
THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
May 15, 2019 COUNCIL MEETING 

 
A G E N D A 

      
DATE:  Wednesday, May 15, 2019 
REGULAR MEETING:  7:00 P.M. 
CLOSED MEETING:     At the end of the meeting 

≠ Denotes resolution prepared  
 

1. Call the Meeting to Order  
 

2. Disclosure of Pecuniary Interest & the General Nature Thereof.  
 

3. Adoption and Receipt of Minutes of the Previous Meeting.≠ 
  

(a) Council Meeting – May 1, 2019 
(b) Closed Council Meeting – May 1, 2019 

 
4. Business Arising Out of the Minutes.  
 
5. PUBLIC MEETINGS 

 
1. Community Improvement Plan Amendment 

 
*note this Public Information Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 15, 2019 at 6:00 
p.m. at the Township Office, Council Chambers, 7404 Wellington Road 34 
 

2. Puslinch Community Centre Park Master Plan – Phase 1 and Phase 2 
 

*note this Public Information Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 22, 2019 at 7:00 
p.m. at the Puslinch Community Centre, 23 Brock Road South Puslinch 

 
6. COMMUNICATIONS  
 

1. Responses to Harden Environmental Services Ltd. review comments on the Nestlé 
Waters Canada 2018 Aberfoyle Monitoring Report  
a. Correspondence from Nestle Waters dated April 29, 2019.  

2. Intergovernmental Affairs≠ 
 

(a) Various correspondence for review.   
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7. DELEGATIONS / PRESENTATIONS ≠ 
 

7:05 p.m. – Watson & Associates Economists Ltd with respect to Development Charges  
 
7:25 p.m. - Mary Tivy, Chair, Puslinch Heritage Committee, with respect to the Heritage 

Committee Report  
 

8. REPORTS  

1. Puslinch Fire and Rescue Services  
 

None        

2. Finance Department  
 

(a) FIN-2019-022 - Asset Management Plan and Policy Approval 
(b) FIN-2019-023 - 2019 Final Tax Levy and Rates 

3. Administration Department   
 

None 

4. Planning and Building  
 
(a) BLDG-2019-005 Building Department Monthly Update- April 2019 

5. Roads & Parks Department 
 
 None 
 

6. Recreation Department  
 
None 

7. Mayor’s Updates  
 
None 
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9. NOTICES OF MOTION

None 

10. COMMITTEE MINUTES

None 

11. MUNICIPAL ANNOUNCEMENTS

12. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

13. BY-LAWS ≠

(a) Being a By-law to establish a Site Plan Control Area, to define classes of development
and to delegate Council Authority pursuant to Section 41 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 
1990 c.P13, as amended, and to repeal By-law 16/08. 

(b) A by-law to provide for the levy and collection of property taxes for the 2019 taxation 
year. 

(c) Being a by-law to authorize the entering into a Memorandum of Understanding with 
the City of Guelph for the Niska Road Reconstruction. 

14. CONFIRMING BY-LAW ≠

(a) By-law to confirm the proceedings of Council for the Corporation of the Township of
Puslinch. 

15. CLOSED ITEMS ≠

(a) Confidential Verbal Report from Peter Pickfield, Garrod Pickfield LLP regarding
litigation or potential litigation, including matters before administrative tribunals, 
affecting the municipality or local board, and advice that is subject to solicitor-client 
privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose and personal matters 
about an identifiable individual, including municipal or local board employees 
with respect to 4002 Highway 6.  

16. ADJOURNMENT ≠
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      M I N U T E S 
 

DATE:  Wednesday, May 1, 2019 
CLOSED MEETING:   12:30 P.M. 
REGULAR MEETING:  1:00 P.M. 

 

The May 1, 2019 Regular Council Meeting was held on the above date and called to order at 12:30 p.m. 
in the Council Chambers, Aberfoyle.  
 
1. ATTENDANCE:   

 
Mayor James Seeley 
Councillor Matthew Bulmer 
Councillor Jessica Goyda  
Councillor Ken Roth  
Councillor John Sepulis 
 
STAFF IN ATTENDANCE: 

 
1. Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk  
2. Mary Hasan, Director of Finance/Treasurer 
3. Nina Lecic, Deputy Clerk 

    
OTHERS IN ATTENDANCE 
 

1. Doug Smith 
2. Karen Armstrong 
3. Joe Farwell 
4. Cyndy Forsyth 
5. Kathy White 

 
2. DISCLOSURE OF PECUNIARY INTEREST & THE GENERAL NATURE THEREOF: 

 
None 

 
3. CLOSED MEETING 

 
Council was in closed session from 12:32 p.m. to 12:42 p.m.  
Council recessed from 12:42 p.m. to 1:00 p.m. 

 
Resolution No. 2019-183:   Moved by Councillor Goyda and  

   Seconded by Councillor Sepulis 
 

That Council shall go into closed session under Section 239 of the Municipal Act for the purpose 
of: 

(a) Confidential Verbal Report from Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk regarding advice that is subject 
to solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose with 
respect to the Municipal jurisdiction on environmental matters. 

CARRIED 
 

Resolution No. 2019-184:   Moved by Councillor Sepulis and  
   Seconded by Councillor Goyda 

 
THAT Council moves into open session.  

CARRIED 
 

Council resumed into open session at 12:42 p.m. 
 
Resolution No. 2019-185:   Moved by Councillor Goyda and  

   Seconded by Councillor Sepulis 
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That Council receives the: 
(a) Confidential Verbal Report from Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk regarding advice that is subject 

to solicitor-client privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose with 
respect to the Municipal jurisdiction on environmental matters; 

 
And that staff proceeds as directed.  

CARRIED 
4. ADOPTION OF THE MINUTES:  
 

(a) Council Meeting – April 17, 2019 
(b) Closed Council Meeting – April 17, 2019 

 
Resolution No. 2019-186:   Moved by Councillor Sepulis and  

   Seconded by Councillor Goyda 
 
That the minutes of the following meetings be adopted as written and distributed:  

 
(a) Council Meeting – April 17, 2019 
(b) Closed Council Meeting – April 17, 2019 

CARRIED  
 
5. BUSINESS ARISING OUT OF THE MINUTES: 

 
6. PUBLIC MEETINGS:  

 

1. Community Improvement Plan Amendment 
 

*note this Public Information Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 15, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. at 
the Township Office, Council Chambers, 7404 Wellington Road 34 
 

2. Puslinch Community Centre Park Master Plan – Phase 1 and Phase 2 
 

*note this Public Information Meeting will be held on Wednesday, May 22, 2019 at 7:00 p.m. at 
the Puslinch Community Centre, 23 Brock Road South Puslinch 

 
7. COMMUNICATIONS:  
  

1. Gas Tax Fund.  
a. Correspondence from the Minister of Infrastructure and Communities dated March 27, 

2019.  
 

2. Monthly Monitoring Report Mill Creek Pit #5738. 
a. Correspondence from Dufferin Aggregates dated April 11, 2019.  

 
3. Niska Road Reconstruction Memorandum of Understanding  
 
Resolution No. 2019-187:   Moved by Councillor Goyda and  

   Seconded by Councillor Sepulis 
 

That Council receives the Niska Road Reconstruction Memorandum of Understanding and the 
Meeting Minutes from the April 15, 2019 Meeting; 
 
And that Council passes a by-law to authorize the entering into an agreement with the City of 
Guelph in accordance with the MOI and the April 15, 2019 Meeting Minutes.  

CARRIED 
 

7. Intergovernmental Affairs 
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Resolution No. 2019-188:   Moved by Councillor Sepulis and  
   Seconded by Councillor Goyda 
 

That the Intergovernmental Affairs correspondence items listed on the Council Agenda for 
the May 1, 2019 Council meeting be received.  

CARRIED 
8.  DELEGATIONS/PRESENTATIONS 

 
1:05 p.m. – Cindy Forsythe with respect to the Integrated Youth Service Hub.  
 
Resolution No. 2019-189:   Moved by Councillor Roth and  

   Seconded by Councillor Bulmer 
 

That Council receives the presentation by Cindy Forsythe with respect to the Integrated Youth 
Service Hub. 

CARRIED 
 
1:15 p.m. – Grand River Conservation Authority with respect to their budget.  
 
Resolution No. 2019-190:   Moved by Councillor Bulmer and  

   Seconded by Councillor Roth 
 

That Council receives the presentation by the Grand River Conservation Authority with respect 
to their budget. 

CARRIED 
 
1:30 p.m. – Hamilton Conservation Authority with respect to their budget.  
 
Resolution No. 2019-191:   Moved by Councillor Roth and  

   Seconded by Councillor Bulmer 
 

That Council receives the presentation by the Hamilton Conservation Authority with respect to 
their budget. 

CARRIED 
 

9. REPORTS:  
 

1. Puslinch Fire and Rescue Services  
 
None  

 
2. Finance Department  

 
None 

 
3. Planning and Building Department  

 
(a) Wellington County Report with respect to the Site Plan Control By-law Update 

 
Resolution No. 2019-192:   Moved by Councillor Bulmer and  

   Seconded by Councillor Roth 
 

THAT Council receives the Wellington County Planning Report with respect to the Site Plan 
Control By-law Update; 
 



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
 May 1, 2019 COUNCIL MEETING 

 
 
 

Page 4 of 5 
 

And that Council passes a by-law to establish a Site Plan Control Area, to define classes of 
development and to delegate Council Authority pursuant to Section 41 of the Planning Act, 
R.S.O. 1990 c.P13, as amended, and to repeal By-law 16/08. 

CARRIED 
4. Administration Department  

 
(a) Report from GM Blue Plan with respect to the Municipal Development Standards. 

• Please note that the intent is for Council to provide input on this matter so that it 
can be brought back at a later date for adoption.  

 
Resolution No. 2019-193:   Moved by Councillor Roth and  

   Seconded by Councillor Bulmer 
 

That Council receives the GM BluePlan report dated April 24, 2019 with respect to Municipal 
Development Standards.  

CARRIED 
 

5. Roads & Parks Department 
 

None 
 

6. Recreation Department 
 

None 
 

7. Mayor’s Updates  
 

10. NOTICE OF MOTION:  
  

None 
 

11. COMMITTEE MINUTES 
 

None 
 

12. MUNICIPAL ANNOUNCEMENTS 
       

(a) Councillor Sepulis provided an overview of the green legacy Tree Days.  
 

13. UNFINISHED BUSINESS 
 

14. BY-LAWS:  
 

(a) Being a by-law to authorize the entering into of an amending Site Plan Agreement with 
2120826 Ontario Ltd. – 20 Brock Road North.  
 

Resolution No. 2019-194:   Moved by Councillor Bulmer and  
   Seconded by Councillor Roth 
 

That the following By-laws be taken as read three times and finally passed in open Council: 
 

(a) Being a by-law to authorize the entering into of an amending Site Plan Agreement with 
2120826 Ontario Ltd. – 20 Brock Road North.  

 CARRIED  
 

15. CONFIRMING BY-LAW  
 
(a) By-Law to confirm the proceedings of Council for the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch  
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Resolution No. 2019-195:   Moved by Councillor Roth and  

   Seconded by Councillor Bulmer 
 
That the following By-law be taken as read three times and finally passed in open Council: 
 
By-Law 028-2019 being a by-law to confirm the proceedings of Council for the Corporation 
of the Township of Puslinch at its meeting held on the 1st day of May 2019.   

CARRIED  
 

16.  ADJOURNMENT: 
 

Resolution No. 2019-196:   Moved by Councillor Bulmer and  
   Seconded by Councillor Roth 
 
That Council hereby adjourns at 3:44 p.m. 

   CARRIED 
 
 

  ________________________________________ 
    James Seeley, Mayor 

  
   

 ________________________________________ 
  Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk 



 
 

 
NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING 

COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT PLAN 
AMENDMENT 

 
 
TAKE NOTICE that pursuant to the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, as 
amended, the Township of Puslinch will hold a public meeting to present 
a draft amendment to the Township of Puslinch’s Our Corridor 
Community Improvement Plan (CIP) on: 
 
  May 15, 2019 at 6:00 p.m. 
  Puslinch Municipal Office 
  Council Chambers 
  7404 Wellington Road 34 
 
Location of the Subject Land 
The land subject to the proposed amendment includes all lands within 
the community improvement project area identified within the Township 
of Puslinch’s Our Corridor CIP. 
 
Purpose and Effect of the Proposed Amendment 
The purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to introduce 
additional provisions into the Township’s CIP so that the County may 
also provide grants and loans to eligible landowners/tenants 
undertaking community improvement projects in the Township. 
 
Oral or Written Submissions 
Any person or public body is entitled to attend the public meeting and 
make written or oral submission in support or in opposition to the 
proposed CIP Amendment. Written comments should be copied to the 
Township Clerk at the address shown below. 
 

TAKE NOTICE that if a person or public body would otherwise have an 
ability to appeal the decision of the Council of the Township of Puslinch 
to the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) but the person or public 
body does not make oral submissions at a public meeting or make 
written submissions to the Township of Puslinch before the CIP 
amendment is adopted, the person or public body is not entitled to 
appeal the decision. 
 
AND TAKE NOTICE that if a person or public body does not make oral 
submissions at a public meeting, or make written submissions to the 
Township of Puslinch before the CIP amendment is adopted, the 
person or public body may not be added as a party to the hearing of an 
appeal before the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) unless, in the 
opinion of the Tribunal, there are reasonable grounds to do so. 
 
REQUEST FOR NOTICE OF DECISION regarding the adoption of the 
proposed CIP Amendment or the refusal of a request to amend the CIP, 
you must make a written request to the Township Clerk at the address 
provided below.  
 
ADDITIONAL INFORMATION related to the proposed CIP 
Amendment, including information about appeal rights is available 
between regular business hours at the Township of Puslinch Municipal 
Office. 
 
Dated at the 
Township of Puslinch on this 
25th day of April, 2019 
 
Karen Landry 
CAO/Clerk 
Township of Puslinch 
7404 Wellington Road 34 
Puslinch, Ontario N0B 2J0 
 
T (519)763-1226 
E admin@puslinch.ca 
 

mailto:admin@puslinch.ca
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THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH

NOTICE OF PUBLIC MEETING

Puslinch Community Centre Park Master Plan – Phase 1 and Phase 2

You are invited to review and provide comments on a long-term vision for the Puslinch Community 
Centre Park.  A Public Open House will be held on May 22, 2019 at the Puslinch Community Cen-
tre to review the proposed plan. A presentation will commence at 7:00 pm. 

Your attendance and comments at this meeting are welcome as it is your opportunity to learn more 
about the Puslinch Community Centre Park Master Plan.  

Date: 		  Wednesday May 22, 2019

Time:	  	 7:00 p.m.  

Place:		  Puslinch Community Centre, 23 Brock Road South Puslinch

Additional Information:

On November 26, 2015, a public open house was held at the Optimist Recreation Centre to present 
the draft concept plans for the Puslinch Community Centre Park to interested residents and stake-
holders. The concept plans and display panels were also posted on the Township’s website from 
late November 2015 to January 31, 2016, during which comments were welcomed by the Township. 
The phasing and implementation plan including all associated costs were presented to Council at 
its meeting held on June 28, 2017. 

If you are unable to attend the session, you may submit comments to the Township no later than 
June 7, 2019. For more information or to submit written comments about the Puslinch Community 
Centre Park Master Plan, please contact: 
Karen Landry CAO/Clerk 
Township of Puslinch 
Phone: 519-763-1226 ext. 214 
E-mail: klandry@puslinch.ca 
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S.S. PAPADOPULOS & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
Environmental & Water-Resource Consultants 

Memorandum 

Date: April 29, 2019 

From: Christopher J. Neville, M.Sc., P.Eng. 

To: Andreanne Simard, Ph.D., Nestlé Waters Canada 

Project: SSP-0994-33 

Subject: Responses to Harden Environmental Services Ltd. review comments on the Nestlé 

Waters Canada 2018 Aberfoyle Monitoring Report 

Per your request, we have studied carefully the review comments that Harden Environmental 
Services Ltd. (Harden) submitted to the Township of Puslinch on the 2018 Annual Monitoring 
Report for the Nestlé Waters Canada (NWC) Aberfoyle Site (Harden, April 8, 2019). We 
appreciate the close reading of the 2018 report and the opportunity to discuss some of the data in 
greater detail. We have prepared detailed responses for each of the comments. Our responses are 
summarized below. 
 
SUMMARY 
 
1. Our responses follow the same format as the Harden report. For completeness we have 

reproduced the relevant portions of the Harden comments [bolded text]. 
 
2. The Harden comments are minor in nature and none of them call into question the key 

conclusions from the NWC Aberfoyle 2018 Annual Monitoring Report. The NWC water 
takings from TW3-80 have had no long-term unacceptable impacts and there are no long-term 
trends that suggest the takings are not sustainable. 

 
3. Harden comment #1: There have been no unacceptable declining trends in groundwater levels 

in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer (production aquifer). Water levels in the monitoring wells close 
to TW3-80 respond to pumping as expected. 

 
4. Harden comment #2: The reductions in TW3-80 pumping between September and October 

2018 are not unusual. Similar reductions in pumping have occurred before and are based on 
customer demand. During these times, the corresponding changes in water levels have been 
similar to past observations with groundwater levels changing in response to changes in 
pumping from TW3-80. 
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5. Harden comment #3: Monitoring well MW10C-09 is a “fringe” well at the outer limits of 
pumping influence from TW3-80. As Harden indicates, the trends at the well cannot be 
explained by pumping from TW3-80. 

 
6. Harden comment #4: The water level data for the Aberfoyle Creek gauging station SW2 do 

not suggest a declining trend in the water level in SW2 between 2014 and 2018. Rather, the 
data suggest that there was a decline in the average water level over 2014, water levels were 
similar between 2015 and 2017, and there was a decline in the level during the summer of 
2018. The changes in water levels in SW2 cannot be attributed to changes in TW3-80 pumping. 
The changes may be related to changes in stream hydraulics and potentially decreased 
infiltration. 

 
7. Harden comment #5: The hydrographs for the Township of Puslinch monitoring wells show 

that water levels in the area upgradient of water taking by Nestlé Waters Canada are stable.  
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DETAILED RESPONSES TO HARDEN COMMENTS 
 
1.0 Harden Environmental Comment #1 

General comments on regional influence of water taking by Nestlé Waters Canada 
 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 2): 
 
Groundwater potentials declined 2011 through to 2015 and with the stable pumping rates 
2015 through to 2017, groundwater potentials have also stabilized. This makes it more 
apparent that declining groundwater potentials are the result of increased taking by Nestlé 
Waters Canada rather than due to an external change such as decreased precipitation. This 
is manifest in 2018 by the water level increase in the aquifer to an unusual decrease in 
pumping between September and December 2018. 
 
Response: 
 
The Harden comment is generally consistent with the interpretations of NWC; however, the 
Harden comment could be misinterpreted and must therefore be qualified carefully. The Harden 
comment should not be interpreted as a suggestion that there has been an unacceptable declining 
trend in groundwater potentials between 2011 and 2015. 
 
NWC well TW3-80 pumps from the Lower Bedrock Aquifer. Wells in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer 
that respond to pumping show larger declines in water levels when pumping rates are higher, and 
smaller declines in water levels when pumping rates are lower. Water levels rebound (recover) 
when pumping stops temporarily. At Lower Bedrock Aquifer monitoring wells that are relatively 
close to TW3-80, for example MW2A-07, the changes in water levels follow the changes in 
pumping closely (for example, compare Figures D1a and D2 of the 2018 Annual Monitoring 
Report). In summary, variations in the water levels in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer are due to 
corresponding changes in the NWC water takings. The magnitudes of the changes in water levels 
decrease with distance away from TW3-80. These variations also decrease moving upward through 
the aquifer/aquitard sequence with no impacts of pumping observed in surface water features. 
 
As shown in Figure D1a of the 2018 Annual Monitoring Report and Figure 1 here, for the three 
years 2015-2017, the total annual takings were similar and the average monthly water levels in 
TW3-80 followed nearly identical patterns. In 2018, the annual takings were smaller and the 
average water levels increased. The important point is that there is no evidence that pumping of 
TW3-80 has caused long-term declining trends in water levels in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer. 
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Figure 1. TW3-80 pumpage and water levels 
Adapted from Figure D1b of the 2018 Aberfoyle 2018 Annual Monitoring Report 

  

Cumulative annual pumping 

Monthly TW3-80 pumpage 
Monthly average water level in TW3-80 

817 759 875 734 583 603 568 584 601 678 762 784 768 677 
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2.0 Harden Environmental Comment #2 
Comment on Aquifer Response to Change in Pumping Rates 

 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 2): 
 
An unusual decrease in pumping rate between September and October 2018 results in a 
noticeably different seasonal response in groundwater levels. We have attached the 
hydrograph for Fireflow Well as an example of the observed response. The rising water 
levels between September and December 2018 are in response to the rate change and 
represent the highest water levels in that well since 2014 when the pumping rate was 
similar. This exemplifies the ability of the aquifer to recover when pumping rates are 
decreased. The rapid recovery is mainly due to the fact that the aquifer is depressurized, 
but not dewatered. 
 
Response: 
 
The Harden comment is generally consistent with the interpretations of NWC; however, the 
Harden comment requires some qualification. 
 
It is normal for water levels to decline around a well when it is pumped. The recovery of water 
levels when the well is not pumped or pumped less is a clear indication that the pumping is 
sustainable. 
 
The reductions in TW3-80 pumping between September and October 2018 are not “unusual”. 
Similar reductions in pumping have occurred before and are based on customer demand. During 
these times, the corresponding changes in water levels have been similar. Referring to Table C1 
of the 2018 Annual Monitoring Report, the average pumping rate during December 2018 was 
845 L/min. The corresponding average water level in TW3-80 estimated from Figure D1b is 
about 307.7 m. As shown in Figure 2, this data point plots close to a line that is representative of 
historical well performance. This is important for two reasons: First, the consistency of the well 
performance data serves as one line of evidence that the takings from TW3-80 are not causing 
long-term declines in aquifer levels. Second, the rebound, or recovery, in the Lower Bedrock 
Aquifer water levels observed between September and December 2018 to water levels observed 
in 2014 when TW3-80 was pumped at a similar rate is another line of evidence that the takings 
from TW3-80 are sustainable. In summary, water levels in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer respond 
to changes in pumping and when pumping is reduced the water levels recover indicating there is 
no long-term drainage of the aquifer. 
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Figure 2. Relationship between TW3-80 pumping and water level 
Adapted from the Appendix I, Figure 1 of the 2018 Annual Monitoring Report 
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The distinction between “depressurized” and “dewatered” conditions is important, and in 
Figure 3 we have presented a sketch to illustrate that the Lower Bedrock Aquifer is 
depressurized around TW3-80, not dewatered. Depressurized conditions refer to water levels 
declining above non-pumping levels but remaining above the top of the Lower Bedrock Aquifer. 
Dewatered conditions refer to a decline in water levels below the top of the aquifer, with 
drainage of the fractures in the rock. As shown in Figure 3, at all times during 2018 the 
instantaneous and monthly-averaged water levels in TW3-80 remained above the top of the 
Lower Bedrock Aquifer. This is also true for all of the Aberfoyle monitoring wells. This is 
important, as water levels remaining above the top of the Lower Bedrock Aquifer is a 
requirement of sustainable operation of TW3-80. 
 

 
 

Figure 3. Confirmation that the water levels in TW3-80 have remained  
within the range or pressurized conditions 

Range of potential 
Depressurized conditions 

Casing 
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3.0 Harden Environmental Comment #3 
Comment on Apparent Decline in Groundwater Levels at OW10C-09 [MW10C-09] 
and others 

 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 2): 
 
The water levels in monitor OW10C-09 located on the Gilmour Property at a distance of 
approximately 1200 metres from the pumping well are shown on the attached figure. The 
water level has an apparent decline from an elevation of 318 metres above mean sea level (m 
AMSL) in 2014 to 317 m AMSL in 2018. This cannot be explained by the historical pumping. 
A similar decline is noted in OW10D-09 and there may be other, more subtle, examples. Our 
comment is that, visually, it is difficult to determine if long-term water level changes at 
specific locations in the aquifer are due to pumping at TW3-80 or from an external influence. 
We recommend that more analysis be conducted that separates pumping influence on water 
levels to determine if this apparent decline can be related to pumping from TW3-80. 
 
Response: 
 
A key line of evidence that the NWC water takings are sustainable is that there is no long-term 
declining trends in water levels in monitoring wells. As part of their ongoing evaluation of this 
line of evidence, NWC and its experts carefully review the water level records assembled in the 
Aberfoyle Annual Report. NWC examines both the absolute water levels and the trends, and seeks 
to identify changes caused by NWC pumping, other pumping influences, and natural climatic 
variations. It is important to note that NWC is the only groundwater taker that engages in this 
significant effort to ensure that its takings are sustainable. NWC is in fact the steward of the local 
aquifer systems, as it has the most at stake. It is also important to note that professional staff of the 
Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) continuously review NWC 
data. 
 
The hydrographs for MW10C-09 and MW10D-09 are reproduced here in Figures 4a and 4b. The 
water levels in MW10C-09 and MW10D-09 declined by about 0.5 m between the beginning of 
2014 and the end of 2015. It is important to place any inferred declines in water levels at specific 
monitoring locations. This one-time decline, with subsequent stabilization observed since the 
beginning of 2017 is relatively small compared with magnitudes of the fluctuations that have been 
recorded in the long-term hydrographs. For example, in 2013 the water level in MW10C-09 
fluctuated by almost 2 m. In 2018, the maximum and minimum water levels were about 317.7 and 
316.5 m asl, a range of about observed 1.2 m. 
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Although the decline in the water levels in MW10C-09 and MW10D-09 between 2013 and 2015 
are not significant, it is possible to identify their cause. The decline can be attributed to the 
increased pumping between 2013 and 2015, from 601 ML to 762 ML. Cumulative annual takings 
have been similar between 2015 and 2017 and the average water levels in MW10C-09 and 
MW10D-09 have been stable at about 317.0 m and 316.5 m, respectively. As indicated by the 
dashed red lines in Figures 4a and 4b, there have not been any declining trends in water levels in 
the last three years. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4a. MW10C-09 hydrograph 
 
 

 
 

Figure 4b. MW10D-09 hydrograph 
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Further evidence of the stability of current water levels at MW10 is provided in the plot of the 
vertical gradient between the MW10C-09 and the Upper Bedrock Aquifer well at this location, 
MW10B-09 presented in Figure D41 of the 2018 Annual Monitoring Report. As shown in the 
excerpt from this figure presented in Figure 5, since 2014 the vertical hydraulic gradient between 
the two wells has been nearly constant. 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5. Vertical gradient between MW10B-09 and MW10C-09 
Excerpt from Figure D41 of the 2018 Annual Monitoring Report 
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Harden indicates that it is difficult to determine if long-term water level changes at specific 
locations in the aquifer are due to pumping at TW3-80 or from external influence. Comparing the 
water level records for the production well TW3-80 and monitoring well MW10C-09 we note the 
following: 
 
 The water level changes in the Lower Bedrock Aquifer at TW3-80 have a strong correlation 

with changes in pumping (see Figure 2) with instantaneous changes in pumping resulting in 
instantaneous changes in water levels; 

 
 There is a correlation of changes in water levels at MW10C-09 with changes in cumulative 

annual pumping; however, changes due to daily fluctuations in pumping or even seasonal 
changes in pumping (i.e., increased pumping in the summer) are not observed in the water 
level record of MW10C-09; 

 
 The rise in water levels at the end of 2018 observed in some wells, during the time of decreased 

pumping at TW3-80, is not observed at MW10C-09. MW10C-09 is inferred to be on the 
“fringe” of the area of influence of pumping from TW3-80. As such, there is some influence 
from pumping TW3-80 but there are also other external influences. This is shown on Figure 6, 
where there is no clear correlation between pumping rates at TW3-80 and water levels at 
MW10C-09; and 

 
In summary, the effects of pumping from TW3-80 diminish with distance away from the well, and 
at sufficient distance water levels are predominantly affected by other factors such as regional 
recharge and pumping at other locations. This is the case at MW10C-09. 
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Figure 6. Monthly-averaged water levels in MW10C-09 plotted against TW3-80 pumpage 
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4.0 Harden Environmental Comment #4 – Part 1 
Comment on Apparent Decline in Surface Water Levels at SW2 – Part 1 

 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 2): 
 
Similar to some groundwater levels, the water level at Station SW2 in Aberfoyle Creek 
appears to be declining between 2014 and 2018. The reason for this apparent decline should 
be investigated. 
 
Response: 
 
Before discussing the surface water levels at SW2, it is important to note that the stream water 
levels themselves are not important per se. Rather, periodic measurements of flows in Aberfoyle 
Creek are used in conjunction with site-specific stage:discharge relations to derive continuous 
records of flows from the water level records. Stream water levels at SW2 may be affected by 
changes in stream geometry and hydraulic characteristics. However, when converted to stream 
flow there is no declining trend in the surface water flows. This is illustrated in the first of the 
figures in the Appendix. 
 
The complexity of the hydraulics of Aberfoyle Creek is illustrated by the fact that it has been 
necessary to update the stage:discharge relations at SW1 and SW2 through time. Changing stream 
conditions have required the following evolution of the stage:discharge relation at SW2: 
 
 A common stage: discharge curve was applied between 2011 and 2014; 
 An updated stage: discharge curve was applied for the 2015 and 2016 stream water levels; 
 An updated stage: discharge curve was applied for the 2017 data; and 
 An updated stage: discharge curve was applied for the 2018. 
 
The largest change to the stage:discharge relation was required for the 2018 stream water levels. 
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Examination of a trends in SW1 and SW2 stream water levels 
 
The hydrographs for the Aberfoyle Creek monitoring station SW2 is presented in Figures E15a 
and E15b of the Aberfoyle 2018 Annual Monitoring Report. The data presented in Figure E15a do 
not suggest a declining trend in the water level in SW2 between 2014 and 2018. Rather, the data 
suggest the following: 
 
 There was a decline in the average surface water level over 2014; 
 The patterns of fluctuations in surface water levels through 2015 and 2017 were similar; and 
 There was a decline in the surface water level during the summer of 2018. 
 
Water levels in SW2 did not rebound during the decrease in pumping that occurred in 2018. This 
suggests these changes in surface water levels cannot be attributed to changes in TW3-80 pumping. 
 
Examination of a potential cause of the recent declining trend in SW1 and SW2 water levels 
 
For completeness, excerpts from the hydrographs for SW1 and SW2 Figures E14a and E15a are 
shown below. As shown in the hydrographs, the recent declining trend at SW2 that is noted in the 
Harden Environmental comment is also evident in the SW1 data. This suggests that the apparent 
declining trends at SW1 and SW2 may have the same underlying cause. 
 

 
 
 
  

SW1 

SW2 
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The most likely cause of the apparent declines in surface water levels at SW1 and SW2 is changing 
hydraulic conditions in Aberfoyle Creek. However, we have also conducted an additional 
preliminary analysis to examine whether there might be a physical cause. 
 
As part of the NWC Aberfoyle 2018 Annual Monitoring Report, an analysis of infiltration was 
undertaken to assess the likely variability in annual infiltration and how the infiltration is 
distributed across the area around the NWC production well TW3-80. The results of the analysis 
can be used to test the hypothesis that the recent declining trends in water levels at SW1 and SW2 
might be due to changes in infiltration patterns. 
 
Complete documentation of the infiltration analysis is included in Appendix I of the 2018 Annual 
Report. The additional analysis was intended to supplement the presentation of the annual 
precipitation data, as it is recognized that shallow groundwater levels and streamflows are not 
affected exclusively by changes in precipitation. In addition to being affected by daily precipitation 
and when that precipitation occurs, infiltration is affected by temperature and soil water holding 
capacity. The analysis was conducted with a modified Thornthwaite-Mather daily soil-water 
balance analysis implemented by the United States Geological Survey in the SWB model 
(Westenbroek et al., 2010)1. 
 
  

                                                 

1Westenbroek, S.M., V.A. Kelson, W.R. Dripps, R.J. Hunt, and K.R. Bradbury, 2010: SWB—A modified 
Thornthwaite-Mather Soil-Water-Balance code for estimating groundwater recharge, U.S. Geological Survey 
Techniques and Methods 6–A31, 60 p. 
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The results of the infiltration analysis for a location between SW1 and SW2 are presented in 
Figure 7. The results were obtained from the analysis documented in Appendix I of the 2018 
Annual Report. The results of the analysis suggest that there has been a decline in infiltration 
between 2016 and 2018, consistent with the inferred declining trend in the average water level at 
SW2. Over the past three years, relatively long periods of zero infiltration are predicted with 
increasing frequency and that the periods of intense infiltration are being predicted earlier in each 
year. 
 

 

 
Figure 7. Simulated monthly infiltration between SW1 and SW2 
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4.0 Harden Environmental Comment #4 – Part 2 
Comment on Apparent Decline in Surface Water Levels at SW2 – Part 2 

 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 3): 
 
There are also periods of time when Aberfoyle Creek is losing water, specifically February, 
June, July and September of 2018 and in the summer months of 2015. The measured losses 
are within the expected error of the measurement method; however, Aberfoyle Creek should 
be a gaining stream given the interpretation of overburden water levels on Figure 2.6 of the 
Golder Report. The fisheries work done by Portt and Associates determines that the 
temperature conditions in this reach of Aberfoyle Creek are not suitable for Brook or Brown 
trout, mainly as a result of warm water discharged from the Mill Pond. Harden 
Environmental is not qualified to comment on the fisheries aspect and we recommend that a 
fisheries expert comment on this matter on behalf of the Township of Puslinch. 
 
Response: 
 
The differences in flow between SW1 and SW2 are within the range of the expected accuracy of 
the flow measurements (typically cited as being about 10% of the measured flow at any 
location)2. As shown in Figure 8, the measurements of streamflows in 2018 suggest that the 
flows in Aberfoyle Creek at SW2 are typically higher or the same as at SW1. The interpreted 
vertical hydraulic gradients vary during the year between up and down and are generally small 
(i.e., close to no gradient), and the changes in gradient do not correlate with changes in TW3-80 
pumping. 
 
NWC has had a fisheries expert, Portt and Associates, conduct professional work for years and 
the Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MECP) has been reviewing 
the work for years as well and NWC highlights/reiterates the following: 
 
 Stream temperature is influenced by the air temperature and the temperature of the water 

coming from the pond; and 
 There is no increase in stream temperature in Aberfoyle Creek from year to year. 
 
  

                                                 

2Cook, P.G., 2015: Quantifying river gain and loss at regional scales, Journal of Hydrology, vol. 531, pp. 749-758. 
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It is important to note that although pumping has negligible effect on Aberfoyle Creek, changes in 
conditions elsewhere may affect the water level and stream flow measurements at SW2. 
Modifications of the channel of Aberfoyle Creek that have been carried out downstream from the 
NWC property may have had the potential to alter surface water elevations, and thus the 
stage:discharge relationship, at SW2. The potential effect of deepening the center of the channel 
would be lowering of the surface water levels at SW2. To understand the causes of any additional 
changes at SW2 it would also be necessary to investigate whether there were any changes in 2018 
to the amount of flow diverted from Mill Creek through Mini Lakes. We understand that this 
happened in 2015 and 2016. Although stream water levels at SW1 and SW2 may be affected by 
changes in stream geometry and hydraulic characteristics, there is no declining trend in surface 
water flows at the Aberfoyle Creek stations. 
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Figure 8. Comparison of measured flows at SW1 and SW2 in 2018 
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5.0 Harden Environmental Comment #5 
Comment on Ambient Groundwater Levels in Paris Moraine and Aberfoyle Outwash 
from Puslinch Groundwater Monitoring Network 

 
Reproduced from Harden Environmental (April 8, 2019; Page 3): 
 
The state of water levels in the headwater areas of this area was an area of concern at the March 
7, 2019 meeting. As part of the Township of Puslinch Groundwater Monitoring Network we have 
attached hydrographs for MW6, MW4 and MW5. These monitors are representative of ambient 
groundwater levels either on the Paris Moraine (MW5), Galt Moraine (MW4) or the outwash 
deposits (MW6) found between the moraines. The hydrographs show that water levels in the 
area upgradient of water taking by Nestlé Waters Canada are stable, showing no overall decline. 
The hydrograph for MW6 also shows that there is no long-term change in the upward hydraulic 
gradient between the shallow and deep intervals at MW6. 
 
Response: 
 
The Harden comment further validates NWC’s interpretations and conclusions that pumping from 
TW3-80 is not causing regional declining trends in water levels. It is important to note that during 
the March 7, 2019 meeting a general question was raised regarding the state of water levels in the 
headwater areas of the Aberfoyle area. The state of water levels was not raised as an area of 
concern. 
 
For completeness, it is useful to identify the locations of the Township of Puslinch monitoring 
wells identified in the Harden comment. In response to an e-mail inquiry on April 16, 2018, Harden 
provided a map showing the locations of the wells in the Township monitoring program. The red 
boxes in Figure 9 indicate the locations of MW4, MW5 and MW6. Harden Environmental 
indicated that no annual monitoring report is prepared for the Township, but updated water levels 
are presented at www.hardenv.com under the MillCreek Monitoring Tab. 
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Figure 9. Map showing locations of wells in the Township of Puslinch monitoring network 

Map provided by Harden Environmental, April 16, 2018 
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CONCLUSIONS 
 
None of the Harden Environmental comments call into question the key conclusions from the 
NWC Aberfoyle 2018 Annual Monitoring Report. We understand that the sustainable management 
of water resources in the Aberfoyle area is of critical importance to NWC. To be considered 
sustainable, pumping from TW3-80 must “maintain ecological, environmental, and hydrological 
integrity” (American Society of Civil Engineers, 1998). All of the lines of evidence from the 2018 
monitoring data confirm that Nestlé’s water takings at Aberfoyle are sustainable. 
 
1. Ongoing pumping from the production well TW3-80 has not led to a long-term declining trend 

in the water levels in the well. The variations in water levels in TW3-80 observed in 2018 were 
due mainly to short-term changes in the pumping rate and are within the historical ranges of 
observed water levels. 

 
2. Water levels measured within the Lower Bedrock Aquifer in 2018 are similar to water levels 

measured in the aquifer between 2014 and 2017. The variations in water levels observed over 
the long-term do not reveal any long-term declining trends. The aquifer levels observed in 
2018 are similar to historical water levels when TW3-80 was pumped at similar rates. 

 
3. The water supply aquifer is overlain by rocks of the Guelph Formation. In 2018, water levels 

measured in the Guelph Formation were within the ranges measured over the past five years, 
with water levels in the spring consistent with the higher water levels observed in spring 2014 
2017. 

 
4. The Guelph Formation is overlain by sediments that are referred to as “overburden”. Water 

levels measured in overburden monitoring wells in 2018 were within the ranges measured over 
the past five years, with no overall increasing or decreasing trends. 

 
5. Interactions between the overburden and streams are assessed with shallow “mini 

piezometers”. Water levels measured in the mini-piezometers in 2018 were within the ranges 
measured over the past five years. 

 
6. Streamflows as measured at the SW1 and SW2 upstream and downstream of the Aberfoyle 

facility have not been measurably affected by pumping TW3-80. Surface water levels in the 
streams near the Aberfoyle facility have been relatively stable over time, with no overall 
increasing or decreasing trends observed. 
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CLOSING 
 
We hope that our responses to the Harden Environmental review comments are clear and 
comprehensive. If, after studying our responses, Harden Environmental considers that the review 
comments have not been addressed completely we would gladly meet as a full team to address any 
concerns. 
 
The sustainability of the water resources in the Aberfoyle area is of critical concern to Nestlé 
Waters Canada. Multiple lines of evidence from the 2018 monitoring data confirm that Nestlé’s 
water takings at Aberfoyle are sustainable. 
 

