‘l?VAUGHAN

COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE (WS) — JUNE 18, 2025

COMMUNICATIONS

Distributed June 13, 2025 Item No.
C1.  Presentation material titled “/Investing in Recreation: User fee and 2
Cost Recovery Policy’.

Received at the meeting

C2. Presentation material tittled “City of Vaughan Ward Boundary Review 1
Final Recommended Options to Council’

Disclaimer Respecting External Communications

Communications are posted on the City’s website pursuant to Procedure By-law Number 7-2011. The City
of Vaughan is not responsible for the validity or accuracy of any facts and/or opinions contained in
external Communications listed on printed agendas and/or agendas posted on the City’s website.

Please note there may be further Communications.
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Agenda

Objectives & Methodology

Current User Fee Policy & Performance
Municipal Benchmarking

Stakeholder Consultation

Guiding Principles

Options

Recommendations




Study
Purpose
and
objectives

REVIEW
CYCLE

Vaughan Sports Leagues (2025), ages 7-9
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Study methodology
Partnered Stakeholder | Costing Strategic Final
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Target: 95% Cost Recovery
Fees aim to recover 95% of direct
recreation operating costs.

Current
user fee policy

Subsidies & Support Stable Fee Adjustments
Discounted fees and financial Changes capped at +5% annually
aid for priority groups. or 10% over three years.

CURRENT

USER FEE
POLICY

Tiered Fee Categories
Programs classified as basic,
value-added, or premium.

Resident Priority
Non-residents pay a surcharge
to protect Vaughan access

Data-Driven Adjustments
Fees adjusted based on inflation,

market trends, and participation.
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Direct cost recovery performance
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Full cost
analysis:
Peeling back
the layers

Full cost
of delivering
Recreation Services
in Vaughan*:

$534M

"vAUGHAN
*Source: 2024 Operating Actuals



Municipal

\ SIMILAR
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Benchmarking fees
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Public and stakeholder consultation: overview

well-attended open houses
with older adult clubs, user
groups and the general
public

S50+

staff interviews + Mayor
and Members of Council

2,746

record # of online survey responses
received from public and user groups
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recovery S principles

Competitive

Landscape

FEE
SETTING

Accessibility
and
affordability
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Options for consideration

95%

direct cost recovery

Fee i15%

Changes over 3 years

Fee Increases drop ins (+$0.40), park
(assumes 5% CSO rental (+$2.21/hr.),
max inc.) 1-yr fitness membership
(+%$23), non-resident
surcharge (+10%)

t Most programs (+$6),

Reductions room rentals,

baseball rentals

Fee Inclusion programes, l

Participation

Financial
Impact

Neutral

tax impact

No
mandated

cost recovery

90%

direct cost recovery

(within benchmark range)

+25%

over 3 years

+10%

over 3 years

(+$5), drop ins (+$0.40), (+$12/yr); adult, preschool
park CSO rental ($2.21/hr.), & 65+ programs (+$5);

non-resident surcharge park CSO rentals
(+10%) (+%$2.21/hr.), non-resident

surcharge (+10%)

Adult & 65+ programs t 1-yr aquafit membership

Inclusion programs,

. . Fitness memberships,
fitness memberships l >

most indoor/

arena, soccer, outdoor rentals

baseball rentals

Minimal impact to participation due to phased in approach over 3 years

$1.3M $1.5M

+0.50% more tax +0.57% more tax
funding required funding required

= =

100%

direct cost recovery

+20%

over 3 years

Minimum

15% increase

across all fees

Reduction
in participation
likely across many
program areas &
specialized user
groups

$1.2M

-0.46% in tax savings
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Option 1 preferred

Implementation

\/ Aligns best with
guiding principles

\/No additional impact F,'.’:' |
to taxation a0

\/ Offers flexibility

' omote

participation
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V' Supports accessibility A
,

and affordability
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Policy recommendations

» Follow guiding principles

» Increase non-resident
surcharge from 10 % to 20%

oM 008y

» Provide subsidized fees to
encourage participation among
key user groups, including
older adults and community
service organizations

» Monitor the effects of fees and
d |SCO u ﬂtS on pa I’t | C| patIO N SumerAdventure camp at Garnet A. Williams Community Centre
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Strategic
oversight model

Departmental authority
to administer fees

Limit fee adjustments

Promote financial
assistance

Seek alternative funding
& implement cost saving

Ensure open public
communication on fees

Review annual fee
adjustments with Finance

Conduct comprehensive
fee reviews every five
years




Looking ahead

Inclusion Summer Camp at Maple Community
Centre

S

» Comprehensive: City’s review is
thorough, in-depth and covers all
pertinent aspects of the Policy

» Progressive: Current User Fee Policy is a
benchmark for other municipalities

» Potential alignment: Some fee rates
warrant adjustment to reflect fees
charged elsewhere

» Sustainable: 95% cost recovery policy
remains appropriate for Vaughan
residents, balancing cost recovery,
accessibility and affordability



Thank You

Anna Dara
Director of Recreation Services
anna.dara@vaughan.ca

Paola D’Amato
Manager, Business Planning & Creative Services
paola.d’'amato@vaughan.ca
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What We Heard

How long have you lived in Vaughan?

