design services to the public, and for RCAs. This insurance requirement will be enforced
through a provincial registration system with an annual renewal. This comes into effect for RCAs July 1, 2005,
but for all cthers implementation is delaved to January 1, 2006.

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

These requirements help create a fairer liability system. The new legislation requires most designers, as well as
all RCAs to have certain minimum insurance coverage. The insurance coverage will, however, lapse 2 years
after any RCA goes out of business or immediately when a designer goes out of business. BRRAG had
recommended to the government that these insurance requirements continue for 10 years after the building was
constructed. However, given the current insurance problems following 9/11, the cost of such insurance
coverage was fotally unrealistic and the Government did not enact the runoff insurance coverage as
recommended. Municipalities will therefore remain at risk until the ultimate limitation period of 15 years runs our
for construction defects.

i;ﬂ
gl

7

&

[%




Title: silt 124: Building Regulatory Changes - Impact of Building Statute Law Amendment Act & O.Reg 305/03 Page: 9
DBate: June 16, 2005

3.

Actions to be Compieted

None.

Mandatory Reporting by Municipalities on Permit Fees

The legisiation requires mandatory reporting by municipalities on building permit fees, which will enhance
transparency and ensure that building permit fees do not exceed enforcement costs. In addition, municipalities

must provide annual building permit fee reports and hold mandatory public meetings before building permit fees
are changed.

The Province has mandated that by July 1, 2005, the building permit fees are to be limited to the reasonable
anticipated cost of enforcement of the Act and Regulations.

The annual mandatory reporiing by municipalities has been delayed to begin January 1, 2006, thus reporis
would align better with most municipalities’ fiscal year ends.

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

This requirement ensures that user fees do not become taxes. The legisiation follows a recent Supreme Court
decision that states that there must be a reasonable nexus between the user fee charged and the service
provided.

The new reguiations amend Section 7 of the Act to introduce a fee structure intended to require that permit fees
are only collecied to cover anticipated costs associated with the administration and enforcement of the Act by a
municipality.

The municipality will not be entitled to use permit fees to support any other services provided i.e. development
services, property standards by-law enforcement, etc.. The municipality can no longer access revenues from
permit fees. Currently, any revenue including excess revenue goes fo the business unit to be used at the
discretion of the municipality. Bill 124 requires all revenue to remain with the service provider and the
municipality is entitled to have a reserve fund for specific purposes, i.e. revenue equalization for multi-year
projects, dedicated budgeting for computers, vehicles, training, etc., which will support services related to
building permits. In essence, Building Services will be viewed as a stand alone, self-sustaining financial
business unit, leasing space from the municipality.

As instructed by Council, 2 subcommittee was created to review building permit fees and costs associated with
the administration and enforcement of the Act by the City of Greater Sudbury.

The subcommitiee reviewed the new regulations and established criteria for legitimate direct and indirect costs
to deliver Building Code service and that criteria is included in Appendix ‘B’ of this report.

The subcommitiee reviewed historical budget data from 1994 to 2004, provided by Financial Services to
ascertain a historical perspective on user fees. Building permit user fees in the City of Greater Sudbury have
historicaily covered all of the internal costs of the Building Services Division yet only over the last two years have
other costs such as overhead and support costs been included in the Division budget. Nonetheless, Building
Services, over an eleven year period averaged a revenue contribution to the tax levy costs of $156,100/year
(see Appendix ‘C').

Further the subcommittee did a building permit fee comparator survey with other municipalities in Ontario that
have been used through previous review processes such as transition (see Appendix ‘D’).
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in general the subcommitiee felt that the building permit fees currently being assessed are probably insufficient
o cover all the new direct and indirect costs of implemeniation of the mandated service levels required by the
Oniario Building Code. However, the subcommittee recommended that for the transitional period of July 1, 2005
to January 1, 2008, the fees remain as is, but that a reserve fund be established as mandated by the Act.
Further, study will be undertaken with monitoring of outsourcing cosis and overtime with a final recommendation
being provided to Council grior fo the final phase of Bill 124 implementation date of January 1, 2006, which will
trigger the first public reporting year and align more properly with the City of Greater Sudbury's fiscal year.

Actions 1o be Taken

1. Continue the review of building permit fees through the established DLAC subcommitiee including direct and
indirect costs and provide recommendations to Council prior to January 1, 2006 final implementation phase
of Bill 124.