 
 
Christopher J. Neville, M.Sc., P.Eng. 
Chief Hydrogeologist 
S.S. Papadopulos & Associates, Inc. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Christopher J. Neville: PEO #100013705 

(valid through December 31, 2019) 
 S.S. Papadopulos & Associates, Inc.: PEO Certificate of Authorization #100077381 

(valid through June 30, 2019) 
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REPORT TO: Board of Directors 
 
REPORT NO: # CHBD 05 19 12 
 
FROM:  Moya Johnson & Mike Cluett 
  
DATE:   April 25, 2019    
   
SUBJECT:   Provincial Cutbacks to Conservation Authorities for Flood Forecasting 

and Control  
 
 
Recommendation 
 
THAT the Conservation Halton Board of Directors direct the Chair of Conservation Halton to write 
to the Honorable John Yakabuski, Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry to express his 
and the Board of Directors concerns related to the loss of provincial funding and request that 
the Province of Ontario reinvest in Conservation Authority Flood Forecasting, Operations and 
Natural Hazards management core programs, 
 
 And 
 
THAT the Conservation Halton Board of Directors direct the CAO to provide a copy of this letter and 
resolution to the Honourable Steve Clark, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing, the 
Honourable Rod Phillips, the Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks, and to the 
Towns of Halton Hills, Milton, Puslinch and Oakville, the Cities of Burlington, Hamilton,  
Mississauga, and the Regions of Halton and Peel and all Halton MPPs and MPs. 
 
Report 
 
This report summarizes the impact of the Provincial transfer payments reduction by 50% for 2019 
announced by the Province of Ontario through the Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry 2019 
Budget allocations.  
 
The Chief Administrative Officer of Conservation Halton received a letter signed by Monique Rolf von 
den Baumen, Assistant Deputy Minister (dated April 12 and attached to this report) that the Halton 
Region Conservation Authority will receive $155,034.34 in funding for the 2019-20 fiscal year, for 
Section 39 Eligible Natural Hazard Management Grant. The reduced provincial funding will result in a 
2019 budget variance of $145,277, and an increase of 1.5%. The announcement comes after CA’s 
budgets have already been approved. 
 
Conservation Authorities have a mandate to prevent, mitigate and forecast flooding within their 
respective watersheds. Provincial funding (transfer payments) have traditionally been provided to 
assist CAs with addressing their core mandate, namely flood forecasting and hazard area 
management. 
 
Impacts (decreases) to CA budgets regarding flood forecasting would result in an increased risk to 
members of the public associated with property damage, personal injury and possibly, loss of life. 



 
 
CAs sources of funding have been a combination of the Province and municipalities within their 
watersheds, and the loss in Conservation Halton’s budget would transfer to the Municipal (Regional) 
levy and result in a 1.5% increase in its budget request from its watershed funding Municipalities. 
 
Impact on Strategic Goals 
 
This report supports the Metamorphosis strategic theme of Taking care of our growing communities. 
 
Financial Impact 
 
Conservation Halton will see an increase of budget needs of 1.5% in the coming years and to mitigate 
the impact to the 2019 Budget the funds will have to be transferred from reserves. Other cost 
mitigation options will be considered during the budget variance and projection reporting to minimize 
the need for the full amount of the reserve transfer. 

 
 
Moved by:  
  
  
Councillor Moya Johnson                                                                        
 
  
 
Seconded by: 
 
 
Councillor Mike Cluett  
 

 
 



 

 

May 7, 2019 
 
The Honourable John Yakabuski, Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry 
Whitney Block, Suite 6630, 6th Floor 
99 Wellesley St. W, Toronto, ON M7A 1W3 
Tel: 416-314-2301   
Email: john.yakabuski@pc.ola.org 
 
 
Dear Minster Yakabuski, 
 
On behalf of the Conservation Halton Board of Directors please note that the following resolution was passed on April 25 
2019: Provincial Cutbacks to Conservation Authorities for Flood Forecasting and Control, Report # CHBD 05 19 12 (attached 
to this letter). 
 
The report summarizes the impact of the Provincial transfer payments reduction by 50% for 2019 announced by the Province 
of Ontario through the Minister of Natural Resources and Forestry 2019 Budget allocations.  
 
The Chief Administrative Officer of Conservation Halton received a letter signed by Monique Rolf von den Baumen, Assistant 
Deputy Minister (dated April 12 2019) that the Halton Region Conservation Authority will receive $155,034.34 in funding for the 
2019-20 fiscal year, for Section 39 Eligible Natural Hazard Management Grant. The reduced provincial funding will result in a 
2019 budget variance of $145,277, and an increase of 1.5%. The announcement comes after CA’s budgets have already been 
approved. 
 
Conservation Authorities have a mandate to prevent, mitigate and forecast flooding within their respective watersheds. 
Provincial funding (transfer payments) have traditionally been provided to assist CAs with addressing their core mandate, 
namely flood forecasting and hazard management. 
 
Impacts (decreases) to CA budgets regarding flood forecasting would result in an increased risk to members of the public 
associated with property damage, personal injury and possibly, loss of life. 
 
CA’s sources of funding have been a combination of the Province and municipalities within their watersheds, and the loss in 
Conservation Halton’s budget would transfer to the Municipal (Regional) levy and result in a 1.5% increase in its budget 
request from its watershed funding Municipalities. 
 
Conservation Halton will see an increase of budget needs of 1.5% in the coming years and to mitigate the impact to the 2019 
Budget the funds will have to be transferred from reserves.  
 
Regards, 
Gerry Smallegange 

 
Chair, Conservation Halton Board of Directors 
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2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON L7P 0G3 
905.336.1158 | conservationhalton.ca 
C.C 
 
The Honourable Steve Clark, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing 
17th Floor, 777 Bay St., Toronto, ON M5G 2E5 
Tel.:  416-585-7000 
Email: steve.clark@pc.ola.org 
 
The Honourable Rod Phillips, Minister of the Environment, Conservation and Parks 
Ferguson Block 
11th Floor, 77 Wellesley St. W, Toronto, ON M7A 2T5 
Tel.: 416-314-6790   
Email: rod.phillips@pc.ola.org 
 
Halton Members of Provincial Parliament: 
 
Jane McKenna, MPP, Burlington 
Unit 104, 472 Brock Avenue, Burlington Ontario, L7S 1N1 
Phone: 905-639-7924 
Email: jane.mckenna@pc.ola.org 
 
Parm Gill, MPP, Milton 
400 Main Street East, Suite 206, Milton Ontario, L9T 4X5 
Phone: 905-878-1729 
Email: parm.gill@pc.ola.org 
 
Stephen Crawford, MPP, Oakville 
Unit 2, 2318 Lakeshore Road West, Oakville Ontario, L6L 1H3 
Phone: 905-827-5141 
Email: stephen.crawford@pc.ola.org 
 
Effie Triantafilopoulos, MPP, Oakville North - Burlington 
2525 Old Bronte Road 
Phone: 905-220-8448 
Email: effie.triantafilopoulos@pc.ola.org 
 
Ted Arnott, MPP, Wellington-Halton Hills 
2nd Floor, 181 St. Andrew Street East, Fergus Ontario, N1M 1P9 
Phone: 519-787-5247 
Email: ted.arnott@pc.ola.org 
 
Halton Members of Federal Parliament (MPs): 
 
The Honourable Karina Gould, MP, Burlington 
Burlington Mall, 777 Guelph Line, Suite 209, Burlington, ON L7R 3N2 
Phone: 905-639-5757 
Email: karina.gould@parl.gc.ca 
 
The Honourable Lisa Raitt MP, Halton 
86 Main Street East, Milton, ON L9T 1N3 
Phone: 905-693-0166 
Email: lisa.raitt@parl.gc.ca 
 
John Oliver, MP, Oakville 
301 Robinson Street, Oakville, ON L6J 1G7 
Phone: 905-338-2008 
Email: john.oliver@parl.gc.ca 
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Pam Damoff, MP, Oakville-North Burlington 
2525 Old Bronte Road, Suite 590, Oakville, ON L6M 4J2 
Phone: 905-847-4043 
Email: pam.damoff@parl.gc.ca 
 
The Honourable Michael Chong, MP, Wellington-Halton Hills 
16 Mountainview Road South, Suite 205, Georgetown, ON L7G 4K1 
Phone: 905-702-2597 
Email: michael.chong@parl.gc.ca 
 
Opposition parties offices in Halton Region  
 
Oakville NDP, Diana Clarke 
Email: president@oakvillendp.ca 
 
Oakville Liberal, Alan Johnson 
Email: president@oakvilleliberal.ca 
 
Burlington NDP 
Email: BurlingtonNDP@hotmail.com. 
 
Burlington Liberal, Matthew Powel 
Email: president@bfla.ca 
 
Milton Liberal, Jean Claude Ngansoo  
Email: ngansooj@yahoo.fr 
 
Milton NDP, Maliha Khan 
Email: president@ndpmilton.ca 
 
Halton Hills Liberal, Moya Johnson 
Email: MoyaJ@haltonhills.ca 
 
Halton Hills NDP 
Email:wellingtonhaltonndp@gmail.com 
 

          Clerk’s at:  
          Town of Halton Hills 
            Town of Milton 
            Puslinch Township 
            Town of Oakville 
            City of Burlington 
            City of Hamilton 
            City of Mississauga 
            Regions of Halton 
            Region of Peel  
 

General Manager’s at: 
Conservation Ontario 
Toronto Region Conservation Authority 
Credit Valley Conservation Authority 
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Greetings:
 

Ontario’s Government for the People is committed to building more housing and bringing down
costs for the people of Ontario.  To help fulfill this commitment, we have developed a broad-
based action plan to address the barriers getting in the way of new ownership and rental
housing.
 

More Homes, More Choice (the action plan) outlines our government’s plan to tackle Ontario’s
housing crisis, while encouraging our partners to do their part.  We are taking steps to make it
faster and easier for municipalities, non-profits and private firms to build the right types of
housing in the right places, to meet the needs of people in every part of Ontario.
 

As part of the action plan, we are proposing changes that would streamline the complex
development approvals process to remove unnecessary duplication and barriers, while making
costs and timelines more predictable.  We are also proposing changes that would make it easier
to build certain types of priority housing such as second units.
 
On May 2, 2019, the government introduced Bill 108 (the bill), the proposed More Homes, More
Choice Act, 2019, in the Ontario Legislature.  While the bill contains initiatives from various
ministries, I would like to share some details regarding initiatives led by the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs and Housing.
 
Planning Act
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From: Minister Steve Clark <mah@ontario.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, May 2, 2019 5:31 PM
To: Karen Landry <KLandry@puslinch.ca>
Subject: More Homes, More Choice: Ontario's Housing Supply Action Plan
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Schedule 12 of the bill proposes changes to the Planning Act that would help make the planning
system more efficient and effective, increase housing supply in Ontario, and streamline planning
approvals.  
 
If passed, the proposed changes would:

Streamline development approvals processes and facilitate faster decisions,
Increase the certainty and predictability of the planning system,
Support a range and mix of housing options, and boost housing supply,
Make charges for community benefits more predictable, and
Make other complementary amendments to implement the proposed reforms, including
how the proposed changes would affect planning matters that are in-process.

 
Amendments to the Planning Act are also proposed to address concerns about the land use
planning appeal system. Proposed changes would broaden the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal’s
jurisdiction over major land use planning matters (e.g., official plan amendments and zoning by-
law amendments) and give the Tribunal the authority to make a final determination on appeals of
these matters. The Ministry of the Attorney General is also proposing changes to the Local
Planning Appeal Tribunal Act, 2017 to complement these changes (see Schedule 9 of the bill).
 
Development Charges Act
 
Schedule 3 of the bill proposes changes to the Development Charges Act that would make
housing more attainable by reducing costs to build certain types of housing and would increase
the certainty of costs to improve the likelihood of developers proceeding with cost sensitive
projects, such as rental housing. 
 
If passed, the proposed changes would:

Make it easier for municipalities to recover costs for waste diversion,
Increase the certainty of development costs in specific circumstances and for certain types
of developments,
Make housing more attainable by reducing costs to build certain types of homes, and
Make other complementary amendments to implement the proposed reforms.

 

Further consultation on the Planning Act and Development Charges Act
 
We are interested in receiving any comments you may have on the proposed changes to the
Planning Act and the Development Charges Act.  Comments on these proposed measures can
be made through the Environmental Registry of Ontario as follows:

Planning Act: posting number 019-0016
Development Charges Act: posting number 019-0017

 
The Environmental Registry postings provide additional details regarding the proposed changes.
 
A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
 
As an important part of More Homes, More Choice, I am also pleased to provide you with A
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Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, which addresses the needs of
the region’s growing population, its diversity, its people and its local priorities. A Place to Grow
will come into effect on May 16, 2019.
 
As you know we recently consulted on proposed policy changes to make it faster and easier for
municipalities in the region to plan for growth, increase housing supply, attract investment, and
create and protect jobs.  I would like to thank those who participated in the consultation process,
and who contributed through their feedback to the development of the Plan.

It is anticipated that A Place to Grow will:

Provide more flexibility for municipalities to respond to local needs,
Increase housing supply at a faster rate,
Attract new investments and jobs,
Make the most of transit investments, and
Protect important environmental and agricultural assets.

 
A Place to Grow reflects our trust in the ability of local governments to make decisions about how
their communities grow, while the province maintains protections for the Greenbelt, agriculture,
and natural heritage systems.  One size doesn’t fit all.  We’re supporting municipalities so they
can respond to local needs and regional priorities.
 

In addition to sharing the new Plan with you today, I am also informing you that we are asking for
further feedback on the transition regulation.  Specifically, we are seeking feedback on specific
planning matters that were submitted as part of the recent consultations and for which we would
provide transitional rules.  These matters were deemed to be far along in their process and as
such are being considered for transition so as to not unduly disrupt ongoing planning matters that
may be impacted by the policies in A Place to Grow.  Changes to the transition regulation can be
found on Ontario’s Environmental Registry and Regulatory Registry for the next 30 days.
 

Provincially Significant Employment Zones (PSEZs)
The economy in the Greater Golden Horseshoe is not only a critical factor provincially but also
across Canada in achieving economic success and viability.  As such, ensuring that lands are
available to support the creation of jobs and the attraction of investments is paramount to
providing homes that people can afford near stable and reliable employment.
 

To achieve this, we have formally identified the 29 provincially significant employment zones that
we consulted on for the purposes of providing enhanced protections to existing employment
areas.  While no zones were removed or added to the 29 provincially significant employment
zones at this time, they have been revised to address any factual errors in the mapping based on
municipal official plans already in effect.  These zones can be viewed on our web portal.
 

With the technical adjustments made, we will now begin the process of reviewing Requests for
Reconsideration.  Through this process, my ministry will consider requests to reconsider lands
within and outside of existing zones as well as requests to add new zones.  We will assess
requests based on a number of factors that include, but are not limited to, the local planning
context, municipal support and provincial interest.
 
If you have questions about the zones, the Requests for Reconsideration process, or accessing
mapping files you may contact ministry staff at growthplanning@ontario.ca.
 
Finally, we heard loud and clear throughout the recent consultation period that there was a
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desire for further discussions on the longer term vision for the provincially significant employment
zones that would look at opportunities to support current and emerging industries.  Notably,
many expressed interest in utilizing zones to leverage economic development investments,
programs and strategies both inside and outside of the Greater Golden Horseshoe.
 

Working with our partner ministries, we will be embarking on further public engagement in the
coming months to explore the longer-term vision for provincially significant employment zones,
along with potential opportunities to maximize the use of the zones as tools in investments,
infrastructure planning and economic activity.  Through these targeted engagement discussions,
we will look to clearly articulate a framework for provincially significant employment zones that
will position Ontario for more homes and better jobs.
 
If you have any questions and/or need further information on the upcoming engagement, or on
any of the growth related matters, please feel free to contact Cordelia Clarke Julien, Assistant
Deputy Minister, Ontario Growth Secretariat at cordelia.clarkejulien@ontario.ca or at (416) 325-
5803.
 
Taken together, the actions outlined in More Homes, More Choice - including the proposed
changes detailed above - will make it easier to build the right types of housing in the right places,
make housing more affordable and help taxpayers keep more of their hard-earned dollars. 
Building more housing will make the province more attractive for employers and investors,
proving that Ontario is truly Open for Business.  
 
This action plan is complemented by our recently announced Community Housing Renewal
Strategy, which will help sustain, repair and grow our community housing system. Together
these two plans will ensure that all Ontarians can find a home that meets their needs.
 
At the same time, More Homes, More Choice underscores our commitment to maintain
Ontario’s vibrant agricultural sector and employment lands, protect sensitive areas like the
Greenbelt, and preserve cultural heritage. Our plan will ensure that every community can build in
response to local interests and demand while accommodating diverse needs.
 
I look forward to continuing to work together as we implement More Homes, More Choice.
 
 

Sincerely,
 

 

Steve Clark
Minister

 

 

mailto:cordelia.clarkejulien@ontario.ca
http://trk.mmail.lst.fin.gov.on.ca/trk/click?ref=zr9uf3m5h_2-5b5dx37091x01466&
http://trk.mmail.lst.fin.gov.on.ca/trk/click?ref=zr9uf3m5h_2-5b5dx37091x01466&


From: Karen Landry
To: Nina Lecic
Subject: FW: Mulmur - Aggregate Motion
Date: Thursday, May 9, 2019 8:15:19 AM

From: Adam Hicks <ahicks@mulmur.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 3:37 PM
To: karrenwallace@sympatico.ca; Carolyn Lance <clance@georgina.ca>; Conmee
<conmee@tbaytel.net>; Peggy Greco <pgreco@twp.prince.on.ca>;
admin@township.mckellar.on.ca; tmckenzie@lennox-addinton.on.ca; Vicky Goertzen-Cooke
<vgoertzencooke@ontera.net>; agilchrist@admastonbromley.com; Janet Denkers
<jdenkers@brookealvinston.com>; banfione@hbmtwp.ca; rreymer@lucanbiddulph.on.ca;
rmordue@blanfordblenheim.ca; townclerk@thebluemountains.ca;
clerk@municipalityofbluewater.ca; bryan martin <bryanm@eganville.com>; cdoiron@brighton.ca;
fhamilton@brockton.ca; lmartin@town.southbruce.on.ca; egunnell@callander.ca;
clerk@papineaucameron.ca; clerk@carlowmayo.ca; clerk@centralhuron.com; Chatham-Kent
<judys@chatham-kent.ca>; psinnamon@chatsworth.ca; cityclerks@barrie.ca;
mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca; Brampton <peter.fay@brampton.ca>; ctouzel@brantford.ca;
smacdonald@brockville.com; Burlington <angela.morgan@burlington.ca>; clerks@cambridge.ca;
mlevesque@cornwall.ca; Debra Kincaid <dkincaid@dryden.ca>; Lesley Sprague - Elliot Lake
<lsprague@city.elliotlake.on.ca>; eric.labelle@greatsudbury.ca; Stephen O'Brien
<stephen.obrien@guelph.ca>; amo@amo.on.ca; Janet.Pilon@hamilton.ca;
critchie@kawarthalakes.ca; Heather Kasprick <hkasprick@kenora.ca>;
jbolognone@cityofkingston.ca; christine.tarling@kitchener.ca; csaunder@london.ca; Markham
<kkitteringham@markham.ca>; diana.rusnov@mississauga.ca; bmatson@niagarafalls.ca;
karen.mcisaac@cityofnorthbay.ca; gjackson@orillia.ca; abrouwer@oshawa.ca; Ottawa
<Rick.OConnor@ottawa.ca>; Bloomfield, Briana <bbloomfield@owensound.ca>;
tlapierre@pembroke.ca; jkennedy@peterborough.ca; Shields, Debbie <dshields@pickering.ca>;
cityclerk@portcolborne.ca; Kevin Heath <kevinh@quintewest.ca>; dianne.gould-brown@sarnia.ca;
Malcolm White <m.white@cityssm.on.ca>; Bonnie Nistico-Dunk <bdunk@stcatharines.ca>;
mkonefal@stthomas.ca; jthomson@stratford.ca; dtreen@temiskamingshores.ca; Thorold
<clerk@thorold.com>; Thunder Bay <jhannam@thunderbay.ca>; steph.palmateer@timmins.ca;
ulli.watkiss@toronto.ca; barbara.mcewan@vaughan.ca; olga.smith@waterloo.ca; Welland
<clerk@welland.ca>; vcritchley@cityofwindsor.ca; ahumphries@cityofwoodstock.ca; Clarence-
Rockland <mouellet@clarence-rockland.com>; agreentree@clarington.net; Heather Boyd
<heather.boyd@brant.ca>; dvanwyck@brucecounty.on.ca; clerk@dufferincounty.ca; Julie Gonyou
<cao@elgin.ca>; mbirch@countyofessex.on.ca; jamini@frontenaccounty.ca; kathie.nunno@grey.ca;
mrutter@county.haliurton.on.ca; Hastings <pinej@hastingscounty.com>; scronin@huroncounty.ca;
stephane.thiffeault@county-lambton.on.ca; ldrynan@lanarkcounty.ca; Middlesex
<kbunting@middlesex.ca>; csenior@oxfordcounty.ca; lwolfe@perthcounty.ca; Jim Hutton
<jhutton@countyofrenfrew.on.ca>; john.daly@simcoe.ca; Wellington <donnab@wellington.ca>;
Township Clerk <cjeffery@seguin.ca>; Cindy Halcrow <chalcrow@dnetownship.ca>;
scasey@dubreilville.ca; asage@northdumfries.ca; bbrunt@southdundas.com; Dutton-Dunwich
<cao@duttondunwich.on.ca>; ralph.walton@durham.ca; Dysart et al <ccoulson@dysartetal.ca>;
dmckinstry@twpec.ca; Peggy Rouse <clerk@arran-elderslie.ca>; gscharback@westelgin.net; Donna
Clermont <clerk@dawneuphemia.on.ca>; monica.hawkins@eatferris.ca; Cathy MacMunn
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<cmacmunn@centralfrontenac.com>; dplumley@frontenacislands.ca; Jessica Gunby
<jgunby@gbtownship.ca>; whunter@georgianbluffs.on.ca; cao@northglengarry.ca;
kelli@southglengarry.com; mturner@westgrey.com; mreid@get.on.ca;
flamanna@eastgwillimbury.ca; ssheridan@khrtownship.ca; eeichenbaum@haldimandcounty.on.ca;
RegionClerk@halton.ca; clerksoffice@centralhastings.com; mgower@algonquinhighlands.ca;
rrogers@highlandseast.ca; dnewhook@mindenhills.ca; Gail Jaremy Township of Hornepayne
<jaremy.hpayne@bellnet.ca>; richard.al@live.ca; Huron East <bknight@huroneast.com>; Deborah
Tonelli <debbie@huronshores.ca>; Township of Cockburn Island <brentstdenis@gmail.com>;
dmacdougall@kincardine.net; edance@huronkinloss.com; ptodd@notl.org; Lake of Bays
<csykes@lakeofbays.on.ca>; stroyer-boyd@lambtonshores.ca; bpercy@leamington.ca;
Lesley.todd@uclg.on.ca; clangley@westlincoln.ca; dachapman@loyalist.ca;
cao@greatermadawaska.com; cao@madawaskavalley.ca; Central Manitoulin
<centralm@amtelecom.net>; Pam Cress <pcress@townofnemi.on.ca>; mclarke@mapleton.ca; Tonia
Bennett <t.bennett@marmoraandlake.ca>; Mattawan <mattawan@xplornet.ca>;
lwest@mcdougall.ca; Cheryl Marshall <clerk@mcmurrichmonteith.com>; llee@mcnabbraeside.com;
msmith@meaford.ca; kway@oro-medonte.ca; Denise Holmes <dholmes@melancthontownship.ca>;
jturk@adelaidemetcalfe.on.ca; North Middlesex <jackiet@northmiddlesex.on.ca>;
smibert@middlesexcentre.on.ca; sstone@mississippimills.ca; earthurs@cavanmonaghan.net;
pshipway@bayham.on.ca; Lynda Kovacs <clerk@calvintownship.ca>; Central Elgin
<dleitch@centralelgin.org>; Charlton and Dack <dthibeault@charltonanddack.com>; Melanie
Bouffard <mbouffard@frenchriver.ca>; Carrie Lewis, CMO <clerk@gordonbarrieisland.ca>;
clerk@greyhighlands.ca; cao@hastingshighlands.ca; Candy Beauvais
<cbeauvais@municipalityofkillarney.ca>; Machin <clerktreasurer@visitmachin.com>; Roger Labelle
<clerk@magnetawan.com>; Denis Turcot <dturcot@markstay-warren.ca>; Morris-Turnberry
<nmichie@morristurnberry.ca>; clerk@neebing.org; Wayne Hanchard
<wayne.hanchard@oliverpaipoonge.on.ca>; Brian Gilmer <bgilmer@porthope.ca>; Maureen Lang
<mlang@powassan.net>; christine.goulet@redlake.ca; rhunley@shuniah.org; Brian MacKinnon
<clerk@siouxlookout.ca>; jbellchamberglazier@southwestmiddlesex.ca; Jérôme Courchesne
<jcourchesne@stcharlesontario.ca>; bettyg@twp.tweed.on.ca; guillaume.richy@valharty.ca; Chris
Wray <chris@e4m.solutions>; gabrielle.lecuyer@greenstone.ca; Muskoka Lakes
<cmortimer@muskokalakes.ca>; sbeckel@greaternapanee.com; Cindy Maher
<cmaher@newtecumseth.ca>; ann-marie.norio@niagararegion.ca; mducharme@westnipissing.ca;
Andy G <andy.grozelle@norfolkcounty.ca>; jmccaslin@northdundas.com;
clerkplanning@northfrontenac.ca; cpominville@northgrencille.on.ca; Connie Parent
<c.parent@northkawartha.on.ca>; moorej@northumberlandcounty.ca;
kathryn.lockyer@peelrgion.ca; Stacey Cooper <scooper@penetanguishene.ca>;
cpreston@wetperth.com; Lizet Scott <lscott@perthsouth.ca>; Sally Saunders
<lfawn@ptbocounty.ca>; mdaigneault@alfred-plantagenet.com; clerks@pecounty.on.ca; Stirling-
Rawdon <info@stirling-rawdon.com>; Kris Fletcher <kfletcher@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Mary Ellen
Truelove <mtruelove@twprideaulakes.on.ca>; linda.white@saugeenshores.ca; Mary Lynn
<twpns@ontera.net>; worr@southfrontenac.net; hscott@osmtownship.ca;
loriann@southstormont.ca; mcheiner@afmo.on.ca; gillian.angus-traill@townofws.ca;
ftranquilli@strathrou-caradoc.ca; McKellar <clerk@township.mckellar.on.ca>; Glenn Martin
<tarbutttownship@bellnet.ca>; wjacques@ezt.ca; Tay Valley <clerk@tayvalleytwp.ca>; Margaret
Alexander <malexander@thamescentre.on.ca>; jbrizard@nationmun.ca; nicole.cooper@ajax.ca;
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pparker@amherstburg.ca; mspratt@arnprior.ca; sue.bates@atikokan.ca; mderond@aurora.ca;
cao@blackriver-matheson.com; Blind River <katie.scott@blindriver.ca>; Bracebridge
<lmcdonald@bracebridge.ca>; Bradford West Gwillimbury <rmurphy@townofbwg.com>; Donna
Brunke <brucemines@bellnet.ca>; Carey deGorter <carey.degorter@caledon.ca>; Duncan Rogers
<drogers@carletonplace.ca>; dtaylor@cobalt.ca; blarmer@cobourg.ca;
alice.mercier@cochraneontario.com; salmas@collingwood.ca; rmcgee@deepriver.ca;
lacarte@ntl.sympatico.ca; Enniskillen <dmctavish@enniskillen.ca>; Paula Roque
<proque@espanola.ca>; rauger@essex.ca; cschofield@forterie.on.ca; lslomke@fortfrances.ca; John
Espinosa <jespinosa@georgina.ca>; jhallahan@goderich.ca; Gore Bay <aclarke@gorebay.ca>; Grand
Valley <jwilson@townofgrandvalley.ca>; Kayla.Thibeault@gravenhurst.ca; Hazel Soady-Easton
<hsoady-easton@grimsby.ca>; Halton Hills <suzannej@haltonhills.ca>; btocheri@hanover.ca;
Hawkesbury <cgroulx@hawkesbury.ca>; jlecours@hearst.ca; tanya.calleja@huntsville.ca; Michael
Graves <mgraves@ingersoll.ca>; lparkin@innisfil.ca; mcleanl@iroquoisfalls.com;
Chantal.Guillemette@kapuskasing.ca; Jennifer Astrologo <jastrologo@kingsville.ca>; Kirkland Lake
<joann.ducharme@tkl.ca>; maryhmasse@gmail.com; aarmstrong@lasalle.ca; Latchford
<jallen@latchford.ca>; cao@laurentianhills.ca; cao@marathon.ca; Francine Desormeau
<francine.desormeau@mattawa.ca>; Midland <clerks@midland.ca>; Milton
<townclerk@milton.ca>; Minto <bwhite@town.minto.on.ca>; Mark Early
<mark.early@townofmono.com>; spetten@moosonee.ca; clerks@newmarket.ca;
vicki.tytaneck@oakville.ca; Susan Greatrix <sgreatrix@orangeville.ca>; Jackie Boggs
<jboggs@townofparrysound.com>; Pelham <njbozzato@pelham.ca>; clerk@perth.ca;
dscissons@petawawa.ca; mpearson@petrolia.ca; kcasselman@prescott.ca; jtiboni@tbaytel.net;
kbulmer@renfrew.ca; stephen.huycke@richmondhill.ca; kcostello@smithfalls.ca; Bruce Penninsula
<sbpen@bmts.com>; Pam Lortie <pamlortie@townofspanish.com>; bkittmer@town.stmarys.on.ca;
swhite@tecumseh.ca; Robert MacLean <robert.thessalon@bellnet.ca>; Tillsonburg
<dewilson@tillsonburg.ca>; clerk@wasagabeach.com; harrisc@whitby.ca; clerk@gananoque.ca;
Addington Highlands <clerk@addingtonhighlands.ca>; Alberton <alberton@jam21.net>;
rvdm@ahtwp.ca; Amaranth <township@amaranth-eastgary.ca>; Wendy Whitwell
<clerk@armourtownship.ca>; amyvickerymenard@armstrong.ca; Ashfield-Colborne-Wawanosh
<clerk@acwtownship.ca>; Candice White <cwhite@asphodelnorwood.com>; jrody@eastlink.ca;
Darlene Noonan <athens@myhighspeed.ca>; Augusta <asimonian@augusta.ca>; Karin Bates
<karin@baldwin.ca>; Cassandra McGregor <cmcgregor@twp.beckwith.on.ca>; Katherine McDonald
<clerktreasurer@billingstwp.ca>; cao.clerk@bonfieldtownship.org; Brethour
<brethour@parolink.net>; Brock <tgettinby@townshipofbrock.ca>; bbaileyburpeemills@gmail.com;
kmcllwain@carling.ca; Casey <harlytwp@parolink.net>; Calvin Rodgers
<calvin.rodgers@chamberlaintownship.com>; alison.collard@champlain.ca;
cswearengen@chapleau.ca; Chapple <chapple@tbaytel.net>; Linda Ringler <l.ringler@chisholm.ca>;
Clearview <pfettes@clearview.ca>; Coleman <toc@ontera.net>; Julie Oram
<clerk@cramahetownship.ca>; crystal@dourodummer.on.ca; kballance@ear-falls.com; Susan Stone
<suestone@amaranth-eastgary.ca>; llalonde@easrhawkesbury.ca; tcampbell@eastperth.ca;
bfoster@emo.ca; llehr@essatownship.on.ca; clerk@evanturel.com; d.switzer@faraday.ca;
bobc@fauquierstrickland.com; Dianne Quinn <townshipofgauthier@hotmail.com>; Gillies
<gillies@tbaytel.net>; ksurerus@hamiltontownship.ca; Anita Herd <harris@parolink.net>; Hilliard
<twphill@parolink.net>; Hilton <admin@hiltontownship.ca>; Carol Watson <clerk@howick.ca>;
Chantelle Gascon <deputyclerk@town.ignace.on.ca>; James <elklake@ntl.sympatico.ca>; Janet
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Boucher <admin@jocelyn.ca>; ruth@johnsontownship.ca; Administrator
<clerk.administrator@townshipofjoly.com>; kmoyle@king.ca; La Vallee <lavalley@nwonet.net>;
Laird <lairdtwp@soonet.ca>; vanessa@townshipleeds.on.ca; Limerick
<clerk@township.limerick.on.ca>; Brenda Paul <bpaulmachar@vianet.ca>;
mcasavecchia@malahide.ca; Margaret Hartling <mhartling@manitouwadge.ca>;
bschellenberger@mapleton.ca; deputy@ntl.sympatico.ca; gcoulombe@matticevalcote.ca; Sylvie
Côté <treasure@ntl.sympatico.ca>; Jasmin Ralph <jralph@township.montague.on.ca>; Carole
Gendron <cgendron@moonbeam.ca>; Teresa Desserre <townshipofmorley@gmail.com>; Kerstin
Vroom <kvroom@mulmur.ca>; lesliecampbell@nairncentre.ca; lindsaymannila@nipigon.net; Beth
Morton <beth.morton@townshipofperry.ca>; kkruger@norwich.ca; O'Connor
<twpoconn@tbaytel.net>; Opasatika <twpopas@persona.ca>; wayne.miller@pelee.ca; Karen Landry
<KLandry@puslinch.ca>; jconnor@ramara.ca; Joanne Camiré Laflamme
<joannecamirelaflamme@russell.ca>; clerk@ryersontownship.ca; Kim Sloss <kasloss@sables-
spanish.ca>; Don McArthur <cao@schreiber.ca>; jnewman@scugog.ca; achittick@nexicom.net;
sgoerke@townshipofsevern.com; wkabel@snnf.ca; Sue Klatt <clerk@southalgonquin.ca>;
jhyde@southgate.ca; cao@southwold.ca; renee.chaperon@springwater.ca;
jbaranek@stclairtownship.ca; atjoeadmin@bellnet.ca; bbrooks@stonemills.com;
clerk@strongtownship.ca; agray@tay.ca; cao@terracebay.ca; Sue Walton <swalton@tiny.ca>;
clerk@tyendinagatownship.com; Uxbridge <dleroux@town.uxbridge.on.ca>; wkolasa@wainfleet.ca;
A Gubbels <agubbels@warwicktownship.ca>; Grace Kosch <gkosch@wellesley.ca>; Tina Forsyth
<cao@whiteriver.ca>; rtremblay@whitewaterregion.ca; Wilmot <barb.mcleod@wilmot.ca>;
Wollaston <wollaston@bellnet.ca>; vhummel@woolwich.ca; clerk@zorra.on.ca;
mweaver@thearchipelago.on.ca; Melinda Reith <hcmclerkmreith@gmail.com>; Lynne Duguay
<twpmacd@onlink.net>; vdion@townsrf.ca; yrobert@ektwp.ca; doug.irwin@trenthills.ca;
kstevenson@trentlakes.ca; ngladun@shawbiz.ca; MCadieux@prescott-russell.on.ca;
hthomson@sdgcounties.ca; dsauriol@lvtownship.ca; Burk's Falls <clerk@burksfalls.ca>;
sdion@casselman.ca; Peggy Cramp <peggy@hiltonbeach.com>; Betty Gordon
<office@newbury.ca>; Oil Springs <oilsprings@ciaccess.com>; Jim Burns
<jburns@villageofpointedward.com>; Susan Arnold <slarnold@southriverontario.com>;
clerk@sundridge.ca; Thornloe <reynaldrivard@nt.net>; psnider@villageofwestport.ca;
across@wainfleet.ca; Centre Wellington <kokane@centrewellington.ca>; Karren Wallace
<kwallace@wellington-north.com>; Clerk <clerk@swox.org>; Michelle Hendry
<michelle.hendry@whitestone.ca>; clerk@nalgonawil.com; ekwarciak@plympton-wyoming.ca;
jault@frontofyonge.com; christopher.raynor@york.ca; mmanitfel@blrtownship.ca;
gilesp@tbaytel.net; mavis@doriontownship.ca; clerk@tudorandcashel.com
Cc: Kerstin Vroom <kvroom@mulmur.ca>
Subject: Mulmur - Aggregate Motion
 
Hello,
 
The Township of Mulmur passed the following motion at the Council meeting on May 1, 2019.
 
Deputy Mayor Hawkins requested a recorded vote on the following motion:
                                Motion #78-19 Hawkins-Clark:  THAT The Township of Mulmur recognizes the

importance of aggregate extraction and the proper management of aggregate
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resources, including recycling aggregates;
                                AND WHEREAS, Mulmur owns and operates a gravel pit;
                                AND WHEREAS, the inappropriate extraction of aggregate can impact host

communities, including, but not limited to: risk to surface and underground
water supplies stress placed on local infrastructure; road safety; air and noise
pollution; loss of farmland; encroachment on residential communities;
interference with natural heritage systems;

                                AND WHEREAS, the Ontario Government commenced a detailed review of the
Aggregate Resources Act in 2016;

                                                               AND WHEREAS, the Ministry of Natural Resources hosted a summit on
Aggregate Reform on March 29, 2019, and did not include municipal government
as stakeholders;

                                AND WHEREAS, the Township supports the recommendations to allow policy
interpretation for accessing material under Road Allowances;

                                NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED THAT:
1)  The Township of Mulmur hereby requests the following:

a)    the Provincial Government provide for municipal representation
at future meetings related to the Aggregate Reform;
b)   Municipalities be provided authority to regulate hours of
operation and haul routes within municipal boundaries;
c)    If the Provincial level is accepted as a single level for
applications, Municipalities be provided a process through which to
provide comments on aggregate extraction activities proposed
within or in the vicinity of their boundaries;
d)   The comments on “Cutting the Red Tape” provided by the
Ontario Sand and Gravel Association be evaluated from the
perspective of the local host community and ensure that there are
mechanisms/processes in place to address impacts.
e)   That land unavailable for extraction due to changes on the rules
to endangered       and threatened species and other policies within
the Natural Heritage System continue to be protected.

 
                                Shirley Boxem - yea
                                Patricia Clark -   yea
                                Ken Cufaro -       yea        
                                Earl Hawkins -    yea                        
                                Janet Horner -   yea                                                                                        
                                Carried.
 
Have a nice day,
 
Adam Hicks | Administrative Assistant

Township of Mulmur | 758070 2nd Line East | Mulmur, Ontario  L9V 0G8
Phone 705-466-3341 ext. 234 | Fax 705-466-2922 | ahicks@mulmur.ca

mailto:ahicks@mulmur.ca


This message (including attachments, if any) is intended to be confidential and solely for the addressee.  If you received this e-mail in error,
please delete it and advise me immediately.  E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free and the sender does not
accept liability for errors or omissions.

