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e History of Tax Sys‘tem in

® Broad Fiscal Picture : \

- )
® Types of Taxes — What's in Scope |
N Residen_t}al, Comme;ccial,-/Business Occupanéy
o Deed Transfer Tax

® [User Fees

\

® [Foundations off (Current:
® Services, (COSt, o ilinye) Ry
- ® Challenges and Risks inardias

o Stdewalks, Transity Costing

U
te)



@ 1996 Amalgamation /
® Market Based System

® 1997 - Merger of forr%ler tax systems \ |

) ® Urban, Suburban, Rural genLral rates |
® 1997 — Arﬁmal reassessments introduced |

® was cvery three years.

e 2002 — Reformmof HRMiTax Structure

a - leda

e Fire, Streetlights; (CrosswalkiGuards
® 2005 — Assessment(Eapat 105/ /‘H
e 2005 — Tax Re: I

- ® Regional Plan

(‘{2008 — JAssessment (€ap)at

I
Ofdn IFrepeSsed




o Aftera lengthy'pu lic debate ending in 'ﬂ\x ;
July 1997 HRM cteated three General :
« Tax Rates:
® Urban | .

O Subu}:b'a

® Rural

AN

vvt‘f; -—



® Includes Halifax, Dartmouth Most of Bedford, Forest
- Hills, Colby Vlllage, Sadkvﬂle

/ ® Suburb aﬁ\ ZhE eas ‘ / \ I

® includes Wayerley, Fall R1ver, Hammonds Plains, Cow

surrounding areas,
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| lew Py Sreneture ates in 2007 and Averase 1996 Residentinl Agsessenent
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~ has Access to -

° Everyoné Pays f’|or %r\;lc s Received ’\v

® Lyeryone Shares in Paying for Services one

e Lyveryone Pays for Basic Universal Services

longs for the

e Commerciall
Benefit offall RV



Rural Area Rates were higher than
the Urban Rate even though services
were lower.

Tax System encouraged

Inefficiencies.

HMusquodoboit
Habour
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Notegcr:ga/warages hav



Service

Rural (Base) Suburban
General Tax General Tax
Rate Rate

Urban General
Tax Rate

Included in the Base General Tax Rate

Included in the Urban and
Suburban General Tax Rates

Included in the

Urban General
Tax Rate

10
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HRM Benchmark against
other cities.

xcludes education, water, health, social services and housing costs in all jurisdictions.




Trend in Expenditures

Mandatory Provincial versus Municipal
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™ #8  Education Rate reduced )
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(A Reyenties inelyding Belvyeation ')

per Dyellicie Uriie (2009

HRM Benchmark against
other cities.

B Property Taxes (includes Commercial) 8 Sales, User Fees, Other B Grants and Transfers







-193,900
30,848,200 Most
Ma
31,000,000
3,582,292
10,589,100
2,000,000
3,444,900
30,000
502,375,792
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Departmental Fees and Revenues
>>> ] ry 2 \

b
3,460,000
1,840,025 Ass

527,739

20,484,305 Licenses,
128,552,245




@ Focus should be of ne /altered. revenues to relieve
pressufre on assessment.

—
® Assessment Based system \

/ y ® User Fees and Other Revenues

¥

® Focus 1s o
® Met%\od-.usad to calculate revenues, "

® Impact ofitevenucs on behaviorior cconomy (1f any)

o g, diansitiares, 1alscalatms /

J
J Eg, Deed ransfer tus, business occupaneyitis
® Not howiundsiare spenty/nospents
® Lo, Supplementarplzducationiunding:

~

b Do, Willluseride CSNEIPITANAagCIunas better?