4. Code of Conduct for Building Officials

The legislation requires that the municipality adept 2 Code of Conduct and put into effect enforcement
procedures for its CBO and its Inspectors. Section 7.1(2) (3) and (4) of the Act prescribes”

“2) Purposes. The following are the purposes of a Code of Conduct:

{a) To promote appropriate standards of behaviour and enforcement actions by the CBO and Inspectors
in the exercise of a power or the performance of a duly under this Act or the Building Code.

(b) To prevent practices which may constitute an abuse of power, inciuding unethical or illegal practices,
by the CBO and inspectors in the exercise of a powsr or the performance of a duty under this Act or
the Building Code.

(¢} To promote appropriate standards of honesty and infegrity in the exercise of a power or the
performance of a duty under this Act or the Building Code by the CBO and Inspectors. 2002, ¢.9,
s.12.

(3) Centents. A Code of Conduct must provide for its enforcement and include policies or guidelines to be
used when responding to allegations that the Code has been breached and disciplinary actions that may
be taken if the Code is breached. 2002, ¢.9. 5.12.

(4) Public Notice. The principal authority shall ensure that the Code of Conduct is brought to the aftention of
the public. 2002, C.8,s.12"

Implications for the City of Greater Sudbury

The DLAC Subcommittee has reviewed and accepted a Code of Conduct (see Appendix ‘E’) which it has
recommended be adopted by Council for its Building Officials.

The Code of Conduct has been reviewed by the Human Resources and Legal Services. it is inciuded in the new
drafted Building By-law as mandated by the Ontario Building Code Act.

Actions to be Completed

1. Acceptance by Councit and passage of new Building By-law.
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SUMMARY

Program and By-law changes necessary to implement requirements of the next phase of the Building Code Statute
Law Amendment Act are required for the July 1, 2005, effective date. These program and by-law changes have been
developed through subcommittees of DLAC fo provide Council recommendations for their consideration. They have
thus been arrived at in consultation with the development industry.

These administrative, procedural and enforcement changes mandated by the new Ontario Building Code Act include:

«  New service delivery options for municipalities through use of private inspection bodies, known as registered
code agencies (RCAs).

Mandatory use of provincial building permit application form.

A new list of “applicable law".

New rules governing building permit fees.

Mandatory notices and inspections at key construction stages.

Roles defined in Act for different building practitioners, including owners, builders, designers and
manufacturers.

«  New measures to support innovation including binding Minister’s interpretations and Minister's rulings.

« Mandatory registration and insurance for RCAs.

g & @ © ©

Mandatory qualification for RCA staff.
A Code of Conduct for Building Officials.

It is our intention as the Building Services Division fo continue our partnership/relationship with the building indusiry
estabiished through Council's Deveiopment Lizison Advisory Committee (DLAC) by seeking their input during the
transition period between July 1, 2005 to the final implementation date of January 1, 2006, for Bill 124.

Specifically, the Subcommitiee established will finalize its recommendations on building fees, staffing levels and
administrative/procedural issues related to the next set of implementations which include:

Qualification requirements for Building Officials and designers.

Registration requirements (i.e. qualified staff and insurance) for designers.

time frarnes for the review of buiiding permit applications by municipalities.

Commencement of the first reporting period for the annual building permit fee report to be prepared by
municipalities.

L] L3 L] Ll

The recommendations for Council were prepared through a subcommittee of Council which included the following
individuals from the development industry for whose assistance and continued support through to January 1, 2008,
we wish to acknowiedge:

Rick Doyon Nor Vent Sheet Metal

Peter Peroff EMCO Limited

Dave Arnold Dalron Construction

Steve Wicklander Wicklander Associates Architects

Alex Sorensen | Dennis Consultants

Michael Luciw Nicholis Yallowega Belanger Architects
Granville Vickerman G.B.V. & Associates Engineering

The proposed by-law was prepared with the assistance of Carolyn Dawe of Legal Services.

Attachments
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APPENDIX “A’
DLAC RECOMMENDATION 2005-03
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DLAC 2005-03

Moved By: Celia Teale, Dalron Construction

Seconded By: Tony Cecutti, EarthTech

“THAT DLAC has reviewed the Bill 124 Implementation Subcommittee
recommendations material and presentation and recommends fo Counci! the following:

1.