 



From: Karen Landry
To: Nina Lecic
Subject: FW: Mulmur Library Motion
Date: Thursday, May 9, 2019 8:15:28 AM

From: Adam Hicks <ahicks@mulmur.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 8, 2019 3:37 PM
To: Carolyn Lance <clance@georgina.ca>; Conmee <conmee@tbaytel.net>; Peggy Greco
<pgreco@twp.prince.on.ca>; admin@township.mckellar.on.ca; tmckenzie@lennox-addinton.on.ca;
Vicky Goertzen-Cooke <vgoertzencooke@ontera.net>; agilchrist@admastonbromley.com; Janet
Denkers <jdenkers@brookealvinston.com>; banfione@hbmtwp.ca; rreymer@lucanbiddulph.on.ca;
rmordue@blanfordblenheim.ca; townclerk@thebluemountains.ca;
clerk@municipalityofbluewater.ca; bryan martin <bryanm@eganville.com>; cdoiron@brighton.ca;
fhamilton@brockton.ca; lmartin@town.southbruce.on.ca; egunnell@callander.ca;
clerk@papineaucameron.ca; clerk@carlowmayo.ca; clerk@centralhuron.com; Chatham-Kent
<judys@chatham-kent.ca>; psinnamon@chatsworth.ca; cityclerks@barrie.ca;
mtmacdonald@city.belleville.on.ca; Brampton <peter.fay@brampton.ca>; ctouzel@brantford.ca;
smacdonald@brockville.com; Burlington <angela.morgan@burlington.ca>; clerks@cambridge.ca;
mlevesque@cornwall.ca; Debra Kincaid <dkincaid@dryden.ca>; Lesley Sprague - Elliot Lake
<lsprague@city.elliotlake.on.ca>; eric.labelle@greatsudbury.ca; Stephen O'Brien
<stephen.obrien@guelph.ca>; amo@amo.on.ca; Janet.Pilon@hamilton.ca;
critchie@kawarthalakes.ca; Heather Kasprick <hkasprick@kenora.ca>;
jbolognone@cityofkingston.ca; christine.tarling@kitchener.ca; csaunder@london.ca; Markham
<kkitteringham@markham.ca>; diana.rusnov@mississauga.ca; bmatson@niagarafalls.ca;
karen.mcisaac@cityofnorthbay.ca; gjackson@orillia.ca; abrouwer@oshawa.ca; Ottawa
<Rick.OConnor@ottawa.ca>; Bloomfield, Briana <bbloomfield@owensound.ca>;
tlapierre@pembroke.ca; jkennedy@peterborough.ca; Shields, Debbie <dshields@pickering.ca>;
cityclerk@portcolborne.ca; Kevin Heath <kevinh@quintewest.ca>; dianne.gould-brown@sarnia.ca;
Malcolm White <m.white@cityssm.on.ca>; Bonnie Nistico-Dunk <bdunk@stcatharines.ca>;
mkonefal@stthomas.ca; jthomson@stratford.ca; dtreen@temiskamingshores.ca; Thorold
<clerk@thorold.com>; Thunder Bay <jhannam@thunderbay.ca>; steph.palmateer@timmins.ca;
ulli.watkiss@toronto.ca; barbara.mcewan@vaughan.ca; olga.smith@waterloo.ca; Welland
<clerk@welland.ca>; vcritchley@cityofwindsor.ca; ahumphries@cityofwoodstock.ca; Clarence-
Rockland <mouellet@clarence-rockland.com>; agreentree@clarington.net; Heather Boyd
<heather.boyd@brant.ca>; dvanwyck@brucecounty.on.ca; clerk@dufferincounty.ca; Julie Gonyou
<cao@elgin.ca>; mbirch@countyofessex.on.ca; jamini@frontenaccounty.ca; kathie.nunno@grey.ca;
mrutter@county.haliurton.on.ca; Hastings <pinej@hastingscounty.com>; scronin@huroncounty.ca;
stephane.thiffeault@county-lambton.on.ca; ldrynan@lanarkcounty.ca; Middlesex
<kbunting@middlesex.ca>; csenior@oxfordcounty.ca; lwolfe@perthcounty.ca; Jim Hutton
<jhutton@countyofrenfrew.on.ca>; john.daly@simcoe.ca; Wellington <donnab@wellington.ca>;
Township Clerk <cjeffery@seguin.ca>; Cindy Halcrow <chalcrow@dnetownship.ca>;
scasey@dubreilville.ca; asage@northdumfries.ca; bbrunt@southdundas.com; Dutton-Dunwich
<cao@duttondunwich.on.ca>; ralph.walton@durham.ca; Dysart et al <ccoulson@dysartetal.ca>;
dmckinstry@twpec.ca; Peggy Rouse <clerk@arran-elderslie.ca>; gscharback@westelgin.net; Donna
Clermont <clerk@dawneuphemia.on.ca>; monica.hawkins@eatferris.ca; Cathy MacMunn
<cmacmunn@centralfrontenac.com>; dplumley@frontenacislands.ca; Jessica Gunby
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<jgunby@gbtownship.ca>; whunter@georgianbluffs.on.ca; cao@northglengarry.ca;
kelli@southglengarry.com; mturner@westgrey.com; mreid@get.on.ca;
flamanna@eastgwillimbury.ca; ssheridan@khrtownship.ca; eeichenbaum@haldimandcounty.on.ca;
RegionClerk@halton.ca; clerksoffice@centralhastings.com; mgower@algonquinhighlands.ca;
rrogers@highlandseast.ca; dnewhook@mindenhills.ca; Gail Jaremy Township of Hornepayne
<jaremy.hpayne@bellnet.ca>; richard.al@live.ca; Huron East <bknight@huroneast.com>; Deborah
Tonelli <debbie@huronshores.ca>; Township of Cockburn Island <brentstdenis@gmail.com>;
dmacdougall@kincardine.net; edance@huronkinloss.com; ptodd@notl.org; Lake of Bays
<csykes@lakeofbays.on.ca>; stroyer-boyd@lambtonshores.ca; bpercy@leamington.ca;
Lesley.todd@uclg.on.ca; clangley@westlincoln.ca; dachapman@loyalist.ca;
cao@greatermadawaska.com; cao@madawaskavalley.ca; Central Manitoulin
<centralm@amtelecom.net>; Pam Cress <pcress@townofnemi.on.ca>; mclarke@mapleton.ca; Tonia
Bennett <t.bennett@marmoraandlake.ca>; Mattawan <mattawan@xplornet.ca>;
lwest@mcdougall.ca; Cheryl Marshall <clerk@mcmurrichmonteith.com>; llee@mcnabbraeside.com;
msmith@meaford.ca; kway@oro-medonte.ca; Denise Holmes <dholmes@melancthontownship.ca>;
jturk@adelaidemetcalfe.on.ca; North Middlesex <jackiet@northmiddlesex.on.ca>;
smibert@middlesexcentre.on.ca; sstone@mississippimills.ca; earthurs@cavanmonaghan.net;
pshipway@bayham.on.ca; Lynda Kovacs <clerk@calvintownship.ca>; Central Elgin
<dleitch@centralelgin.org>; Charlton and Dack <dthibeault@charltonanddack.com>; Melanie
Bouffard <mbouffard@frenchriver.ca>; Carrie Lewis, CMO <clerk@gordonbarrieisland.ca>;
clerk@greyhighlands.ca; cao@hastingshighlands.ca; Candy Beauvais
<cbeauvais@municipalityofkillarney.ca>; Machin <clerktreasurer@visitmachin.com>; Roger Labelle
<clerk@magnetawan.com>; Denis Turcot <dturcot@markstay-warren.ca>; Morris-Turnberry
<nmichie@morristurnberry.ca>; clerk@neebing.org; Wayne Hanchard
<wayne.hanchard@oliverpaipoonge.on.ca>; Brian Gilmer <bgilmer@porthope.ca>; Maureen Lang
<mlang@powassan.net>; christine.goulet@redlake.ca; rhunley@shuniah.org; Brian MacKinnon
<clerk@siouxlookout.ca>; jbellchamberglazier@southwestmiddlesex.ca; Jérôme Courchesne
<jcourchesne@stcharlesontario.ca>; bettyg@twp.tweed.on.ca; guillaume.richy@valharty.ca; Chris
Wray <chris@e4m.solutions>; gabrielle.lecuyer@greenstone.ca; Muskoka Lakes
<cmortimer@muskokalakes.ca>; sbeckel@greaternapanee.com; Cindy Maher
<cmaher@newtecumseth.ca>; ann-marie.norio@niagararegion.ca; mducharme@westnipissing.ca;
Andy G <andy.grozelle@norfolkcounty.ca>; jmccaslin@northdundas.com;
clerkplanning@northfrontenac.ca; cpominville@northgrencille.on.ca; Connie Parent
<c.parent@northkawartha.on.ca>; moorej@northumberlandcounty.ca;
kathryn.lockyer@peelrgion.ca; Stacey Cooper <scooper@penetanguishene.ca>;
cpreston@wetperth.com; Lizet Scott <lscott@perthsouth.ca>; Sally Saunders
<lfawn@ptbocounty.ca>; mdaigneault@alfred-plantagenet.com; clerks@pecounty.on.ca; Stirling-
Rawdon <info@stirling-rawdon.com>; Kris Fletcher <kfletcher@regionofwaterloo.ca>; Mary Ellen
Truelove <mtruelove@twprideaulakes.on.ca>; linda.white@saugeenshores.ca; Mary Lynn
<twpns@ontera.net>; worr@southfrontenac.net; hscott@osmtownship.ca;
loriann@southstormont.ca; mcheiner@afmo.on.ca; gillian.angus-traill@townofws.ca;
ftranquilli@strathrou-caradoc.ca; McKellar <clerk@township.mckellar.on.ca>; Glenn Martin
<tarbutttownship@bellnet.ca>; wjacques@ezt.ca; Tay Valley <clerk@tayvalleytwp.ca>; Margaret
Alexander <malexander@thamescentre.on.ca>; jbrizard@nationmun.ca; nicole.cooper@ajax.ca;
pparker@amherstburg.ca; mspratt@arnprior.ca; sue.bates@atikokan.ca; mderond@aurora.ca;
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cao@blackriver-matheson.com; Blind River <katie.scott@blindriver.ca>; Bracebridge
<lmcdonald@bracebridge.ca>; Bradford West Gwillimbury <rmurphy@townofbwg.com>; Donna
Brunke <brucemines@bellnet.ca>; Carey deGorter <carey.degorter@caledon.ca>; Duncan Rogers
<drogers@carletonplace.ca>; dtaylor@cobalt.ca; blarmer@cobourg.ca;
alice.mercier@cochraneontario.com; salmas@collingwood.ca; rmcgee@deepriver.ca;
lacarte@ntl.sympatico.ca; Enniskillen <dmctavish@enniskillen.ca>; Paula Roque
<proque@espanola.ca>; rauger@essex.ca; cschofield@forterie.on.ca; lslomke@fortfrances.ca; John
Espinosa <jespinosa@georgina.ca>; jhallahan@goderich.ca; Gore Bay <aclarke@gorebay.ca>; Grand
Valley <jwilson@townofgrandvalley.ca>; Kayla.Thibeault@gravenhurst.ca; Hazel Soady-Easton
<hsoady-easton@grimsby.ca>; Halton Hills <suzannej@haltonhills.ca>; btocheri@hanover.ca;
Hawkesbury <cgroulx@hawkesbury.ca>; jlecours@hearst.ca; tanya.calleja@huntsville.ca; Michael
Graves <mgraves@ingersoll.ca>; lparkin@innisfil.ca; mcleanl@iroquoisfalls.com;
Chantal.Guillemette@kapuskasing.ca; Jennifer Astrologo <jastrologo@kingsville.ca>; Kirkland Lake
<joann.ducharme@tkl.ca>; maryhmasse@gmail.com; aarmstrong@lasalle.ca; Latchford
<jallen@latchford.ca>; cao@laurentianhills.ca; cao@marathon.ca; Francine Desormeau
<francine.desormeau@mattawa.ca>; Midland <clerks@midland.ca>; Milton
<townclerk@milton.ca>; Minto <bwhite@town.minto.on.ca>; Mark Early
<mark.early@townofmono.com>; spetten@moosonee.ca; clerks@newmarket.ca;
vicki.tytaneck@oakville.ca; Susan Greatrix <sgreatrix@orangeville.ca>; Jackie Boggs
<jboggs@townofparrysound.com>; Pelham <njbozzato@pelham.ca>; clerk@perth.ca;
dscissons@petawawa.ca; mpearson@petrolia.ca; kcasselman@prescott.ca; jtiboni@tbaytel.net;
kbulmer@renfrew.ca; stephen.huycke@richmondhill.ca; kcostello@smithfalls.ca; Bruce Penninsula
<sbpen@bmts.com>; Pam Lortie <pamlortie@townofspanish.com>; bkittmer@town.stmarys.on.ca;
swhite@tecumseh.ca; Robert MacLean <robert.thessalon@bellnet.ca>; Tillsonburg
<dewilson@tillsonburg.ca>; clerk@wasagabeach.com; harrisc@whitby.ca; clerk@gananoque.ca;
Addington Highlands <clerk@addingtonhighlands.ca>; Alberton <alberton@jam21.net>;
rvdm@ahtwp.ca; Amaranth <township@amaranth-eastgary.ca>; Wendy Whitwell
<clerk@armourtownship.ca>; amyvickerymenard@armstrong.ca; Ashfield-Colborne-Wawanosh
<clerk@acwtownship.ca>; Candice White <cwhite@asphodelnorwood.com>; jrody@eastlink.ca;
Darlene Noonan <athens@myhighspeed.ca>; Augusta <asimonian@augusta.ca>; Karin Bates
<karin@baldwin.ca>; Cassandra McGregor <cmcgregor@twp.beckwith.on.ca>; Katherine McDonald
<clerktreasurer@billingstwp.ca>; cao.clerk@bonfieldtownship.org; Brethour
<brethour@parolink.net>; Brock <tgettinby@townshipofbrock.ca>; bbaileyburpeemills@gmail.com;
kmcllwain@carling.ca; Casey <harlytwp@parolink.net>; Calvin Rodgers
<calvin.rodgers@chamberlaintownship.com>; alison.collard@champlain.ca;
cswearengen@chapleau.ca; Chapple <chapple@tbaytel.net>; Linda Ringler <l.ringler@chisholm.ca>;
Clearview <pfettes@clearview.ca>; Coleman <toc@ontera.net>; Julie Oram
<clerk@cramahetownship.ca>; crystal@dourodummer.on.ca; kballance@ear-falls.com; Susan Stone
<suestone@amaranth-eastgary.ca>; llalonde@easrhawkesbury.ca; tcampbell@eastperth.ca;
bfoster@emo.ca; llehr@essatownship.on.ca; clerk@evanturel.com; d.switzer@faraday.ca;
bobc@fauquierstrickland.com; Dianne Quinn <townshipofgauthier@hotmail.com>; Gillies
<gillies@tbaytel.net>; ksurerus@hamiltontownship.ca; Anita Herd <harris@parolink.net>; Hilliard
<twphill@parolink.net>; Hilton <admin@hiltontownship.ca>; Carol Watson <clerk@howick.ca>;
Chantelle Gascon <deputyclerk@town.ignace.on.ca>; James <elklake@ntl.sympatico.ca>; Janet
Boucher <admin@jocelyn.ca>; ruth@johnsontownship.ca; Administrator
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<clerk.administrator@townshipofjoly.com>; kmoyle@king.ca; La Vallee <lavalley@nwonet.net>;
Laird <lairdtwp@soonet.ca>; vanessa@townshipleeds.on.ca; Limerick
<clerk@township.limerick.on.ca>; Brenda Paul <bpaulmachar@vianet.ca>;
mcasavecchia@malahide.ca; Margaret Hartling <mhartling@manitouwadge.ca>;
bschellenberger@mapleton.ca; deputy@ntl.sympatico.ca; gcoulombe@matticevalcote.ca; Sylvie
Côté <treasure@ntl.sympatico.ca>; Jasmin Ralph <jralph@township.montague.on.ca>; Carole
Gendron <cgendron@moonbeam.ca>; Teresa Desserre <townshipofmorley@gmail.com>; Kerstin
Vroom <kvroom@mulmur.ca>; lesliecampbell@nairncentre.ca; lindsaymannila@nipigon.net; Beth
Morton <beth.morton@townshipofperry.ca>; kkruger@norwich.ca; O'Connor
<twpoconn@tbaytel.net>; Opasatika <twpopas@persona.ca>; wayne.miller@pelee.ca; Karen Landry
<KLandry@puslinch.ca>; jconnor@ramara.ca; Joanne Camiré Laflamme
<joannecamirelaflamme@russell.ca>; clerk@ryersontownship.ca; Kim Sloss <kasloss@sables-
spanish.ca>; Don McArthur <cao@schreiber.ca>; jnewman@scugog.ca; achittick@nexicom.net;
sgoerke@townshipofsevern.com; wkabel@snnf.ca; Sue Klatt <clerk@southalgonquin.ca>;
jhyde@southgate.ca; cao@southwold.ca; renee.chaperon@springwater.ca;
jbaranek@stclairtownship.ca; atjoeadmin@bellnet.ca; bbrooks@stonemills.com;
clerk@strongtownship.ca; agray@tay.ca; cao@terracebay.ca; Sue Walton <swalton@tiny.ca>;
clerk@tyendinagatownship.com; Uxbridge <dleroux@town.uxbridge.on.ca>; wkolasa@wainfleet.ca;
A Gubbels <agubbels@warwicktownship.ca>; Grace Kosch <gkosch@wellesley.ca>; Tina Forsyth
<cao@whiteriver.ca>; rtremblay@whitewaterregion.ca; Wilmot <barb.mcleod@wilmot.ca>;
Wollaston <wollaston@bellnet.ca>; vhummel@woolwich.ca; clerk@zorra.on.ca;
mweaver@thearchipelago.on.ca; Melinda Reith <hcmclerkmreith@gmail.com>; Lynne Duguay
<twpmacd@onlink.net>; vdion@townsrf.ca; yrobert@ektwp.ca; doug.irwin@trenthills.ca;
kstevenson@trentlakes.ca; ngladun@shawbiz.ca; MCadieux@prescott-russell.on.ca;
hthomson@sdgcounties.ca; dsauriol@lvtownship.ca; Burk's Falls <clerk@burksfalls.ca>;
sdion@casselman.ca; Peggy Cramp <peggy@hiltonbeach.com>; Betty Gordon
<office@newbury.ca>; Oil Springs <oilsprings@ciaccess.com>; Jim Burns
<jburns@villageofpointedward.com>; Susan Arnold <slarnold@southriverontario.com>;
clerk@sundridge.ca; Thornloe <reynaldrivard@nt.net>; psnider@villageofwestport.ca;
across@wainfleet.ca; Centre Wellington <kokane@centrewellington.ca>; Karren Wallace
<kwallace@wellington-north.com>; Clerk <clerk@swox.org>; Michelle Hendry
<michelle.hendry@whitestone.ca>; clerk@nalgonawil.com; ekwarciak@plympton-wyoming.ca;
jault@frontofyonge.com; christopher.raynor@york.ca; mmanitfel@blrtownship.ca;
gilesp@tbaytel.net; mavis@doriontownship.ca; clerk@tudorandcashel.com;
rdotten@shelburnelibrary.ca; phillock@dufferincounty.ca
Cc: Kerstin Vroom <kvroom@mulmur.ca>
Subject: Mulmur Library Motion
 
Hello,
 
The Township of Mulmur passed the following motion at the Council meeting on May 1, 2019.
 

Motion #83-19 Boxem-Cufaro:  WHEREAS,  Mulmur Township Council considers
public libraries as a vital service to community well-being especially in a rural
community such as ours;
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AND WHEREAS, public libraries offer much needed support to the very
vulnerable members of our society - the children, the seniors, recent immigrants,
and the low-income citizens;
AND WHEREAS, the Provincial Government has cut the budget for Ontario
Library Services by 50%;
AND WHEREAS, this funding will end the Interlibrary Loan Service to libraries;
AND WHEREAS, due to limited resources available to some libraries, the
Interlibrary Loan Service is of great importance to its patrons;
NOW THEREFORE, Mulmur Township Council respectfully requests that the
Province reconsiders the 50% budget cut for Ontario Library Services and finds
some other means to fund necessary library services.
Carried.

 
Have a nice day,
 
Adam Hicks | Administrative Assistant

Township of Mulmur | 758070 2nd Line East | Mulmur, Ontario  L9V 0G8
Phone 705-466-3341 ext. 234 | Fax 705-466-2922 | ahicks@mulmur.ca

This message (including attachments, if any) is intended to be confidential and solely for the addressee.  If you received this e-mail in error,
please delete it and advise me immediately.  E-mail transmission cannot be guaranteed to be secure or error-free and the sender does not
accept liability for errors or omissions.

 

mailto:ahicks@mulmur.ca


                                         
                        

 
 
 
 

Mayor Dan Mathieson & Stratford City Council 
 

In co-operation with the 
 

Stratford Festival  
 

Are pleased to invite Municipal Staff, Elected Officials,  
their friends and families to join us for  

 

Civic Night 
Tuesday, June 18th, 2019 

“Billy Elliott” 
 

Festival Theatre  -  55 Queen Street, Stratford 
Performance:    8:00 p.m. 

 

A Show to Make Your Spirit Shine 

Dreams don’t come easy in the hardscrabble mining town, riven by a bitter national strike, where eleven-
year-old Billy lives with his bereaved family. But Billy’s discovery of his talent for dance awakens in him a 
passion that will transform his life and win the hearts of his whole community.  With its inspirational 
story, breathtaking dance numbers and music by pop legend Elton John, this fresh new take on the 
smash-hit show – reimagined for Stratford – will appeal to all. 

 

  Please join us prior to the performance in the  
Paul D. Fleck Marquee for a Reception beginning at 6:30 pm  

 

For this performance, the Stratford Festival is offering 2 tickets for the price of one, however, tickets can 
be purchased individually at half price.  Tickets will sell out quickly for this performance, so please 
purchase your tickets early.  The Festival is also offering discounted tickets for youth 18 years of age and 
under, so please feel free to bring them along.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
 
Tickets can be purchased by contacting the Box Office at 1-800-567-1600 or on-line at 
www.stratfordfestival.ca and providing the Promotion Code 85151.  Additional information regarding 
this performance is available through the Stratford Festival’s website.    
 
If you should have any questions or require  additional information,  please do  not hesitate to contact 
Pat Shantz, Administrative Assistant to the Mayor, at 519-271-0250, ext. 236 or by email 
pshantz@stratford.ca.   We look forward to seeing you on June 18th!     

http://www.stratfordfestival.ca/
mailto:pshantz@stratford.ca
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May 2, 2019 

 

Hon. Victor Fedeli 

Minister of Finance 

Frost Bldg S 7th Flr, 7 Queen's Park Cres 

Toronto, ON M7A 1Y7 

Dear Mr. Fedeli: 

Re: Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF) 

The Ontario Municipal Partnership Fund (OMPF) is the Province’s main general assistance grant 

to municipalities. The program, that primarily supports northern and rural municipalities, is a 

critical component of the provincial-municipal fiscal relationship. Since 2012, grant allocations 

have decreased from $598M to $505M in 2019. 

The government has committed to consult with municipalities in 2019 regarding the future of 

the OMPF. The goal of this review is to ensure that the program remains sustainable and 

focused on the northern and rural municipalities that need this funding the most. Reductions in 

the funding have a significant impact on municipal finances, with the loss of revenue typically 

being made up through increased tax levies. This has the potential of adversely affecting housing 

affordability in the affected municipalities and is contrary to the Province's stated goal of 

improving housing affordability. 

The Town of Mono recommends that the OMPF be maintained at not less than its current 

funding level.  

I look forward to an earnest dialogue with the Province that recognizes the importance to 

municipalities of maintaining this program and the potential impact that reductions to funding 

will have. 

Regards, 

TOWN OF MONO 

 

 

Laura Ryan 

Mayor 
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CC: Hon. Sylvia Jones, Solicitor General, MPP, Dufferin-Caledon 

 All Ontario municipalities 



Office of the Regional Chair

May 3,2019 Resolution Number 2019-375

The Honourable Christine Elliott
Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care
Hepburn Block, 10th Floor
80 Grosvenor St.
Toronto ON M7A 1E9

The Honourable Steve Clark
Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing
17thFloor, 777 Bay Street
Toronto ON M5G 2E5

Dear Ministers:

Subject: Overview of Health System Transformation - A Region of Peel Perspective

I am writing to advise that Regional Council approved the following resolution at its meeting held on
Thursday, April 25, 2019:

Resolution 2019-375:

Whereas the Provincial Government has made certain announcements relating to Public
Health and the Paramedic Services system;

And whereas, the announcements do not contain sufficient detail to be able to provide
commentary;

And whereas, the announcements have a significant impact on the delivery of public health
services and Paramedic Services;

And whereas, the role of the municipalities is not clear in the announcement;

And whereas, funding has not been committed, neither quantum or source;

Therefore be it resolved, that this matter be referred to the Health Services Integration
Committee to monitor the issue and determine the role of the Region throughout the roll out
of the plans and work with staff to report back to Council on details of the proposal and
projected impacts of change together with regular staff communication to Regional Council
on emerging issues;

And further, that recommendations of the Health System Integration Committee and Regional
Council be referred to the Government Relations Committee for further advocacy;

The Regional Municipality of Peel

10 Peel Centre Dr., Suite A, Brampton, ON L6T 4B9 Tel: 905·791· 7800 Web: peelregion.ca



And further, that the Chair arrange a round table meeting with the local MPP's to provide
information on the current structure and funding model and the potential impacts of change to
service delivery with changes to the structure and funding model. Other invitees to the round
table include the Chair and Vice-Chair of the Health Services section, the Commissioner of
Health Services, the CAO, the Medical Officer of Health and the Chief of Paramedic Services
and Chair of Health System Integration Committee;

And further, that the Chair and Mayors work with MARCO/LUMCO and AMO to demonstrate
the benefits of public health and Paramedic Services remaining fully integrated with other
Region of Peel functions;

And further, that the Province be requested to engage municipalities and existing Boards of
Health before proceeding with any changes to the existing structure and funding;

And further, that this resolution be provided to the Minister of Health, the Minister of Municipal
Affairs and Housing, all municipalities, AMO, Ontario Association of Paramedic Chiefs, the
Association of Local Public Health Agencies, and MARCO/LUMCO.

Yours Truly,

\

Nando lannicca
Regional Chair and Chief Executive Officer

NI:sm

Copied:
Pat Vanini, Executive Director, Association of Municipalities of Ontario
Michelle Mackenzie, Executive Director, Ontario Association of Paramedic Chiefs
Loretta Ryan, Executive Director, The Association of Local Public Health Agencies
Karen Redman, Regional Chair, Waterloo Region, Chair of MARCO
Cam Guthrie, Mayor, City of Guelph, Chair of LUMCO
All Ontario Municipalities

The Regional Municipality of Peel

10 Peel Centre Dr., Suite A, Brampton, ON L6T489 Tel: 905·791-7800 Web: peelregion.ca 2
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Municipal Policing Bureau  
Bureau des services policiers des municipalités  
 
777 Memorial Ave.                  777, ave Memorial 
Orillia ON  L3V 7V3               Orillia (ON)  L3V 7V3 

   
Tel:  (705) 329-6200 

 
Fax:  (705) 330-4191  

 

 

   
  File number/Référence: 612-10   
                                

 
May 01, 2019 

 
 
 
Mayor/Reeve and Clerk/CAO/Treasurer,  
 
First, I would like to congratulate all recently elected officials and wish you great success in 
your new roles.  
 
2018 has been a year of substantial accomplishments such as the transitioning of another 
two municipalities to the Ontario Provincial Police (OPP), multiple contract renewals, and 
countless presentations to municipal councils throughout the province. OPP Municipal 
Policing Bureau staff will strive to make great progress to continue to build municipal 
relationships through excellent communication, contract and financial management. 
 
As some of you may know, the government appointed Commissioner Thomas Carrique as 
the 15th OPP Commissioner to lead the police service in its 110 year history. Following the 
announcement of his appointment, Commissioner Carrique stated he is extremely grateful 
for and deeply honoured by the confidence placed in him by the provincial government and 
the Ministry of the Solicitor General to serve alongside the dedicated and professional 
members of the OPP, in a leadership role. We are all looking forward to strengthen our 
relationship with the municipalities the OPP polices under Commissioner Carrique’s 
leadership. 
 
The Comprehensive Ontario Police Services Act, 2019, received Royal Assent on March 26, 
2019. Other than Special Investigation Unit modernization section, all other sections have 
not yet been proclaimed into force. This act creates the Community Safety and Policing Act, 
2019 (CSPA), which will come into force on a date that has not yet been determined by 
government. Relevant regulations to the CSPA are currently being written. This will 
eventually lead to the legislation coming into force. When this new legislation comes into 
force, the current Police Services Act, 1990, (PSA) will be repealed. Until then, the PSA 
remains in force. We will keep you informed on this progression. 
 
Recently, you or staff members of your municipality have been contacted by our members to 
build awareness of the resources available to you, such as our webpage 
www.opp.ca/billingmodel materials, and offer to answer any of the questions you may have 
on the billing model and present to your municipalities, if necessary. Thank you for your 
feedback. 
 
In an effort to bring our communication to the next level, our bureau announced the 
implementation of the ePost mailing system. Your municipality will be sent instructions to 
set-up up to three ePost user accounts (Mayor/ Reeve, CAO/Clerk, PSB Chair (if 
applicable)) to allow for more efficient and innovative distribution of the annual billing 
statements and other correspondence. The ePost system is run by Canada Post and is 
official and legal mail. This system has been operated by Canada Post for 19 years, and has 

http://www.opp.ca/billingmodel
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been adopted throughout the country by numerous municipalities and various pension and 
pay organizations. The intention is to provide timely and reliable information to our hundreds 
of municipalities and avoid the unreliable nature of the current mailing system.  
 
I would like to welcome your views or any comments you may have to enhance our 
communication and invite you to ask questions of myself or any member of the OPP 
Municipal Policing Bureau through email at OPP.MunicipalPolicing@opp.ca or by phone at 
(705) 329-6200. 
 
 
Sincerely 
 

 
 
M.M. (Marc) Bedard 
Superintendent 
Commander, 
Municipal Policing Bureau 
 
Email OPP.MunicipalPolicing@opp.ca 
Twitter @OPP_Mun_Pol  
 
/nv 
 
 
 
 
 

mailto:OPP.MunicipalPolicing@opp.ca
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May 6, 2019

To Our Development Charge Clients

Re: Prooosed Chanoes to the Development Gharqes Act

The letter is to advise that on May 2,2019, the Province introduced Bill 108 which
proposes changes to the Development Charges Act, 1997 (D.C.A.). The Bill has been
introduced as part of the Province's "More Homes, More Choice: Ontario's Housing
Supply Action Plan." The Bill has been given first reading and is expected to be
debated over the coming months.

The Act proposes that any development charge (D C ) by-laws passed after May 2,
2019 will be affected by these proposed changes. Any by-laws that were passed prior
to this date will remain in effect until the by-law either is repealed or expires. A
summary of the proposed changes to the D.C.A. is provided below.

Ghanges to Eligible Services - The Bill will remove "soft services" from the D.C.A.
These services will be considered as part of a new Community Benefit Charge
(discussed below) imposed under the Planning Acfl Eligible services that will remain
under the D.C.A. are as follows:

Water supply seryices, including distribution and treatment services;
Wastewater services, including sewers and treatment services;
Stormwater drainage and control services;
Services related to a highway as defined in subsection 1 (1) of the Municipal Act,
2001 or subsection 3 (1) of the City of Toronto Act, 2006, as the case may be;
Electrical power services,
Policing services;
Fire protection services;
Toronto-York subway extension, as defined in subsection 5.1 (1);
Transit services other than the Toronto-York subway extension;
Waste diversion services; and
Other services as prescribed.

Waste Diversion - The Bill will remove the mandatory 10% deduction for this service.

Payment in Installments Over Six Years - The Bill proposes that rental housing, non-
profit housing and commercial/industrial/institutional developments pay their D.C.s in six
equal annual payments commencing the date of issuance of an occupancy permit or
occupancy of the building, whichever is earlier. The municipality may elect to charge
interest (at a prescribed rate) for each payment, commencing the date of the first

Plaza Three
101-2000 Argentia Rd
Mississauga, Ontario
LsN 1V9

Office: 905-272-3600
Fax: 905-272-3602
www.watsonecon.ca
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payment. lf payments are not made, interest may continue to be charged and may be
added to the property and collected as taxes.

When D.C. Amount is Determined - The Bill proposes that the D.C. amount for all
developments proceeding by site plan or requiring a zoning amendment shall be
determined based on the D.C. charge in effect on the day of the application for site plan
or zoning amendment. lf the development is not proceeding via these planning
approvals, then the amount is determined at the earlier of the date of issuance of a
building permit or occupancy.

Soft Services to be lncluded in a New Gommunity Benefit Charge Under the
Planning Act - lt is proposed that a municipality may, by by-law, impose community
benefits charges against land to pay for the capital costs of facilities, services and
matters required because of development or redevelopment in the area to which the by-
law applies. These services may not include services authorized by the D.C.A. Various
provisions are provided as follows:

. Before passing a community benefits charge by-law, the municipality shall
prepare a community benefits charge strategy that (a) identifies the facilities,
services and matters that will be funded with community benefits charges; and
(b) complies with any prescribed requirements.

. The amount of a community benefits charge payable shall not exceed an amount
equal to the prescribed percentage of the value of the land as of the valuation
date.

o The valuation date is the day before building permit issuance.
o Valuations will be based on appraised value of land. Various requirements are

set out in this regard.
. All money received by the municipality under a community benefits charge by-

law shall be paid into a special account.
o ln each calendar year, a municipality shall spend or allocate at least 60 percent

of the monies that are in the special account at the beginning of the year.
. Requirements for annual reporting shall be prescribed.
. Transitional provisions are set out regarding the D.C. reserve funds and D.C.

credits.

The proposed legislative changes noted above will require a more detailed review to
consider the impact to the D.C. and Planning Acf matters including methodology,
collection policies and transition policies. As we have done in the past, our firm will be
engaging with legal advisors to further consider the full implications of the Bill and
potential Regulations. We will be providing a submission on the Bill to the Province on
behalf of our D.C. clients. A few direct comments are made at this time for
consideration of the reader, as follows:

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd

Remarks
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Pavment in lnstallments Over Six Years

The delay in receiving the D.C. revenue will impact the D.C. cashflow. As most
of these "hard seryices" must be provided in advance of development occurring,
it will require increased debt borrowing. Added debt interest will have upward
pressure on the D.C. quantum.
As the proposed changes to the Act are to facilitate the Province's housing
agenda, it is unclear why these installment payments are to be provided to
commercial, industrial and institutional developments.
The requirement to manage multiple-year collections for each building permit
issued for each rental housing, non-profit housing and commercial/industrial/
institutional development building permit will cause a tremendous administrative
burden on municipalities. This will add to staffing requirements and be reflected
in higher planning and building permit fees.

When D.C. Amount is Determined

Locking in the D.C. rates well in advance of the building permit issuance would
produce a shortfall in D.C. revenue, as the chargeable rates will not reflect the
current rate as of the time the development proceeds to be built.
There should be a time limit on how long the development takes to move from
site plan approval, or zoning change, to the issuance of a building permit. There
is no financial incentive for the development to move quickly to building permit.
This may induce speculation to change the land use and then market the lands.
(Note: There is an opportunity for a time limit to be prescribed by regulation;
however, there are a number of references currently in the D.C.A. that "the
Minister may prescribe" which have not been acted upon.)

to be lncluded in a New Com Benefit

More information is needed, as there are several key items to be included as part
of the regulations. That is, what items are to be included in the community
benefits charge strategy and what percentage of the "value of land" is to be
eligible for collection?
Depending on what is to be included in the community benefits charge strategy,
this may be undertaken at a similar time as the D.C. background study. As
noted, however, it is unclear as to the prescribed items to be included along with
the process required to adopt the strategy and the by-law.
Concern is raised regarding what prescribed percentage of the land value will be
allocated for the charge. lf the same percentage is provided for all Ontario, then
a single-family lot in Toronto valued at $2 million will yield 20 times the revenue
of a $100,000 lot in eastern Ontario. Given that building costs for the same

a

o

a

a

a

t
Act

a

a

a

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd
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facilities may only vary by, say, 15%, the community benefits charge could yield
nominal funds to pay for required services for municipalities outside the G.T.A.
It is unclear how the community benefits charge will be implemented in a two-tier
municipal system. Given that both the upper and lower tiers will have needs,
there is no guidance on how the percentage of the land value will be allocated, or
how the process for allocating this would occur. Obviously, land values will vary
significantly in urban vs. semi-urban communities (e.9. in York Region, land
value in Markham is significantly higher than in Georgina), so the upper-tier
needs may only take, say, 30% of the allotted value in the urban areas but75%-
90% of the allotted semi-urban or rural values.
Given the need for appraisals and the ability of the applicant to challenge the
appraisal, a charging system based on land values will be extremely
cumbersome and expensive. lt is unclear how appraisal costs are recovered,
and the appraisals may become a significant cost on each individual property.

Andrew Grunda, MBA, CPA, CMA
Principal

We trust that the above information is helpful. For those clients who are in the midst of
a background study process, we would be pleased to further discuss this with you and
Council shortly. For our other clients, we would be pleased to arrange a time to discuss
this further. As noted above, we will be providing further feedback to the Province
during this legislative process.

Yours very truly,

WATSON & SOCIATES ECONOMISTS LTD

Gary Scandlan, BA, PLE
Director

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd
Bill 108 Letter.docx
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Council Information Session

May 15, 2019

Township of Puslinch
Development Charges Background Study



Development Charges

• Purpose of Development Charges (D.C.) is to recover the capital costs 
associated with residential and non-residential growth within the 
municipality

• The capital costs are in addition to what costs would normally be 
constructed as part of a subdivision (i.e. internal roads, watermains, 
roads, sidewalks, streetlights, etc.)

• Municipalities are empowered to impose these charges via the 
Development Charges Act (D.C.A.)

2



Bill 108 – More Homes, More Choice Act, 2019

• Changes to Eligible Services

• “Soft Services” would be removed from the D.C.A. and considered 

as part of a Community Benefit Charge under the authority of the 
Planning Act

• Waste Diversion would continue to be included as an eligible 
service at 100% D.C. recoverable

• Calculation of D.C. Amount

• D.C. would be calculated at the time of Site Plan and Zoning Bylaw 
Amendment application, and payable at building permit issuance or 
occupancy

• Payment in Installments Over Six Years

• Rental housing, non-profit housing and commercial/ industrial/ 
institutional developments would pay D.C.s in six equal annual 
payments, commencing from the date of occupancy  

Proposed Changes to the D.C.A. 
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8.  Specified Local Services

The Process of Calculating a Development Charge under the Act that must be followed

Anticipated
Development

1.

Estimated Increase in 
Need for Service

2.  Ineligible Services

Ceiling Re:
Increased Need

Needs That Will
Be Met

Examination of the 
Long-term Capital 

and Operating Costs 
for Capital 

Infrastructure

D.C. Needs 
By Service

 Less:
 Uncommitted Excess
 Capacity

 Less:
 Benefit To Existing
 Development

 Less: 
 Grants, Subsidies
 and Other
 Contributions       

 Less: 
 10% Where 
 Applicable       

D.C. By-law(s) 
Spatial 

Applicability

D.C. Net Capital Costs
Costs for new development vs. 

existing development for the term 
of the by-law and the balance 

of the period

Amount of the Charge
By Type of Development

(including apportionment of 
costs - residential and 

non-residential)

Financing, 
Inflation and 
Investment

Considerations

3. 4.

5.

6.

11.

12.

13.

16.

17.

14.

15.

9.

Tax Base, 
User Rates,

etc.

Subdivision 
Agreements 
and Consent 
Provisions

Consideration of exemptions, 
phase-ins, etc.

1

4

3

2

Non-Transit Services
Historical Service 

Standard 4a.

Transit Services
Forward-looking 

Service 
Standard 4b.

Asset Management 
Plan for All Capital 

Projects to be 
Funded by D.C.s 7.

Non-Transit Services
“Financially 
Sustainable” 7a.

Transit Services
“Detailed 

Requirements” 7b.

10.