Dligiclpeieioe oyt IPzpe B5ills

‘T by Type of Prgperny - 2004

Distribution of Residential Taxpayers by Size of Tax Bill and Type
of Property

Single Unit
(Excluding Condos
Condos)

Two to Three

Units Apartments Land

Distribution
Under $1,000 26
$1,000 to $2,000 257
$2,000 to $3,000 373
$3,000 to $6,000 549
Over $6,000 818
Total 2,023

Average Tax per Dwelling Unit $576
Average Tax per Property $13,674




Growth in Residential Assessment
(Single Dwelling Unit) - 2006 to 2007

All Districts, All Tax Rates

Average

\ Increase
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30,000 -

/

20,000 -

10,000 -

Dwellings

5,217 5,400 4 /

2,369
5

150 98

~

)
nder  $25,0005  $50,000- $75000- $100,000- $150,000- $200,000- $300,000- $400,000- $500,000- $750,000-  §1
$25000 50,0001 75000, 100,000} 150,000, 2000001 300,000, 400,000 500,000 750,000 1m  miliop+

20



Rate reductions in 2000, 2001, 2002, § . N
2004, 2007. Rates flat in 2003, 2006. -

Average Increase
for Existing
Properties 8.2%

New Properties

4— (Bring new costs)
3%




Riesidentizlsdiaxe RAtes

Halifax

Dartmouth

Bedford

Sackville (District 20)

Cole Harbour (District 4)
Eastern Passage (District 5 Urban)

Suburban (General Tax Rate)

Rural (General Tax Rate)

Pre-
Amalgamation Current

Percent
1995-1996 2006-2007 Change Change

1.4849 1.3470 -0.1379 -9.3%
1.5500 1.3370 -0.2130 -13.7%
1.3780 1.2980 -0.0800 -5.8%
1.6140 1.2980 -0.3160 -19.6%
1.5240 1.2980 -0.2260 -14.8%

1.5600 1.2980 -0.2620 -16.8%

Plus Area Rates now in General Tax Rate
0.8950 1.1586 0.2636 29.5%

Plus Area Rates now in General Tax Rate
0.8950 1.1529 0.2579 28.8%
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ingle Dericned Flouse in 2005
- Caradinn Ciries

HRM Benchmark against 3 100
.o 30257°
3,000 4 other cities. o 91129687
2,685
2,57124573
2,470
4 2,406
2,500 2,284
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2,0
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Commercial Tax Rate neatly 3 times

residential plus business pays Business
Occupancy Tax.
$50,000 -
/ $40,000
$30,000 A
Average Business Taxes have increased
AR b e st 33%, CPI has increased 21%. ~  TEEEEEE
$10,000 -+ -c--cn e on oo - NN . . ... . . . . . .. . - BRI .. e
$0 .
1997-1998, 1998-19991 19992000 F2000=200 1 EZ001=20028200 22005 820052004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2006-2007
_. |
- 2
Based on Urban Ge (ﬁ\“m




Aggessnnentt

Desion g Beigitiess Clectipzinicy

As a Percentage of Real Property

25%

Service Stations,

Restaurants,
Campgrounds,
Trailer Parks,

Motor Vehicle
Dealers

50%

All other Sectors

75%

Banks, Credit
Unions,
Investment
Dealers, Insurance
Companies and
other Financial
Services
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Buigieiess Cleatipzinicy

Prizsige-Cur Senecleile

25% 50% 75%
2005-2006 207 50% 5%
2006-2007 40%o 750
2007-2008 30% 5%
2008-2009 20% o

2009-2010 10% 0
2010-2011 5
2011-2012 15 %0
2012-2013 715 /o
2013-2014 .
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[IMPACH OIS TISIRESS
Qccuparicy reljugieriens