The following process modifications to be implemented by July 1, 2005:

« Two stream Building Permit application process;

e Short form altemnate application form with acknowledgement;

= Applicable law check list to augment Provincial common Building Permit
application form;

» Residential application documentation status quo except for requirements of a
heat loss study and trades license for heating contractors;

s Small buildings (Part 9 ICl) documentation status quo {architectural and
structural drawings) except HVAC drawings mandatory with trades license for
heating contractor,

» Large Buildings (architectural and engineering design) status quo except for
provincially mandated inspection notices;

= Further work to complete a more detailed HVAC Residential and Part 9 building
submission guidelines for acceptance by DLAC and January 1, 2006
implementation to coincide with designer registration by Province.

. Staffing is to remain at current complement with the new Building By-law to provide

flexibility to hire coniract and RCA staff when required. Further study on additional

staff recommended by Subcomittee to be brought back to DLAC prior to January 1,
2006 for review and recommendation to Council. Code of Conduct as presented to
be adopted July 1, 2005, for Building Services staff as mandated by the Province.

Building Permit fees to remain as is pending further study with final
recommendations on Building Permit fees to be brought back to DLAC for review
and recommendation to Council for implementation by January 1, 2006, to
correspond with municipal fiscal year and the Province’s reporting period. A
Building Revenue Stabilization Reserve Fund should be established within the
Building By-law as provided for in the new Provincial Regulations.

CARRIED
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City of Greater Sudbury Building Division

Calculation of Costs to Determine Building Permit Fees
Pursuant to the Building Code Act and Reguiation 305/03

The following costs shall be included in determining the annual total cost of enforcing the Building
Code Act and regulations (Building Code) in the City of Greater Sudbury. The reference to staff
throughout refers to the staff described in number 1 below.

1.

Salaries and employee benefits for building code officials and clerical personnel assigned to the
enforcing the Building Code Act and regulations including the receiving, processing {including checking
for applicable law compliance), issuing and filing of all applications, permits and related documents and
specifications. This would also include the apportioned salaries and benefits of these individuals who
are periodically involved in the enforcement of the Building Code Act and regulations (not their primary
job function) such as Fire Prevention inspectors and Property Standards Inspectors.

Cost of vehicles used by the staff. Payments for this purpose may be in the form of mileage
reimbursement paid to employees for use of their own motor vehicles, including authorized travel o
conferences and out of fown meetings.

Direct costs in support of the staff, such as computers (including software and licences) equipment,
supplies, furniture, office eqguipment maintenance, standardized forms, printing, and safety equipment
that are supplied directly to the staff for their sole use.

Professional expenses of staff that are directly related to the enforcement of the regulations, including
publications and membership dues if a requirement of their job.

Subscriptions, license fees, training, and authorized travel to conferences, meetings and seminars.
Fees for services performed under contract by Registered Code Agencies.

Fees for legal services and other consulting services required in connection with enforcement
application and plan review or litigation.

Subject to the limitations set forth below, indirect, overhead, and other expenses of the municipality in
support of the staff, including:

a) Administration, including personnel, payroll, and general training services provided to the staff
in common with all other municipal offices;

b} Services shared jointly with other municipal offices, such as telephone, reproduction,
centralized computer services; '

c) Insurance fees except for group insurance premiums included under employee fringe benefits;

d) General building maintenance expenses,

e) Finance, including bookkeeping, purchasing, and auditing;

f) Office space expenses, including rent or interest and debt service on municipal capital facilities;

But does not include any municipal costs which are recoverable through other legislation, i.e. for
development applications under the Planning Act.

Indirect and overhead expenses charged to the staff compared to the total costs shall not exceed the
ratio of the municipal indirect and overhead expenses to the entire municipal budget.

June , 2005
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FEES VS. COSTS

E'Xbeﬁnslesi" ::Revenues ;:Centrabutsoni(i.@ss) Budget
L ltoTaxlewy = {Projectedloss
1994 [$1,422,352 | $1,143,381 | ($278,971) $123,892 loss
1995 |$1,167,266 |$1,283,557 | $116,291 $33,679 loss
1996 $1,172,542 | $1,309,422 | $136,880 $82,198 revenue