4



Growth Forecast

• Growth forecast has been prepared for the 10-year period (2019-2029) 
and 20-year period (2019-2039)

5

Net 
Population

Residential 
Units Employment1 Sq.Ft. of GFA

Mid-2019               7,714               2,854               4,454 
Mid-2029               8,909               3,285               4,786 
Mid-2039               9,180               3,409               5,146 

10-year (2019-2029)               1,195                  431                  332           354,300 
20-year (2019-2039)               1,466                  555                  692           753,700 

Residential Non-Residential
Time Horizon

Incremental Change



Increase in Need for Service

• Municipal-Wide Services

• Roads and Related Services

• Fire Services

• Parks and Recreation (indoor recreation, parks, and trails 
development)

• Administration – Studies

6



Anticipated Capital Needs
Roads and Related Services

7

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Asset 
Number

Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 78% 22%
Roads

1 Victoria Road South: County Road 36 
(Badenoch Street) to Gilmour Road 124 2019         382,500               -        382,500         330,475           52,025        40,579              11,445 

2 Victoria Road South: Gilmour Road to entrance 
to Aberfoyle Pit #2 125A 2019         127,500               -        127,500         110,158           17,342        13,526                3,815 

3 Concession 7: Concesion 2A to Mason Road 115 2021 156,675        -            156,675     135,365        21,310         16,622       4,688               

4 Concession 7: Mason Road to McLean Road 
West 116 2021 52,225          -            52,225       45,122          7,103           5,541        1,563               

5 Concession 2: Side Road 20 South to Sideroad 
25 South (Truck Route) 35 2021 346,200        -            346,200     299,113        47,087         36,728       10,359             

6 Concession 2: Sideroad 25 South to 
Concession 7  (Truck Route) 36 2021 173,100        -            173,100     149,556        23,544         18,364       5,180               

7 Watson Road South: bridge to Leslie Road 
West 134 2023 86,000          -            86,000       74,303          11,697         9,124        2,573               

8 Watson Road South: County Road 36 
(Badenoch Street) to Bridge 136 2023 129,000        -            129,000     111,454        17,546         13,686       3,860               

9 Watson Road South: Leslie Road West to 
McRae Station Road 133 2023 127,400        -            127,400     110,072        17,328         13,516       3,812               

10 Morriston Traffic Calming 2028 100,000        -            100,000     86,399          13,601         10,609       2,992               
11 Concession 1- Sideroad 10 to Wellington Rd 35 14 2027 255,000        -            255,000     220,317        34,683         27,053       7,630               

12 Concession 11 railway crossing - County Road 
34 to Sideroad 17 144 2019 50,000          -            50,000       43,199          6,801           5,304        1,496               

13 Concession 1 - Sideroad 20 South to 
Concession 7 16, 17 2020 520,000        -            520,000     449,274        70,726         55,166       15,560             

14 Concession 4- Sideroad 10 to 32 56 2024 450,000        -            450,000     388,795        61,205         47,740       13,465             
15 McLean Rd E and Winer Rd 212A, 158 2024 365,000        -            365,000     315,356        49,644         38,723       10,922             
16 Mason Crt Concession 7 to dead end 38 2024 38,100          -            38,100       32,918          5,182           4,042        1,140               
17 Maple Leaf Lane County Road 46 to dead end 52 2024 45,800          -            45,800       39,571          6,229           4,859        1,370               
18 Concession 4- Hwy 6 to 35 160, 161 2025 390,000        -            390,000     336,955        53,045         41,375       11,670             

19 Watson Road South: Maltby Road East to 
County Road 34 139, 140 2026 480,000        -            480,000     414,714        65,286         50,923       14,363             

20 Watson Rd - Wellington Road 34 to Wellington 
Road 36 137 2026 500,000        -            500,000     431,994        68,006         53,045       14,961             

21 Gore Road - Valens Road to Concession 7 5 2026 270,000        -            270,000     233,277        36,723         28,644       8,079               
22 Church and Victoria Street 28_Surface 2026 50,000          -            50,000       43,199          6,801           5,304        1,496               

Net Capital 
Cost

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)

Gross Capital 
Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post Period 
Benefit

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies 
and Other 

Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total



Anticipated Capital Needs
Roads and Related Services (Cont’d)

8

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Asset 
Number

Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 78% 22%

23 Leslie Rd West- Victoria Rd South to East limit 21, 22, 23, 
25 2027 645,000        -            645,000       557,272        87,728         68,428       19,300             

24 Gore Rd-Sideroad 20 to Valens Rd 4 2027 365,000        -            365,000       315,356        49,644         38,723       10,922             

25 Sideroad 20 North - Wellington Road 34 to 
Forestell Road 166 2028 375,000        -            375,000       323,996        51,004         39,783       11,221             

26 Roszell Road - Townline Road to Forestell Road 90, 54a 2028 287,500        -            287,500       248,397        39,103         30,501       8,603               
27 Maltby Road - Victoria Road to Watson Road 63A, 63B 2028 262,500        -            262,500       226,797        35,703         27,848       7,855               

28 Concession 4- Sideroad 10 North to Sideroad 
12 North 57 2019 112,000        -            112,000       96,767          15,233         11,882       3,351               

29 Concession 1 -County Road 35 to Sideroad 20 
South 15 2019 303,000        -            303,000       261,788        41,212         32,145       9,067               

30 Brock Road Sidewalk - 304 304 2019-2020 235,000        -            235,000       203,037        31,963         24,931       7,032               

31 Leslie Road West - Watson Road South to 
Bridge 5 (Mountsberg) 22 2021-2022 620,000        -            620,000       535,673        84,327         65,775       18,552             

32 Fox Run Drive - transition to curb to County 
Road 46 205, 206 2022 63,000          -            63,000         54,431          8,569           6,684        1,885               

33 Concession 4 - County Road 35 to Sideroad 20 
North 59 2025 282,739        -            282,739       -               282,739        220,536     62,203             

Bridges and Culverts
34 Galt Creek Bridge Gore Road Lot 2 1008 2021 170,000        -            170,000       146,878        23,122         18,035       5,087               
35 Little's Bridge 1003 2022-2023 525,000        -            525,000       453,594        71,406         55,697       15,709             
36 Moyer's Bridge - 0004 1004 2024 25,000          -            25,000         21,600          3,400           2,652        748                 
37 Moyer's Bridge - 0004 1004 2025 500,000        -            500,000       431,994        68,006         53,045       14,961             
38 Gilmour Culvert 2009 2023-2025 600,000        -            600,000       518,393        81,607         63,654       17,954             
39 Victoria Road Culvert Over Galt Creek 2006 2024 105,000        -            105,000       90,719          14,281         11,139       3,142               
40 Victoria Road Culvert North of Leslie 2013 2024 105,000        -            105,000       90,719          14,281         11,139       3,142               

41 Ellis Road Culvert Over Puslinch Lake Irish 
Creek 2010 2026 250,000        -            250,000       215,997        34,003         26,522       7,481               

42 Irish Creek Culvert on Townline Road 2007 2026 180,000        -            180,000       155,518        24,482         19,096       5,386               

Roads & Related Vehicles
43 Gravel Packer - New Equipment for Grader 8002 2019 173,100        -            173,100       -               173,100        135,018     38,082             

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded Balance 29,907         29,907         23,328       6,580               

 Total 11,278,339   -            11,308,246  9,350,512     -                            1,957,734     1,527,033  430,702           

Net Capital 
Cost

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)

Gross Capital 
Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post Period 
Benefit

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies 
and Other 

Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total



Anticipated Capital Needs
Fire Services

9

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 78% 22%
Fire Stations

1 Provision for Additional Facility Space 2019-2021 1,151,750  -            1,151,750  287,938        863,813     673,774     190,039           
2 Design a Fully Services Station 2019 10,000       -            10,000       2,500           7,500        5,850        1,650               

3 Provision for Equipment for New 
Firefighters (9) 2019-2028 48,792       -            48,792       12,198          36,594       28,543       8,051               

4 Motorized Water Vessel 2022-2024 50,000       -            50,000       5,000           45,000       35,100       9,900               
5 Cargo Trailer 2022-2024 8,000        -            8,000        -               8,000        6,240        1,760               

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance (199,498)    (199,498)    (155,609)    (43,890)            

 Total 1,268,542  -            1,069,044  307,635        -                            761,408     593,898     167,510           

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)
Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies 
and Other 

Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total
Post Period 

Benefit
Net Capital 

Cost

Gross 
Capital 
Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)



Anticipated Capital Needs
Parks and Recreation Services
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Less:

Prj.No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 95% 5%

1 Soccer Fields at Puslinch Community 
Centre Park 2019-2020 698,169     280,239   417,930        69,817          269,249          78,865          7,886        70,978          67,429        3,549          

2 Phase 1 of Parks Master Plan 2021 701,907     73,496     628,411        537,115        59,343           31,954          3,195        28,758          27,320        1,438          
3 Phase 2 of Parks Master Plan 2022 874,580     351,048   523,532        60,000          306,596          156,936        15,694      141,242        134,180      7,062          

4 Playground area at Boreham Park (also 
known as Arkell Park) 2026 75,000       -          75,000          7,500           67,500          6,750        60,750          57,713        3,038          

5 Fox Run Park Trail 2019 118,500     -          118,500        11,850          48,064           58,586          5,859        52,728          50,091        2,636          

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance (51,919)        (51,919)        (49,323)       (2,596)        

 Total 2,468,156   704,783   1,763,373     686,281        683,251          341,922        39,384      302,538        287,411      15,127        

Gross 
Capital 
Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Increased Service Needs Attributable 
to Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)

Post 
Period 
Benefit

Net Capital 
Cost SubtotalBenefit to 

Existing 
Development

Grants, 
Subsidies and 

Other 
Contributions 
Attributable to 

New 
Development

Other (e.g. 
10% 

Statutory 
Deduction)

Total

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost



Anticipated Capital Needs
Administration - Studies
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Less:

Prj.No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 78% 22%
1 Master Fire Plan 2025 44,000        -          44,000          17,600          26,400          -           26,400          20,592        5,808          
2 Development Charges Study 2019 21,000        -          21,000          -               21,000          2,100        18,900          14,742        4,158          
3 Recreation Master Plan 2025 50,000        -          50,000          20,000          30,000          3,000        27,000          21,060        5,940          
4 Traffic Count Study 2020 25,000        -          25,000          10,000          15,000          -           15,000          11,700        3,300          

5 Transportation Master Plan including 
PCI Updates 2021 25,000        -          25,000          10,000          15,000          -           15,000          11,700        3,300          

6 Development Charges Study 2024 21,000        -          21,000          -               21,000          2,100        18,900          14,742        4,158          
7 Asset Management Plan 2019 48,500        -          48,500          41,903          6,597           660           5,937           4,631          1,306          
8 Community Based Strategic Plan 2025 30,000        -          30,000          15,000          15,000          1,500        13,500          10,530        2,970          
9 Municipal Servicing Standards 2019 10,000        -          10,000          -               10,000          -           10,000          7,800          2,200          

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance 31,392          31,392          24,486        6,906          

 Total 274,500      -          274,500        114,503        -                 191,388        9,360        182,029        141,982      40,046        

Net Capital 
Cost SubtotalBenefit to 

Existing 
Development

Grants, 
Subsidies and 

Other 
Contributions 
Attributable to 

New 
Development

Other (e.g. 
10% 

Statutory 
Deduction)

Total

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Increased Service Needs Attributable 
to Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)

Gross 
Capital Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post 
Period 
Benefit



Anticipated Capital Needs
Gross Capital Costs - $15.3 million
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Development Charge Recoverable Capital Costs
Total D.C. Recoverable Costs – $3.2 million 
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Roads and Related
$1.96 M
61.1%

Fire Protection Services
$0.76 M
23.8%

Parks and Recreation
$0.3 M
9.4%

Administration - Studies
$0.18 M

5.7%



Calculated Schedule of Development Charges
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NON-RESIDENTIAL

Single and Semi-
Detached Dwelling

Apartments - 2 
Bedrooms +

Apartments - 
Bachelor and 1 

Bedroom
Other Multiples

Special 
Care/Special 

Dwelling Units

(per sq.ft. of Gross 
Floor Area)

Municipal Wide Services:
Roads and Related 3,542$                       1,926$                1,637$                2,650$                1,313$                1.21$                         

Fire Protection Services 1,378$                       749$                   637$                   1,031$                511$                   0.47$                         

Parks and Recreation Services 667$                          363$                   308$                   499$                   247$                   0.04$                         

Administration - Studies 329$                          179$                   152$                   246$                   122$                   0.11$                         

Total Municipal Wide Services 5,916$                       3,217$                2,734$                4,426$                2,193$                1.83$                         

RESIDENTIAL 

Service



Development Charge Comparison
Current vs. Calculated Charges per Single Detached Residential 
Dwelling Unit and per Sq. Ft. of Non-Residential Gross Floor Area
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Service Current Calculated Service Current Calculated
Municipal Wide Services: Municipal Wide Services:

Roads and Related 3,184$          3,542$          Roads and Related 1.83$         1.21$         
Fire Protection Services 1,661$          1,378$          Fire Protection Services 0.53$         0.47$         
Parks and Recreation Services 361$             667$             Parks and Recreation Services 0.04$         0.04$         
Administration - Studies 277$             329$             Administration - Studies 0.16$         0.11$         

Total Municipal Wide Services 5,483$          5,916$          Total Municipal Wide Services 2.56$         1.83$         

Residential (Single Detached) Comparison Non-Residential (per sq.ft.) Comparison



D.C. Comparison
Per Residential Single-Detached Dwelling Unit
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D.C. Comparison
Per sq.ft. Commercial Gross Floor Area

17

$0

$5

$10

$15

$20

$25

$30
Lower/Single Tier Charges Upper Tier Charges Education DCs

1 Includes Region of Waterloo's proposed D.C.s. 



D.C. Comparison
Per sq.ft. Industrial Gross Floor Area
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Development Charge By-Law 
Policies
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D.C. By-Law Policies

• D.C.s can be calculated and payable at the time of building permit 
issuance or at subdivision registration for hard services

• Municipality may enter into agreement for the D.C. to paid before or 
after it would otherwise be payable

• A municipality is not required to issue a building permit for development 
to which a D.C. applies unless the charge has been paid

• If a D.C. or any part of it remains unpaid after it is payable, the amount 
unpaid shall be added to the tax roll and shall be collected in the same 
manner as taxes 

• D.C.s are payable on the date the first building permit is issued

Timing of Collection
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D.C. By-Law Policies

• The Act provides for some mandatory exemptions but also allows 
municipalities the ability to provide it’s own exemptions

• Exemptions set out certain classes of development that will not be 
required to pay D.C.s.  These exemptions may be determined by:

• Use (e.g. places of worship, farm buildings)

• Geographic area

• Development type

• Service exemption

• The Act is specific in identifying that the revenue forgone may not be 
made up by increasing the D.C.s for other classes of development

• In effect, it is a loss of revenue to the municipality which will have to be 
funded via taxes, rates, reserves or other financial resources

D.C. Exemptions
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D.C. By-Law Policies

• The D.C.A. provides statutory exemptions for:

• Industrial building expansions (may expand by 50% with no D.C.)

• Residential intensification:

• May add up to two apartments for a single detached home as long as 
size of home doesn’t double 

• Add one additional unit in medium & high density buildings

• Upper/Lower Tier Governments and School Boards

Statutory D.C. Exemptions

22



D.C. By-Law Policies
Current Non-Statutory D.C. Exemptions
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• A temporary use in accordance with section 39 of the Planning Act;

• Accessory use;

• A home occupation;

• Non-residential farm buildings used for agricultural purposed; and 

• Institutional use.



D.C. By-Law Policies

• Redevelopment credits on conversions or demolitions of existing 
buildings or structures are generally granted to recognize what is being 
replaced on site (not specific in the Act but provided by case law)

• Township currently provides redevelopment credits for redevelopment 
within 12 months of issuance of the demolition permit.

• Recommend redevelopment credits be provided where 
demolition/conversion occurs within 5 years of demolition permit 
issuance

• Credits are not granted for demolitions/conversions that would be 
exempt under the current by-law

Redevelopment Credits
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D.C. By-Law Policies

• D.C.A. allows for adjustment of charges to reflect underlying cost 
increases and reduces municipal cash flow impact between statutory 
by-law reviews

• Indexing can be:

• Mandatory – implemented annually commencing from the date the 
by-law comes into force, in accordance with the Statistics Canada 
Quarterly, Construction Price Statistics

• Discretionary – index presented to Council annually for direction

• Current by-law provision for mandatory annual indexing on January 1st

D.C. Indexing
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D.C. By-Law Policies

• Where no D.C.s currently exist or calculated increases are more 
significant, Council may wish to consider a transition policy

• Phasing-in the implementation of the charge over multiple years 
(e.g. equal instalments over the 5-year by-law term)

• Transition period of 6 months between notification of increase (i.e. 
stakeholder consultation) and implementation of increased charge

• D.C. revenue forgone during transition periods (and due to other 
exemptions) must be funded from non-D.C. sources (e.g. taxes, user 
fees, reserves or other financial resources) 

Transition Policies
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Next Steps
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Next Steps

• Receive Council input on the study findings 

• Release of D.C. Background Study (May 17, 2019, 60 days prior to by-
law passage)

• Provide notice of Public Meeting in Newspaper (May 29, 2019)

• Undertake Public Meeting of Council (June 19, 2019)

• Council to consider by-law for adoption (July 17, 2019)
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SCHEDULE OF DEVELOPMENT CHARGES
NON-RESIDENTIAL

Single and Semi-
Detached Dwelling

Apartments - 2 
Bedrooms +

Apartments - 
Bachelor and 1 

Bedroom
Other Multiples

Special 
Care/Special 

Dwelling Units

(per sq.ft. of Gross 
Floor Area)

Municipal Wide Services:
Roads and Related 3,542                           1,926                    1,637                    2,650                    1,313                    1.21
Fire Protection Services 1,378                           749                       637                       1,031                    511                       0.47
Parks and Recreation Services 667                              363                       308                       499                       247                       0.04
Administration - Studies 329                              179                       152                       246                       122                       0.11

Total Municipal Wide Services 5,916                           3,217                    2,734                    4,426                    2,193                    1.83

RESIDENTIAL 

Service

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. Puslinch 2019 DC v6
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Service Current Calculated Service Current Calculated
Municipal Wide Services: Municipal Wide Services:

Roads and Related 3,184             3,542             Roads and Related 1.83            1.21            
Fire Protection Services 1,661             1,378             Fire Protection Services 0.53            0.47            
Parks and Recreation Services 361                667                Parks and Recreation Services 0.04            0.04            
Administration - Studies 277                329                Administration - Studies 0.16            0.11            

Total Municipal Wide Services 5,483             5,916             Total Municipal Wide Services 2.56            1.83            

Residential (Single Detached) Comparison Non-Residential (per sq.ft.) Comparison

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. Puslinch 2019 DC v6
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Population
Institutional 
Population

Population 
Excluding 

Institutional 
Population

Singles & 
Semi-

Detached

Multiple 

Dwellings2 Apartments3 Other
Total 

Households

6,960 6,689 124 6,565 2,270 30 20 20 2,340 2.859

7,320 7,029 99 6,930 2,158 15 31 330 2,534 2.774

7,640 7,336 46 7,290 2,555 35 20 85 2,695 2.722

8,080 7,763 49 7,714 2,714 35 20 85 2,854 2.720

9,335 8,965 56 8,909 3,145 35 20 85 3,285 2.729

9,615 9,238 58 9,180 3,269 35 20 85 3,409 2.710

9,655 9,272 58 9,214 3,285 35 20 85 3,425 2.707

360 340 -25 365 -112 -15 11 310 194

320 307 -53 360 397 20 -11 -245 161

440 427 3 424 159 0 0 0 159

1,255 1,202 7 1,195 431 0 0 0 431

1,535 1,475 9 1,466 555 0 0 0 555

1,575 1,509 9 1,500 571 0 0 0 571

¹ Census undercount estimated at approximately 4.1%. Note: Population including the undercount has been rounded.
² Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
³ Includes bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom+ apartments.

1. Growth forecast represents calendar year.

Mid 2006 - Mid 2011

Mid 2011 - Mid 2016

Mid 2006

Mid 2011

Mid 2016

Mid 2019

Mid 2019 - Mid 2041

In
cr

em
en

ta
l

Schedule 1
Township of Puslinch

Residential Growth Forecast Summary

Population 
(Including      
Census 

Undercount)¹

Year

Excluding Census Undercount Housing Units Person Per 
Unit (P.P.U.): 

Total 
Population/ 

Total 
Households

H
is

to
ric

al

Mid 2019 - Mid 2039

Mid 2039

Mid 2016 - Mid 2019

Mid 2041

F
or

ec
as

t

Mid 2029

Mid 2019 - Mid 2029

Source: Historical housing activity derived from 2009, 2010 and 2018 Statistics Canada building permit data, 2011 to 2017 based on Wellington County building permit data for the Township of Puslinch by 
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

Derived from Wellington County Official Plan (Updated June 1, 2018) forecast for the Township of Puslinch by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.  Housing forecast has been 
updated to reflect recent P.P.U. trends.
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Annual Housing Forecast¹  

Historical Low Density Medium Density High Density Historical Average
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2019 - 2029 7 0 0 7 21 (8) 12 0 12

2019 - 2039 10 0 0 10 30 (18) 12 0 12

2019 - 2029 35 0 0 35 104 (4) 100 0 100

2019 - 2039 46 0 0 46 136 (9) 127 0 128

2019 - 2029 389 0 0 389 1,154 (71) 1,083 7 1,090

2019 - 2039 499 0 0 499 1,481 (154) 1,327 9 1,336

2019 - 2029 431 0 0 431 1,279 (84) 1,195 7 1,202

2019 - 2039 555 0 0 555 1,647 (181) 1,466 9 1,475

1. Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

2. Includes accessory apartments, bachelor, 1-bedroom and 2-bedroom+ apartments.

Rural

Township of Puslinch

Derived from Wellington County Official Plan (Updated June 1, 2018) forecast for the Township of Puslinch by Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.  Housing forecast has been updated to reflect recent P.P.U. trends.

Institutional 
Population

Net Population 
Including 

Institutional
Location

 
Residential 

Units
In New Units Population 

Change

Aberfoyle

Morriston

Schedule 2
Township of Puslinch

Estimate of the Anticipated Amount, Type and Location of
Residential Development for Which Development Charges can be Imposed

Development Timing Single & Semi-
Detached Multiples1 Apartments2 Total

Gross 
Population Existing Unit

Net Population 
Increase, 
Excluding 

Institutional 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/21/2019
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Mid 2016 Population 7,336

Occupants of Units (2) 159
New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 3.485
Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 gross population increase 554 554

Occupants of New Units 3
Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100
Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 gross population increase 3 3

Decline in Housing Units (4) 2,695
Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.048
Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 total decline in population -130 -130

 Population Estimate to Mid 2019 7,763

Net Population Increase, Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 427

(1) 2016 population based on Statistics Canada Census unadjusted for Census undercount.

(2)

(3) Average number of persons per unit (P.P.U.) is assumed to be:

Singles & Semi Detached 3.485 100% 3.485

Multiples (6) 2.000 0% 0.000

Apartments (7) 1.477 0% 0.000

Total 100% 3.485
¹ Based on 2016 Census custom database

² Based on Building permit/completion activity

(4) 2016 households taken from Statistics Canada Census.

(5) Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and

changing economic conditions. 

(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Schedule 3
Township of Puslinch

Current Year Growth Forecast
Mid 2016 to Mid 2019

Estimated residential units constructed, Mid-2016 to the beginning of the growth period assuming a six-month lag between construction 
and occupancy.

Population

Structural Type
Persons Per Unit¹ 

(P.P.U.)
% Distribution of 
Estimated Units²

Weighted Persons 
Per Unit Average

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/22/2019
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Mid 2019 Population 7,763

Occupants of Units (2) 431
New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.967
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 gross population increase 1,279 1,279

Occupants of New Units 6
Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 gross population increase 7 7

Decline in Housing Units (4) 2,854
Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.029
Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 total decline in population -84 -84

 Population Estimate to Mid 2029 8,965

Net Population Increase, Mid 2019 to Mid 2029 1,202

(1) Mid 2019 Population based on:

(2) Based upon forecast building permits/completions assuming a lag between construction and occupancy.

(3) Average number of persons per unit (p.p.u.) is assumed to be:

Singles & Semi Detached 2.967 100% 2.967

Multiples (6) 2.220 0% 0.000

Apartments (7) 1.537 0% 0.000

one bedroom or less 1.371

two bedrooms or more 1.613

Total 100% 2.967
¹ Persons per unit based on adjusted Statistics Canada Custom 2016 Census database.

² Forecast unit mix based upon historical trends and housing units in the development process.

(4) Mid 2019 households based upon 2,695 (2016 Census) +  159 (Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 unit estimate) = 2,854

(5)

(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Mid 2019 to Mid 2029

Township of Puslinch
Ten Year Growth Forecast

Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and changing economic conditions. 

Population

2016 Population (7,336) + Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 estimated housing units to beginning of forecast period  (159  x 3.485 = 554) + (3 x 1.100 
= 3) + (2,695 x -0.048 = -130) = 7,763

Structural Type
Persons Per Unit¹ 

(P.P.U.)
% Distribution of 
Estimated Units²

Weighted Persons 
Per Unit Average

Schedule 4a

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/22/2019
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Mid 2019 Population 7,763

Occupants of Units (2) 555
New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.967
Mid 2019 to Mid 2039 gross population increase 1,647 1,647

Occupants of New Units 8
Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100
Mid 2019 to Mid 2039 gross population increase 9 9

Decline in Housing Units (4) 2,854
Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.063
Mid 2019 to Mid 2039 total decline in population -181 -181

 Population Estimate to Mid 2039 9,238

Net Population Increase, Mid 2019 to Mid 2039 1,475

(1) Mid 2019 Population based on:

(2) Based upon forecast building permits/completions assuming a lag between construction and occupancy.

(3) Average number of persons per unit (p.p.u.) is assumed to be:

Singles & Semi Detached 2.967 100% 2.967

Multiples (6) 2.220 0% 0.000

Apartments (7) 1.537 0% 0.000

one bedroom or less 1.371

two bedrooms or more 1.613

Total 100% 2.967
¹ Persons per unit based on Statistics Canada Custom 2016 Census database.

² Forecast unit mix based upon historical trends and housing units in the development process.

(4) Mid 2019 households based upon 2,695 (2016 Census) +  159 (Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 unit estimate) = 2,854

(5) Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and changing economic conditions. 

(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Twenty Year Growth Forecast

2016 Population (7,336) + Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 estimated housing units to beginning of forecast period  (159  x 3.485 = 554) + (3 x 1.100 
= 3) + (2,695 x -0.048 = -130) = 7,763

Population

Mid 2019 to Mid 2039

Structural Type
Persons Per Unit¹ 

(P.P.U.)
% Distribution of 
Estimated Units²

Weighted Persons 
Per Unit Average

Schedule 4b
Township of Puslinch

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/22/2019
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2041 Growth Forecast

Mid 2019 Population 7,763

Occupants of Units (2) 571
New Housing Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 2.967
Mid 2019 to Mid 2041 gross population increase 1,694 1,694

Occupants of New Units 8
Equivalent Institutional Units, multiplied by P.P.U. (3) 1.100
Mid 2019 to Mid 2041 gross population increase 9 9

Decline in Housing Units (4) 2,854
Unit Occupancy, multiplied by P.P.U. decline rate (5) -0.068
Mid 2019 to Mid 2041 total decline in population -194 -194

 Population Estimate to Mid 2041 9,272

Net Population Increase, Mid 2019 to Mid 2041 1,509

(1) Mid 2019 Population based on:

(2) Based upon forecast building permits/completions assuming a lag between construction and occupancy.

(3) Average number of persons per unit (p.p.u.) is assumed to be:

Singles & Semi Detached 2.967 100% 2.967

Multiples (6) 2.220 0% 0.000

Apartments (7) 1.537 0% 0.000

one bedroom or less 1.371

two bedrooms or more 1.613

Total 100% 2.967
¹ Persons per unit based on Statistics Canada Custom 2016 Census database.

² Forecast unit mix based upon historical trends and housing units in the development process.

(4) Mid 2019 households based upon 2,695 (2016 Census) +  159 (Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 unit estimate) = 2,854

(5) Decline occurs due to aging of the population and family life cycle changes, lower fertility rates and changing economic conditions. 

(6) Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.

(7) Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Weighted Persons 
Per Unit Average

Schedule 5
Township of Puslinch

Mid 2019 to Mid 2041

Population

2016 Population (7,336) + Mid 2016 to Mid 2019 estimated housing units to beginning of forecast period  (159  x 3.485 = 554) + (3 x 1.100 
= 3) + (2,695 x -0.048 = -130) = 7,763

Structural Type
Persons Per Unit¹ 

(P.P.U.)
% Distribution of 
Estimated Units²
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Residential Building Permits

Total

2009 48 0 0 48

2010 32 0 0 32

2011 24 0 0 24

2012 43 0 0 43

2013 35 0 0 35

Average (2009 - 2013) 36 0 0 36

% Breakdown 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

2014 35 0 0 35

2015 58 0 0 58

2016 51 0 0 51

2017 63 0 0 63

2018 45 0 0 45

Sub-total 252 0 0 252

Average (2014 - 2018) 50 0 0 50

% Breakdown 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

2009 - 2018

Total 287 0 0 287

Average 43 0 0 43

% Breakdown 100.0% 0.0% 0.0% 100.0%

1 Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
2 Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.

Schedule 6

Source: Historical housing activity based on 2013 to 2017 Wellington County building permit data for the 
Township of Puslinch, and 2009 to 2012, 2018 from Statistics Canada Publication 64-001XIB.

Singles & 
Semi Detached Multiples1 Apartments2

Township of Puslinch

Historical Residential Building Permits 

Years 2009 to 2018

Year

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/21/2019
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Age of Singles and Semi-Detached

Dwelling < 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3/4 BR  5+ BR Total 25 Year Average 25 Year Forecast1

1-5 - -           -           2.750          -           3.485          

6-10 - -           1.579          2.879          -           2.627          3.056                               0.193                                              

11-15 - -           1.619          2.629          4.077          2.586          2.899                               2.967                                              

16-20 - -           -           2.829          -           2.537          2.809                               2.967                                              

20-25 - -           -           2.818          -           3.086          2.864                               2.967                                              

25-35 - -           -           2.833          3.769          2.979          

35+ - -           2.000          2.744          3.200          2.673          2.853                               2.967                                              

Total - 1.929          1.827          2.767          4.013          2.750          

Age of All Density Types

Dwelling < 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3/4 BR  5+ BR Total

1-5 - -           -           2.810          -           3.211          

6-10 - -           1.737          2.969          -           2.623          

11-15 - -           1.565          2.706          4.308          2.554          

16-20 - -           1.769          2.833          -           2.569          

20-25 - -           -           2.783          -           2.850          

25-35 - -           -           2.806          3.769          2.843          

35+ - -           2.125          2.768          3.000          2.644          

Total - 1.370          1.785          2.795          3.922          2.695          
1 PPU has been forecasted based on 2001 to 2016 historical trends.
Note: Does not include Statistics Canada data classified as 'Other' 

P.P.U. Not calculated for samples less than or equal to 50 dwelling units, and  does not include institutional population.

Schedule 7a
Township of Puslinch

Persons Per Unit By Age and Type of Dwelling
(2016 Census)

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/21/2019
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Age of Multiples1

Dwelling < 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3/4 BR  5+ BR Total 25 Year Average 25 Year Forecast3

1-5 - - 1.722             2.000         - 2.000         

6-10 - - 1.667             2.600         - 2.156         

11-15 - - 1.632             2.583         - 2.064         2.073                              2.220                                               

16-20 - - - 2.889         - 2.632         2.213                              2.220                                               

20-25 - - - 2.533         - 2.364         2.243                              2.220                                               

25-35 - - - 2.667         - 2.273         

35+ - 1.071         2.227             2.565         - 2.230         

Total - 1.500         1.811             2.575         - 2.228         

Age of Apartments2

Dwelling < 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3/4 BR  5+ BR Total 25 Year Average 25 Year Forecast3

1-5 - 1.438         1.386             - - 1.477         

6-10 - - 1.750             - - 1.650         

11-15 - - 1.412             - - 1.385         1.504                              1.537                                               

16-20 - - 1.692             - - 1.600         1.528                              1.537                                               

20-25 - - 1.609             - - 1.471         1.516                              1.537                                               

25-35 - 1.162         1.735             - - 1.542         

35+ - 1.126         1.597             2.320         - 1.494         

Total 0.900         1.191         1.590             2.225         - 1.503         

Age of All Density Types

Dwelling < 1 BR 1 BR 2 BR 3/4 BR  5+ BR Total

1-5 - 1.435         1.611             3.069         4.681         2.734         

6-10 - 1.261         1.765             3.015         4.643         2.822         

11-15 - 1.316         1.726             2.953         4.322         2.781         

16-20 - 1.542         1.656             2.995         4.321         2.838         

20-25 - 1.545         1.618             2.935         4.478         2.800         

25-35 - 1.317         1.816             2.819         3.875         2.695         

35+ - 1.267         1.828             2.776         4.077         2.618         

Total - 1.320         1.768             2.852         4.198         2.690         

2 Includes bachelor, 1 bedroom and 2 bedroom+ apartments.
3 PPU has been forecasted based on 2001 to 2016 historical trends.
Note: Does not include Statistics Canada data classified as 'Other' 

P.P.U. Not calculated for samples less than or equal to 50 dwelling units, and  does not include institutional population.

Schedule 7b
Wellington County

Persons Per Unit By Age and Type of Dwelling
(2016 Census)

1 Includes townhouses and apartments in duplexes.
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Schedule 8

Persons Per Unit By Structural Type and Age of Dwelling
(2016 Census) 

Singles and Semi-Detached Multiples Apartments

Township of Puslinch

Multiple and Apartment P.P.U.s are based on Wellington County.
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Employment

Mid 2006 6,689 0.017 0.073 0.335 0.093 0.016 0.534 0.055 0.589 115 485 2,240 620 110 3,570 370 3,940 3,085

Mid 2011 7,029 0.014 0.057 0.265 0.098 0.018 0.452 0.053 0.505 100 400 1,863 688 130 3,180 370 3,550 2,780

Mid 2016 7,336 0.015 0.070 0.342 0.189 0.028 0.645 0.120 0.764 110 515 2,513 1,388 205 4,730 878 5,608 4,215

Mid 2019 7,763 0.014 0.071 0.342 0.189 0.028 0.645 0.120 0.765 110 553 2,659 1,468 217 5,007 929 5,936 4,454

Mid 2029 8,965 0.012 0.074 0.318 0.175 0.028 0.608 0.121 0.729 110 665 2,855 1,570 251 5,451 1,082 6,533 4,786

Mid 2039 9,238 0.012 0.081 0.334 0.182 0.028 0.638 0.122 0.760 110 745 3,090 1,684 262 5,891 1,126 7,017 5,146

Mid 2041 9,272 0.012 0.082 0.342 0.187 0.031 0.655 0.123 0.778 110 762 3,176 1,735 289 6,072 1,138 7,210 5,310

Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 340 -0.003 -0.016 -0.070 0.005 0.002 -0.081 -0.003 -0.084 -15 -85 -378 68 20 -390 0 -390 -305

Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 307 0.0008 0.0133 0.0775 0.0913 0.0094 0.1924 0.0670 0.2594 10 115 650 700 75 1,550 508 2,058 1,435

Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 427 -0.0008 0.0010 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0002 0.0000 0.0002 0 38 147 81 12 277 51 328 239

Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 1,202 -0.0019 0.0030 -0.0240 -0.0140 0.0000 -0.0369 0.0010 -0.0359 0 112 196 102 34 444 153 597 332

Mid 2019 - Mid 2039 1,475 -0.0023 0.0094 -0.0080 -0.0068 0.0005 -0.0072 0.0022 -0.0050 0 192 431 216 45 884 197 1,081 692

Mid 2019 - Mid 2041 1,509 -0.0023 0.0110 0.0000 -0.0020 0.0032 0.0099 0.0030 0.0129 0 209 517 267 72 1,065 209 1,274 856

Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 68 -0.00059 -0.00312 -0.01398 0.00102 0.00041 -0.01626 -0.00054 -0.01680 -3 -17 -76 14 4 -78 0 -78 -61

Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 61 0.0002 0.0027 0.0155 0.0183 0.0019 0.0385 0.0134 0.0519 2 23 130 140 15 310 102 412 287

Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 142 -0.0003 0.0003 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0001 0.0000 0.0001 0 13 49 27 4 92 17 109 80

Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 120 -0.00019 0.00030 -0.00240 -0.00140 0.00000 -0.00369 0.00010 -0.00359 0 11 20 10 3 44 15 60 33

Mid 2019 - Mid 2039 74 -0.00011 0.00047 -0.00040 -0.00034 0.00002 -0.00036 0.00011 -0.00025 0 10 22 11 2 44 10 54 35

Mid 2019 - Mid 2041 69 -0.00010 0.00050 0.00000 -0.00009 0.00015 0.00045 0.00014 0.00059 0 10 24 12 3 48 10 58 39

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

Note:  Employment forecast has been adjusted from the Wellington County Official Plan, June 1, 2018, to reflect the 2016 Census.

Schedule 9a

N.F.P.O.W.1

Employment Forcecast, 2019 to 2041

Activity Rate

Period Population
Primary

Work at 
Home

Industrial
Commercial/ 

Population Related
Institutional Total

Employment

Township of Puslinch

Total Employment 
(Including 

N.F.P.O.W.)
Institutional

Total (Excluding 
Work at Home)

  Incremental Change

  Annual Average

Total 
Including 
NFPOW

N.F.P.O.W.1
Work at 
Home

Industrial
Commercial/ 
Population 

Related
Primary Total
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Mid 2006 6,689 115 2,240 620 110 3,085 3,136,000 341,000 77,000 3,554,000

Mid 2011 7,029 100 1,863 688 130 2,780 2,607,500 378,100 91,000 3,076,600

Mid 2016 7,336 110 2,513 1,388 205 4,215 3,517,500 763,100 143,500 4,424,100

Mid 2019 7,763 110 2,659 1,468 217 4,454 3,722,600 807,400 151,900 4,681,900

Mid 2029 8,965 110 2,855 1,570 251 4,786 3,997,000 863,500 175,700 5,036,200

Mid 2039 9,238 110 3,090 1,684 262 5,146 4,326,000 926,200 183,400 5,435,600

Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 340 -15 -378 68 20 -305

Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 307 10 650 700 75 1,435

Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 427 0 147 81 12 239 205,100 44,300 8,400 257,800

Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 1,202 0 196 102 34 332 274,400 56,100 23,800 354,300

Mid 2019 - Mid 2039 1,475 0 431 216 45 692 603,400 118,800 31,500 753,700

Mid 2006 - Mid 2011 68 -3 -76 14 4 -61

Mid 2011 - Mid 2016 61 2 130 140 15 287

Mid 2016 - Mid 2019 142 0 49 27 4 80 68,367 14,767 2,800 85,933

Mid 2019 - Mid 2029 120 0 20 10 3 33 27,440 5,610 2,380 35,430

Mid 2019 - Mid 2039 74 0 22 11 2 35 30,170 5,940 1,575 37,685

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

¹ Statistics Canada defines no fixed place of work (N.F.P.O.W.) employees as "persons who do not go from home to the same work place location at the beginning of each shift". Such persons include building and lan

² Square Foot Per Employee Assumptions

Industrial 1,400

Commercial/ Population Related 550

Institutional 700

Industrial Institutional Total 

  Incremental Change

Commercial/ 
Population 

Related
Institutional Industrial

Commercial/ 
Population 

Related

Schedule 9b
Township of Puslinch

Employment & Gross Floor Area (G.F.A) Forecast, 2019 to 2039

Period Population

Employment Gross Floor Area in Square Feet (Estimated)¹

Total

  Annual Average

Primary
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2019 - 2029 -                           4,400                   700                          5,100                   9                          

2019 - 2039 -                           7,700                   2,100                       9,800                   17                        

2019 - 2029 -                           2,800                   700                          3,500                   6                          

2019 - 2039 -                           5,500                   2,800                       8,300                   14                        

2019 - 2029 274,400               49,000                 22,400                     345,800               317                      

2019 - 2039 603,400               105,600               26,600                     735,600               661                      

2019 - 2029 274,400               56,100                 23,800                     354,300               332                      

2019 - 2039 603,400               118,800               31,500                     753,700               692                      

1 Employment Increase does not include No Fixed Place of Work.
2 Square feet per employee assumptions:

Industrial 1,400

Commercial 550

Institutional 700

Rural

Township of Puslinch

Development Location Timing

Schedule 9c

Estimate of the Anticipated Amount, Type and Location of

Non-Residential Development for Which Development Charges can be Imposed

Industrial 

G.F.A. S.F.1
Commercial

G.F.A. S.F.1
Institutional

G.F.A. S.F.1

Total Non-
Residential 
G.F.A. S.F.

Employment 

Increase2

Aberfoyle

Source:  Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., 2019.

