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TOWN OF SIDNEY 

REPORT TO COMMITTEE 

TO:  Committee of the Whole 

FROM: Andrew Hicik, Director of Corporate Services 

DATE: February 1, 2017 FILE NO.: 1700-20-2017 

SUBJECT: GAS TAX FUNDING 

PURPOSE: 

To provide information on the availability and potential uses of Gas Tax funding to support 
2017-2021 Financial Plan deliberations. 

BACKGROUND: 

The expanded eligibility criteria for use of Gas Tax (GT) funds, as contained in the 2014 renewal 
of the agreement, has had a significant positive impact on the Town’s ability to finance its 
projects.  GT has provided another major revenue source for addressing the infrastructure deficit, 
and completing more of the projects that Council sees as a priority.  It is the GT funds that have 
allowed us to keep tax increases to a minimum over the past two years. 

While we are projecting to receive upwards of $500,000 per year for the next 7 years, there is 
increasing competition for the use of the funds.  Furthermore, while we expect the agreement to 
be renewed beyond 2023, it is not yet guaranteed.  This report will address the status of the Gas 
Tax Reserve, and identify a number of projects that may potentially benefit from GT funding 
over the course of the current financial plan, and beyond.  As competing priorities for use of GT 
funds emerge, Council will have to make some strategic decisions on how best to balance 
today’s needs with those of the future. 

DISCUSSION: 

The draft financial plan includes extensive use of GT funds for mainly Capital, but also some 
operating budget items over the next five years.  Council’s budget binder (p.60) includes a listing 
of Capital projects earmarked for GT funding, along with projected balances of the GT Reserve 
at the end of each of the next five years.  An updated listing, which includes some funding 
commitments carried forward from 2016, is attached as Appendix A.  The table below provides a 
summary of balances: 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Beginning Balance 1,841,490  894,850    412,000    796,000     1,232,000  
Expected funding to be received 544,160     560,150    560,000    561,400     570,000     
Capital funding (1,403,150) (863,000) (176,000) (125,400) (10,000)
Operating budget funding 0 (180,000) 0 0 0
Projects carried forward (87,650) 0 0 0 0

Ending balance 894,850     412,000    796,000    1,232,000  1,792,000   

As the table illustrates, the demands on the GT funds are front-ended; that is, there are a higher 
number of projects in the first two years, and less in the last three.  This is somewhat typical of 
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planning for use of a new revenue source, and also recognizes that Council must provide some 
input and direction.  There is no doubt that additional ideas will emerge each and every year. 

What follows is a discussion of some of the existing projects that already have, or should be 
considered for, Gas Tax funding: 
 
Bevan Fishing Pier 

The largest demand on GT funds in the 2017 projects is the Bevan Pier Metal Painting project.  
This project was originally included in 2016, but the work was put on hold pending the 
completion of the Waterfront Study.  The Study is nearing completion, and will be brought 
forward later this year.  The presentation of the study results will lead to additional capital 
planning and asset prioritization, which will delay the Fishing Pier project even longer; it is 
possible that the $500,000 earmarked for this project can be reallocated to a more immediate 
priority. 

Community Safety Building 

Currently, there is $500,000 of GT earmarked for the CSB in 2018.  This is the best current 
estimate of the CSB costs that would be eligible for GT funding (disaster mitigation). There are, 
however, additional CSB cost components that could conceivably be funded from GT.  These 
would be the road works along Eighth Street.  Allocating additional GT funding for this project 
would be another way to minimize the borrowing required for the CSB.  More information on 
this option will be brought forward at a future date, once the project costs are more firm and we 
have a better idea of the potential proceeds from the sale of the existing fire hall site.  The     
importance of the sale proceeds cannot be emphasized enough:  there are many financial aspects 
that will be impacted by this number, including the final borrowing amount for the CSB, as well 
as the impact on secondary funding sources that are being used to fund other projects (associated 
or not) including the payments for the MPS easement. 

Employee Parking Lot 

The parking lot south of Mary Winspear Centre has been broken into three phases, over three 
years, and is shown in the draft financial plan as being debt funded.  Debt funding was somewhat 
of a placeholder, as staff worked to find alternate funding sources (again, somewhat dependent 
on fire hall proceeds).  Staff recently contacted the Gas Tax administration office, and confirmed 
that GT was indeed a possible funding source for this parking lot.  It would fall under the 
Recreation, Cultural, and/or Tourism Infrastructure project categories.   

Reallocating the $500,000 funding from the Bevan Pier project to Phase 1 of the parking lot 
project is seen as the best way to make use of existing GT funds, for a project that does not 
currently have a viable funding source.  Reinstating the funding for the Pier can be considered 
once all the waterfront planning has concluded.  Future phases of the Parking Lot project may be 
considered at a later time, as the current projection for the GT Reserve indicates there may be 
insufficient funding for all competing priorities, especially if the Pier project is reinstated. 