Answered: 395 Skipped: 0

6-2 Years I

| do not live
in Vaughan

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% S0% 0%  100%%

Please indicate the ONE guiding principle that should be given the highest
priority to ensure effective voter representation in Vaughan:

Answered: 141 Skipped: 76

Representation
by population

Current and
future
population...

Geographical
and
topegraphica...

Community of
interests

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% T0% 80% 80% 100%

Which ward do you live in?

Answered: 352 Skipped: 43

I don"t live in Vaughan

I don't know
Ward 1

Ward 5

Ward 4

Ward 2

Ward 3

Of all of the presented options, which is most preferred?

Answered: 103 Skipped: 282

Option 71 .

Option 7-2 -

Option -1 .
]

Dption 8-2

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% G0% T0% S0% 20%

10049



Existing Wards
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Final Option 1
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)

Steeles-Ave, W Steeles:Avelly

Final Option 1
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(Adjusted Preliminary Option 6-2)

Final Option 1
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Principle

Representation by
Population

Does the Ward
Structure Meet the

Respective Principle?

Largely
Successful

Comment

All wards are within the
acceptable range of variation,
but with sizable disparities
between certain wards. The
population difference between
the largest and smallest is
approximately 20,000 people.

Future Population

Largely Successful

All wards are within the
acceptable range of variation
(£25%) but sizable disparities
forecast between the largest
and smallest wards: close to

Trends 34,000 people.
Communities of Most communities comfortably
Yes . o
Interest contained in single wards.
Geographic Yes Most boundary lines follow
Representation identifiable markers.
This option provides for good
population parity and
comfortably contains most
communities of interest and
Effective Laraely Successful | US€S recognizable boundary
Representation gely markers but is held back from

fully achieving effective
representation by sizable
population disparities between

wards.




Final Option 2
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)
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Final Option 2
Ward 1
Ward 2
Ward 3
Ward 4
Ward 5
Ward 6

[ wara7

Ward 8

[}

Carrville-Rd

)

z

Four of eight wards within optimal range for
2025, Ward 8 outside of the acceptable
range, and remaining three wards within
25% acceptable range of variance

Ward 6 grows into parity for 2036, Ward 7
grows outside of the acceptable range, and
remaining six wards within 25% range of
variance

2036 2036 2036

Total

2025 2025
Population Optimal

2025
Total

Population Optimal

Population Variance Range Population Variance Range

Ward 1 39,575 0.85 O- 46,254 0.82 O-
Ward 2 45,340 0.98 O 59,376 1.06 O+
Ward 3 45,195 0.98 O 50,341 0.89 O-
Ward 4 46,271 1.00 O 60,363 1.07 O+
Ward 5 46,559 1.01 O 68,745 1.22 O+
Ward 6 51,743 1.12 O+ 58,702 1.04 O
Ward 7 35141 0.76 O- 39,809 | 071 |NORS
Ward 8 60,490 | 131 |NOR®N 66,323 | 1.18 o+
Total 370,300 - - 450,000 - -
Average 46,300 - - 56,250 - -




Final Option 2
(Adjusted Preliminary Option 8-2)
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Principle

Representation by
Population

Does the Ward
Structure Meet the
Respective
Principle?

Largely Successful

Comment

Only one ward is outside the
acceptable range of variation;
four are within the optimal
range.

One ward is outside the

Future Population Partially acceptable range of variation;
Trends Successful one is within the optimal
range.
Communities of All wards are reasonable
Yes . e
Interest groupings of communities.
Geographic Y All wards use a recognizable
. es , )
Representation configuration.
This option largely provides
for effective representation
through a combination of
Effective Laraelv Successful clear and recognizable
Representation gely boundary markers, protecting

communities of interest and
providing for reasonable
population parity.




Council’s Authority & Next Steps

Ontario’s Municipal Act, 2001 is silent
on essential features of the municipal
system of representation. The Act
merely authorizes a lower-tier
municipality:

« to determine the “composition of
council” (that is, the size of council);

* to determine how Council (other than
the Mayor) will be elected (“by general
vote or wards™ or by any combination
of general vote and wards”) [s. 217];

to divide or re-divide the municipality
into wards or to dissolve the existing
wards” through a by-law of Council [s.
222]

z

Council can:

 Choose one of the recommended options;

« Ask for changes or revisions to the recommended
options (or choose one of the other options and ask
for changes to it);

 Adopt a by-law to dissolve the wards;

 Take no action.

Should Council choose to implement new ward boundaries, it
would have to pass a by-law. Notice of the by-law would have
to be provided.

Any action respecting ward boundary reconfigurations
(including taking no action, albeit with limitations) could be
appealed to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT). A new by-law
can be appealed up to 45 days after passage.
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