Morriston
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New Improve Additions Total New Improve Additions Total New Improve Additions Total New Improve Additions Total 
2007 1,893 343 407 2,643 489 0 0 489 0 0 0 0 2,382 343 407 3,132
2008 2,247 172 0 2,419 15,269 182 0 15,452 0 0 0 0 17,516 355 0 17,871
2009 8,090 286 1,409 9,785 1,417 243 396 2,055 0 0 0 0 9,507 529 1,805 11,840
2010 2,510 67 1,282 3,859 1,476 456 0 1,932 1,949 0 0 1,949 5,935 523 1,282 7,740
2012 398 185 0 583 43,643 2,763 632 47,038 0 27 0 27 44,041 2,975 632 47,648
2013 13,645 320 0 13,965 1,499 1,340 0 2,839 0 0 0 0 15,145 1,660 0 16,805
2014 191 5,378 0 5,569 0 94 0 94 0 2 0 2 191 5,474 0 5,665
2015 282 1,602 0 1,884 945 247 0 1,192 0 4 0 4 1,227 1,853 0 3,080
2016 574 1,097 0 1,672 445 272 0 717 0 114 0 114 1,020 1,483 0 2,503

Subtotal 30,242 9,837 4,751 44,830 67,257 5,637 1,028 73,921 1,949 941 0 2,890 99,447 16,415 5,779 121,642
Percent of Total 67% 22% 11% 100% 91% 8% 1% 100% 67% 33% 0% 100% 82% 13% 5% 100%
Average 3,024 984 1,188 4,483 7,473 626 514 7,392 1,949 188 #DIV/0! 482 9,945 1,642 1,156 12,164

2007 -  2011
Period Total 21,157 22,041 2,743 45,942
2007 - 2011 Average 4,231 4,408 549 9,188
% Breakdown 46.1% 48.0% 6.0% 100.0%

2012 - 2016
Period Total 23,673 51,880 147 75,700
2012 - 2016 Average 4,735 10,376 29 15,140
% Breakdown 31.3% 68.5% 0.2% 100.0%

2007 - 2016
Period Total 44,830 73,921 2,890 121,642
2007 - 2016 Average 4,483 7,392 289 12,164
% Breakdown 36.9% 60.8% 2.4% 100.0%

Source: Statistics Canada Publication, 64-001-XIB

Note: Inflated to year-end 2017 (January, 2018) dollars using Reed Construction Cost Index

Years 2007 to 2016
(000's 2018 $)

YEAR Industrial Commercial Institutional Total

Schedule 10
Township of Puslinch

Non-Residential Construction Value

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. 3/22/2019
H:\Puslinch\2019 DC\Growth\

Puslinch Growth Model

DRAFT

Page 20



2006 2011 2016 96-01 06-11 11-16

Primary Industry Employment 

11 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 130 150 135 20 -15

21 Mining and oil and gas extraction 80 15 40 -65 25

Sub-total 210 165 175 0 -45 10

Industrial and Other Employment 

22 Utilities 0 0 10 0 10

23 Construction 315 380 460 65 80

31-33 Manufacturing 1,015 835 1,115 -180 280

41 Wholesale trade 385 290 305 -95 15

48-49 Transportation and warehousing 600 405 675 -195 270

56 Administrative and support 50 58 78 8 20

Sub-total 2,365 1,968 2,643 -50 -398 675

Population Related Employment 

44-45 Retail trade 120 110 290 -10 180

51 Information and cultural industries 20 15 0 -5 -15

52 Finance and insurance 40 40 50 0 10

53 Real estate and rental and leasing 15 55 55 40 0

54 Professional, scientific and technical services 180 165 260 -15 95

55 Management of companies and enterprises 0 0 20 0 20

56 Administrative and support 50 58 78 8 20

71 Arts, entertainment and recreation 55 85 145 30 60

72 Accommodation and food services 160 205 525 45 320

81 Other services (except public administration) 190 165 230 -25 65

Sub-total 830 898 1,653 -50 68 755

Institutional

61 Educational services 65 85 95 20 10

62 Health care and social assistance 90 55 105 -35 50

91 Public administration 10 10 60 0 50

Sub-total 165 150 260 0 -15 110

Total Employment 3,570 3,180 4,730 -100 -390 1,550

Population 6,689 7,029 7,336 804 340 307

Employment to Population Ratio

Industrial and Other Employment 0.35 0.28 0.36 -0.06 -0.07 0.08

Population Related Employment 0.12 0.13 0.23 -0.03 0.00 0.10

Institutional Employment 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.00 0.01

Primary Industry Employment 0.03 0.02 0.02 0.00 -0.01 0.00

Total 0.53 0.45 0.64 -0.09 -0.08 0.19

Source:  Statistics Canada Employment by Place of Work
Note:  2006-2016 employment figures are classified by North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) Code

Categories which relate 
primarily to industrial land 
supply and demand

Categories which relate 
primarily to population growth 
within the municipality

Employment by industry

Comments
Change

Categories which relate to local 
land-based resources

Schedule 11

Township of Puslinch

Employment to Population Ratio by Major Employment Sector, 2006 to 2016

NAICS 
YearEmployment & Gross Floor Area (G.F.A) 

Forecast, 2016 To Buildout
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Roads
Unit Measure: km of roadways

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/km)

Hard Top Roads - Single Lift Various 107.00        107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     107.00     $318,000
Hard Top Roads - Double Lift Various 22.00          22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       22.00       $461,000
Gravel Roads Various 55.00          55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       55.00       $177,500
Surface Treated Roads Various 7.00            7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         7.00         $56,000
Less Local Roads:

Currie Drive 180 0.62            0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         0.62         $318,000
Ochs Drive 181 0.58            0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         0.58         $318,000
Laing Court 210 0.11            0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         0.11         $318,000
Winer Court 209 0.09            0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         0.09         $461,000
Telfer Glen Street 190 0.70            0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         0.70         $461,000
Settler's Court 191 0.32            0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         0.32         $461,000

Bridle Path 204_Surface, 185 
Surface 1.56            1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         1.56         $461,000

Carriage Lane 201_Surface 0.74            0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         0.74         $461,000
Daymond Drive 203_Surface 0.33            0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         0.33         $461,000
Cassin Court 202_Surface 0.28            0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         0.28         $461,000
Fox Run Drive 205, 206, 207, 196 1.43            1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         1.43         $461,000
Deer View Ridge 195 0.67            0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         0.67         $461,000
Boreham Drive 208_Surface 0.44            0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         0.44         $461,000

Total 183             183          183          183          183          183          183          183          183          183          

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0264        0.0262     0.0261     0.0260     0.0258     0.0256     0.0254     0.0250     0.0246     0.0241     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0255
Quality Standard $278,020
Service Standard $7,090

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $7,090
Eligible Amount $8,471,953
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Bridges, Culverts & Structures
Unit Measure: Number of Bridges, Culverts & Structures

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/item)

Bridges
Cook's Mill Bridge 1001 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $593,190
Little's Bridge 1003 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $219,765
Leslie Road West 1005 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $445,900
Concession 1 1006 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $783,510
French's Bridge 1007 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $309,140
Galt Creek Bridge 1008 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $745,875
Moyer's Bridge 1009 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $495,040
Stroy's Bridge N/A 1                 1              1              -           -           -           -           -           -           -           $1,420,900

Culverts
Culvert of Cook's Mill Race 2002 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $97,200
McFarlane's Culvert 2004 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $126,585
Victoria Road Culvert over Galt Creek 2006 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $225,630
Irish Creek Culvert on Townline Rd 2007 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $239,400
7th Concession Culvert (#2008) 2008 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $55,688
Gilmour Rd Culvert over Aberfoyle Creek 2009 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $138,600
Ellis Rd Culvert over Puslinch Lake Irish Creek 2010 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $283,500
Ellis Rd Culvert at Lot 10 Conc. 2 2011 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $131,670
Concession 2 Bridge/Culvert over Mill Creek 2012 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $560,700
Victoria Road Culvert North of Leslie 2013 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $177,165
Leslie Road Culvert West of Victoria 2014 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $171,450
Culvert of Flamborough T/L West of Victoria 2015 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $264,735
Flamborough T/L Bridge/Culvert East of Macpherson Ln 2016 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $219,240
Gore Rd Culvert 2017 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $84,546
Gore Rd Dual Culvert 2018 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $63,135
7th Concession Culvert (#2019) 2019 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $194,400

Total 24               24            24            23            23            23            23            23            23            23            

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0035        0.0034     0.0034     0.0033     0.0032     0.0032     0.0032     0.0031     0.0031     0.0030     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0032
Quality Standard $307,594
Service Standard $984

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $984
Eligible Amount $1,176,239
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Sidewalks
Unit Measure: km of roadways

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/km)

Watson Road Sidewalk 300 0.450          0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       0.450       $143,000
Arkell Road Sidewalk 301 0.275          0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       0.275       $143,000
Church Street Sidewalk 303 0.084          0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       0.084       $143,000
Victoria Street Sidewalk 307 0.177          0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       0.177       $143,000
Brock Road Sidewalk 304 0.917          0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       0.917       $143,000
Badenoch Road Sidewalk 305 0.411          0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       0.411       $143,000
Watson Road Sidewalk 306 0.454          0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       0.454       $143,000
Calfass Road Sidewalk 308 0.080          0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       0.080       $143,000
Queen Street Sidewalk 309 0.900          0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       0.900       $143,000
Main Street Sidewalk 310 0.065          0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       0.065       $143,000

Total 3.813          3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       3.813       

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0006        0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     0.0005     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0005
Quality Standard $152,000
Service Standard $76

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $76
Eligible Amount $90,820
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Traffic Signals & Streetlights
Unit Measure: No. of Traffic Signals

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/item)

Cobrahead Streetlights Various 184             184          184          184          184          184          184          184          184          184          $515
Decorative - Acorn Post Top 
Streetlights Various 11               11            11            11            11            11            11            11            11            11            $1,780

Decorative - Top Hat Various 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $1,100
Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Various 76               76            76            76            76            76            76            76            76            76            $2,185

Sentinel Various 3                 3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              $1,013

Total 275             275          275          275          275          275          275          275          275          275          

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0397        0.0393     0.0391     0.0391     0.0387     0.0384     0.0382     0.0375     0.0369     0.0362     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0383
Quality Standard $1,031
Service Standard $40

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $40
Eligible Amount $47,203
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Depots and Domes
Unit Measure: ft² of building area

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Value/sq.ft. 
with land, 

site works, 
etc.

Works Depot

95MC, 56MC, 
46MC, 77MC, 
59MC, 21MC, 

1MC, 15002, 41MC

7,800         7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       7,800       $140

Roads Storage Building

92RSB, 95RSB, 
7RSB, 24RSB, 

15RSB, 81RSB, 
86RSB

-             5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       5,070       $123

Total 7,800         12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     12,870     

Population 6,928         6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 1.1259       1.8388     1.8310     1.8291     1.8096     1.7977     1.7860     1.7543     1.7291     1.6954     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 1.7197       
Quality Standard $134
Service Standard $230

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $230
Eligible Amount $274,838
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Roads and Related Vehicles
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles and equipment

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/Vehicle)

2008 Backhoe #6 8001 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $125,000
1999 Grader #501 8002 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $350,000
2000 Grader #502 8003 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $350,000
1999 Dump/Plow #302 N/A 1                 1              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          $250,000
2002 Dump/Plow #301 N/A 1                 1              1              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          $250,000
2003 Dump/Plow #304 N/A 1                 1              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          $250,000
2006 Dump/Plow #303 N/A 1                 1              1              1              1              1              -          -          -          -          $225,000
2011 Dump/Plow #304 8013 -              -          1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $250,000
2012 Dump/Plow #302 8014 -              -          1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $250,000
2013 Dump/Plow (International) #301 8016 -              -          -          1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $250,000
2007 Pickup #4 N/A 1                 1              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          -          $40,000
2002 Pickup #5 N/A 1                 1              1              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          $52,000
2008 One Tonne Dump/Plow #305 7003 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $100,000
2011 Pickup #4 7008 -              -          1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $40,000
2012 Pickup #5 N/A -              -          -          1              1              1              1              1              -          -          $52,000
2007 Mower N/A 1                 1              1              1              -          -          -          -          -          -          $11,500

Anti-Ice Equipment 8015-1, 8015-
2, 8015-3 -              -          -          1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $24,000

2005 Sweeper N/A 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $9,100
2003 Trailer N/A 1                 1              1              1              1              -          -          -          -          -          $5,000
2002 Water Pump and Hose 2002PW 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $51,200
2015 Pickup # 3 8019 -              -          -          -          -          -          1              1              1              1              $40,000
2015 Dump/Plow #303 8017 -              -          -          -          -          -          1              1              1              1              $225,000
2017 Pickup #5 7009 -              -          -          -          -          -          -          -          1              1              $52,000
2015 Brush Chipper 8018 -              -          -          -          -          -          1              1              1              1              $40,000

Total 14               14            14            15            14            13            15            15            15            15            

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0020        0.0020     0.0020     0.0021     0.0020     0.0018     0.0021     0.0020     0.0020     0.0020     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.002
Quality Standard $146,780
Service Standard $294

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $294
Eligible Amount $350,804
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Township of Puslinch
Service: Roads and Related

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Asset 
Number

Residential 
Share

Non-Residential 
Share

2019-2028 78% 22%
Roads

1 Victoria Road South: County Road 36 
(Badenoch Street) to Gilmour Road 124 2019         382,500                 -         382,500          330,475            52,025         40,579                11,445 

2 Victoria Road South: Gilmour Road to entrance 
to Aberfoyle Pit #2 125A 2019         127,500                 -         127,500          110,158            17,342         13,526                  3,815 

3 Concession 7: Concesion 2A to Mason Road 115 2021 156,675        -             156,675      135,365         21,310           16,622        4,688                

4 Concession 7: Mason Road to McLean Road 
West 116 2021 52,225          -             52,225        45,122           7,103             5,541          1,563                

5 Concession 2: Side Road 20 South to Sideroad 
25 South (Truck Route) 35 2021 346,200        -             346,200      299,113         47,087           36,728        10,359              

6 Concession 2: Sideroad 25 South to 
Concession 7  (Truck Route) 36 2021 173,100        -             173,100      149,556         23,544           18,364        5,180                

7 Watson Road South: bridge to Leslie Road 
West 134 2023 86,000          -             86,000        74,303           11,697           9,124          2,573                

8 Watson Road South: County Road 36 
(Badenoch Street) to Bridge 136 2023 129,000        -             129,000      111,454         17,546           13,686        3,860                

9 Watson Road South: Leslie Road West to 
McRae Station Road 133 2023 127,400        -             127,400      110,072         17,328           13,516        3,812                

10 Morriston Traffic Calming 2028 100,000        -             100,000      86,399           13,601           10,609        2,992                
11 Concession 1- Sideroad 10 to Wellington Rd 35 14 2027 255,000        -             255,000      220,317         34,683           27,053        7,630                

12 Concession 11 railway crossing - County Road 
34 to Sideroad 17 144 2019 50,000          -             50,000        43,199           6,801             5,304          1,496                

13 Concession 1 - Sideroad 20 South to 
Concession 7 16, 17 2020 520,000        -             520,000      449,274         70,726           55,166        15,560              

14 Concession 4- Sideroad 10 to 32 56 2024 450,000        -             450,000      388,795         61,205           47,740        13,465              
15 McLean Rd E and Winer Rd 212A, 158 2024 365,000        -             365,000      315,356         49,644           38,723        10,922              
16 Mason Crt Concession 7 to dead end 38 2024 38,100          -             38,100        32,918           5,182             4,042          1,140                
17 Maple Leaf Lane County Road 46 to dead end 52 2024 45,800          -             45,800        39,571           6,229             4,859          1,370                
18 Concession 4- Hwy 6 to 35 160, 161 2025 390,000        -             390,000      336,955         53,045           41,375        11,670              

19 Watson Road South: Maltby Road East to 
County Road 34 139, 140 2026 480,000        -             480,000      414,714         65,286           50,923        14,363              

20 Watson Rd - Wellington Road 34 to Wellington 
Road 36 137 2026 500,000        -             500,000      431,994         68,006           53,045        14,961              

21 Gore Road - Valens Road to Concession 7 5 2026 270,000        -             270,000      233,277         36,723           28,644        8,079                
22 Church and Victoria Street 28_Surface 2026 50,000          -             50,000        43,199           6,801             5,304          1,496                

23 Leslie Rd West- Victoria Rd South to East limit 21, 22, 23, 
25 2027 645,000        -             645,000      557,272         87,728           68,428        19,300              

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies and 
Other Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Net Capital 
Cost

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing (year)

Gross 
Capital Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post Period 
Benefit
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Township of Puslinch
Service: Roads and Related

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Asset 
Number

Residential 
Share

Non-Residential 
Share

2019-2028 78% 22%

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies and 
Other Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total

Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Net Capital 
Cost

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing (year)

Gross 
Capital Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post Period 
Benefit

24 Gore Rd-Sideroad 20 to Valens Rd 4 2027 365,000        -             365,000      315,356         49,644           38,723        10,922              

25 Sideroad 20 North - Wellington Road 34 to 
Forestell Road 166 2028 375,000        -             375,000      323,996         51,004           39,783        11,221              

26 Roszell Road - Townline Road to Forestell Road 90, 54a 2028 287,500        -             287,500      248,397         39,103           30,501        8,603                
27 Maltby Road - Victoria Road to Watson Road 63A, 63B 2028 262,500        -             262,500      226,797         35,703           27,848        7,855                

28 Concession 4- Sideroad 10 North to Sideroad 
12 North 57 2019 112,000        -             112,000      96,767           15,233           11,882        3,351                

29 Concession 1 -County Road 35 to Sideroad 20 
South 15 2019 303,000        -             303,000      261,788         41,212           32,145        9,067                

30 Brock Road Sidewalk - 304 304 2019-2020 235,000        -             235,000      203,037         31,963           24,931        7,032                

31 Leslie Road West - Watson Road South to 
Bridge 5 (Mountsberg) 22 2021-2022 620,000        -             620,000      535,673         84,327           65,775        18,552              

32 Fox Run Drive - transition to curb to County 
Road 46 205, 206 2022 63,000          -             63,000        54,431           8,569             6,684          1,885                

33 Concession 4 - County Road 35 to Sideroad 20 
North 59 2025 282,739        -             282,739      -                 282,739         220,536      62,203              

Bridges and Culverts
34 Galt Creek Bridge Gore Road Lot 2 1008 2021 170,000        -             170,000      146,878         23,122           18,035        5,087                
35 Little's Bridge 1003 2022-2023 525,000        -             525,000      453,594         71,406           55,697        15,709              
36 Moyer's Bridge - 0004 1004 2024 25,000          -             25,000        21,600           3,400             2,652          748                   
37 Moyer's Bridge - 0004 1004 2025 500,000        -             500,000      431,994         68,006           53,045        14,961              
38 Gilmour Culvert 2009 2023-2025 600,000        -             600,000      518,393         81,607           63,654        17,954              
39 Victoria Road Culvert Over Galt Creek 2006 2024 105,000        -             105,000      90,719           14,281           11,139        3,142                
40 Victoria Road Culvert North of Leslie 2013 2024 105,000        -             105,000      90,719           14,281           11,139        3,142                

41 Ellis Road Culvert Over Puslinch Lake Irish 
Creek 2010 2026 250,000        -             250,000      215,997         34,003           26,522        7,481                

42 Irish Creek Culvert on Townline Road 2007 2026 180,000        -             180,000      155,518         24,482           19,096        5,386                

Roads & Related Vehicles
43 Gravel Packer - New Equipment for Grader 8002 2019 173,100        -             173,100      -                 173,100         135,018      38,082              

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded Balance 29,907        29,907           23,328        6,580                

 Total 11,278,339   -             11,308,246 9,350,512      -                               1,957,734      1,527,033   430,702            
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Fire Facilities
Unit Measure: ft² of building area

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Value/sq.ft. 
with land, 

site works, 
etc.

Fire Building C.R.34

95MC, 56MC, 
46MC, 77MC, 
59MC, 21MC, 
1MC, 15002, 

41MC

7,700         7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       $365

Total 7,700         7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       7,700       

Population 6,928         6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 1.1114       1.1002     1.0955     1.0944     1.0827     1.0756     1.0686     1.0496     1.0345     1.0144     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 1.0727
Quality Standard $365
Service Standard $392

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195         
$ per Capita $392
Eligible Amount $467,878
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Fire Vehicles
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles 

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/Vehicle)

1986 Pumper #32 N/A 1                  1              1              1              -           -           -           -           -           -           $300,000
2004 Pumper #31 5031 1                  1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $468,000
1988 Tanker #39 N/A 1                  -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           -           $410,000
1990 Telesquirt #33 (Aerial) N/A 1                  1              1              1              1              1              1              1              -           -           $500,000
2000 Rescue #35 5035 1                  1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $520,000
2006 Tanker #38 5038 1                  1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $450,000
2010 Tanker #37 7006 -              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $410,000
2013 Pumper # 32 5040 -              -           -           -           1              1              1              1              1              1              $300,000
Used Quint Truck (Aerial 33 Truck-used) 5033 -              -           -           -           -           -           -           -           1              1              $500,000
Pickup Truck 7005A -              -           -           -           -           -           -           -           1              1              $27,873

Total 6                  6              6              6              6              6              6              6              7              7              

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0009        0.0009     0.0009     0.0009     0.0008     0.0008     0.0008     0.0008     0.0009     0.0009     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0009
Quality Standard $410,700
Service Standard $370

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $370
Eligible Amount $441,708
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Fire Small Equipment and Gear
Unit Measure: No. of equipment and gear

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/item)

Equiped Fire Fighters Various 37               37            37            37            37            41            41            42            42            42            $3,021
Pagers 4_35FE 42               42            42            42            42            42            42            42            42            42            $500
Mobile/Truck Radios 3_18FE 10               10            10            10            10            10            10            7              7              7              $5,000
Base Radio FE_Bas_1 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $5,000
Base Radio County FE_Bas_2 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $5,000
Antennae Roof FE_Ant_3 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $600
Antennae Tower FE_Ant_4 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $11,400
Antennae FE_Ant_5 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $2,000
Panda Vox Recorder Radio FE_Pan_6 2                 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              $1,400
Panda Vox Recorder FE_Pan_7 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $5,700
Blue tooth Headset FE_Blu_8 -              -           -           -           1              1              1              1              2              2              $2,200
Portable Radios 2_46FE 31               31            31            31            31            31            31            31            31            33            $1,900
Communication Equipment including Radio 
Communication Interface 6012 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $41,898

Automated External Defibrillators - Fire Trucks 12_41FE 3                 3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              $5,000
Self Contained Breathing Apparatus Various 18               18            18            18            22            22            22            22            22            22            $7,450
Self Contained Breathing Apparatus Cylinder 4500 PSI Various 46               46            46            46            52            52            52            52            52            52            $1,500
Air Cylinder Compressor 1_26FE 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $29,490
Automated External Defibrillators - Public Access 1212_41FE 3                 3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              3              $1,500
Self Contained Breathing Apparatus Masks 67_17FVT 28               28            28            28            28            28            28            28            28            28            $439
Vehicle Extrication Equipment 5_44FE 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $25,000
Power Hydraulic Toolset 6_70FE 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $52,500
Edraulic Combination Tool 7_82FE -              -           -           -           1              1              1              1              1              1              $15,000
Thermal Imaging Camera 8_93FE 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $6,000
Washer/Extractor 9_104FE -              -           -           -           -           -           -           -           1              1              $10,000
Gear Dryer 10_2FE -              -           -           -           -           -           -           -           1              1              $6,000
Rapid Deployment Watercraft 11_103FE -              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $6,000
Portable Pumps 13_89FE 2                 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              $7,500

Total 233             234          234          234          246          250          250          248          251          253          

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0336        0.0334     0.0333     0.0333     0.0346     0.0349     0.0347     0.0338     0.0337     0.0333     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0339
Quality Standard $2,974
Service Standard $101

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $101
Eligible Amount $120,468
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Township of Puslinch
Service: Fire Services

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Prj .No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share
2019-2028 78% 22%

Fire Stations
1 Provision for Additional Facility Space 2019-2021 1,151,750   -             1,151,750   287,938         863,813      673,774      190,039            
2 Design a Fully Services Station 2019 10,000        -             10,000        2,500             7,500          5,850          1,650                

3 Provision for Equipment for New 
Firefighters (9) 2019-2028 48,792        -             48,792        12,198           36,594        28,543        8,051                

4 Motorized Water Vessel 2022-2024 50,000        -             50,000        5,000             45,000        35,100        9,900                
5 Cargo Trailer 2022-2024 8,000          -             8,000          -                 8,000          6,240          1,760                

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance (199,498)    (199,498)    (155,609)    (43,890)             

 Total 1,268,542   -             1,069,044   307,635         -                               761,408      593,898      167,510            

Post Period 
Benefit

Net Capital 
Cost

Gross 
Capital 
Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, Subsidies and 
Other Contributions 
Attributable to New 

Development

Total

Increased Service Needs Attributable to 
Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Parkland Development
Unit Measure: Acres of Parkland

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/Acre)

Puslinch Community Centre 2301000006140000000 14.4             14.4         14.4         24.1         24.1         24.1         24.1         24.1         24.1         24.1         
Morriston Meadows Park 2301000005090200000 6.1               6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           
Old Morriston Park 2301000005092000000 6.1               6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           6.1           
Arkell Park 2301000008113700000 2.1               2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           2.1           
Badenoch Soccer Pitch 2301000007046500000 5.5               5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           5.5           
Fox Run Park 2301000006054310000 5.7               5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           5.7           
Morriston Historic Corner Block Park 
Area 2301000005121000000 0.3               0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           0.3           

Total 40.2             40.2         40.2         50.0         50.0         50.0         50.0         50.0         50.0         50.0         

Population 6,928           6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0058         0.0057     0.0057     0.0071     0.0070     0.0070     0.0069     0.0068     0.0067     0.0066     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0065         
Quality Standard $0
Service Standard $0

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $0
Eligible Amount $0
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Parkland Amenities
Unit Measure: No. of parkland amenities

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/item)

Community Centre Complex: Soccer Field 3080 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $575,000

Community Centre Complex: Baseball 
Diamond

3013, 3013-1, 3014, 3015, 
3016, 3017, 3019, 3020, 

3024
1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $277,226

Community Centre Complex: Aberfoyle 
Playground 3031, 3032 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $28,930

Community Centre Complex: Tennis 
Courts 14003, 14005 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $66,240

Community Centre Complex: Horse 
Paddock 14004, 14006, 3036, 3037 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $66,140

Community Centre Complex: Puslinch 
Community Gardens Benches 3823 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $500

Morriston Meadows: Morriston Playground 3041 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $25,000
Morriston Meadows: Picnic Pavillion, 
Morriston Meadows Park 3010, 3043 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $33,500

Morriston Meadows: Basketball Court 3044, 3279 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $23,425

Morriston Meadows: Baseball Diamonds
3046, 3047, 3048, 3049, 
3050, 3051, 3052, 3053, 

3055
2                 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              $70,977

Old Morriston: Baseball Diamond 3057, 3058, 3059, 3060, 
3061, 3063, 3064, 3065 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $243,807

Badenoch Soccer Field 3068 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $2,000
Boreham Drive Park: Basketball Court 3074, 3260 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $23,425
Boreham Drive Park: Arkell Playground 3075 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $25,000

Total 15               15            15            15            15            15            15            15            15            15            

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0022        0.0021     0.0021     0.0021     0.0021     0.0021     0.0021     0.0020     0.0020     0.0020     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0021        
Quality Standard $101,638
Service Standard $213

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $213
Eligible Amount $255,061
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Parkland Trails
Unit Measure: Linear Metres of Paths and Trails

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018
2019 Value 
($/ Linear 

Metre)

Wayne Stokley Trail 3079 -              -           -           -           -           -           -           450          450          450          $32

Telfer Glen Trail 3077 270             270          270          270          270          270          270          270          270          270          $32

Total 270             270          270          270          270          270          270          720          720          720          

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0390        0.0386     0.0384     0.0384     0.0380     0.0377     0.0375     0.0981     0.0967     0.0948     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0557
Quality Standard $32
Service Standard $2

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $2
Eligible Amount $2,127
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Township of Puslinch  
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Recreation Vehicles and Equipment
Unit Measure: No. of vehicles and equipment

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 Value 
($/Vehicle)

Trailer 8012 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $5,000
Lawn Tractor 7007 1                 1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $30,000
Pitching Machines N/A 2                 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              1              $11,500
Ultraviolet Units N/A 4                 4              4              4              4              4              4              4              4              3              $3,400
Olympia Ice Machine 8020 -              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $80,000
Floor Scrubber 4060 -              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              1              $8,000
Generators 210PCC 2                 2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              2              $37,500

Total 10               12            12            12            12            12            12            12            12            10            

Population 6,928          6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 0.0014        0.0017     0.0017     0.0017     0.0017     0.0017     0.0017     0.0016     0.0016     0.0013     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 0.0016        
Quality Standard $19,513
Service Standard $31

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $31
Eligible Amount $37,308
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Township of Puslinch
Service Standard Calculation Sheet

Service: Indoor Recreation Facilities
Unit Measure: ft² of building area

Description Asset No. 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

Value/sq.ft. 
with land, 
site works, 

etc.
Community Centre, Badenoch N/A 1,500         1,500       1,500       1,500       1,500       1,500       1,500       1,500       1,500       -           $360
Concession Booth and Washrooms, 
Morriston Meadows 3009MM 500            500          500          500          500          500          500          500          500          500          $74

Morriston Meadows: Picnic Pavillion, 
Morriston Meadows Park 3010, 3043 1,200         1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       1,200       $55

Concession Booth and Washrooms, Old 
Morriston Park 3009OMM 400            400          400          400          400          400          400          400          400          400          $74

Puslinch Community Centre
53PCC, 67PCC, 9PCC, 

46PCC, 93PCC, 26PCC, 
40PCC, 41PCC

7,071         7,071       7,071       7,071       8,323       8,323       8,323       8,323       8,323       8,323       $180

Blue Storage Building Behind Puslinch 
Community Centre

64BSBBPCC, 71BSBBPCC, 
66BSBBPCC, 14BSBBPCC, 
70BSBBPCC, 89BSBBPCC, 

44BSBBPCC

3,200         3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       3,200       $74

Community Centre Complex: Concession 
Booth At Community Centre Ball 
Diamond, County Road 46

3011 252            252          252          252          252          252          252          252          252          252          $74

Community Centre Complex: Storage 
Building and Announcer's Booth at Horse 
Paddock

3035 300            300          300          300          300          300          300          300          300          300          $74

Outdoor Rink/Gymnasium and Change 
Rooms, Optimist Recreation Centre 
(ORC)

33OCC, 66OCC, 51OCC, 
44OCC, 97OCC, 22OCC, 

18OCC, 39OCCIR, 95OCCIR, 
13OCCIR, 58OCCIR, 
17OCCIR, 51OCCIR, 
88OCCIR, 41OCCIR, 

-             19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     19,600     $314

Badenoch Soccer Field:   Storage Shed 3067 120            120          120          120          120          120          120          120          120          120          $74

Total 14,543       34,143     34,143     34,143     35,395     35,395     35,395     35,395     35,395     33,895     

Population 6,928         6,999       7,029       7,036       7,112       7,159       7,206       7,336       7,443       7,591       
Per Capita Standard 2.0992       4.8783     4.8574     4.8526     4.9768     4.9441     4.9119     4.8248     4.7555     4.4652     

10 Year Average 2009-2018
Quantity Standard 4.5566       
Quality Standard $239
Service Standard $1,091

D.C. Amount (before deductions) 10 Year
Forecast Population 1,195
$ per Capita $1,091
Eligible Amount $1,303,566
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Township of Puslinch
Service:Parks and Recreation

Less:

Prj.No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 95% 5%

1 Soccer Fields at Puslinch Community 
Centre Park 2019-2020 698,169      280,239    417,930         69,817           269,249         78,865           7,886         70,978           67,429         3,549           

2 Phase 1 of Parks Master Plan 2021 701,907      73,496      628,411         537,115         59,343           31,954           3,195         28,758           27,320         1,438           
3 Phase 2 of Parks Master Plan 2022 874,580      351,048    523,532         60,000           306,596         156,936         15,694       141,242         134,180       7,062           

4 Playground area at Boreham Park (also 
known as Arkell Park) 2026 75,000        -            75,000           7,500             67,500           6,750         60,750           57,713         3,038           

5 Fox Run Park Trail 2019 118,500      -            118,500         11,850           48,064           58,586           5,859         52,728           50,091         2,636           

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance (51,919)          (51,919)          (49,323)        (2,596)          

 Total 2,468,156   704,783    1,763,373      686,281         683,251         341,922         39,384       302,538         287,411       15,127         

Benefit to 
Existing 

Development

Grants, 
Subsidies 
and Other 

Contributions 
Attributable 

to New 
Development

Other (e.g. 
10% 

Statutory 
Deduction)

Total

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost

Post 
Period 
Benefit

Net Capital 
Cost Subtotal

Gross 
Capital Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Increased Service Needs Attributable 
to Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)
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Infrastructure Costs Included in the Development Charges Calculation

Township of Puslinch
Service:Administration Studies

Less:

Prj.No Residential 
Share

Non-
Residential 

Share

2019-2028 78% 22%
1 Master Fire Plan 2025 44,000         -           44,000           17,600           26,400           -             26,400           20,592         5,808           
2 Development Charges Study 2019 21,000         -           21,000           -                21,000           2,100         18,900           14,742         4,158           
3 Recreation Master Plan 2025 50,000         -           50,000           20,000           30,000           3,000         27,000           21,060         5,940           
4 Traffic Count Study 2020 25,000         -           25,000           10,000           15,000           -             15,000           11,700         3,300           

5 Transportation Master Plan including 
PCI Updates 2021 25,000         -           25,000           10,000           15,000           -             15,000           11,700         3,300           

6 Development Charges Study 2024 21,000         -           21,000           -                21,000           2,100         18,900           14,742         4,158           
7 Asset Management Plan 2019 48,500         -           48,500           41,903           6,597             660            5,937             4,631           1,306           
8 Community Based Strategic Plan 2025 30,000         -           30,000           15,000           15,000           1,500         13,500           10,530         2,970           
9 Municipal Servicing Standards 2019 10,000         -           10,000           -                10,000           -             10,000           7,800           2,200           

Reserve Fund Adjustment/Unfunded 
Balance 31,392           31,392           24,486         6,906           

 Total 274,500       -           274,500         114,503         -                191,388         9,360         182,029         141,982       40,046         

Increased Service Needs Attributable 
to Anticipated Development Timing 

(year)

Gross 
Capital Cost 

Estimate 
(2019$)

Post 
Period 
Benefit

Net Capital 
Cost SubtotalBenefit to 

Existing 
Development

Grants, 
Subsidies 
and Other 

Contributions 
Attributable 

to New 
Development

Other (e.g. 
10% 

Statutory 
Deduction)

Total

Less: Potential D.C. Recoverable Cost
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Conserving	Heritage,	
Crea/ng	Opportunity,	
and	Building	Community		

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	
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“Puslinch	is	a	Township	of	Heritage”	

160	built	heritage	
resources	
documented	

Cultural	heritage	
landscapes	

Archaeological	
resources		

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	



Plaques	honour	good	
stewardship	

Heritage	resources	that	
meet	the	criteria	of	the	
Ontario	Heritage	Act	09/06:	
they	have	aestheHc,	
historical	or	contextual	
value	but	condiHon	is	not	
primary	criteria.	

Plaqued	Heritage	
Resources	

Non-plaqued	
Heritage	Resources		

Alexander	Fraser	
House,	1840-1850.	

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	
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Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2010	



The	2019	NaHonal	Trust	Roundtable	on	Conserving	Rural	
Heritage		and	Rural	Sustainability:	

•  “Sense	of	place”	is	central	to	rural	sustainability.		
•  Heritage	Resources	are	the	foundaHon	to	a	sense	of	place.	
•  Design	guidelines	are	necessary	to	physically	maintain	a	sense	

of	place.		

•  Local	iniHaHves	support	rural	sense	of	place.	
•  Economic	development	through	cultural	tourism	is	vital	to	

sustaining	a	sense	of	place.	

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	

2018	:	Mayor	and	Councilors	
envision	a	future	for	Puslinch	
defined	by	its	rural	seYngs.	



			“Reinforce	rural	character	of	
Township	and	villages	through	
enhancing	streetscapes,	
promoHng	quality	development	
and	respect	established	
character	by	conserving	heritage	
assets	and	integraHng	natural	
resources.”	

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	



CiHzen	Involvement	and	Sense	of	Place	

Private	property	owners	and	
community	groups	have	conserved	
built	heritage	resources	in	Puslinch	
at	their	own	expense.		

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	



Encourage	adapHve	reuse	of	heritage	
resources	to	maintain	a	sense	of	place,	
manage	sustainability	and	create	
opportunity	through	programs	such	as	
the	Community	Improvement	Plan	

A	Sense	of	Place	and	Opportunity	

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	



Economic	development	through	cultural	tourism	is	vital	to	
sustaining	a	rural	sense	of	place	

• Speed	River	Cycle	has	28	routes	through	
Puslinch	Township	–	cyclists	need	refreshment	
stops	in	addiHon	to	Union	Market	Square	and	
Danish	Place	(both	heritage	structures	)	

• Morriston	is	an	well-preserved	historic	village	
with	several	intact	heritage	streetscapes	–	with	
the	bypass,	the	heritage	character	will		support	
a	tourist	desHnaHon	with	shops	and	cafes.		

• Farm	–	taste	real	–	tours	

• InterpretaHve	signage	

Puslinch	Heritage	Commi3ee,	May	15,	2019	
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2017-2018 Heritage Committee Report to Puslinch 
Township Council, May 2019. 
 
 
The Puslinch Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee is an advisory body to 
Council. The purpose of the Committee is to advise on the identification and 
conservation of heritage resources in the Township. 
 
 
Puslinch Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee Members: 
 
Mary Tivy, Chair, John Levak, Vice-Chair, Barb Jefferson, John Arnold, Matthew 
Bulmer, Township of Puslinch Councilor, Cameron Tuck (resigned December 
2017) 
 
2. MANDATE 
 
The primary function of the Heritage Committee is to advise Council and make 
recommendations on heritage designations, applications for repeal of 
designations, applications for alterations, and/or removal/demolition of Part IV 
and Part V properties under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
Deliverables: 
 
The Committee will accomplish its mandate by: 
 

1. Providing comments to Council on all heritage applications. 
2. Commenting on various development applications that may impact 

existing or potential heritage properties or districts when required. 
3. Commenting on demolition permits that apply to heritage legislation. 
4. Recording sites of heritage significance that are worthy of preservation, 

and awarding heritage plaques. 
5. Recording historical information related to properties with heritage 

significance. 
6. Promoting public awareness of Puslinch’s heritage. 
7. Discussing concerns raised by the public and staff. 
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Deliverables: 2017 – 2018 
 
1. Providing Comments to Council on all Heritage Applications: 
 
 
1.1 Heritage Applications: A Municipal Register of Heritage Properties 
 
Section 27 of the Ontario Heritage Act requires each municipality to keep a 
Municipal Register of Heritage Properties. The Municipal Register of Cultural 
Heritage Resources is an administrative and documentation tool used to assist in 
identification and ongoing preservation of significant heritage resources within the 
land use planning and permit application process. It is also used to set priorities 
for subsequent heritage designations under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. As 
such, the Register represents basic public acknowledgement of the contribution of 
specific heritage resources to the rich cultural history of Puslinch Township. These 
properties may be designated under Part IV or Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act, 
or may be non-designated properties that are considered to have heritage 
significance. Because previous Heritage Committees have not brought forward 
recommendations for the designation of properties in the Township to Council, 
Puslinch has passed neither Part IV nor Part V designation by-laws under the 
Ontario Heritage Act. Thus no heritage applications have been made to the 
Township under this legislation. Nor has the Township offered grants to heritage 
property owners for the Committee to assess. The new Community Improvement 
Plan funding may be applied for façade improvements for heritage properties on 
the Register. 
 
Creating an official register of these properties for the Township of Puslinch has 
been a major goal of the current Heritage Committee in the last two years and this 
work is still in progress. To meet this requirement, Committee members have 
reviewed and updated information on approximately 175 properties currently listed 
on the Township’s internal Prinsys inventory of heritage properties. This extensive 
project is in final review with the assistance of Township planning staff. 
 
The Approval Process for the Municipal Register 
 
Properties will only be listed in the Register after undergoing: a) field assessment; 
b) research and documentation; c) criteria evaluation; d) endorsement of Township 
Council. 
 
Assessment of Heritage Value 
 
Every potential heritage resource holds certain attributes and characteristics that 
reflect a degree of cultural heritage value or interest. Before being added to the 
Municipal Register, the cultural heritage value of a given property must be 
assessed. The Committee has adopted a set of provincially regulated criteria under 
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the Ontario Heritage Act, Reg.09/06,  that determines overall merit and 
significance within the following categories: 
 
· Design or physical value; and/or 
· Historical or associative value; and/or 
· Contextual value. 
 