Commercial

BOE 5%

BOT - 50%

BOT -75%

Other Taxable
Sub-Total

Federal Payments-in-Lieu

Provincial Payments-in-Lieu
Sub-Total

Efficiencies
Total

2005
Status Quo

115,833,000
3,933,900
37,389,500
3,269,700
5,011,600
165,437,700

13,761,900
3,376,700
17,138,600

~400,000
182,176,300

Revenue

Loss
0

-3,933,900
7,477,900
0

0
11,411,800

216,200
-129,500
~145,700

100,000
11,457,500

2005

Adjusted
123,789,000
0
31,966,000
3,494,000
5,011,600
164,260,600

14,690,000
3,470,000
18,160,000

244300
182,176,300

Change
7,956,000
-3,933,900
-5,423,500
224,300
0
-1,177,100

928,100
93,300
1,021,400

155 200
0

vy




Buigieiess Cleatipzinicy
Trie Loy Teren lonpct

——BO Exempt —#—25%BO —4&—50%BO —5—75%B0O




- e “Market Value” Assessments have no ’\w

consistent link to
® Scrvices Available )
T o Abi_\Iity to Pay

e Cos o Services

.y
\

—

® [n a growi 5 1S espectally

.f

4

\)\Vl 40 uaﬂy.

true.

ct offers limited



™ e Servicés Avai{ablé/ e ’\w

® Market values 4@ affected by a hbsl;o\f factors,

nly one small element.

7\ f
o EE Waterfront properties (8% in HM are
valued much higher than others (average 15%

/ - municipal services /

—

Services @ften the same.

A era

more).

® [Ho, L OREMH MIPIONETICALS increase market value

cVehl IEUEH SCIVICES aven 't Chﬁﬁged.

gt
S tising even though services

BIScwer; Wateiot Of Property tax

o 5‘;
often dontt




" ® Cost of Services ' ’\\ﬁ/

® Property values do not reflect the c6§t~t@\
dehver serv1ces _
/ o= \Eg, Condos Costs less to provide rnumcfpal J

- services but value 1s often higher than other

roperties.

—

® Eg; Inskilling, Many setwices already exist.
o Costs often drven bylbensity, Distance
y
fromiService, IDispersiony IDiversity.

See “Patterm Bbokedoridensity estimates

o



" e Ability to Pay - B

® Property values do not reflect En\
V™ | individuals ability to pay | ' f'

o Eg, Values ofteén tise after an individual
| has purchased'a home.

——

e [ig, Income cam: decline after an

individuallias putchiased a home.
- l{"‘l
JI N Elivenbegoineieielis iduals can

0OSE o putheiravealthimto other

assets, lbowerimcome mdividuals could
('/ put allftenaweal nto 2 home.



High Income N -

Income undg{ Middle Income
$47,000 © | over $77,400)
_ )
Low Tax Bill | ) )
(under $1,100) 15,200 9,900 \ 4,100

Medium Tax |

Bill ($1,100-
$1,600)

High Tax Bill
(over $1,600)

10,200

Weak Correlation between Income and

Assessment! (R* of




Tax/Income HRM Average !

Tax after
Rebate

Tax/Income
(After Rebate)

Income Levels (Prior to
Rebate)

14.0%
8.7%
7.5%
5.4%
7.0%




® Risk in not Rlzfortfﬁﬁg _ ’\\@/
® Increased Taxpayer Frustration ~—
/ @ Difficulty in estabhghmg tax rate

e Expectation Risk -
oEv%fy@estaX can ' '

G TOWING

82
)




o Sidewalk Confusion/ fnco 6{sténty~ |
® Construction — LLocal Imptgvement Charges (ILIC)
e Maintenance — Urban Rate \
® Plowing l.ocal Roads — Area Ra}e |
- ® Plow Art\e\r%al Roads — Urban B te \
® Curbs — All pay
o

Ditches ™Rallution Control Chatges (PCC)




R ) Major Capital Investme*ts

Net Present Value ($000) ‘“'“‘Ineased Tfansit ﬂ\k
Bt [nyestment will allow
, A HRM: to d:(?r\é\aﬁe the
/ need for add{itional Roads
. Will avoid $165m in
1004 -4 apital and operating costs
25 years
. | ‘tansit investment may
o

Base Case

B Roads M Transif




- ® Allocation Issues | e
@ ABC systems not in place. | ’\\.B/

® Most expenditures not tracked by area.
e Computer and Software Issueﬂsj \
/ - ® New system being developed . [
® How specific'do we make charges? Eg Frontage\D

® One Linear Charge?
® Pavement vs chip-

@ Corner lots;

e \Why are we doing it