$1,165,451 $1,252,803 $87,351 $162,694
; revenue

e $1,180,858 | $973,708 $207,149 $215,904
: revenue

- 181,077,466 $1,146,890 $69,424 $198,622
S revenue

2000 |[$1,105950 |$1,227,575 | $121,625 $15,913 revenue

2001 |$1,102,801 |$1,504,390 | $401,588 $105,653
revenue

ﬁz@@é[  ls1,238392 | $1,551,258 | $312,865 $184,075
Solian revenue

2003 - [$1,364,112 | $1,326,997 | $37,115 $28,025 loss

2004*  ||$1,557,008 | $2,063,703 | $505,795 $194,897
revenue

2005 |

Average over 11 years contribution to Tax Levy = $156,100/year

*2003 Internal Recoveries (costs) first charged against division of $58,080
*2004 Internal Recoveries (costs) increase charged against division of $177,614.
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***Regarding cost per thousand:

Kingston:

Sault Ste Marie:

Timmins:

Allows contractor to determine construction value but has back-up
calculation of $60.00 per square foot if estimate seems unreasonable.

Allows contractor to determine construction value but has back-up
calculation if estimate seems unreascnable. Will then contact contractor to negotiate
a more realistic estimate. Will fax back-up vaiues to our attention as soon as possible.

Allows contractor to determine construction value but has back-up calculation of

$110.00 per square foot for main floor and $60.00 per square foot for each additional
floor.
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1.0

2.0

3.0

Greater, Grand

introduction

The City of Greater Sudbury maintains this code of
conduct in accordance with the provisions of The
Building Code Act. Building Officials undertake
building certification functions that ensure the
quality, structural integrity and safety of buildings.
Building Officials are exposed to potential conflicts
of interest because of the special powers
conferred on them. The conduct and behaviour of
the City of Greater Sudbury’s Building Officials
reflects the City of Greater Sudbury’s Building
Services Depariment’'s commitment {o the highest
standards of professionalism, technical
competence, skill, honesty, faimess and
independence. Building Officials cbserve both the
letter and the spirit of this code of conduct as it
pertains to situations that bear on their
responsibilities. ‘

Purpose

The purposes of this code of conduct are:

- To promote appropriate standards of behaviour
by Building Officials in the exercise of their
powers and performance of their duties;

« To prevent practices which may constitute an
abuse of power, and

» To promote appropriate standards of honesty
and integrity.

Standards of Conduct and Professionalism
In addition to any Policy and with respect to any
“Code of Ethics and Conduct applying to all
municipa!l staff”, the City of Greater Sudbury
Building Officials shall undertake at afl times to:

1. Actin the public interest, particularly with
regard to the safety of building works and
structures;

2. Maintain their knowledge and understanding of
the best current building practice, the building
laws and regulations relevant to their building
certifying functions;

3. Commit themselves to a process of
continuous education so as to constantly be
aware of developments in building design,
practice and the law relevani to their duties;

4. Comply with the provisions of the Building
Code Act, the Building Code and any other Act
or Law that regulates or governs Building
Officials or their functions;

5. Avoid situations where there may be, or where
there may reasonably appear to be, a confiict
between their duties to their clisnts, their
profession, their peers and the public at large
and their personal interests;

4.0

Code of Conduct for Building Officials

6. Not act beyond their level of competence or
outside their area of expertise;

7. Apply all relevant building laws, regulations
and standards strictly and without favour and
independent of the influence of interested
parties;

8. Perform their inspections and certifving duties
impartially and in accordance with the highast
professiocnal standards.

9. Not divuige any confidential or sensitive
information or material, that they become privy
10 in the performance of their duties, except in
accordance with laws governing freedom of
information and protection of privacy.

10. To avoid any conduct that could bring Building
Officials or the City of Greater Sudbury intc
disrepute;

11. Extend professional courtesy to all;

12. Accept responsibility for the conduct of their
subordinate employees;

13. Maintain current accreditation to perform the
functions assigned to them; and

14. Take all reasonable steps 1o ascertain and
document ali available facts relevant to the
performance of their duties.

15. Exemplify compliance with all regulations and
standards that govern buiiding consfruction,
health and safety or other matters related to
their status as a Building Official.

Guideline for responding to Misconduct
Allegations

The Building Code Act provides that the
performance of Building Officials will be measured
against this code of conduct. Inresponse to any
aliegation of a breach of this code, the Chief
Building Official shall direct an investigation and
where appropriate, recommend disciplinary action
against any Bullding Official who fails to comply
with this code of conduct. Where the allegation is
against the Chief Building Official, Council will
direct the investigation and make such
recommendations as are reasonable.