 
1.2 Providing Comments to Council: Committee Expertise 
 
Committee members continue to pursue professional development opportunities 
to provide best practices for a municipal heritage advisory committee and to meet 
the deliverables identified in the mandate of the Puslinch Heritage Committee. With 
funding assistance from the Township, three committee members attended the 
Ontario Heritage Conference Ottawa, June 7-10, 2017. “Canada 150: The Past, 
Present and Future of Heritage Conservation.” In addition Committee members 
routinely participate in the Grand River Conservation Authority’s Heritage Day 
Conferences/Workshops including the GRCA Heritage Day Workshop February 
15-17, 2017: “History and Heritage of the Mississauga of the New Credit First 
Nation”, and February 2018: “Heritage Makes $ense” (reports on these 
conferences and workshops are in “Appendix A”) 
 
Committee Chair, Mary Tivy is a member of the board of The Alliance for Historic 
Landscape Preservation: Conserving Cultural Landscapes and attended annual 
conferences in Calgary, Alberta, 2017; and Tucson Arizona, 2018. (Self-funded). 
 
Committee Chair, Mary Tivy, also sits as Chair of the City of Guelph Municipal 
Heritage Advisory Committee. She has 40 years of experience in the cultural 
heritage field. 
 

 
2. Commenting on various development applications that may impact 
existing or potential heritage properties or districts when required. 
 
The Committee routinely comments on various development applications that may 
impact existing or potential heritage properties or districts. Due to deadline 
requirements for some applications that have no impact, the Chair will respond on 
behalf of the Committee when the schedule of Committee meetings does not allow 
for a timely response. 
 
2.1 Heritage Impact Assessment: Calfas/Stewart Farmhouse  

 
The Committee reviewed and provided guidelines and recommendations to go 
forward with conservation of the character-defining elements of the heritage 
property at 66 Queen Street South, Morriston. This report was the first Heritage 
Impact Assessment required by, and submitted to, the Township of Puslinch, as a 
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condition of subdivision approval, under advisement by this Municipal Heritage 
Advisory Committee.  

 
2.2 Terms of Reference for Heritage Impact Assessment Studies  
 
In order to assist future consultants preparing Heritage Impact Assessments for 
the Township, the Committee recommends the adoption of standard terms of 
reference for such studies. Since neither the Township of Puslinch nor the County 
of Wellington currently has Terms of Reference for the preparation of a Heritage 
Impact Assessment, the Heritage Committee researched those terms of reference 
used in other jurisdictions and recommended adoption of the guidelines used by 
the City of Waterloo. The Committee will submit these guidelines to Council in the 
winter/spring of 2019. 
 
 
3. Commenting on demolition permits that apply to heritage legislation.  
 
Listed Properties and Demolition Control 
 
Currently the Township’s “Prinsys” internal list of properties identified by the 
Committee provides some measure of demolition control by alerting the Heritage 
Committee to such applications, but it is not an official Register of Heritage 
Properties, and does not have a legislative protocol for demotion control. The 
Ontario Heritage Act helps protect Section 27 (1.2) “listed” properties through 
interim demolition control. Section 27(3) of the Ontario Heritage Act states that the 
owner of a property included in the Heritage Register under Section 27 (1.2) shall 
not demolish or remove a building or structure unless the owner gives Council at 
least 60 days notice in writing of the owner’s intention to demolish. Section 27(5) 
states that the notice of intention to demolish shall be accompanied by such plans 
and shall set out such information as the Council may require. Under this provision, 
the Township may request a Heritage Impact Assessment and/or mitigation plan. 
This provision is used to ensure appropriate due diligence is completed prior to the 
approval of demolition permits.  
 
 
4. Recording sites of heritage significance that are worthy of preservation, 
and awarding heritage plaques. 
 
As part of the process of compiling the Municipal Register of Heritage Properties, 
the Committee has recorded and reviewed approximately 175 properties of 
heritage significance through research, and also conducted field trips to the 
properties listed below. 
 

• 7421 Wellington Rd. 34 
• 4599 Sideroad 20 N. 
• 4856 Sideroad 10 
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• 18 Victoria St. Morriston 
• 880 Victoria Road S. 
• 1867 Puslinch Township Hall, and Cassin Farmstead that had been 

removed and relocated at the Country Heritage Park Museum, Milton 
• 6926 Wellington Road 34 
• 4092 Sideroad 25 
• 6990 Wellington Road 34 
• 7150 Concession 1, Puslinch 
• Lot 9 and 10, 5th Concession 
• 66 Queen Street South, Morriston 
• Lot 33, Concession 7. 

 
Most property owners of heritage properties in the Township are proud of their 
stewardship and appreciate the support and recognition of the Puslinch Heritage 
Committee during these visits. Reports on these field visits are attached in 
“Appendix B” 
 
 
5. Recording historical information related to properties with heritage 
significance. 
 
This archival, field visit and interview work is done as part of the process of 
recording sites of heritage significance that are worthy of preservation and 
awarding heritage plaques. In addition a separate research project of historical 
information on extant barns in Puslinch Township is being compiled.  

 
6. Promoting public awareness of Puslinch’s heritage 
 
6.1 Township Website:  
 
The Township has several pages compiled by the Puslinch Heritage Committee 
on its mandate and activities. Over the next year, the Committee’s goal is to update 
the website and provide images and GIS mapping of plaqued heritage properties, 
with the assistance of a summer student. 
 
 
 
 
 
6.2 Puslinch Pioneer Column 
 
Puslinch Heritage Committee members write a Puslinch Heritage Matters column 
in each Puslinch Pioneer on significant heritage properties in Puslinch and their 
stewardship by current owners. Preparation of each column involves meeting with 
property owners and supporting their efforts. 
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6.3 Exhibits 
 

The Committee also presents an exhibit on Heritage Properties and Indigenous 
Peoples in Puslinch for the Township Canada Day celebrations. 
 
6.4 Future Outreach  
 
Planning for an annual Doors Open day of heritage properties is underway. 
 
7. Discussing concerns raised by the public and staff 
 
Through exhibits, responses to the website or Pioneer articles, field visits and 
correspondence, Committee members provide information and advice as 
requested to heritage property owners regarding their property’s history and 
restoration best practices, as well as funding for restoration and repair. The Chair 
routinely responds to requests concerning demolished or extant heritage 
properties or other queries on cultural heritage resources in Puslinch Township. 
Community members have indicated a desire to have the historical information on 
plaqued and identified sites of heritage value made accessible through the 
Township’s website. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Township of Puslinch Municipal Heritage Advisory Committee is a 
Committee appointed by Council for the purpose of conserving properties 
of cultural heritage value or interest in the Township and operates under the 
following legislative and policy guidelines: 
 
1. Enabling Legislation: Ontario Heritage Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. 
0.18 
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Section 28 of the Ontario Heritage Act states that:  
 

a municipality may establish a heritage committee to advise and assist the 
Council on all matters relating to the conservation of property of cultural 
heritage value or interest and heritage conservation districts and such 
other heritage matters as the Council may specify by by-law. 

 
Under the Ontario Heritage Act, a local Council may pass by-laws to: 
 
 a) Designate individual properties of cultural heritage value or interest, in 
accordance  with the criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06. Such a by-law 
shall include a description of the property and a statement of cultural heritage value 
or interest and description of the heritage attributes; 
 
 b) Designate a Heritage Conservation District or Districts in order to protect 
the heritage  resources of an area. Such a by-law will be based on a study 
identifying the heritage resources of the area. If a by-law is passed to identify a 
Heritage Conservation District, the designated area may be recognized by an 
amendment to the Plan. 
 
Designated heritage properties and heritage conservation districts shall be listed 
in a register of properties kept by the municipal clerk. The register may also include 
properties that Council considers to be of cultural heritage value or interest but 
have not been designated. 
 
Heritage Committees  
 
A Heritage Committee will advise and assist Council on cultural heritage resource 
matters as set out by the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
Other Municipal Authority: 
 
a) A local Council may pass by-laws providing for the acquisition by purchase, 
lease, or otherwise of any property or part thereof, designated under Part IV of the 
Ontario Heritage Act. A local Council may dispose by sale, lease or otherwise of 
any property or interest acquired under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act upon 
such terms and conditions as Council may consider necessary. 
 
b) Pursuant to the Planning Act, the Municipal Act and other relevant legislation, a 
local Council may pass by-laws for the following purposes: 
 

 i) to ensure the protection of heritage features;  
 
 ii) to regulate development so that it is sympathetic in height, bulk, location 
and character to heritage resources; 
 
 iii) to control demolition of heritage buildings or structures in a defined area. 
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c) A local Council may enter into an easement agreement or covenant, pursuant 
to Section 37 of the Ontario Heritage Act, with the owner of any real property and 
register such easement or covenant against the real property in the land registry 
office for the purpose of: 
 

 i) conserving, protecting and preserving the heritage features of the 
property; 
 
 ii) preventing any demolition, construction, alteration, remodeling or any 
other action  which would adversely affect the heritage features of the 
property; 
 
 iii) establishing criteria for the approval of any development affecting the 
heritage property. 

 
d) A local Council will use its best efforts to obtain, in consultation with the Heritage 
Committee, documentation for archival purposes which may include a history, 
photographic record and measured drawings, of cultural heritage resources which 
are to be demolished or significantly altered. 
 

 
 

2. County of Wellington Official Plan: May 6, 1999 (Last Revision 
June 1, 2018) 
The following policies apply throughout the County of Wellington for the 
conservation of cultural heritage resources:  
 
CULTURAL HERITAGE and ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 
 
Cultural heritage and archaeological resources form an important and in many 
cases highly visible part of the community fabric. These resources are a source of 
civic pride for the residents, a benefit to the local economy through tourism, and 
are important to our understanding of the settlement of the County. The policies of 
this Plan, in conjunction with the Ontario Heritage Act, provide a framework for the 
protection and enhancement of cultural heritage resources in Wellington County 
 
Built Heritage  
 
Wellington County has a rich history reflected in many buildings and structures, 
either individually or in groups, which are considered to be architecturally or 
historically significant to the community, county, province or country. 
 
Cultural Heritage Landscapes  
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A cultural heritage landscape is a defined geographical area of heritage 
significance which has been modified by human activities and is valued by a 
community. It involves a grouping(s) of individual heritage features such as 
structures, spaces, archaeological sites and natural elements, which together form 
a significant type of heritage form, distinctive from that of its constituent elements 
or parts. Examples may include, but are not limited to, heritage conservation 
districts designated under the Ontario Heritage Act, and villages, parks, gardens, 
battlefields, mainstreets and neighbourhoods, cemeteries, trailways and industrial 
complexes of cultural heritage value. 
 
For cultural heritage landscapes to be significant, they must be valued for the 
important contribution they make to our understanding of a place, an event, or a 
people. 
 
Archaeological Resources  
 
The past settlement of Wellington forms an important aspect of our community. 
Traces of human settlement both recent and long past are recognized as important 
elements of our history and culture. Archaeological resources include a property 
or area recognized by the Province as being archaeologically significant. 
 
Identifying Cultural Heritage Resources 
 
Cultural heritage resources include, but are not necessarily restricted to the 
following criteria under Ontario Regulations 9/06 issued under the Ontario Heritage 
Act. 
 
a) A property has design value or physical value because it: 
 

i) is a rare, unique, representative or early example of a style, type, 
expression, material or construction method, 
ii) displays a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit, or 
iii) demonstrates a high degree of technical or scientific achievement. 

 
b) A property has historical value or associative value because it: 

 
 i) has direct associations with a theme, event, belief, person, activity, 
organization or institution that is significant to a community, 
ii) yields, or has the potential to yield, information that contributes to an 
under- standing of a community or culture, or 
iii) demonstrates or reflects the work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 
designer or theorist who is significant to a community. 
 

c) A property has contextual value because it: 
 

 i) is important in defining, maintaining or supporting the character of an area, 
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ii) is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its surroundings, 
or 
 iii) is a landmark. 
 

 
Heritage Areas  
 
This Plan may identify a Heritage Area for the purposes of regulating land use 
under the Planning Act. 
 
It is the policy of this Plan that any development, redevelopment or public work 
shall respect the goals and objectives relating to the protection and enhancement 
of heritage resources. Development projects requiring planning approval which are 
of a size, scale or character not in keeping with the surrounding heritage resources 
shall not be allowed. The Heritage Area is broadly defined and contains many 
buildings which are not heritage resources. The intent of the Heritage Area is to 
identify an area in which a significant number of buildings contain heritage values 
and to ensure proper consideration is given to protecting these buildings when 
development proposals are put forward. A Heritage Area is not a Heritage 
Conservation District under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
 
Policy Direction 
 
a) significant built heritage resources and significant cultural heritage landscapes 
shall be conserved. Conserved means the identification, protection, use and/or 
management of cultural heritage and archeological resources in such a way that 
their heritage values, attri- butes and integrity are retained. This may be addressed 
through a conservation plan or heritage impact assessment in accordance with 
Section 4.6.7. 
 
b) The need for a Heritage Impact Assessment and/or Conservation plan will be 
based on the heritage attributes or reasons for which the resource is identified as 
significant, and will normally be identified in pre-consultation on development 
applications. 
 
c) Wellington County will work with its local municipalities to identify significant 
cultural heritage landscapes. The identification of significant cultural heritage 
landscapes shall be implemented through at least one of the following options: 

 
 i) Added to an Official Plan through an Amendment that shows the resource 
as an overlay designation on the Schedule, and adds site- specific policies 
where needed;  
 
ii) included in the municipal register of properties that Council considers to 
be of cultural  heritage value or interest but have not been designated; 
 
 iii) Designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. 
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d) The need for a Heritage Impact Assessment 
 
e) Wellington will encourage the conservation of significant built heritage resources 
through heritage designations and planning policies which protect these 
resources. 
 
f) The re-use of heritage buildings is often a valid means of ensuring their 
restoration, enhancement or future maintenance. Projects to re-use heritage 
buildings may be given favourable consideration if the overall results are to ensure 
the long term protection of a heritage resource and the project is compatible with 
surrounding land uses and represents an appropriate use of land. 
 
g) Where a property has been identified as a protected heritage property, 
development and site alteration may be permitted on adjacent lands where the 
proposed development and site alteration has been evaluated and it has been 
demonstrated that the heritage attributes of the protected heritage property will be 
conserved. Mitigative measures and/or alternative development approaches may 
be required in order to conserve the heritage attributes of the protected heritage 
property affected by the adjacent development or site alteration. 
 
h) The County recognizes the important cultural significance of the Grand River 
as a Canadian Heritage River, and the need to conserve its inherent values. 

 
 i) Where development and site alteration is allowed, significant 
archaeological resources  must be conserved. Such resources will be 
conserved through removal, and  documentation, or preservation on site. 
Where significant archaeological resources  must be preserved on site, 
development and site alteration will only be allowed if the  heritage 
integrity of the site is maintained. 

 
 j) Where the County has determined a proposed development has areas of 
 archaeological potential, an assessment of the property will be required to 
identify  archaeological resources. Resources identified and 
determined to be significant will be conserved. The County may also require 
parts of a site to be excluded from development in order to maintain the 
heritage integrity of the site. 

 
 k) The County or local municipality may develop an archaeological master 
plan to be used as a planning tool where addressing archaeological 
conservation concerns. The principal components of the master plan would 
be: 
 
 i) an inventory of all registered and known archaeological sites in the 
County; 
 
 ii) archaeological potential mapping based on locally relevant criteria; 
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 iii) implementation guidelines for use of the master plan and management 
of the area’s  historical heritage. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

That  Report  FIN‐2019‐022  regarding  the  Asset Management  Plan  and  Policy  Approval  be 
received; and 

That  Council  adopt  in  principle  the  Asset  Management  Plan  prepared  by  Urban  and 
Environmental Management Inc. and DFA Infrastructure International attached as Schedule A 
to Report FIN‐2019‐022; and 

That  the  Asset Management  Plan  be  utilized  to  assist  the  Township with  identifying  and 
prioritizing the long term needs of its infrastructure; and 

That the Asset Management Plan be used as a tool for the Township’s Capital Program; and  

That the service levels outlined in Section 5.0 of the Asset Management Plan be approved; and 

That the Asset Management Policy in Section 20.4 of the Asset Management Plan be adopted. 

Background 

The Province of Ontario passed Ontario Regulation 588/17 in late 2017, requiring that all 
municipalities prepare an Asset Management Policy and Asset Management Plan that provides 
for the cost‐effective management of assets.  

The key elements of the Asset Management Policy and Asset Management Plan are as follows:  

 Provide defined levels of service and monitoring performance;
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 Manage the impact of growth through demand management and infrastructure
investment;

 Take a lifecycle approach to develop cost‐effective management strategies for the long‐
term that meet defined levels of service;

 Identify, assess and appropriately control risks; and

 Develop a long‐term financial plan that identifies required expenditures and how the
plan will be funded.

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is present to Council the final report for the Asset Management Plan 
and Asset Management Policy which was presented in draft form to the public on February 5th, 
2019. Comments from the public received are identified in the Final Report and include Urban 
and Environmental Management’s response to such comments.  

Financial Implications 

Discussed throughout the Asset Management Plan  

Applicable Legislation and Requirements 

Ontario Regulation 588/17: Asset Management Planning for Municipal Infrastructure 

Attachments 

Schedule A ‐ The Township of Puslinch Asset Management Plan  



The Township of Puslinch Asset Management Plan 

   PREPARED FOR: 

     The Township of Puslinch 

UEM Project: 18-400 

Date: April 2019 

Mary Hasan, Director of 

Finance/Treasurer 

7404 Wellington Road 34 

Puslinch, Ontario 

N0B 2J0 

Wayne Wood P. Eng. 

Urban and Environmental 

Management  

120 Colborne St, Brantford, ON 

N3T 2G6 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

Table of Contents 
The Township of Puslinch Asset Management Plan ....................................................................... 1 

1.0 Executive Summary .............................................................................................................. 1 

1.1 Regulation 588/17 ............................................................................................................ 1 

1.2 The Asset Registry ............................................................................................................ 1 

1.3 Levels of Service ............................................................................................................... 2 

1.4 Factors Affecting Levels of Service ................................................................................... 2 

1.5 The Process of Developing a Level of Service Analysis .................................................... 3 

1.6 Developing Levels of Service ............................................................................................ 3 

1.7 10 Year Capital Plan .......................................................................................................... 4 

1.8 Financial Plan .................................................................................................................... 4 

1.9 Public Engagement ........................................................................................................... 5 

2.0 Introduction ......................................................................................................................... 7 

2.1 Township of Puslinch Overview ....................................................................................... 7 

2.2 Township of Puslinch: General Information .................................................................... 7 

2.3 The Goal of Asset Management and Key Elements ......................................................... 8 

2.4 The Need for Asset Management .................................................................................... 8 

2.5 Defining Sustainability ...................................................................................................... 8 

2.6 Provincial Requirements for Asset Management Plans ................................................... 9 

2.7 Asset Management Policies ............................................................................................. 9 

2.8 Asset Management Plans ................................................................................................. 9 

2.9 Information Technology Systems Strategy .................................................................... 10 

2.10 Project Deliverables ....................................................................................................... 10 

2.11 Data and Information Provided ..................................................................................... 10 

2.12 Project Methodology ..................................................................................................... 12 

2.13 Reference Documents for Asset Management .............................................................. 13 

2.14 Objectives ....................................................................................................................... 13 

2.15 Strategic Plan .................................................................................................................. 14 

2.16 Upper Tier Influences ..................................................................................................... 15 

3.0 Climate Change .................................................................................................................. 15 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022

file:///E:/Report%20FInal/Iterations%20of%20Report/Puslinch%20AMP%2018%20-%20400.docx%23_Toc8290225


THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

4.0 Level of Service Policies ..................................................................................................... 18 

4.1 Identifying Services ........................................................................................................ 19 

4.2 Service Reviews .............................................................................................................. 19 

4.3 Factors Affecting Levels of Service ................................................................................. 20 

4.4 Current vs Expected Levels of Service ............................................................................ 20 

4.5 The Process of Developing a Levels of Service Analysis ................................................. 21 

4.6 Defining Customer Expectations .................................................................................... 21 

4.7 Developing Levels of Service .......................................................................................... 22 

4.8 Consultation, Communication, and Approval ................................................................ 22 

4.9 Ongoing Review, Updates and, Improvements ............................................................. 22 

4.10 Comparing Current Levels of Service to Expected Levels of Service ............................. 22 

5.0 Levels of Service Policies .................................................................................................... 23 

5.1 Bridges and Culverts  ...................................................................................................... 24 

5.2 Gravel Roads................................................................................................................... 25 

5.3 Hard Surface Roads ........................................................................................................ 26 

5.4 Storm Water Management Ponds ................................................................................. 27 

5.5 Storm Water Management Systems .............................................................................. 28 

5.6 Street Trees .................................................................................................................... 29 

5.7 Buildings and Facilities ................................................................................................... 30 

5.8 Fire Equipment ............................................................................................................... 31 

5.9 Fire Reservoirs ................................................................................................................ 32 

5.10 Fleet – Works, Parks, Building and Fire Department Vehicles & Equipment ................ 33 

5.11 Parks and Recreation...................................................................................................... 34 

5.12 Regulatory Signs/Warning Signs .................................................................................... 35 

5.13 Sidewalks ........................................................................................................................ 36 

5.14 Street lights and Poles .................................................................................................... 37 

5.15 Sewage Assets ................................................................................................................ 38 

5.16 Water Assets .................................................................................................................. 39 

5.17 Parklands ........................................................................................................................ 40 

6.0 The Asset Registry .............................................................................................................. 41 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

6.1 Types of Asset Attributes ............................................................................................... 42 

6.2 Asset Attributes: Asset Identifiers, Location, and Descriptors ...................................... 43 

6.3 Detailed Technical Data ................................................................................................. 43 

6.4 Condition Data ............................................................................................................... 43 

6.5 Assets with No Condition Data....................................................................................... 44 

6.6 Condition Data: Standardization .................................................................................... 44 

6.7 Valuation Data: Remediation Costs ............................................................................... 45 

6.8 Valuation Data: Replacement Costs ............................................................................... 45 

6.9 Data Confidence ............................................................................................................. 45 

6.10 Data Confidence Trend................................................................................................... 46 

6.11 Asset Registry Data Quality Score .................................................................................. 51 

7.0 State of The Infrastructure ................................................................................................ 52 

7.1 Total Asset Replacement Cost ........................................................................................ 52 

7.2 Lifecycle Management Methodology ............................................................................ 52 

7.3 Total Asset Replacement Cost by Asset Class ................................................................ 53 

7.4 Sum-Total: Puslinch Assets Classes Asset Rating Categories ......................................... 54 

7.5 Asset Condition Rating: Puslinch Asset Classes ............................................................. 55 

7.6 Bridges ............................................................................................................................ 56 

7.7 Culverts ........................................................................................................................... 57 

7.8 Roads – 1 Lift, 2 Lift, Surface Treated and Gravel Roads ............................................... 59 

7.9 Buildings and Facilities ................................................................................................... 62 

7.10 Parks & Recreation ......................................................................................................... 63 

7.11 Sidewalks ........................................................................................................................ 64 

7.12 Fire Reservoirs ................................................................................................................ 68 

7.13 Fire Vehicle Assets - Fire Licensed Vehicles & Tires ....................................................... 70 

7.14 Storm Water Management Ponds ................................................................................. 71 

7.15 Parks and Building Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles ............................... 73 

7.16 Works Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles .................................................. 74 

7.17 Storm Sewers ................................................................................................................. 75 

7.18 Street Lights .................................................................................................................... 79 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

7.19 Regulatory/Warnings Signs ............................................................................................ 83 

7.20 Fire Equipment ............................................................................................................... 85 

7.21 Street Trees .................................................................................................................... 86 

8.0 10 Year Capital Plan ........................................................................................................... 87 

8.1 Capital Plan: Summary ................................................................................................... 87 

8.2 Capital Plan: Lifecycle Management Methodology ....................................................... 87 

8.3 Static and Dynamic Inputs .............................................................................................. 88 

8.4 Static and Dynamic Inputs: Hard Surface Roads ............................................................ 88 

8.5 Input Mapping: 10 Year Capital Plan .............................................................................. 89 

9.0 All Existing Infrastructure Included in 10 Year Capital Plan ............................................... 90 

9.1 Existing Infrastructure not included in the 10 Year Capital Plan ................................... 93 

9.2 Bridges ............................................................................................................................ 94 

9.3 Culverts ........................................................................................................................... 95 

9.4 Hard Surface Roads – 1 Lift, 2 Lift, and Surface Treated................................................ 96 

9.5 Gravel Roads................................................................................................................. 103 

9.6 Buildings and Facilities ................................................................................................. 105 

9.7 Fire Equipment ............................................................................................................. 108 

9.8 Parks and Recreation.................................................................................................... 113 

9.9 Storm Water Management Ponds ............................................................................... 115 

9.10 Fire Vehicles – Licensed Vehicles & Tires ..................................................................... 116 

9.11 Parks and Recreation and Building Department Vehicles ........................................... 119 

9.12 Works Department – Licensed and Unlicensed Vehicles & Equipment ...................... 120 

9.13 Sidewalks ...................................................................................................................... 122 

10.0 Risk ................................................................................................................................... 123 

10.1 Probability of Failure .................................................................................................... 124 

10.2 Consequence of Failure ................................................................................................ 124 

10.3 Calculating Probability of Failure Based on Remaining Service Life ............................ 125 

10.4 Calculating Probability of Failure Based on Condition ................................................. 125 

10.5 Consequence of Failure Factors ................................................................................... 126 

10.6 Consequence of Failure: Establishing Baseline Risk ..................................................... 126 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

10.7 Consequence of Failure: Quantifying the Qualitative Methodology ........................... 127 

10.8 Consequence of Failure Classifications: Puslinch Asset Classes .................................. 130 

10.9 Technical Walkthrough: Calculating Risk & Risk Profiling ............................................ 131 

10.10 Risk: Summary of Methods....................................................................................... 131 

10.11 10 Year Capital Plan Risk Matrix ............................................................................... 133 

11.0 Asset Class Risk Summaries ............................................................................................. 133 

11.1 Bridges .......................................................................................................................... 134 

11.2 Culverts ......................................................................................................................... 135 

11.3 1 Lift, 2 Lift, Gravel and Surface Treated Roads ........................................................... 136 

11.4 Buildings and Facilities ................................................................................................. 137 

11.5 Parks and Recreation.................................................................................................... 138 

11.6 Works Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles and Equipment ...................... 139 

11.7 Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles ................................................................... 140 

11.8 Building Department Licensed Vehicles ....................................................................... 141 

11.9 Fire Licensed Vehicles (Vehicles and Tires) .................................................................. 142 

11.10 Fire Equipment ......................................................................................................... 143 

11.11 Storm Water Management Ponds ............................................................................ 144 

11.12 Street lights and Poles (No Data).............................................................................. 145 

11.13 Sidewalks .................................................................................................................. 146 

11.14 Fire Reservoirs (No Data) .......................................................................................... 147 

11.15 Regulatory/Warnings Signs (No Data) ...................................................................... 148 

11.16 Storm Sewers (No Data) ........................................................................................... 149 

11.17 Street Trees (No Data) .............................................................................................. 150 

12.0 Financial Plan ................................................................................................................... 151 

12.1 Legislative Requirement ............................................................................................... 151 

12.2 Financial Strategy Assumptions ................................................................................... 151 

12.3 Capital Financing Assumptions .................................................................................... 151 

12.4 Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve Assumptions ................................ 152 

12.5 Asset Management Lifecycle Activities Assumptions .................................................. 153 

12.6 Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy Assumptions ........................................ 153 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

12.7 Debt Management Assumptions ................................................................................. 153 

13.0 Financial Policy Considerations ........................................................................................ 154 

13.1 Recommended Asset Management Lifecycle Activity Target Funding Levels ............. 154 

13.2 Recommended Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve Target Balances .. 154 

13.3 Recommended Long-Term Debt Capacity Restrictions ............................................... 155 

14.0 Financial Strategy Options ............................................................................................... 155 

14.1 Asset Management Plan Capital Levy .......................................................................... 155 

14.2 Asset Management Plan Funding ................................................................................ 157 

14.3 Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve ...................................................... 159 

14.4 Long-Term Debt............................................................................................................ 159 

14.5 Assessment of Financial Strategy Options ................................................................... 160 

15.0 Resources ......................................................................................................................... 163 

15.1 Information Technology Strategy ................................................................................ 163 

15.2 Possible Database/Software Solutions ........................................................................ 163 

15.3 Technology-Related Requirements .............................................................................. 163 

15.4 Asset Management Tools ............................................................................................. 164 

16.0 Council Approval and Public Engagement ....................................................................... 164 

16.1 Council Approval .......................................................................................................... 164 

16.2 Public Engagement ....................................................................................................... 165 

17.0 Conclusions ...................................................................................................................... 167 

17.1 Ongoing Maintenance of the Asset Management Program ........................................ 167 

17.2 Capital Program ............................................................................................................ 168 

17.3 Service Level Policy: Hard Surface Roads ..................................................................... 169 

18.0 Recommendations ........................................................................................................... 169 

18.1 Proposed Level of Service Policies ............................................................................... 169 

18.2 Staff .............................................................................................................................. 169 

18.3 Financial Strategy ......................................................................................................... 170 

18.4 Fleet .............................................................................................................................. 170 

18.5 Boundary Roads – Road Structures & Bridges and Culverts ........................................ 170 

18.6 Technical Levels of Service ........................................................................................... 171 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

 
 

 

18.7 Technology Related Requirements .............................................................................. 171 

18.8 Climate Change ............................................................................................................ 171 

19.0 Asset Registry Recommendations ................................................................................... 172 

19.1 Bridges and Culverts: .................................................................................................... 172 

19.2 Hard Surface Roads: ..................................................................................................... 172 

19.3 Gravel Roads: ............................................................................................................... 172 

19.4 Traffic Volume Study .................................................................................................... 173 

19.5 Buildings and Facilities: ................................................................................................ 173 

19.6 Storm Water Management Ponds ............................................................................... 174 

19.7 Fire Reservoirs .............................................................................................................. 174 

19.8 Fire Equipment ............................................................................................................. 174 

19.9 Fleet: Works, Building, Parks and Fire Department Vehicles....................................... 174 

19.10 Parks and Recreation, Sidewalks .............................................................................. 175 

19.11 Street Lights and Poles ............................................................................................. 175 

19.12 Street Trees............................................................................................................... 175 

19.13 Storm Sewers ............................................................................................................ 175 

19.14 Inspection & Lifecycle Tables ................................................................................... 176 

19.15 Budget Implications .................................................................................................. 177 

20.0 Appendices ....................................................................................................................... 178 

20.1 Financial Strategy Option 1 (1 Percent Impact) ........................................................... 179 

20.2 Financial Strategy Option 2 (2 Percent Impact) ........................................................... 182 

20.3 Financial Strategy Option 3 (3 Percent Impact) ........................................................... 185 

20.4 The Township of Puslinch Asset Management Policy .................................................. 188 

20.5 Puslinch Asset Registry (No Regulatory/Warning Signs) - Reduced Fields .................. 192 

20.6 Comments from the Public .......................................................................................... 294 

 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

1 | P a g e  
 

1.0 Executive Summary 
1.1 Regulation 588/17 

The Municipal Finance Officers’ Association of Ontario (MFOA) best summarized the reasons for 

implementing asset management including the regulatory basis for asset management in 

Ontario in the MFOA Strategic Management Policy Toolkit.  

‘The regulation is a progression of the Municipal Infrastructure Strategy launched 

in 2012 and the Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act of 2015. The regulation 

builds upon the Municipal Infrastructure Strategy and “Building Together” guide 

for Municipal Asset Management Plans launched in 2012 and the Infrastructure 

for Jobs and Prosperity Act of 2015., to strengthen the role of municipal asset 

management within municipal planning and budgeting. For example, asset 

management plans must now be considered in the development of annual 

budgets. The vehicle for this new form of municipal governance is a policy. In the 

regulatory content of Ontario, it is considered a strategic asset management 

policy, as it requires municipalities to describe processes as well as 

accountabilities.’ 

Ontario adopted Ontario Regulation 588/17 made under the Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015 that 

set out the parameters for Asset Management Policies and Asset Management Plans.  

The Asset Management Policy is to be approved by Council by July 1, 2019. A copy of the Asset 

Management Policy is included in Appendix 20.4 of this report. 

1.2 The Asset Registry 

The asset registry includes description, location, size, material type, and condition of assets. The 

asset registry also includes financial components such as unit cost, remediation cost and a total 

replacement cost for all asset components. The asset classes included are identified in the 

following chart on the next page. 
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Regulation 588/17 Asset Group Asset Registry Asset Group 

Core Municipal Infrastructure 

Bridges 

Culverts 

Asphalt Roads 1 Lift 

Asphalt Roads 2 Lift 

Asphalt Roads Surface Treated 

Gravel Roads 

Storm Water Management Ponds 

Storm Sewers  

Municipal Infrastructure 

Buildings and Facilities 

Fire Equipment 

Fire Reservoirs  

Parks and Recreation 

Sidewalks 

Regulatory/Warning Signs 

Street Lights 

Fire Licensed Vehicles 

Fire Vehicle Tires 

Works Unlicensed vehicles 

Works licensed vehicles 

Parks & Building Department Licensed/Unlicensed 
Vehicles 

Green Infrastructure Street Trees 
ES - 1 Puslinch Asset Classes 

1.3 Levels of Service  

Puslinch provides all of the legally mandated services, as well as other services desired by 

residents. The development of a “service-centric” asset management process entails 

understanding and answering the following questions for all services: 

• What are the services that Puslinch is providing? 

• What are the services that customers expect? 

• What assets is Puslinch providing for each service? 

1.4 Factors Affecting Levels of Service 

Several factors affect the levels of service delivery for particular asset types. The following are 

some of the factors: 

• Community Expectations: This factor represents one of the major drivers in setting 

levels of service. Information is needed about the community’s expected level of service 
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and willingness to pay for this service. A balance then needs to be determined between 

that expected level of service and its associated costs.  

• Legislative requirements: Legislative standards and regulations affect the way assets 

are managed. These requirements stipulate the minimum levels of service. Therefore, 

relevant requirements must be taken into consideration in setting levels of service.  

• Policies and objectives: Existing policies and objectives should be considered when 

developing levels of service, with care taken to remain aligned with an organization’s 

strategic planning documents. 

• Resource availability and financial constraints: These constraints play a large role in an 
organization’s ability to provide sustainable levels of service. Therefore, resource 
constraints play a significant part in determining affordable levels of service.  
 

1.5 The Process of Developing a Level of Service Analysis 

The process for developing and adopting levels of service measures may be defined as follows: 

Levels of Service: Compliance with all legislated requirements, protect and uphold public 

safety, community wellbeing and the environment; and, reliably meets the informed 

expectations of stakeholders and the public. 

Level of Service Analysis can involve: 

1. Developing Levels of Service 

• Customer vs. Technical Levels of Service 

• Current vs. Expected Levels of Service 

• Use of performance measures 

 

2. Consultation, Communication, and Approval 

• Receiving input on the proposed Levels of Service analysis 

• Communicating the Levels of Service analysis to stakeholders 

• Seeking Council approval of Levels of Service analysis 

 

3. Ongoing Review, Updates, and Improvements 

• Updating the Levels of Service analysis, as needed 

1.6 Developing Levels of Service 

To be effective in developing levels of service, input should be gathered from and 

communicated to all interested parties. The services being provided, and the community 

expectations must be documented.  
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Based upon discussions with Staff and input from Council a series of Level of Service policies 

were developed and may be found in Section 5 of the Asset Management Plan. 

1.7 10 Year Capital Plan 

Based upon the asset registry which includes all physical assets, associated condition, age, and 

rehabilitation costs as well as Levels of Service, a 10-year capital plan was developed to model 

both Static (linear deterioration curve) and dynamic inputs (staff intervention). The following 

bar chart illustrates the 10-year capital plan.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1.8 Financial Plan 

Several financial strategy options were developed that identified annual projected funding over 

the 2019-2028 forecast period. Each option was examined with a recommendation towards a 

financial strategy that would see an annual increase in the Township’s capital levy that impacts 

the taxes of a typical single-family dwelling by 3% until a sustainable level of funding is 

achieved. 

The use of long-term debt is also necessary to undertake the capital plan in years where 

available capital financing, including funds within capital asset related reserves, are insufficient 

to finance the capital plan. Financial policies that govern the level of debt, the capital related 

reserves, and asset replacement funding are also discussed with policies recommended for the 

implementation of the financial strategy in Section 12 and 13 and 18.3. 

ES - 2 10 Year Capital Plan 
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1.9 Public Engagement 

O. Reg 588/17 outlines the following requirements with respect to Asset Management Public 

Engagement:  

• An Asset Management Policy must be developed and adopted by July 1, 2019 and reviewed and 

updated at least every 5 years. The Asset Management Policy outlines a requirement to include 

a commitment to provide opportunities for municipal residents and other interested parties to 

provide input into the Asset Management Plan (AMP). 

• Municipalities are required to post their Asset Management Policy and Asset Management Plan 

on the Township’s website and make copies of these documents available to the public, if 

requested.  

 

In reference to Puslinch, the public was invited to provide input during the development stages 

of asset management planning. In this manner, the public had the opportunity to shape the 

direction of asset management processes by having the opportunity to comment on the Asset 

Management Policy and on Levels of Service Policies as well as impacts on the Capital Budget. 

The public was encouraged to provide comments on asset management topics in general. A 

presentation in regard to the Asset Management Plan was posted online on the Township’s 

website. A public meeting was held on February 5, 2019 in the Council Chambers of Puslinch. 

The Sign-in-sheet indicated that 7 individuals attended. As of February 8th, two emails were 

received by the Township.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Verbal comments of concern were as follows: 
 

1. There is a need to establish a process that would allow the surface treatment of gravel roads or the 
paving of roads on which there are homes. 

2. There was concern in regard to Old Morriston Park and the need for improvements that are not in the 
Township capital budget.  
 

Verbal areas of clarification were as follows: 

3. The methodologies used in order to quantify the condition of building components. 
4. The methodologies used in determining the need for upgrading gravel roads. 
5. The methodologies used to define level of service policies and their technical levels of service. 

 
Areas of concern in the emails were as follows: 
 

6. Service Level Policy for Gravel Roads. 
7. Lack of Data in regard to condition of Gravel Roads. 
8. Change in condition of roads to poor. 
9. Opinion not to borrow money. 
10. Staff levels for Fire Department and Township as whole.  

 
Responses to areas of clarification and areas of concern may be found in 16.2 Public Engagement of 

this report. A requested response to one of the emails can be found Appedix 20.6 
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The preparation of this project was carried out with assistance from the Government of 
Canada and the Federation of Canadian Municipalities.  Notwithstanding this support, the 
views expressed are the personal views of the authors, and the Federation of Canadian 

Municipalities and the Government of Canada accept no responsibility for them.” 
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2.0 Introduction 
2.1 Township of Puslinch Overview  

Puslinch is a Township in south-central Ontario, in Wellington County, surrounding the south 

end of Guelph. The main industries of the Township are agriculture, transportation, 

manufacturing and aggregate extraction.  

The Township has its own Strategic Plan, with the current version dated 2015 to 2020. Its 

mission statement is as follows: "Progressing together to provide reliable and sustainable 

services to our residents, businesses and visitors. We will protect our resources while 

respectfully building upon our heritage as a safe, fun and prosperous rural community.” 

The Township of Puslinch’s main hamlets include Aberfoyle, Arkell, Badenoch, Little Lake and 

Morriston.  

2.2 Township of Puslinch: General Information 

The following figure shows a map of the Township of Puslinch showing main roads and 

Township Centres. 

Table 8 of the County of Wellington Official Plan indicates that the Township of Puslinch had a 

population of 7,815 in 2016 and is expected to grow to 9,565 in 2036. Employment in 2016 was 

4,020 with projected employment to rise to 5,160 by 2036. 