Not using debt as a funding source for the parking lot also has the benefit of reducing the tax 
impacts projected for 2017 and beyond.  The draft financial plan included the following amounts 
as debt financing costs over the next five years, specifically for the parking lot project: 

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
2,442        60,218      137,639     139,836     139,836      
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Removing the borrowing costs would minimally reduce the tax impact for the current year, and 
would have a larger reduction impact for 2018 and 2019.   

Current Studies:  Waterfront, West Side LAP, Downtown Streetscape 

Two of the above studies were funded primarily from GT.  In addition, GT would be a primary 
funding source for the long list of capital improvements that are expected to result from these 
three studies.  While the magnitude of these works is impossible to predict at this time, the 
potential for 7-figure projects is not out of the realm of possibility.  This should be kept in mind 
as Council deliberates on the use of Gas Tax funds for the next several years.   

Canora Road Improvements 

Similar to the above section, GT funds would be a logical source for the future costs associated 
with improvements to the Canora Road corridor.  This project also indicates borrowing as the 
projected funding source at this time.   

Infrastructure Replacement Projects 

With the expanded eligibility rules for use of GT funds, it is now possible to use GT to help pay 
for part of the Town’s infrastructure replacement.  The Town has had in place a reserve for 
funding infrastructure replacements for over 20 years.  This was an excellent planning measure, 
as it has put as ahead of many smaller communities.  GT funds alone would not cover nearly 
enough costs each year to keep up with infrastructure replacement.  Rather, GT funds can be 
viewed as a way to potentially stretch our infrastructure dollar, and keep reserve contribution 
increase to a minimum; that is, it could be viewed as such if GT funds were not allocated to other 
priorities instead.   

The draft financial plan includes a recommended increase of $60,000 to our surface 
infrastructure reserve, to address a projected shortfall over the next 20 years.  Were there 
sufficient GT funds to mitigate this increase, it could be eliminated; however, current projections 
indicate that there are other priorities for GT funds at this time, and there isn’t enough to 
eliminate the $60,000 increase request.  If Council does wish to address our projected reserve 
shortfall through a redirection of GT funds over the next number of years, it should be done on 
the understanding that those same GT funds would not be available for other priorities.  And also 
that the GT Agreement concludes in 2023, and renewal is not certain.   

Sidewalk & Pathway Expansion 

Over the past two budget years, GT funding has been used to finance some additions to our 
walking infrastructure, including some infill sidewalk links.  This is an excellent use of GT 
funds, as the Infrastructure Replacement Reserve was not intended for this purpose, but has 
nevertheless been used to fund new sidewalks over the years.  Perhaps setting a future course 
whereby new sidewalks would be funded from non-Infrastructure sources, leaving the 
Infrastructure Reserve for pure replacement purposes, would be another way to mitigate the 
projected shortfall in the Infrastructure Reserve; but such a plan should be formalized as a Town 
policy direction. 

Sea Level Rise Impacts 

Another potential use of GT funds is to mitigate expected impacts of sea level rise.  First of all, 
$100,000 has been earmarked for a 2018 project to develop a Sea Level Rise Plan.  This plan 
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will likely result in recommended infrastructure works, which will require funding.  Council 
should keep this longer-term need in mind as it allocates available funds in the near term. 
 

Summary and Conclusion: 

Gas Tax funds have been a tremendous benefit to the Town over the years, relieving the pressure 
on taxes to fund required and desired public works.  Expanded eligibility rules in the most recent 
GT Agreement have allowed the Town to make use of the funding for more “must have” 
projects, as opposed to the incrementality (i.e. add more, don’t just take care of what you already 
have) built into the original GT Agreement. 

Current and projected demands on the Gas Tax reserve require some prioritization and choices 
by Council as we move toward approval of the next financial plan.  There are more demands on 
the funds than money remaining to be used.  Not everything identified in his report may be 
funded.   

It is being recommended here that GT be approved as the funding for at least the first phase of 
the Employee Parking Lot project.  If GT is to be used for additional phases, some other GT 
funded projects may have to be deferred.  In addition, using GT for this project will likely mean 
that it is not available to mitigate our Infrastructure Reserve shortfall, at least not in the short 
term.   

Additional information on the use of Gas Tax funds will be brought forward on at least an annual 
basis, through the budget process.   

RECOMMENDATION: 

1. That Gas Tax be confirmed as the funding source for Phase 1 of the Employee Parking Lot 
project; and  

2. That the Committee provide direction to staff on the proposed and additional uses of Gas Tax 
funding in the 2017-2021 financial plan. 

 

Respectfully submitted,      I concur, 

 
 
____________________________    ______________________________ 
Andrew Hicik       Randy Humble 
Director of Corporate Services    Chief Administrative Officer 