In determining the appropriate discipline, the Chief
Building Official or Councit will have regard to the
relevance of the conduct to the official’s powers
and responsibilities as well as the severity of any
misconduct.

Disciplinary Action arising from violations of this
code of conduct is the responsibility of the City of
Greater Sudbury’s administration and is subject to
relevant coliective agreements, employment laws
and standards. P
L
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Report Date June 22", 2005
Decision Requested X Yes No -1 Priority x | High Low
Lo it Direction Only | Type of Mesting | x | Open Closed

On-Street Bicycle Lanes
Howey Drive / Bellevue Avenue / Bancroft Corridors

X This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the

| Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

The funding for this project is included in the THAT a By-Law be passed to amend the City’s
2005 Capital Budget. Traffic and Parking By-Law 2001-1, 1o designale
bicycle lanes on each side of Howey Drive,
Bellevue Avenue and part of Bancroft Drive,
between Bellevue Avenue and Levesque Street,
as well as Bancroft Drive from the Kingsway to
Bellevue Avenue, in accordance with the report
from the General Manager of Infrastructure and
Emergency Services, dated June 22™, 2005.

¥ | Background Attached FRecommendation Continued

11
Alan Stephen Mark Mieto Eﬂ
General Manager of Infrastructure & Emergency Services | | Chief Administrative Offieer

Revised: January 8, 2003



Title: On-Street Bicycle Lanes, Howey Drive / Bellevue Avenue / Bancroft Corridors Page: 1
Date: June 22", 2005

A M,’? 5:;(%,; a/‘*q/\,f )

Nathalie Mihelchic, P. Eng. R.G. (Greg) Clausen, P. Eng.
Manager of Transportation Engineering Services City Engineer

Background:

On 2004-08-12, the Council of the City of Greater Sudbury passed the following resolution:

2004-446; BE IT RESOLVED THAT the Council of the City of Greater Sudbury commits, as part of
its 2005 Capital Roads Budget, the sum of $45,000 for the purpose of funding the cost to:

° remove the existing centre two way left turn lanes on each of Howey Drive,
Bellevue Avenue and Bancroft Drive (from Bellevue Avenue 1o Levesque Street); and

® delineate a 1.5 metre wide bicycle lane on each side of Howey Drive, Bellevue Avenue and
that part of Bancroft Drive between Bellevue Avenue and Levesque Street, as well as,
Bancroft Drive from the Kingsway to Bellevue Avenue, including the stencilling of
appropriate markings on the roadway and the posting of appropriate signage:

AND THAT work described be completed by June 30", 2005;

AND THAT the City's Traffic and Parking By-Law, 2001-1 be amended appropriately to reflect
such changes;

AND THAT such cther by-laws be passed as may be necessary to effect such changes.

See Exhibit ‘A’ attachec.

As per Council’s direction, the two-way centre left-turn lane markings have been removed on

Howey Drive, Bellevue Avenue and Bancroft Drive from Bellevue Avenue to Levesque Street. Bicycle
lanes, 1.5 metres wide, will be painted along these corridors complete with bicycle and diamond symbols
indicating the lane’s intended use. Reserved bicycle lane signs will also be posted at regular intervals
along the route.

To reserve the new lanes for the exclusive use of bicycles, an amendment to the City’s Traffic and
Parking By-Law will be required. For the safety of cyclists, the by-law will prohibit vehicles, other than
bicycles, from driving, parking and / or stopping in the bicycle lanes. The by-law will not prevent vehicles
from making a right turn provided they enter the bike lane at a point nearest the point of making the right
turn. For safety reasons, transit vehicles may enter the bicycle lanes when picking up or discharging
passengers.

Due to insufficient pavement width, the bicycle lanes will terminate at the signalized intersections of
Bancroft Drive at Bellevue Avenue and Bancroft Drive at Second Avenue. These intersections must
maintain their left-turn lanes for efficient fraffic fiow. At these locations, special pavement markings wili be
provided, along with signage indicating that the bike lane ends and that vehicles and bicycies must share
the road.

To help educate the public on the proper use of reserved bicycle lanes, various print and radio
public service announcements are planned. An example of the print adverlisement is contained 54
in Exhibit ‘B’.
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Heserved Lane signs have
been posted on Howey Drive
to identify a new bicycle lane.