 
2.0 - 1 Township Map 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

8 | P a g e  
 

2.3 The Goal of Asset Management and Key Elements 

The International Infrastructure Management Manual, Version 4, 2011, defines the goal of 

asset management as “meeting a required level of service, in the most cost-effective manner, 

through the management of assets for present and future customers”. The key elements of 

asset management are:  

• Providing a defined level of service and monitoring performance; 

• Managing the impact of growth through demand management and infrastructure 
investment; 

• Taking a lifecycle approach to developing cost-effective management strategies for the 
long-term that meet defined levels of service; 

• Identifying, assessing and appropriately controlling risks; and 

• Having a long-term financial plan that identifies required expenditures and how the plan 
will be funded. 
 

These elements of asset management are enabled through the use of capable staff, effective 

tools and systems, and a commitment to continuous improvement. A formal approach to the 

management of infrastructure assets is essential in order to provide services in the most cost-

effective manner and to demonstrate this to Council, citizens, and other stakeholders. 

2.4 The Need for Asset Management 

Without appropriate information, it is difficult for municipal staff and elected officials to make 

decisions regarding asset replacement and rehabilitation. Being properly informed is the first 

step in ensuring that public money is spent in the most efficient and effective manner possible. 

An asset management plan is the medium for providing this information. The first step in 

creating an asset management plan is compiling an asset registry. Such a registry is a 

comprehensive list of all the organization’s assets including their age, replacement value, and 

condition. Key benefits of compiling such a registry is as follows: 

• Prolonging asset life and aiding in making informed decisions regarding rehabilitation, 

repair, and replacement; 

• Meeting community demand with a focus on system sustainability; 

• Setting rates based on sound operational and financial planning; 

• Budgeting focused on activities critical to sustained performance; 

• Meeting service expectations and regulatory requirements; 

• Improving response to emergencies; and 

• Improving the security and safety of assets 

2.5 Defining Sustainability 

The Brundtland Commission of the United Nations on March 20, 1987, stated: “sustainable 

development is development that meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
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ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. The objective of asset management is to 

meet a required level of service, in the most cost-effective manner, through the management 

of assets for the present and future population of the Township. Lifecycle asset management 

encompasses all practices associated with considering management strategies as part of the 

asset lifecycle. The objective of sustainable asset management is to look at the lowest long-

term cost when making decisions.  

2.6 Provincial Requirements for Asset Management Plans  

The Province of Ontario, through the Ministry of Infrastructure, released in June 2011 a long-

term infrastructure plan called ‘Ontario Building Together’. The plan sets out a strategic 

framework that guides future investments in ways that support economic growth and respond 

to changing needs. A key element of this framework is ensuring good stewardship through 

proper asset management. Subsequent to the release of ‘Ontario Building Together’, The 

Province of Ontario issued Ontario Regulation 588/17 in late 2017.  

2.7 Asset Management Policies 

Ontario Regulation 588/17 requires that every Municipality develop an asset management 

policy that includes municipal goals and policies supported by the Municipalities’ asset 

management plan. Such policies influence long-term financial plans that provide for continuous 

improvement and adoption of appropriate practices that provide for the sustainable 

management of assets. 

Policies must provide for infrastructure planning that recognizes issues such as: 

1. Vulnerability due to climate change 
2. Management of vulnerabilities 
3. Anticipated costs due to vulnerabilities 
4. Mitigating approaches to climate change 
5. Disaster Planning 
6. Contingency funding 

 

In addition, policies must recognize and provide for processes that ensure asset management 

policies align with Ontario’s land use planning framework as well as the Official Plan of the 

County of Wellington and such policies must provide for Financial Plans that recognize 

capitalization thresholds, proximity owned municipal assets and financial policies impacting the 

replacement of assets. 

2.8 Asset Management Plans 

Ontario Regulation 588/17 requires that every Municipality prepare an asset management plan 

that provides current levels of service for each asset category. Energy usage and operating 

efficiency must be estimated for core municipal infrastructure assets such as: 
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i. Storm Water Management 
ii. Roads 

iii. Bridges and/or Culverts 
 

Asset Management Plans include Asset Hierarchies, an overview of the State of Infrastructure 

for the Township of Puslinch and a detailed 10-year capital needs forecast, which identifies and 

prioritizes specific assets for inclusion in the Capital Budget.  

2.9 Information Technology Systems Strategy 

The Information Technology Systems Strategy is designed to align information systems with the 

Township’s asset management decision-making requirements. The Information Systems 

Strategy provides a summary of existing software systems related to asset management and 

identifies opportunities for consolidation or replacement of existing systems to meet the goals 

of the Asset Management Strategy. 

2.10 Project Deliverables 

The project scope involved developing the following deliverables: 

1. Asset Management Policies 
2. Asset Management Plans 
3. Information Technology Plans 

 

2.11 Data and Information Provided 

The following information was provided by the Township of Puslinch and used in the 

completion of this project: 

Delivered Items 

Condition Assessments, Inspections, Policy and Insurance 

2013 Asset Management Plan 2017 Bridge and Culvert Inspection 

2016 Pavement Condition Index Report 2017 Storm Water Management Pond 

Inspection Report 

2008 Road and Bridge Inventory Report 2008 Asset Valuation Report 

2014 Building Inspection Report Playground Equipment Inspection 

Development Charges By-Laws Insurance Schedules 

Equipment Replacement Schedule 2019 Capital Budget and Forecast 
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Delivered Items 

Master Plans  

Community-Based Strategic Plan 2015 Community Improvement Plan 2016 

Puslinch Master Fire Plan Puslinch Space Needs Analysis 

Recreation and Parks Master Plan Parks Master Plan – Puslinch Community 

Centre 

Financial Policies 

Investment Policy Asset Maintenance Trust Fund Program – 

Council Resolution No. 2014-271 

2017 Fleet Management Policy Procurement Policy 

Commodity Price Hedging Policy Financial Policies regarding Establishment 

and Contribution to Reserves 

Financial Administration and Budget Management Sale and Other Disposition of Land Policy 

Lease Financing Agreement Policy Tangible Capital Asset Policy 

Reserve Balances Documents 

Balances in Discretionary and Restricted Reserves 
 

Debt Documents 

Amortization Schedule 
 

Tax Levy 

2017 Final Tax Levy By-Law 2018 Final Tax Levy By-Law 

Tangible Capital Listing 

Asset Acquisition List - 2013 Asset Acquisition List - 2014 

Asset Acquisition List - 2015 Asset Acquisition List - 2016 

Asset Acquisition List - 2017 Fixed Asset List 2017 

Service Level 

2010 Fire Establishing By-law Ontario Regulation 239/02: Minimum 

Maintenance Standards for Municipal 

Highways 
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Delivered Items 

Resource Documents 

Asset Management Training Workshop 

Documents 

Municipal Finance Officers' Association 

Policy and Strategy Templates 
 

GIS Files 

Roads Bridges 

Land Parcels Address Points 

Urban Centre Traffic Lights 

Traffic Count Data 

Roszell Road Hume Road 

Watson Road 4982 Concession 4 

Laird Road Summary Document 

Asset Delivery 

Sidewalk Listing Sidewalk Inspections 

Puslinch Computer Listing Fire Equipment Listing 

Street Name Sign Listing 
 

Tender Documents/ Unit Costs 

Optimist Recreation Centre First Built Gravel Unit Costs 

Streetlight Poles Rented/Own Document Tender Documents for various assets 

2.0 - 2 Delivered Documents 

2.12 Project Methodology 

UEM has worked closely with Township staff on this project. Workshops were held to expand 

on the benefits and potential components within an asset management strategy. The UEM 

Team’s objective was to define an initial high-level asset management strategy and more 

detailed vision for asset management and asset reporting in Puslinch. The workshops aimed at 

providing information to staff on the best practices in asset management and to develop a 

common understanding of what the Township is aiming to achieve. The workshop environment 
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also allowed the UEM Team to discuss current business practices to determine the current 

definition of Asset Management and develop an asset hierarchy. 

Once the Asset Management Framework and Strategy were developed, UEM staff executed the 

strategy using Puslinch’s asset data, developing initial outputs.  

As part of the project, a review of current information technology systems was undertaken. An 

evaluation of potential improvements that would facilitate the evolution of asset management 

in Puslinch with recommendations are presented in Sections 18 and 19 of this report. 

2.13 Reference Documents for Asset Management 

The following documents were utilized in preparing both the Asset Management Policy and 

Asset Management Plan for the Township of Puslinch. 

1. International Asset Management Manual 
2. How to develop an Asset Management policy, strategy and Governance framework; 

FCM; Federation of Canadian Municipalities 
3. Strategic Asset Management Policy Toolkit - Municipal Finance Officers’ Association of 

Ontario (MFOA) 
4. Asset Management Framework; MFOA 
5. Development Charges Act (DCA) 
6. County of Wellington Official Plan, last updated June 1, 2018 

 

These documents recognize that Municipalities deliver many of the services that are critical to 

Ontarians and these services rely on well-planned, well-maintained infrastructure. The Province 

views asset management as a prerequisite for productive discussions about funding for 

municipal infrastructure.  

2.14 Objectives 

The administration of the Township is segmented into the following Departments: Public 

Works, Building and Planning, Parks and Recreation, Fire and Rescue, CAO/Clerk and Finance. 

The Asset Management Policy and Plan were developed in consultation with all departments at 

the Township with the following objectives:  

• Guide the Township in the creation of an Asset Management Policy and Plan conforming 
to Provincial guidelines and Ontario Regulation 588/17 as well as Ontario Regulation 
239/02 Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways. 

• Document a vision for asset management and define the actions and resources that will 
enable improved asset management by the Township; 

• Understand the long-term cost to sustain the assets owned by the Township to deliver 
the current and forecasted future needs to replace and maintain these assets; 
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• Review the Township’s existing information systems required to support the Township’s 
Asset Management Plan and define the actions and resources that will enable improved 
use of technology by the Township. 

• facilitate involvement with staff, Council and most importantly the Public in approval 
levels of service and the impact of service level changes to the Township’s budget. 

2.15 Strategic Plan 

As previously indicated the Township undertook the development of a Community Based 

Strategic Plan 2015-2020.  

Township Strategic Goals and associated objectives were developed that were to be integrated 

into an Implementation Plan. Relevant to the Asset Management Plan (AMP) were Goals and 

Objectives identified in the following chart:  

Strategic Plan 

Strategic 

Goal 

Objective Sub Objectives Action 

Strategic 

Goal IV 

Maintain 

Financial 

Strengths and 

Define Service 

Levels 

Long-Term 

Financial 

Planning 

Incorporate service level decisions into 

10-year Capital Plan 

(i) Develop a long-term funding 

strategy for capital program 

(ii) Update Pavement Condition 

Index for Township Roads 

(iii) Update Asset Management Plan 

through identification and 

inspection of the Township’s 

Storm Water Management 

Facilities 

(iv) Review and update the 

Township’s Reserve and Reserve 

Fund Policy which considers the 

establishment of a Tax 

Stabilization Reserve 

(v) Develop a Debt Policy 

(vi) Complete a comprehensive 

update to the Township’s Asset 

Management Plan 

(vii) Review and update the 

Development Charges By-law 
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2.0 - 3 Strategic Plan 

2.16 Upper Tier Influences 

The following documents were reviewed to determine influences of the County of Wellington 

upon Puslinch. 

1. Wellington County Economic Development Strategic Plan 
2. County of Wellington Official Plan 
3. Places to Grow – Growth Plan 2017 

3.0 Climate Change 
 

Physical assets (such as buildings and transportation systems) operate in a dynamic 

environment where they are exposed to variability in environmental conditions. An important 

input to asset management is an adequate understanding of this variability. This typically 

includes the estimation of environmental conditions that can be expected over the life of an 

asset or a system of assets (e.g. a road system). In order to offset the negative aspects of such 

viability, environmental criteria should be used as inputs into the following; 

  Fire Master Plan 

Service Levels and 

Recommendations 

Incorporate and implement the 

outcomes of the decisions made on the 

Fire Master Plan recommendations into 

the Township’s service delivery standards 

and budget, 2016–2024. 

Recreation and 

Parks Master Plan 

Service Levels and 

Recommendations 

Incorporate and implement the 

outcomes of the decisions made on the 

Recreation and Parks Master Plan and 

the ORCP Ad-hoc Committee into the 

Township’s service delivery standards 

and budget, 2016–2024. 

Service Delivery 

review – Other 

Departments 

i.) Identify other areas for review i.e. 

Public Works, Governance. 

ii.) Report to Council with an action plan 

to define and outline the departmental 

service delivery items. 

iii.) Report to Council with a proposed 

schedule for review of other 

departments. 

iv.) Incorporate and implement the 

outcomes of the decisions made into the 

Township’s service delivery standards, 

2018-2024. 
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• the design and construction of an asset  

• the planning of operations to gain an understanding of maintenance requirements for 
the life of the asset.  
 

Environmental criteria provides a statistical view of the changing conditions within which the 

asset must operate such as changes in air temperature as an input in the design of a road. An 

analysis of the most extreme environmental conditions that an asset is designed to withstand is 

a critical design input.  

 

However, for determining extremes, the extent of information available on environmental 

conditions is almost always significantly less than the design period of an asset. Essentially, 

knowledge of past conditions is no longer valid for making projections about the future. Since 

changes in climate are not traditionally incorporated into asset management decision-making, 

new techniques must be established to offset the effects of climate change.  

 

The risks associated with the uncertainty of the environment have generally been 

accommodated through appropriate safety margins. The incorporation of climate change into 

asset design has so far been limited. However, a risk assessment approach can be used which 

considers four major conceptual factors in assessing climate change impact and adaptation. 

These are exposure to climate stressors, vulnerability, resilience, and adaptation. 

 

Climate Change Exposure refers to the degree to which a system is exposed to extreme climate 

variations and the nature of those variations.  

 

Vulnerability refers to the potential for loss due to exposure to a climate stressor, such as the 

degree to which a system is susceptible, and unable to cope and considers the structural 

strength, integrity and function of assets or asset systems in terms of the potential for damage 

or functional disruption as a result of climate stressors. It’s important to recognize that asset 

risk is a function of exposure and vulnerability. 

 

Resilience is used to refer to the capacity of a system to absorb disturbance without losing 

essential function, such as the ability of a system to continue to operate as a result of built-in 

redundancy. For example, the adequate operation of a road system despite the loss of a single 

road or bridge or the relative ease that a single asset can be repaired or replaced.  

 

Adaptation or ‘adaptive capacity’ is the ability of the asset to adjust to climate change, 

including climate variability and extremes. This works to moderate potential damages or to 

cope with consequences of changing climates including taking advantage of respective 

opportunities to extend the asset lifecycle.  
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Adaptive strategies fall into three categories:  

 

1. protect 
2. accommodate 
3. retreat  

 

An example of a protection strategy is wetland restoration. An accommodation strategy is 

preparing for an event such as periodic flooding by having operational plans in place to 

minimize disruptions. Retreat involves no attempt to protect the asset, e.g. a facility or 

structure may be abandoned under certain conditions.  

 

An important concept in the risk assessment approach is that of thresholds. In the context of 

asset management, such thresholds are points within a decision-making process at which 

specific actions are taken. Thresholds are indicators when the condition of an infrastructure 

component falls below a certain standard or may be economic when replacement costs are less 

than repair costs. 

 

Such an indicator as risk combines an assessment of present-day vulnerabilities pertaining to 

specific climate factors including projections as to how they might change under climate change 

scenarios. However, risk also takes into account the severity of a given impact, the amount of 

infrastructure affected and the ability to adapt to climate change.  

 

Certain authorities have developed a methodology for determining thresholds by using a two-

stage process. The first stage includes examining the necessity for taking action. No action is 

deemed necessary if it is determined that a given impact is unlikely to occur within the design 

life of the asset or if current standards would adequately address climate impact. The second 

stage applies when action is required immediately or in the near future compared to the cost of 

doing nothing, retrofitting the infrastructure or designing new infrastructure. 

 

Along with the concept of adaptive strategies is the concept of interventions. Interventions are 

triggered when a certain threshold is reached and consists of a ‘set of responses’, which are a 

particular measure, an example being the application of a hard surface on a gravel road. 

Adaptation previously took into account future changes including climate change, physical 

changes to an asset, and deterioration of an existing asset. While such adaptations are designed 

for making assumptions about future change, the magnitude of future change is unknown.  

 

An approach to adaptation takes into account the uncertainty of future change and enables 

decisions to be made that are based on actual rates of change. The primary future changes that 

will affect the implementation of and preparation of an adaptation plan are: 
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• Climate change. This presents the greatest challenge in terms of future uncertainty.  

• Socio-economic change. 

• Deterioration of the existing assets. 

• The physical environment in which assets are located. 

• Public attitudes toward modifying service levels. 
 

The types of adaptation envisaged within the Puslinch asset management plan to cope with the 

uncertainty of future change includes the following: 

 

• Changes to the timing of new interventions. 

• Ability to change between options. 

• Adaptation of engineering responses. 

• Land use planning that provides flexibility in the selection of options. 

• Adaptation to new infrastructure, for example, the construction of a new road. 
 
The timing of a decision to implement an intervention is based on: 

• The rate of change of the indicator (which is unlikely to be linear). 

• The threshold value when an intervention is required. 

• An estimate of how the indicator will continue to change, in order to estimate the date 
when it reaches the threshold value. 

• The lead time for planning and constructing the intervention. 
 

The procedure outlined above will take place over a number of years.  

 

In regard to Puslinch, it is accepted that climate change is having an impact on assets. However, 

the rate of change is such that climate change will not have a significant financial impact on the 

assets of Puslinch over the next ten-year period. The deterioration rate of the physical 

condition of assets is not significant at the present time. Reference should be made to 

recommendations which highlight the need to include climate change as a consideration in 

undertaking future updates of asset condition such as a Roads Needs Study. 

4.0 Level of Service Policies 
Determining municipal level of service policies requires first developing a baseline for 
acceptable and affordable levels of service. This is done by first examining present-day service 
levels, community needs, regulatory or legal obligations and the cost of service delivery. Once 
present-day service levels have been examined, this baseline can be compared against level of 
service expectations.  
 
Initially, current levels of service were documented as well as the annual cost to each service 
delivery. Any higher-level service, even at a cost of delivery, in all likelihood will require an 
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increase in budget. However, such an increase in budget may be justified if a service level 
change is required to achieve compliance with regulation codes or standards.  
 
Levels of Service Analysis is a component of asset management planning that is significant and 
has a great deal of impact. The core purpose of a Municipality is to provide services to residents 
and other stakeholders. Assets help to provide those services and most of the resources 
devoted to asset management planning are spent on infrastructure. Physical assets are simply a 
portion of what is required to deliver the various levels of service as determined by the 
Township. The Township needs to ensure that the infrastructure performs to meet the level of 
service goals at an affordable and sustainable cost. An objective of Levels of Service analysis is 
to find a balance between the expected levels of service and the cost of providing that level of 
service.  
 

A Levels of Service analysis includes:  

• Service identification with the identification of assets involved in providing the services 
and the stakeholder’s impact; 

• Determination of levels of service, based on community expectations; 

• Comparison of existing levels of service to expected technical levels of service; 

• Use of performance measures to assist in comparing existing service levels to expected 
levels; and 

• An assessment of the lifecycle cost implications of moving from existing levels of service 
to expected (desired) levels of service over a forecast period.  
 

In addition, the following should be identified in the Levels of Service Policies.  

• The options for the proposed levels of service and the risks associated with those 
options to the long-term sustainability of the Township. 

• How the proposed levels of service differ from the current levels of service. 

• Whether the proposed levels of service are achievable.  

• The Township’s ability to afford the proposed levels of service.  
 

4.1 Identifying Services 

Identifying and determining services are beneficial for several reasons. For asset management 

planning, identifying services is an important step in developing the Levels of Service analysis. 

Once the Township has identified the services it is providing and what services it wishes to 

provide, then the levels of service to be provided can be determined. Service reviews can be 

undertaken by both formal and informal means and involve a number of stakeholders including 

staff and Council. 

4.2 Service Reviews 

Given that the asset management planning process is in place to determine how assets will 
provide services to residents and other stakeholders, the identification of services is a critical 
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“first step” to initiate the Levels of Service analysis. Municipalities provide all of the legally 
mandated services, as well as other services desired by the residents. The development of a 
“service-centric” asset management process entails understanding and answering the following 
questions for all services: 
 

• What are the services that Puslinch is providing? 

• What are the services that customers expect? 

• What are the assets provided for each service? 
 

4.3 Factors Affecting Levels of Service 

Several factors affect the levels of service delivery for particular asset types. The Township’s 
policy objectives, community expectations, legislative requirements, and resource constraints 
are some of the factors that generally influence the levels of services. Some factors are as 
follows: 

• Community expectations: This factor represents one of the major drivers in setting 
levels of service. Information is needed about the community’s expected levels of 
service and willingness to pay for this service. A balance then needs to be determined 
between expected levels of service and associated costs.  

• Legislative requirements: Legislative standards and regulations affect the way assets 
are managed. These requirements stipulate the minimum levels of service. Therefore, 
relevant requirements must be taken into consideration in setting levels of service.  

• Policies and objectives: Existing policies and objectives should be considered when 
developing levels of service, with care taken to remain aligned with the Township’s 
planning documents. 

• Resource availability and financial constraints: Theses constraints play a large role in 
the Township’s ability to provide sustainable levels of service. Therefore, resource 
constraints play a significant part in determining affordable levels of service.  

 

4.4 Current vs Expected Levels of Service 

The concept of comparing current vs. expected Levels of Service is very important to the overall 

Levels of Service analysis process. Current levels of service are essentially the service levels that 

are being provided by Puslinch at the present time. They can be defined through qualitative 

descriptions, lifecycle cost related projects, and/or performance measurements. The current 

year’s budget reflects the cost of providing current levels of service. However, the current 

years’ budget may or may not include adequate funding to maintain current levels of service 

over time. Information on current levels of service enables an understanding of the difference 

between the service levels currently being provided and the service levels expected.  
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Levels of service are differentiated between:  

• Community Expectations: Based on what the customer and community expect to 
receive; 

• Customer Levels of Service: Measuring community expectations against attributes such 
as reliability, quality, safety, efficiency, and capacity. Outlines what the customer will 
receive from a levels of service standpoint; and 

• Technical Levels of Service: How Puslinch will provide the levels of service, often using 
operational or technical measures.  
 

4.5 The Process of Developing a Levels of Service Analysis 

The process for developing and adopting levels of service measures may be defined as follows:  
 
Levels of Service analysis can involve: 
 

1. Developing Levels of Service 

• Customer vs. Technical Levels of Service 

• Current vs. Expected Levels of Service 

• Use of performance measures 
 

2. Consultation, Communication, and Approval 

• Receiving input on the proposed Levels of Service analysis 

• Communicating the Levels of Service analysis to stakeholders 

• Seeking Council approval of Levels of Service analysis 
 

3. Ongoing Review, Updates, and Improvements 

• Updating the Levels of Service Analysis, as needed 
 

4.6 Defining Customer Expectations 

The process of defining customer expectations involve any or all the following:  
 

• Staff input; 

• Use of industry/local knowledge; 

• Existing reports that refer to customer expectations;  

• Council input; and/or 

• Seeking public input. 
 
Involving Council and/or public in the process of defining customer expectations provides a 
direct connection between the community and their expectations that may not be identified 
through other sources. Other sources can involve assumptions and estimations of customer 
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expectations. Such direct public impact can be determined by way of public meetings and 
submission of comments from the public.  
 

4.7 Developing Levels of Service 

To be effective in developing levels of service, input should be gathered from and 
communicated to all interested parties. The services being provided, and the community 
expectations should be documented based upon input from applicable departments and their 
staff. Levels of service policies must be created and approved by Council. 
 

4.8 Consultation, Communication, and Approval 

The Levels of Service analysis was completed in ‘draft form’. Consultation and Communication 
was a process that needed to occur to finalize approval of levels of service. From a consultation 
and communication point of view a public meeting was scheduled to review the draft Levels of 
Service analysis and to provide feedback. Stakeholders included other staff members, Council, 
and the public.  
 
The levels of service are approved through the adoption of the Asset Management Plan. 
 

4.9 Ongoing Review, Updates and, Improvements 

The establishment of a Levels of Service analysis is not a one-time occurrence. Rather, it is a 
constant and evolving process with ongoing consideration to customer expectations, legislative 
or technological requirements/changes, corporate mission and objectives, and financial 
opportunities/constraints. The frequency of these reviews should be established and followed 
by staff as part of the Asset Management Policy.  
 
It is important to note that although seeking public input is important, this input must be 
compared with financial implications.  
 
Establishing Levels of Service targets is often an iterative process. The process starts with public 
(community) expectations of service levels and then measuring these expectations against 
constraints such as financial considerations, resources, and affordability. Only after these 
constraints have been considered will it be determined whether public expectations can in fact 
be approved as expected Levels of Service for the Township`s asset management process.  
 

4.10 Comparing Current Levels of Service to Expected Levels of Service 

• An identification of existing Levels of Service;  

• A determination of expected (or desired) Levels of Service; and 

• An assessment of the implication of moving from existing Levels of Service to expected 
(desired) Levels of Service over a forecast period.  
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If current Levels of Service equates to what service level is currently provided, expected Levels 

of Service outlines the overall objective or target Levels of Service to be reached at some point 

in time. The amount of time it will take to reach expected Levels of Service depends on the 

assumptions Puslinch makes within the asset management planning process. For example, a 

municipality could decide to meet expected Levels of Service in a particular area in 10 years. 

When that scenario is assessed with the Lifecycle Management Strategy and the Financing 

Strategy and concluded to be too expensive too quickly, the Levels of Service analysis can be 

updated to include another scenario to reach expected Levels of Service in 15 or 20 years. 

Alternate scenarios can also represent different levels of service.  

5.0 Levels of Service Policies 
 

Based on the discussion in Section 4, Levels of Service Policies were developed for all asset 

classes in the Township of Puslinch. 
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5.1 Bridges and Culverts  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Core Municipal Assets  
Major Asset Class: Bridges and Culverts 

 
 

Township Bridges and Culverts are inspected by 

a Professional Engineer every two years. 

 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

Proposed UEM Level service Policy 

To inspect according to the Ontario structure 

inspection manual and Ontario Regulation 

104/97. This inspection shall occur every two 

years and shall adjust the BCI based on the 

recommendations of the qualified engineer. The 

inspection report shall include all repairs that 

exceed the capital threshold in the capital 

budget to the schedule recommended by the 

qualified engineer. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once 

per year to reflect whether the asset was 

inspected or not. For those not inspected, the 

BCI will be maintained based upon the 

requirements of the Ontario Regulation 104/97. 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

Expected Life of 50 Years for all 

Bridge and Culvert Structures. 

 

 

Lifecycle/Deterioration Rate: 

 

 

Health and Safety 

Financial 

Legal/Regulatory Compliance 

Environmental 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

 

Bridge and Culvert Inspection 

Reports, $15,000 every 2 years. 

 

 

Budget Implications 

 

Ontario Structure Inspection 

Manual. 

 

O. Reg. 104/97: Standards for 

Bridges. 

 

 

 

Source Documents 
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5.2 Gravel Roads  

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Core Municipal Assets  
Major Asset Class: Gravel Roads 
 

 

All Township owned gravel roads are regularly maintained 

in the form of grading and gravel addition. The Township 

does not have a policy for when a gravel road should be 

surface treated including asphalt and or reconstruction. 

The Township completes dust control annually. Further 

applications of dust control are completed as required.  

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

The Service level for gravel goads is the Minimum 

Maintenance Standard for gravel roads. Repairs will 

include grading and if required an application of additional 

granular material. Other alternatives should be considered 

such as surface treatment including asphalt and/or 

reconstruction if all of the following criteria are met: 

• Full regrading is completed more than 6 times during 

each of two consecutive non-winter periods. The 

non-winter period is from May 1st to November 1st; 

and 

• an inspection of the gravel base has been completed 

by a qualified engineer and confirms that the road 

base can support a hard-top surface, without 

additional construction required; and 

• the average daily traffic volume exceeds 400 vehicles; 

and 

• the Township has approved funding for the project. 

For all gravel roads that have been fully graded 

following the half load season, the PCI will be 

assumed to be 90. 

Note: Regrading is triggered by the following: 

• Frost leaving the gravel road. 

• Pot holes in the gravel road. 

• Rainfall resulting in a significant number of 
washouts. 

• Rutting due to truck traffic. 
 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

5 PCI points adjustment per 

grading. 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

Inspection of Gravel Base $6,000 

per average from intersection to 

intersection as required. 

Gravel Road Surface Treatment 

Cost $52,000/km based upon 

tender document 18-136 provided 

by the City of Guelph. Pricing 

excludes costs associated with 

reconstruction of base and 

drainage works.  

Gravel Road Study: $25,000 

Budget Implications 

Health and Safety 
Financial 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

O. Reg. 239/02: Minimum 
Maintenance Standards for Municipal 
Highways 
 
Gravel Road Management, Wyoming 
Technology Transfer Center Sept 
2010 
 
Economics of Upgrading an Aggregate 

Road, Minnesota Department of 

Transportation  

Sept 2005. Note: Ontario Service 

Document not available. 

Source Documents 
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5.3 Hard Surface Roads  

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Core Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Hard Surface Roads – 1 Lift, 2 Lift & Surface Treated Roads 

 

The 2013 Asset Management Plan and 2016 

Pavement Condition Index (PCI) Report indicated that 

the Township will strive to maintain all hardtop and 

non-paved roads in a good to fair condition. For hard 

surface roads, this will approximately correspond to a 

PCI value of 65 or greater. The 2013 Asset 

Management Plan recommended completing a full 

PCI update every 5 years. 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

Proposed UEM Service Level Policy 

 

Class 3 roads be rehabilitated or reconstructed at a 

PCI of 65 

Class 4 roads be rehabilitated or reconstructed at a 

PCI of 60 

Class 5 roads be rehabilitated or reconstructed at a 

PCI of 60 

Surface treated roads be rehabilitated every 7 years 

The pavement condition index should be renewed in 

2021 and should be renewed every 5 years 

thereafter. A traffic volume study should be 

undertaken every 5 years beginning in 2020. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

condition be inspected or not (those not inspected 

will be updated based on lifecycle standards). 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

1 Lift and 2 Lift Roads: 

Based upon a deterioration rate 

of 2 PCI points per year the 

condition decreases from 100 to 

60 over 20 years. 

Surface Treated Roads: 

Based upon a fixed deterioration 

rate; Surface Treated Roads 

should be remediated every 7 

years 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

Traffic Volume Study, $25,000 

every 5 years. 

Pavement Condition Index 

Report, including the need to 

evaluate the condition of existing 

gravel and surface treated roads, 

$24,500 every 5 years  

Budget Implications 

Health and Safety 
Financial 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

2016 Pavement Condition Index 

Study. 

 

2011-2017 Traffic Volume Data. 

Source Documents 
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5.4 Storm Water Management Ponds  

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Core Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Storm Water Management Ponds 

 

 

 

The Township completes visual, non-documented 

inspections of storm water management ponds as 

part of routine road inspections.  

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

Inspection of storm water management ponds should 

occur on average four times per year during the first 

two years of operation, and then at least annually. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be 

updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

50 years for pond components 

and 20 years for Hicken bottom. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

The estimated annual cost of 

storm water management pond 

inspections is $5000. 

Budget Implications 

Environmental 
Legal/Regulatory Compliance 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

Section: 6:3:1 Storm Water 

Management Planning and 

Design Manual – Ontario. 

Source Documents 
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5.5 Storm Water Management Systems  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Core Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Storm Water Management Systems 

 

 

 

The Township does not annually inspect the storm 

water management systems or clean the storm water 

management systems as required to minimize the 

movement of silts through the outlets. The Township 

externally contracts the cleaning out of catch basins 

every two years as required. 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

In reference to catch basin cleaning, as a general rule 

it should be done annually but the frequency should 

be adjusted based upon the volume of material 

removed. Inspection of storm water management 

systems should occur on average four times per year 

during the first two years of operation and then at 

least annually. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition, whether the 

asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be 

updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

50 year expected life. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

The estimated annual cost of 

storm water management 

systems inspections is $5,000. 

Catch basin cleaning $1,200 per 

km. 

Budget Implications 

 
Environmental 

Legal/Regulatory Compliance 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

Section 4:2:3 Storm Water 

Management Planning and Design 

Manual – Ontario) 

Section 6:2:3 Storm Water 

Management and Planning Design 

Manual – Ontario 

Source Documents 
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5.6 Street Trees  

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Green Infrastructure  

Major Asset Class: Street Trees 

  

The Township completes required maintenance of 

trees but there is no schedule for inspection. 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

This service level policy includes all trees that have 

been assumed by the Township through a 

development agreement. Subsequent to planting a 

tree the agency or company planting trees shall be 

responsible with all maintenance including pruning 

and replacement if necessary. After acceptance by 

the Township, the tree shall be inspected after 10 

years and shall be inspected every 5 years thereafter 

to determine any required maintenance. 

The Township will hire an arborist or potentially the 

services of the University of Guelph to visually inspect 

only the trees planted in the subdivisions within the 

Township. 

It is recognized that there are numerous trees on 

public lands and road rights of way that may impact 

the safety of the public and maintenance activities. 

The Township overtime should document the 

location of such trees, their condition and required 

maintenance. However, staff shall develop a tree 

program taking into consideration the above and 

present such a program to Council. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

condition be inspected or not (those not inspected 

will be updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

50 Years Expected Life. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

Tree Inspections  

$6,000 on the year of inspection. 

Budget Implications 

 

 

Environmental 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

UEM Professional 

Recommendation. 

Source Documents 
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5.7 Buildings and Facilities   

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Buildings and Facilities 

 
 

The Township’s last Building Condition Assessment (BCA) report 

was completed in 2014. The BCA report recommended 

completion of an Arc Flash Study for all electrical equipment in 

the Township’s facilities. The Township has not completed an 

Arc Flash Study at this time. The BCA report recommended that 

as part of a regular operations and maintenance program that all 

equipment and wire terminations be investigated via infrared 

scanning every 3 to 5 years. The Township has not completed 

infrared scanning of all equipment and wire terminations at this 

time. 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

50 Years Expected 

Life. 

Lifecycle/ 

Deterioration Rate 

 

Financial 

Consequence of 

Failure items 

impacted by failure 

to achieve service 

level: 

Building Condition 

Assessment 

$25,000. 

Infra-Red Scanning 

$3,000. 

 

Arc Flash Study 

$7,500. 

 

Budget Implications 

Buildings and Facilities owned by the Township of Puslinch 

should be inspected by a qualified structural engineer on a 

routine basis, however not more than 5 years apart, to 

determine necessary improvements, repairs or replacements. In 

addition to the qualified structural engineer an additional 

qualified engineer shall be retained to address electrical, HVAC 

and mechanical components. The cost of any needed 

improvements shall be integrated into the capital plan by way of 

updates to the asset registry. 

In addition to the inspections by such qualified engineers’ a 

qualified company or individual shall undertake an Arc-Flash 

study every 5 years and infrared scanning of all electrical 

equipment to determine the adequacy of such equipment.  

The asset registry must be updated at least once per year to 

reflect the current condition whether the asset be inspected or 

not (those not inspected will be updated based on lifecycle 

standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

2014 Building 

Condition Report. 

Ontario Electrical 

Safety Code (OESC). 

Source Documents 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

31 | P a g e  
 

5.8 Fire Equipment  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Fire Equipment 

 
 

The Township completes annual documented 

inspections of fire equipment in accordance with the 

related NFPA standards. 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

The service level policy for Fire Equipment shall be in 

accordance with the related NFPA standards: 1911, 

1962, 1932, 1855, 1858, 1852, 1851 and 1971. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

condition be inspected or not (those not inspected 

will be updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

Varies depending on type of 

equipment. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

No significant budget 

implications. 

Budget Implications 

 

 

Health and Safety 

Internal Demand/Operational 

Financial 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

National Fire Protection 

Association Standards. 

Source Documents 
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5.9 Fire Reservoirs 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Fire Reservoirs 

 
 

The Township completes annual documented 

inspections of fire reservoirs in accordance with 

Ontario Fire Code 213/07 and NFPA Standard 25 for 

the inspection and maintenance of all municipally 

owned fire reservoirs. 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

The Fire Department shall on an annual basis inspect 

all fire reservoirs owned by the Township in 

accordance with the Ontario Fire Code 213/07 and 

NFPA Standard 25 to ensure that such fire reservoirs 

can be easily accessible and that any components 

above the roof of the reservoir are in good condition. 

Such reservoirs shall not be obstructed by vegetation 

of any form such as plants, bushes and trees.  

The Fire Department shall inspect the reservoirs 

every 5 years to ensure the integrity of the reservoir. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be 

updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

50 Years Expected Life. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

No significant budget 

implications. 

Budget Implications 

 

 

Internal Demand/Operational 

Financial 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

UEM Professional 

Recommendation. 

Source Documents 
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5.10 Fleet – Works, Parks, Building and Fire Department Vehicles & Equipment 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  
Major Asset Class: Fleet – Various Departments 

All Commercial Motor Vehicles owned by the Township 

require an Annual Inspection Certificate as required by 

the Ministry of Transportation (MTO). 

 

Fire and Rescue Services Fleet:  

• Visual non-documented 360-degree inspection 

prior to the fleet leaving the Fire Station. 

• Weekly documented MTO Schedule 1 Inspection 

completed for commercial motor vehicles. 

• Fire and Rescue Services fleet require annual testing 

of pumps and aerial devices (i.e. ladders) in 

accordance with NFPA Standard 1911. 

• Non-destructive testing of aerial devices (i.e. 

ladders) is required every 5 years in accordance 

with NFPA Standard 1911.  

 

Public Works Fleet: 

• Daily documented MTO Schedule 1 Inspection 

completed for commercial motor vehicles. 

 

Non-commercial motor vehicles (i.e. Pick-up trucks): 

• Daily documented inspection logbook 

completed for all non-commercial motor vehicles. 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

Fleet shall be maintained in conformance with licensing practices of the Province of Ontario including 

the Ministry of Transportation and shall include a daily visual inspection of any licensed vehicle 

before the vehicle leaves the fleet storage facility of the Township. Fleet of the Township shall be 

determined for replacement based on the criteria noted in the Fleet Management Policy.  Inspection 

of fire and rescue services vehicles shall also be based on relevant NFPA standards.  

Further to the proposed service level policy described above. It is recommended by UEM that the 

Township retain their current service level policy. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per year to reflect the current condition whether 

the asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

Varies from 7-25 years by vehicle 

type. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

Internal Demand/Operational 

Financial 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

No significant budget implications. 

Budget Implications 

Fleet Management Policy: Puslinch 

Source Documents 
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5.11 Parks and Recreation  

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Parks and Recreation 

 
 

The Township completes visual, non-documented 

weekly inspections of parks while performing 

maintenance activities. 

 

The Township completes monthly documented 

playground inspections.  

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

All Parks and Recreation facilities including but not 

restricted to baseball diamonds, baseball diamond 

lights, soccer fields, tennis courts and trails available for 

public use shall be inspected as frost leaves the ground 

in late winter or early spring to ensure the safety of 

such Parks and Recreation assets. Included are both 

internal and external fencing, hard surfaces, bleachers 

and any other ancillary assets located within Parks and 

Recreation areas. Upon identification of any surface 

deficiencies that may endanger the public repairs shall 

be undertaken prior to such infrastructure being 

deemed available for public use. 

Subsequent inspections should occur monthly until 

Parks and Recreation assets are closed prior to the 

winter season. 

For assets, an example being “Trails” that may be open 

for public use throughout the winter inspections shall 

occur following winter storms to ensure the safety of 

the public.  

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the asset 

is inspected or not (those not inspected will be updated 

based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

Varies from 15-40 years 

depending on asset type. 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

No significant budget 

implications. 

Budget Implications 

 

 

Financial 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to 

achieve service level: 

 

UEM Professional 

Recommendation. 

Source Documents 
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5.12 Regulatory Signs/Warning Signs  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Regulatory Signs/Warning Signs 

 
 

The Township externally contracts the completion of retro 

reflectivity inspections of regulatory/warning signs annually. 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

The Township shall retain a qualified company/individual 

that shall test the retro reflectivity of each sign once per 

calendar year with each inspection taking place no more 

than 16 months from the previous inspection. In 

conformance with the retro reflectivity specified in the 

Ontario Traffic Manual and when not meeting such 

requirements the Township shall replace the sign. Further, 

the Township shall conform with the requirement for class 

3,4 and 5 highways as per the Ontario Regulation 239/02: 

Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal Highways. 