Respect the bicycle lane if
you are a motorist — do not
stop, park or pass in the
reserved lane.

Cyclists using the reserved
lane must fravel in the same
direction as traffic and obey
the rules ofthe road.

Both cyclisis and motorists
should be cautious at
intersections, especially
during rightturns.

Share the Road:

Bicycles are considered vehicles under
the Highway Traffic Act and should be
treated as any other vehicle on the road.
Please be courteous.

greatersudbury ra

Exhibit ‘B’



Request for Decision

ity Counci il

Meeting Date

June 30, 2005

Report Date June 22, 2005

city. greatersudbury.on.ca

Priority ¥ | High

Low

Decision Requested X Yes No

Direction Only

Type of Meeting X | Open

Closed

Tax Adjustments under Sections 357 and 358 of the Municipal Act

| This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the
‘Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

the City’s portion is $5,375.72. This amount,
as well as previous amounts struck from the
roll in 2005, is well within the budget amount
for tax write offs.

Of the total taxes to be struck from the tax rol,

That the amount of $5,547.40 be struck from
the tax roll.

¥ | Background Attached

Recommendation Continued

S. Jonasson ’ L §
Acting Chief Financial Officer / Treasurer

Chief Administrative offid o1

&

Revised: January 8, 2803



Title: Tax Adjustments under Sections 357 and 358 of the Municipal Act Page: 1
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e

T. Detro S. St-Onge
Supervisar of Tax / Chief Tax Collector Acting Manager of Current Accounting Operations

Executive Summary

Each year after the return of the Assessment Roll and during the tax billing process, some properties become
gligible for the cancellation, reduction or refund of realty taxes. Section 357 of the Municipal Act provides the
authority for tax adjustments in the current year for reasons that may include change in rate of taxation,
change in tax status or fire/demolition. Section 358 of the Municipal Act provides the authority for tax
adjustments for prior years for errors in the preparation of the Assessment Roll. All applications for tax
adjustments are verified by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation prior to being processed by the
City of Greater Sudbury.

Background

Sections 357 and 358 of the Municipal Act provide the authority for the cancellation, reduction or refund of
realty taxes. _

Section 357

Section 357 authorizes the cancellation, reduction or refund of realty taxes in the current year for such
reasons as change in rate of taxation, change in tax status, fire / demolition or gross error. Section 357
applications are verified by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation and processed by the
municipality.

Section 358

Section 358 of the Municipal Act authorizes the reduction of reaity taxes for clerical errors such as errors in
key punching, transposition cf figures or mathematical calculations. Such errors occur with the preparation
of the assessment roll and are confirmed by the Municipal Property Assessment Corporation prior to the tax
adjustment by the municipality. Section 358 applications are limited to the two (2) taxation years prior to the
year in which the error(s) was made.

The Treasurer’'s recommendations for the canceliation, reduction or refund of realty taxes under the Municipal
Act are presented tc Council for approval. Attached for Council's information and action is Schedule A,
summarizing the tax adjustments by authority, reason and amount. Also attached is Schedule B which
provides a more detailed property by property description of the tax adjustments.

=
Qo




Title: Tax Adjustments under Sections 357 and 358 of the Municipal Act Page: 2
Date: June 22, 2005

The Municipal Act provides for a notification / appeal process for property owners that have applied for a tax
adjustment. Notices were sent to property owners on May 30, 2005 and all queries / concerns were
addressed by the Tax Department prior to the preparation of the attached Schedule B and none of the
applicants have requested an appearance before the Hearing Commitiee of Council.

49




SCHEDULE "A'
RECOMMENDED APPLICATIONS TO CITY COUNCIL FOR TAX ADJUSTMERNTS
UNDER SECTIONS 357/358 OF THE MUNICIPAL ACT
June 30, 2005 Council Meeting

.. Reason for Adjustment: .. . Applications 1
Fire / Demoliticn 7 5,375.72 171.68
Clerical or Manifest Error 8 0.00 0.00

oy
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Request for Decision

Meeting Date | June 30, 2005

Greater| Gran

www ity greatersudburyon.ca

Report Date June g9, 2005

Decision Requested X

Yes No 24 Priority x | High Low

Direction Only 1 Type of Meeting x | Open Closed

Lake Stewardship Assistance Grant Program

><’ | This report and recommendation(s) h

Finance Division and the funding sou

ave been reviewed by the
rce has been identified.

No new funds requested. G
as per Priorities Committee

Program.

{amended) 2005-12 and Council's approved successful nominees of the Lake Stewardship
budget allocation for the Lake Water Quality Assistance Grant Program as proposed by the

rants will be funded That a By-Law be passed authorizing the payment
Recommendation of funds from the Lake Water Quality budget to the

Lake Improvement Advisory Panel.

Background Attached

Recommendation Continued

Doug Nadorozny
| General Manager of Growth and D

YNV me
Mark Mieto . i
cloprrient C.AQ

5

Revised: January 8, 2003



Title: Lake Stewardship Assistance Grant Program Page: 1
Date: June 30, 2005

T Haon

Lana McKinnon William E. Lautenbach
Lake Water Quality Program Co-ordinator Director of Planning Services
BACKGROUND

In order to fulfill their Mission to “ serve as a waftchdog on behalf of all citizens in the communily and actively

promote and protect the ecoiogical health of the lakes through: social and scientific research, public
education, policy advocacy, communily parinerships, and strategic communily initiatives”, the Lake
Improvement Advisory Panel initiated the Lake Stewardship Assistance Grant Program io support and
encourage lake stewardship groups by providing them with additional resources. At the February 9, 2005
Priorities Committee, Council approved the recommendation to earmark funds from the Lake Water Quality
budget to be used to assist lake stewardship groups achieve their goals of healthy waterfront living.

Funding criteria and an application form were drafted by the Lake Advisory Panel. Projects must benefit
the water quality of the lake and/or watershed and demonstrate support and involvement of lake
stewardship members, other lake residents or community members. Successful applicanis were decided
by the Lake Improvement Advisory Panel.

The Lake Stewardship Assistance Grant Program was advertised extensively across the community, both
in traditional formal media such as the Sudbury Star, Northern Life, Le Voyageur and in the
communications tools used by the direct target audience, such as emails and mail outs. in total, 10
applications for funding were received. Total funds allocated is $5,430.00. The following applications are
recommended for funding by the Lake Improvement Adviscry Panel:

Fairbank Lake Camp Owners Association Inc. - Shoreline Enhancement Grant: $500
The Fairbank Lake Camp Owners Association currently has 160 members. Funds will be used to help with
shoreline protection by providing seediings that are appropriate for planting along shorelines to every member
of the association. The Association will match the grant amount with funds collected through their
membership drive.

Friends of McFarlane Lake Stewardship Committee - 2005 Summer Newsletter Grant: $500
The Friends of McFarlane Lake Stewardship Committee will use the funds to produce a newsletier for
distribution to all lakeshore and backlot residence for education and awareness about the water quality of the
lake and also hope to create a sense of stewardship of McFarlane Lake. A residential survey, asking
participants to answer questions and to submit information regarding their water quality issues, will also be
distributed.

Kukagami Lake Campers Association (KLCA) - Water Guality Committee Grant: $360
Ashgami Lake Campers Association Grant: $360
Matagamasi Lake Campers Association Grant: $210

The Kukagami Lake Campers Association (KLCA) is an active asscciation with membership from 6 areas
representing Kukagami, Ashigami, Matagamasi, Portage, Bugg and part of the east shore of Lake
Wahnapitae. The Water Quality Committee was formed last year to promote water quality and provide a
healthy environment for present and future generations. The funds will be used 1o sampie surface waler and
laboratory analysis not provided by the Lake Water Quality Program.




Title: Lake Stewardship Assistance Grant Program Page: 2
Date: June 30, 2005

Minnow Lake Restoration Group - Minnow Lake Shoreline Naturalizing Grant: $500

The Minnow Lake Restoration Group is a non-profit, charitable organization dedicated to improving the water
quality of Minnow Lake and in the enhancement of the surrounding area. The Minnow Lake Restoration
Group is responsible for coordinating efforts to have the Minnow Lake Millennium Fountain instalied in July
2000. The funds wili be used to purchase shoreline plants, irees, and shrubs to plant along the lake to reduce
phosphorus runoff into the lake and to discourage waterfow! from utilizing the shoreline areas.

Rayside Belfour Community Action Network (CAN) - Clean-Up and Educate Grant: $500

The Rayside Belfour Community Action Network (CAN) is comprised of 10 members. CAN has sei one of
its priorities to establish a stewardship committee for Whitewater LLake toc organize volunteers, clean up
Whitewater lake and educate the community. This project will increase the ownership and responsibility of
the lake residents and visitors and improve the water quality of the lake.

Richard Lake Stewardship Committee - Richard Lake Clean-Up Grant: $500

The Richard Lake Stewardship Committee will attempt to safe-guard the lake and watershed as a potable
water source for residents who depend on it for drinking. A clean up of the lake using a professional dive
club will remove materials from the lake that pose an environmental threat to the water quality. information
pamphlets and newsletter will also be produced and circulated to the lake residents.

Tilton Lake Stewardship Group - Habitat Assessment & Bliodiversity Monitoring Grant: $500

Tilton Lake Stewardship Group currently has 10 members and has partnered with the Sudbury Naturalist and
the academic community to undertake a multi-year, long-term monitoring of wetlands, wildlife and water
quality in the Tilton Lake watershed. This project will also include a communication/education program.

Trailsmen Bod and Gun Club - Lake Habitat Revitalization Grant: $500

The Trailsmen Rod and Gun Ciub is a non-profit, incorporated organization that monitors water quality and
undertakes lake rehabilitation on ali of their targeted lakes for stocking. The funds will be used to enhance
their water qualiity testing and to conduct lake rehabilitation on lronside, McFarlane and Whitson iakes.

Valley East Ratepayers Association - Source of Fish Smell (Potential Algae) Grant: $500

The Valley East Ratepayers Asscciation represents Hanmer, Frenchman, Joe and Dixon lakes. Funds wili
be used to cover the cost of shipping water and algae samples via air freight in order to identify the source
of fish smells in the lakes. Most residents draw their drinking water from the lake. Four representatives from
each lake will volunteer their time to coliect the samples and the Association will cover any costs over the
grant amount.

Windy Lake Stewardship Committiee - Baseline Water Analysis Grant: $500

The Windy is the source of potable water for many lake residents and cottage owners. The Windy Lake
Stewardship Committee has 7 members and is currently actively recruiting more lake residents. The funds
will be used to establish a baseline of water quality parameters not covered by the City’s Lake Water Quality
Program.
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Mesting Date | June 30, 2005 Report Date June 13, 2005

Decision Requested Yes | No Priority High Low

Direction Only ype of Meeling Open Closed

Economic Development Capital Envelope Request - Festival of Lights, Sudbury Charities Foundation

This report and recommendation(s) have been reviewed by the
Finance Division and the funding source has been identified.

The uncommitted balance for 2005 in the Whereas the Greater Sudbury Development
Economic Development Capital Envelope is Corporation has recommended support for the
currently in the amount of $492,761. This expansion of the annual Festival of Lights
recommendation for $25,000 would leave an organized by the Sudbury Charities Foundation,
uncommitted balance of $467,761 for future

projects. Therefore, be it resolved that the Council of the

City of Greater Sudbury support the project with a
contribution of $25,000 from the 2005 Economic
Development Capitai Envelope.

Background Attached Recommendation Continued

| Mark Mieto, C.A.O.

| Doug Nadorozny, General Manager,
Development

Revisad: January 8, Z803
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Rob Skelly, Manager of Tourism, Culture and Marketing

At the GSDC Board mesting on June 8, 2005, following a review by the CED Committee on May 27,
2005, the Board passed a rescluticn in support of the request from the Sudbury Charities Foundation fo
expand the annual Festival of Lighis. The Board recommended a one-time contribution of $25,000 from
the 2005 Economic Development Capital Envelope.

The Sudbury Charities Foundation has managed and coordinated the Festival of Lights situated at
Science North for the last 13 years. The event runs from November to January. Visiting the site has
become an annual tradition for thousands of residents and visitors. The expansion planned for 2005
includes 17 new sithouettes and entrance lights at a cost of $100,000. The balance of the funds required
will come from a community capital campaign which is already well underway. This first phase of
expansion will greatly improve the event and set the stage for future expansions with a view {o increasing
its tourism potential. Applications to other levels of government for future phases are under review.

Council’s approval of this request is required in order to advance the funds. The funding recommended is
provided by the 2005 Economic Development Capital Enveiope.

The uncommitted balance for 2005 is currently in the amount of $492,761. This recommendation for
$20,000 would leave an uncommitted balance of $467,761 for future projects.
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