The standard for the frequency of inspecting regulatory signs 

or warning signs to verify that they meet the retro-

reflectivity requirements of the Ontario Traffic Manual is 

once per calendar year, with each inspection taking place not 

more than 16 months from the previous inspection. O. Reg. 

23/10, s. 8; O. Reg. 47/13, s. 12 (1); O. Reg. 366/18, s. 13. 

 

If a regulatory sign or warning sign is illegible, improperly 

oriented, obscured or missing, the standard is to repair or 

replace the sign within the time set out in the Table to this 

section after becoming aware of the fact. O. Reg. 23/10, s. 8; 

O. Reg. 366/18, s. 13. 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

15 years expected life for 

sign and post. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration 

Rate 

No significant budget 

implications. 

Budget Implications 

 

Health and Safety 

Internal 

Demand/Operational 

Financial 

Legal/Regulatory 

Compliance 

Consequence of Failure 

items impacted by failure 

to achieve service level: 

Ontario Regulation 

239/02: Minimum 

Maintenance Standards 

for Municipal Highways 

Source Documents 
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5.13 Sidewalks  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Sidewalks 

 
 

The Township completes annual documented 

sidewalk inspections. 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

In accordance with Ontario Regulation 239/02: 

Minimum Maintenance Standards for Municipal 

Highways, the standard for the frequency of 

inspecting sidewalks is once per year with each 

inspection occurring no more than 16 months from 

the previous inspection. Any discontinuity that 

exceeds 2cm shall be treated or repaired within 14 

days of the inspection. 

Under winter conditions sidewalks must be inspected 

within 48 hours of the end of snow accumulation to 

ensure that there is less than 8cm of snow 

accumulated on the sidewalk and to reduce to the 

level of 8cm within the same 48-hour period. The 

same time period of 48 hours shall apply when ice 

forms on a sidewalk and shall require either removal 

or a treatment such as sand, salt or a combination of 

both to the sidewalk within the same 48-hour period. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be 

updated based on lifecycle standards). 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

20 year expected life. 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

Sidewalk Winter Maintenance 

$20,000 annually using staff or 

contracted clearing. 

 

Budget Implications 

 

Financial 

 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

Ontario Regulation 239/02: 

Minimum Maintenance 

Standards for Municipal 

Highways. 

 

Source Documents 
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5.14 Street lights and Poles  

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Street Lights and Poles 

 

 

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Streetlights and Poles 

 

 

The Township completes visual, non-documented 

yearly inspections to note any light deficiencies. 

 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

 

All luminaires shall be inspected once per calendar 

year with each inspection taking place not more than 

16 months from the last inspection. The standard of 

repair should be as outlined in Section 10 of Ontario 

Regulation 239/02: Minimum Maintenance Standards 

for Municipal Highways. The same standard of 

inspection shall apply to luminaire arms and poles 

and supporting luminaires that are owned by the 

Township. 

The technology with streetlighting is evolutionary at 

the present time in Puslinch. The Township is in the 

process of modifying their streetlighting to LED 

fixtures while maintaining existing fixtures and poles. 

After the completion of the conversion to LED 

fixtures, the policy should be to replace fixtures in a 

cyclical manner every 20 years. Poles should be 

inspected by a qualified company/individual every 5 

years to determine the need to replace based on a 

pole life of 30 years. 

The asset registry must be updated at least once per 

year to reflect the current condition whether the 

asset be inspected or not (those not inspected will be 

updated based on lifecycle standards). 

 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

30 year expected life for poles 

and 20 years for fixtures. 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

 

$20,000 for testing every 5 years. 

 

Budget Implications 

 

 

Health and Safety 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

Section 10, Ontario Regulation 

239/02: Minimum Maintenance 

Standards for Municipal 

Highways. 

 

Source Documents 
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5.15 Sewage Assets  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets Major Asset Class: Sewage 

Collection Systems, Sewage Pumping Stations, Sewage Treatment Plants 

 

 

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets Major Asset Class: Sewage 

Collection Systems, Sewage Pumping Stations, Sewage Treatment Plants 

 

 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

 

 

Budget Implications 

 

 

 

 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

 

 

 

Source Documents 
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5.16 Water Assets  

 

 

 

 

  

 

  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Water Treatment Plants. Water Pumping Stations, Water Storage 

Facilities, Raw Water Supply, Water Distribution Mains 

 

 

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Municipal Assets  

Major Asset Class: Water Treatment Plants. Water Pumping Stations, Water Storage 

Facilities, Raw Water Supply, Water Distribution Mains 

 

 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

 

 

Budget Implications 

 

 

 

 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

 

 

 

Source Documents 

 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

40 | P a g e  
 

5.17 Parklands  

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Green Infrastructure  

Major Asset Class: Parklands 

 

 

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group: Green Infrastructure  

Major Asset Class: Parklands 

 

 

 

 

Township Current Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

UEM Proposed Level of Service Policy: 

 

 

 

Lifecycle/ Deterioration Rate 

 

 

 

Budget Implications 

 

 

 

 

 

Consequence of Failure items 

impacted by failure to achieve 

service level: 

 

 

 

Source Documents 
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6.0 The Asset Registry 
Through multiple meetings with staff of Puslinch, UEM developed an Asset Registry. The 

Township was able to provide knowledge of the physical components of many assets in the 

asset registry by providing reports and documentation. The asset registry includes description, 

location, size, material type, and conditions of all known assets. As the project evolved, UEM 

completed the financial components of the asset registry. The asset registry financial 

components consist of unit cost, remediation cost and a total replacement cost for all asset 

components.  

Regulation 588/17 Asset Group Asset Registry Asset Group 

 
 
 
 

Core Municipal Infrastructure 

Bridges 

Culverts 

Asphalt Roads 1 Lift 

Asphalt Roads 2 Lift 

Asphalt Roads Surface Treated 

Storm Water Management Ponds 

Storm Sewers 

Gravel Roads 

Municipal Infrastructure Assets 

Buildings and Facilities 

Fire Equipment 

Fire Reservoirs 

Parks and Recreation 

Sidewalks 

Regulatory/Warning Signs 

Street Lights 

Fire Licensed Vehicles 

Fire Vehicle Tires 

Works Unlicensed Vehicles 

Works Licensed Vehicles 

Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles 

Building Department licensed vehicles 

Green Infrastructure Street Trees 
 

6.0 - 1 Asset Class Hierarchy 

This asset registry was developed through the incorporation of all departments input data. 

Because of the all-inclusive design of the asset registry the Township of Puslinch may assume 

that the data in this report is the most current. Further, updating is highly recommended to 
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begin first from this asset registry and amendments should occur through a qualified QA/QC 

process of the existing assets. The copy of the asset registry may be found in Appendix 20.5.  

6.1 Types of Asset Attributes 

This asset registry has been developed with certain asset attributes that allow for clear 

identification, quantification, description, and evaluation of each asset in the registry. UEM has 

collected attribute types that will allow the Township to do certain levels of reporting. These 

attribute types are at a higher level and can be best understood through a review of the table 

that follows. The “Yes” and “No” columns indicate if the Asset Registry has the Parameter 

included in its architecture. 

Parameter Yes No Description of use 

Asset Identifiers, 
Location, and Descriptors  

✓  To identify, describe and locate the asset. Will also 
define asset in terms of position in an asset hierarchy. 

Detailed Technical Data  ✓  To individualize and quantify each asset from similar 
assets.  

Valuation Data  ✓  
Data that allows the organization to assess costs of the 
assets (both historical and current) and record/track 
amortization. 

Maintenance Data  ✓ 
Data that identifies the work to be completed and 
work completed against an asset. 

Condition Data ✓  Data used to assess asset risk and determine the 
actual remaining useful lives of assets.  

Predictive Data  ✓ 

Data used to allow future behaviour of assets to be 
predicted. These would include deterioration curves 
and treatment effect details. 

Performance Data   ✓ 

Data recording demand and capacity performance. 
Unplanned maintenance activity is recorded against 
asset including cause and costs. Planned maintenance 
procedures adopted for critical assets. 

Risk Data ✓  Data used to analyze the risk of an asset’s failure and 
determine the risk if the asset were to fail. 

Lifecycle data  ✓  

Data used to plan future costs associated with 
operations, maintenance, creation, renewal, disposal 
of assets. The cost of any strategy should also be 
determined. 

Optimized Lifecycle Data  ✓ 

Data used to optimize analysis of works considering 
the following factors: risk, maintenance, operations, 
life extension, age and condition of the asset, asset 
decay, treatment options, and cost. 

 
6.0 - 2 Types of Asset Attributes 
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6.2 Asset Attributes: Asset Identifiers, Location, and Descriptors 

UEM has prepared the asset registry with the ability for each asset to be located through a 

strict asset hierarchy. This hierarchy ensures that there is no duplication of any asset and or 

carryover of such asset into different locations. This hierarchy was devised first through 

qualifying each asset class in its appropriate regulation group. Secondly, each asset was loaded 

into asset classes. This was done by grouping assets with like characteristics or management 

structures. 

6.3 Detailed Technical Data 

The level of detail for each asset class has been individually assessed through meetings with 

department heads of Puslinch. 

6.4 Condition Data 

UEM through consultation with staff has generated condition data for the majority of assets in 

the asset registry. For the majority of the asset classes in Puslinch condition data classification 

was established through reports/data prepared by consultants. 

In addition to these reports, staff consultation was utilized to amend condition data. This is 

inclusive to all assets for which a report/dataset was not provided and or concern was raised 

from staff or UEM regarding the quality of data provided. The methodology for establishing 

condition data is summarized in the following table: 

Asset Class Condition Rating Methodology 

Bridges and Culverts Staff provided report 

Hard Surface Roads Staff provided report 

Gravel Roads Consultation with staff 

Storm Water Management Ponds Staff provided report 

Storm Sewers Consultation with staff 

Buildings and Facilities Staff provided report 

Fire Reservoirs Staff provided data 

Parks and Recreation UEM visual condition assessment 

Fire Vehicles Consultation with staff 

Fire Equipment Staff provided data 

Street Trees Consultation with staff 

Sidewalks UEM visual condition assessment 

Works, Building Department and  
Parks and Recreation Vehicles 

Consultation with staff 

Regulatory/Warning Signs Consultation with staff 

Street Lights UEM visual condition assessment 
6.0 - 3 Asset Condition Data Rating Methodology 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

44 | P a g e  
 

6.5 Assets with No Condition Data 

For some assets no condition data was available to be entered into the asset registry. Thus, for 

this asset management plan each asset without a condition rating would be assumed to 

deteriorate at a linear rate from its point of acquisition. For these assets only, the data 

attributes, acquisition date and life expectancy were used to classify their condition. In other 

words, these condition ratings would be a function of their remaining serviceable life. 

6.6 Condition Data: Standardization 

To standardize all condition data UEM employed a 1-5 rating scale. This scale ensured that 

assets could be incorporated into the same data model and analyzed without assets being over 

or under-prioritized. A sample of this standardization process has been showcased in the 

following table: 

Asset Class Condition 

Rating Type 

Condition 

Rating 

Condition 

Index 

Condition Index Methodology 

Bridges  

& 

 Culverts 

BCI 70 3 

Good: BCI Range 70 -100 

Fair: BCI Range 60 -70 

Poor: BCI Less than 60 

Roads PCI 99 5 

UEM standardized condition for Roads where a PCI of 

100 converts to 5 for "Excellent', 90 converts to a 4 for 

"Good", 80 converts to a 3 for "Fair", 70 converts to a 2 

for "Poor", and 60 or fewer converts to a 1 for "Critical" 

Regulatory

/Warning 

Signs 

Condition 

Rating 
5 5 

Provided datasets from the Township were already 

standardized - no intervention required. 

Fleet 
Fleet 

Kilometres 
55,000 3 

UEM adhered to the Township’s Current Fleet 

Management Policy when standardizing each vehicle in 

the fleet. Each vehicle type has their own metric for 

determining condition. Further clarification of methods, 

procedures can be identified more clearly in the Asset 

Registry. 

Fire 

Equipment 

Condition 

Rating 
5 5 

Provided datasets from the Township were already 

standardized - no intervention required. 

Park and 

Recreation 

Visual 

Condition 

Rating 

2 2 

UEM through a visual inspection of park and recreation 

assets devised a condition rating based on the total 

assessment of each part of the park and recreation 

asset. In some cases, low condition ratings were given to 

asset due to the lack of adherence to regulations or 

codes. 

 
6.0 - 4 Condition Rating Standardization 
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6.7 Valuation Data: Remediation Costs 

UEM has employed Benchmark Costs to asset class remediation valuation where possible. This 

valuation methodology is consistent for all assets in the asset registry and may be considered 

for future use so long as costs are inflated at an appropriate rate. 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6.0 - 5 Valuation Methodology 

6.8 Valuation Data: Replacement Costs 

UEM has employed Benchmark Costs to asset class replacement valuation where possible. The 

source of this valuation data is external or Reproduction Costs. This valuation methodology is 

consistent for: 

 

 

 

 

Benchmark Costs were not applied to Storm Sewers, Storm Water Management Ponds, and 

Buildings and Facilities. UEM relied upon historical costs, external research and internal 

consultation with staff of Puslinch to value these assets. 

A summary of the specific methodology for remediation cost and/or replacement costs has 

been summarized in greater detail in the summary page for each asset class in Section 7.0.  

6.9 Data Confidence  

To summarize the Asset Registry and its ability to effectively manage and deploy core financing 

reports such as PSAB 3150, FIR Reporting, GIS Mapping, and Capital Plans, UEM developed a 

scorecard for the data quality of each asset class. The score summarizes in bullet form the 

strengths of each asset class as well the weaknesses. The methodologies used to create a data 

confidence score are summarized in Figure 6. 

Benchmark 

Costs 

 

Internal 

Benchmark 

Costs 

External 

Benchmark 

Costs 

Insurance 

Values 

 

Inflated 

Historical 

Costs 

Accuracy 

• Hard Surface Roads 

• Gravel Roads 

• Surface Treated Roads 

• Parks and Recreation  

• Sidewalks 

• Regulatory/Warning Signs 

• Bridges and Culverts 

• All Fleet Assets 
 

• Trees 

• Fire Equipment 

• Fire Reservoirs 

• Regulatory/Warning Signs 
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The Data Confidence Score devised from Figure 7 Table will help the Township identify which 

assets need more attention. 

6.10 Data Confidence Trend 

UEM devised a Data Confidence Trend for each asset class in the asset registry. The 

methodology for formulating Data Confidence is the balance between the positive and negative 

attributes of each asset class data structure.   

To clarify, the Data Confidence Trend is a balance between multiple factors which in the 

summary indicates the current trend of data quality that has been collected by the Township 

over time. Using multiple sources of confidence (as showcased in the below stated table 6.0 - 6) 

a rating methodology of data confidence was devised. Where a 100% confidence means  the 

data can be taken essentially as fact whereas 0% confidence means that the data should be 

verified in the future. 

The (%) for valuation is the confidence of the financial data that has been loaded into the asset 

registry. The reliability of the summarized trends in data confidence is exclusively related to 

UEMs understanding of the Township’s current policies and practices, data sources and or 

verification from staff. 

Example Factors High 

Confidence 

Moderate 

Confidence 

Low Confidence 

When was the date of 

data collection? 
Data is up to date 

There needs to be 

changes to the data 

since it's been collected 

There are many changes 

required since it's been 

collected 

What is the relative 

completeness of the 

Dataset? 

The Data is fully 

complete and 

present for the 

data set 

The Data is partially 

complete and present 

for the data set 

The Data is not complete and 

present for the data set 

What is the source of 

the data source? 

Qualified 

Consultant/Firm 
Unconfirmed Sources 

Personal Accounts, 

Undocumented Sources 

Is there Staff 

confirmation of the 

reliability of the data? 

Full Confirmation 

across 

departments 

Partial Confirmation to 

some Departments 

No Confirmation from 

Departments 

 
6.0 - 6 Condition Rating Standardization  
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Program Area Inventory 

and 

Condition 

Valuation Data Confidence 

Trend 

Comments 

 

Bridges 

 

 

100% 

 

 

75% 

 

• The Inventory data is extensive as it relates to bridge and culvert 

structures. 

• In 2017 a Bridge and Culvert Inspection was completed which gave a 

detailed summary of the recommended capital expenditure of the Bridge 

and Culvert structures over 10 years. 

• The Value of each crossing has been compiled from the Bridge and 

Culvert Inspection report. 

 

Culverts 

 

Hard Surface 

Roads 

 

 

75% 

 

 

85% 

 

• The Inventory data is extensive and has been compiled from the 2016 

Road Condition Assessment with further adjustments being completed 

through consultation with Staff. 

• The Township does not currently follow lifecycle event schedule set out 

by the condition data. 

• The Valuation of each road segment has been formulated from 

consultation with staff. 

 

Gravel Roads 

 

 

 

25% 

 

 

 

85% 

 

• The Inventory data has been completed through consultation with staff. 

• The Township currently does not have a formal policy for documenting 

gravel road condition. 

• The Valuation of each road segment has been formulated from 

consultation with staff. 
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Program Area Inventory 

and 

Condition 

Valuation Data Confidence 

Trend 

Comments 

 

Regulatory/

Warning 

Signs 

 

100% 

 

100% 

 

• The inventory data has been delivered by staff in multiple data formats 

with extensive detail on the condition and location of each sign.  

• The valuation of each sign has been formulated with consultation from 

staff. 

 

 

 

Sidewalks 

 

 

 

100% 

 

 

 

75% 

 

• Inspection data was not adequate in creating condition profiles for each 

sidewalk. 

• The inventory and condition data for sidewalks has been compiled 

through a visual assessment in summer of 2018 by UEM staff. 

Discontinuity in the sidewalk surface was not verified by UEM staff. 

• Further, the valuation of each sidewalk has been formulated through 

professional recommendations from UEM staff. 
 

 

 

 

Street Lights 

 

 

25% 

 

 

75% 

 

• The inventory data for street light fixtures is evolutionary as the 

Township upgrades to LEDs. The pole locations have been compiled from 

delivered datasets from the Township. 

• Pole condition has been developed through random sample assessment 

by UEM staff. 

• The valuation of each street light pole has been developed through 

recommendations by UEM staff. 
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Program Area Inventory 

and 

Condition 

Valuation Data Confidence 

Trend 

Comments 

 

 

Storm 

Sewers 

 

 

25% 

 

 

50% 

 

• The inventory and condition data for Storm Sewers have been acquired 

through consultation with Puslinch Staff. 

• There is no condition for any storm sewer asset in the Township of 

Puslinch. 

• The valuation of each Storm Sewer segment has been developed through 

recommendations by UEM staff. 

 

Buildings and 

Facilities 

 

 

100% 

 

 

85% 

 

• The inventory data has been compiled from the 2014 Building Inspection 

report.  

• The valuation of each building component was sourced by UEM staff 

whereas repair/remediation activities have been sourced from the 2014 

Buildings Inspection report. 

 

Fire 

Equipment 

 

100% 

 

100% 

 

• The inventory data is extensive and was delivered by Puslinch staff.  

• The valuation of each asset was delivered by Puslinch staff. 

 

Fire 

Reservoirs 

 

 

85% 

 

 

100% 

 

• The inventory data is extensive and was delivered by Puslinch staff. The 

condition for each Fire Reservoir has been sourced from consultation 

with Puslinch staff.  

• The valuation of each Fire Reservoir was developed through 

recommendations by UEM staff. 
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Program Area Inventory 

and 

Condition 

Valuation Data Confidence 

Trend 

Comments 

 

Storm Water 

Management 

Ponds 

 

 

95% 

 

 

75% 

 

• The inventory data has been compiled from the 2017 Storm Water 

Management Pond Inspection Report.  

• The valuation of each asset was delivered by Puslinch staff. The valuation 

of each Storm Water Management Pond has been developed through 

recommendations by UEM staff. 

 

Parks and 

Recreation 

 

95% 

 

75% 

 

• The inventory and condition data for Parks and Recreation was compiled 

through a visual assessment in summer of 2018 by UEM staff. 

• The valuation of each Park and Recreation asset was delivered by 

Puslinch staff and through UEM’s recommendations.  

 

 

 

All Fleet 

Assets 

 
 

 

 

 

100% 

 

 

 

100% 

 

 
 

• The inventory data was compiled by Puslinch staff and from the fleet 

management analysis report.  

• The condition for each vehicle was compiled from the fleet management 

analysis report with help by Puslinch staff. 

• The valuation of each vehicle was compiled from the fleet management 

analysis report. 

 

 

Street Trees 

 

 

50% 

 

 

100% 

 

• The inventory data was delivered by Puslinch staff. This inventory does 

not reflect all the known Street Tree assets in the Township of Puslinch. 

• The condition of each asset is unknown.  

• The valuation of each tree asset has been delivered by Puslinch staff. 

6.0 - 7 Data Trend Summary Table: Puslinch Asset Classes 
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6.11 Asset Registry Data Quality Score 

Data Quality Score Summary: 

The Asset Registry has a very good data foundation but, in some areas, requires 

improvement. For that reason, the data quality score for the asset registry is a B. To 

improve the quality data score UEM recommends taking certain actions in the Areas of 

Improvement as follows. 

Areas of Improvement: 

Gravel Roads: As per the proposed service level policy all gravel roads have been 

assumed to have a PCI of 90. This assumption is based strictly on staff understanding of 

the gravel surface from a maintenance perspective. Moving forward, grading activities 

should be stored in a tabular format and used as a basis of condition tracking. This 

recommendation is consistent with the recommendations section of this report. 

 

Sidewalks: Sidewalk inspections should be more adequate, with more technical details 

to create a condition score that is akin to the proposed service level policy. Such 

technical details should include a report of any discontinuity in the sidewalk surface and 

a condition rating that ranges from 1-5. 

 

Street lights: A full condition assessment of each pole should be conducted in order to 

adequately assess the possible capital needs in the future. 

 

Street Trees: An identification of each Street Tree and input into the Asset Registry with 

species type, location and lifecycle attributes should be undertaken as a future activity. 

 

Storm Sewers: Verification of location and full condition assessment of each storm 

sewer catch basin and outlets. 

 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

52 | P a g e  
 

7.0 State of The Infrastructure  

This section of the Asset Management Plan documents the current condition of assets using the 

best available information regarding physical condition, age, and financial data. Replacement 

values were assigned to each asset based on current unit pricing generated from research for 

each specific asset class. Information sources, assumptions and asset-specific information are 

discussed in subsequent sections, with an overview provided in the section below. 

7.1 Total Asset Replacement Cost 

UEM through data provided by the Township has estimated that the total asset replacement 

cost for all assets owned by the Township is $77.6 million dollars as of 2018.  

7.2 Lifecycle Management Methodology 

To plan and project for future expenditures, an asset can either be scheduled to be replaced 

based on a condition assessment or assumed to reach a critical state of repair at a certain point 

in time. This point in time is calculated based on its construction year and expected life. The 

asset registry has incorporated both types of lifecycle management, which when analyzed with 

no recognition of the asset classes results in skewed results. For this reason, each asset class 

was analyzed independently to give a realistic picture of the lifecycle management strategy, 

potential capital expenditures, and risk.  
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7.3 Total Asset Replacement Cost by Asset Class 

 

 
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

7.0 - 1 Total Asset Replacement Cost by Asset Class 

As stated in section 6 of this report, the replacement cost calculation for each asset has been determined using the best-known 

information available. Once each asset’s replacement cost were calculated each asset was summarized to it’s appropriate asset 

class grouping to acquire the total replacement cost for the asset class. The result of this analytics is the above figure. 

$0.00 $10,000,000.00 $20,000,000.00 $30,000,000.00 $40,000,000.00 $50,000,000.00 $60,000,000.00 $70,000,000.00 $80,000,000.00 $90,000,000.00

Building Department licensed vehicles

Fire vehicle tires

Street Trees

Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles

Regulatory Sign/Warning Signs

Asphalt Road Surface Treated

Sidewalk

Fire Equipment

Fire Reservoir

Street Light Fixture

Street Light Pole

Works Unlicensed vehicles

Works licensed vehicles

Storm Sewer Outflow

Storm Sewer Inlet

Storm Sewer

Parks and Recreation

Storm Water Management Ponds

Culverts

Buildings and Facilities

Fire licensed vehicles

Bridges

Gravel Road

Asphalt Road 2 Lift

Asphalt Road 1 Lift

Total

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good No Condition Rating
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7.4 Sum-Total: Puslinch Assets Classes Asset Rating Categories 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

No Condition 

Rating 

Very 

Poor 
Poor Fair Good 

Very 

Good 
Total 

$1.3 

Million 

$6.4 

Million 

$20.9 

Million 

$16.7 

Million 

$22.2 

Million 

$9.9 

Million 

$77.6 

Million 

The total asset replacement 

cost is illustrated in Figure 2. 

This pie graph showcases the 

financial impacts that each 

rating category may have on 

capital planning and budgeting. 

UEM recognizes that assets are 

only scheduled for 

replacement/remediation 

when they reach a critical state 

based on lifecycle or on a 

condition assessment. A key 

component of this asset 

management plan is 

incorporating the lifecycle and 

expected replacements into the 

10-year capital plan.

Figure 2 is intended to 

illustrate, at the highest level, 

the state of the infrastructure 

as it relates to the condition 

ratings of all asset classes.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

The total asset replacement 

7.0 - 2 Total Asset Replacement Cost by Rating Category 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good No Condition Data
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7.5 Asset Condition Rating: Puslinch Asset Classes  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

7.0 - 3 Asset Rating Distribution All Asset Classes 

 

 

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Asphalt Roads 1 Lift

Asphalt Roads 2 Lift

Gravel Road

Bridges

Culverts

Fire licensed vehicles

Buildings and Facilities

Storm Water Management Ponds

Asphalt Roads Surface Treated

Building Department licensed vehicles

Fire Equipment

Fire Reservoirs

Fire vehicle tires

Works licensed vehicles

Works Unlicensed vehicles

Parks and Recreation

Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles

Regulatory Signs

Sidewalks

Storm Sewer

Storm Sewer Inlet

Storm Sewer Outflow

Street Light Fixture

Street Light Pole

Street Trees

Very Poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Very Good

No Condition Rating
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7.6 Bridges 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

 $-    $1,460,680.00   $1,092,650.00   $1,039,090.00   $-    $3,592,420.00  

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Bridge structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Bridges based on 

their BCI on average are in “fair” condition. Though the condition of some bridges is “Poor” the lifecycle management methodology 

(extracted from the Bridge and Culvert Inspection report) resulted in repairs for a few identified bridge structures. Thus, the BCI 

was not the leading factor when determining lifecycle activities for Bridges. However, the BCI does infer upon probable future 

expenditures should further deterioration occur on the structure. 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Bridge structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Bridges based on 

their BCI are overall in “poor” condition. Though the condition of many of the bridges are low the lifecycle management 

methodology (extracted from the Bridge and Culvert Inspection report) only scheduled repairs for a few identified bridge 

structures. Bridges do not require replacement even if the condition is low. However, the BCI does infer upon probable future 

expenditures should further decay persist on the structure. 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Bridge structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Bridges based on 

their BCI are overall in “poor” condition. Though the condition of many of the bridges are low the lifecycle management 

methodology (extracted from the Bridge and Culvert Inspection report) only scheduled repairs for a few identified bridge 

structures. Bridges do not require replacement even if the condition is low. However, the BCI does infer upon probable future 

expenditures should further decay persist on the structure. 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Bridge Replacement cost has been 

sourced from the 2017 bridge and 

culvert inspection report. For all assets 

in this asset registry $6,500 per square 

metre was used as a baseline 

replacement cost. 

Source Documentation: 

2017 Bridge and Culvert Inspection 

Summary Report. August 2017 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Bridge Replacement cost has been 

sourced from the 2017 bridge and 

culvert inspection report. For all assets 

in this asset registry $6,500 per square 

metre was used as a baseline 

0 1 2 3 4

No Condition Rating

Very Poor

Poor

Fair

Good

Very Good

Total Number of Assets
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7.7 Culverts 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$-     $1,155,780.00   $869,535.00   $1,008,328.50  $-     $3,033,643.50 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Culvert structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Culverts based on 

their BCI are on average in “fair” condition. Though the condition of some Culverts is “Poor” the lifecycle management 

methodology (extracted from the Bridge and Culvert Inspection report) resulted in repairs for a few identified culvert structures. 

The BCI was not the leading factor when determining lifecycle activities for Culverts. However, the BCI does infer upon future 

expenditures should further deterioration occur on the structure. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Culvert structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Culverts based on 

their BCI are generally spread evenly across each rating category. Though the condition of many of the Culverts are low the 

lifecycle management methodology (extracted from the report) only scheduled repairs are only identified for a few bridge 

structures. Culverts do not require replacement/remediation even if the condition is low. However, the BCI does infer upon 

probable future expenditures if further decay persists on the Culvert. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Culvert structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2017 by qualified engineers in order to describe their condition. Culverts based on 

their BCI are generally spread evenly across each rating category. Though the condition of many of the Culverts are low the 

lifecycle management methodology (extracted from the report) only scheduled repairs are only identified for a few bridge 

structures. Culverts do not require replacement/remediation even if the condition is low. However, the BCI does infer upon 

probable future expenditures if further decay persists on the Culvert. 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Culvert replacement costs have been 

sourced from the 2017 bridge and culvert 

inspection report. For all culvert assets in 

this asset registry $4,500 per square 

metre was used as a baseline 

replacement cost. 

Source Documentation: 

2017 Bridge and Culvert Inspection 

Summary Report. August 2017 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Culvert replacement cost has been 

sourced from the 2017 bridge and culvert 

inspection report. For all culvert assets in 

this asset registry $4,500 per square 

metre was used as a baseline 

replacement cost. 

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

No Condition Rating

Very Poor
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Very Good

Total Number of Assets
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7.0 - 4 Bridge and Culvert Locations 
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7.8 Roads – 1 Lift, 2 Lift, Surface Treated and Gravel Roads 

  

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$5,182,937.41 $16,726,891.38 $10,848,807.22 $15,188,380.90 $5,917,478.54 $53,864,495.44 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Road structures in Puslinch were inspected in 2016 by qualified engineers to describe their condition. The road network condition 

based on each road segment’s PCI, is on average in “fair” Condition. The lifecycle management methodology for lifecycle activities 

is based on a threshold PCI index of 65 for class 3 roads, 60 for class 4 roads and 60 for class 5 roads. 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Two Lift Hard Surface roads have been 

calculated to be replaced at a cost of $461 per 

metre, One Lift at $318 per metre, Surface 

Treated at $56 per metre and gravel roads at 

$177.5 per metre. 

Source Documentation 

2016 Road Condition Assessment 

Tender Advertisement 2018 Road 

Rehabilitation and Culvert Upgrades Township 

of Puslinch Contract No. PW18-100. 

0 20 40 60 80 100 120

Gravel Road

Surface Treated Road

Asphalt Road 1 Lift

Asphalt Road 2 Lift

(Km) of road

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good
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7.0 - 4 Pavement Condition Index 
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7.0 - 5 Road Surface Type Map 
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7.9 Buildings and Facilities 

 

 

 

 

 

f 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$66,042.05 $162,750.00 $306,413.60 $1,156,772.66 $1,543,417.20 $3,235,395.50 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Building and Facilities were broken down into distinct components to create appropriate Lifecycle and Financial attributes. The 

components are as follows: Structure, Roof, Walls & Windows, Interior Finishes, Mechanical, Electrical, Fire, Life-Safety, and Septic 

Tank. UEM identified these components and updated their condition according to available data provided from the 2014 Building 

Inspection Report. In the asset registry each component can be managed using a linear deterioration rate but the Township’s 

current practice of following a remediation schedule is more appropriate and should continue.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation 

 

The replacement cost for each Building 

and Facilities component has been 

individually assessed based on the 

component type. The costing 

methodology has been extracted 

exclusively from RS Means Square Foot 

Cost Data. 

 

Source Documentation  

 

Square Foot Costs with RS Means Data 

2018 
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7.10 Parks & Recreation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

 $228,053.00   $136,273.00   $144,475.00   $223,506.50   $1,126,711.00   $1,859,018.50  

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Parks & Recreation assets were individually assessed by UEM in the summer of 2018 through visual inspections. The assets were 

given a condition rating on a scale of 1-5 and as well an expected life based on the asset type. For all Parks & Recreation assets a 

linear deterioration rate was assumed. Lifecyle (replacement and remediation) events are triggered by an asset reaching its end of 

expected life. 

 
Replacement Cost Calculation 

 

The replacement cost for each Park & 

Recreation asset has been individually 

assessed based on the asset type. 

Through documents provided by the 

Township and internal/external research 

each asset was provided a replacement 

cost. Further detail in regard to the 

specific cost calculations for each asset 

can be referenced in the asset registry.  

 

Source Documentation 

Aberfoyle Ball Diamond Lighting 

Upgrades Contract. 

Various Tender Documents provided by 

Township. 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation 

 

The replacement cost for each park and 

recreation asset has been individually 

assessed based on the asset type. 

Through documents provided by the 
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7.11 Sidewalks 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $- $48,620.00 $131,131.00 $300,586.00 $480,337.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Sidewalk assets were individually assessed by UEM in the summer of 2018 through visual inspections. The assets were given a 

condition rating on a scale of 1-5 and as well an expected life based on the asset type. For all sidewalks a linear deterioration rate 

was assumed. Lifecyle (replacement and remediation) events are triggered by an asset reaching it’s expected life or failure to 

adhere to O. Reg. 239/02: Minimum Maintenance Standard for Municipal Highways. 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

The replacement cost for sidewalks has 

been estimated at 143$ per linear metre. 

 

Source Documentation 

 

Professional Consultation with industry 

experts. 
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7.0 - 6 Watson Road, Arkell Road 
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7.0 - 7 Brock Road 
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7.0 - 8 Badenoch Road, Queen Street, Victoria Street, Church Street, Calfass Road, Main Street 
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7.12 Fire Reservoirs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $- $ 750,000.00 $- $- $ 750,000.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Reservoir assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by UEM. Each Fire 

Reservoir was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service life. The physical condition of the 

reservoir was not considered for condition assessment only the percentage of life remaining. The end of service life for Fire 

Reservoirs are assessed based on the condition data provided by individual inspections of each fire reservoir. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Reservoirs were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by UEM. Each Fire Reservoir was 

given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. The physical condition of the reservoir was not 

considered for condition assessment only the percentage of life remaining.   

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Reservoirs were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by UEM. Each Fire Reservoir was 

given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. The physical condition of the reservoir was not 

considered for condition assessment only the percentage of life remaining.   

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Reservoirs were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by UEM. Each Fire Reservoir was 

given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. The physical condition of the reservoir was not 

considered for condition assessment only the percentage of life remaining.   

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Fire Reservoir asset has been 

loaded into the Asset Registry with a 

replacement cost of $50,000. This figure 

has been derived through UEM internal 

consultation.  

Source Documentation 

 

UEM Professional Recommendation 

 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Fire Reservoir Asset has been 

loaded into the Asset Registry with a 
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7.0 - 9 Puslinch Fire Reservoir Locations 
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7.13 Fire Vehicle Assets - Fire Licensed Vehicles & Tires 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$22,604.00 $- $1,497,066.00 $1,187,426.00 $- $2,707,096.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Vehicle assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided in the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. Each Fire Vehicle asset was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service life. 

The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition classification when available, however, the majority of Fire 

Vehicle assets condition ratings were defined based on its proximity to its expected end of service life which were formed by the 

Township’s accepted Fleet Management Policy.  

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. Each Fire Vehicle asset was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. 

The physical condition of the vehicle was not considered for condition assessment only the remaining life Township’s accepted 

Fleet Management Policies.  

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. Each Fire Vehicle asset was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. 

The physical condition of the vehicle was not considered for condition assessment only the remaining life Township’s accepted 

Fleet Management Policies.  

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. Each Fire Vehicle asset was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level. 

The physical condition of the vehicle was not considered for condition assessment only the remaining life Township’s accepted 

Fleet Management Policies.  

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Fire Vehicle asset has been 

individually valued based on the 

recommendations of the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report and staff. For all 

Fire Vehicle assets in the asset registry 

the replacement cost should be loaded 

as a new vehicle replacement cost. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff 

 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 
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7.14 Storm Water Management Ponds 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$565,487.68 $- $687,860.60 $1,490,273.45 $146,453.92 $2,890,075.65 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Storm Water Management Ponds were identified in the asset registry with a linear deterioration rate. However, in 2017 the 

Township acquired the services of a consultant to assess the state of repair of all Storm Water Management Ponds. This 

assessment provided a remediation schedule and comment on the general state of repair of each Storm Water Management Pond.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

The replacement cost of each Storm Water 

Management Pond component has been 

individually calculated. The tailwall has been 

calculated at $2000, Headwall $2000, Outlet 

Device $2000, and the pond enclosure is the 

acquisition cost minus the tailwall, headwall 

and outlet device. The acquisition cost of 

each storm water management pond has 

been sourced from the 2013 Asset 

Management Plan. 

 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff. 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

The replacement cost of each storm water 

management pond component has been 

individually calculated. The Tail wall has been 
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7.0 - 10 Storm Water Management Pond Locations 

 

 

7.0 - 11 Storm Water Management Pond Locations 
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7.15 Parks and Building Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $- $33,000.00 $43,000.00 $80,000.00 $156,000.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Parks and Building Department vehicle assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided in 

the 2017 Fleet Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was 

available in the form of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management 

Policies. The same lifecycle management methodology is consistent for all identified Parks and Building Department vehicular 

equipment. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Work Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in the form 

of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Parks and Building Department Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided in the 

2017 Fleet Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in 

the form of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. The same 

lifecycle management methodology is consistent for all identified work vehicle equipment. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Work Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Parks and Building Department 

Vehicle asset has been individually valued 

based on the recommendations in the 

2017 fleet management report and staff. 

For all vehicle assets in the asset registry 

the replacement cost were loaded as a 

new vehicle replacement cost. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Work Vehicle asset has been 

individually costed based on the 

recommendations of 2017 fleet 
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7.16 Works Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$290,000.00 $1,300,000.00 $92,000.00 $- $414,000.00 $2,096,000.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Works Vehicle assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided in the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in the form 

of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. The same lifecycle 

management methodology is consistent for all identified Works vehicle equipment. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Work Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in the form 

of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Work Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided in the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in the form 

of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. The same lifecycle 

management methodology is consistent for all identified work vehicle equipment. 

 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Work Vehicle Assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by the 2017 Fleet 

Management Report. The physical condition of the vehicle was considered for condition assessment if it was available in the form 

of vehicle kilometers or the proximity to its end of expected life based on Township Fleet Management Policies. 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Works Vehicle asset has been 

individually valued based on the 

recommendations in the 2017 fleet 

management report and staff. For all 

vehicle assets in the asset registry the 

replacement cost were loaded as a new 

vehicle replacement cost. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Work Vehicle asset has been 

individually costed based on the 

recommendations of 2017 fleet 
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7.17 Storm Sewers 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

$1,282,195.11 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Storm Sewer assets were identified in the asset registry using a linear deterioration rate for each individual asset component. 

There is no available condition data for storm sewers. For that reason, no condition data was entered into the asset registry  

 

Geographic Information System  

 

Each Storm Sewer Inlet, and Storm Sewer line has been generated through staff consultation. Field inspections of the spatial 

referencing has not been completed. 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Replacement cost for the whole storm sewer 

system has been calculated based on unit 

costs of the Outlets at $5,000 and catch 

basins at $ 3,724. The whole storm sewer 

replacement cost is a function of the outlet, 

catch basins and linear storm mains at a 

replacement cost of 63$ per m. More detail 

can be sourced in the asset registry.  

Source Documentation 

Town of Friday Harbor, Storm Water 

Management Plan 2005 
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7.0 - 10 Storm Sewer Network: Carriage Lane, Daymond Drive, Fox Run Drive , Cassin Court, Bridle Path 
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7.0 - 11 Storm Sewer Network: Old Brock Rd, Gilmour Rd 
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7.0 - 12 Storm Sewer Network: Victoria St, Calfass Rd, Church St 
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7.18 Street Lights 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $- $181,325.39 $368,581.67 $215,306.63 $765,213.69 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Street Light assets were identified in the asset registry using a linear deterioration rate for each individual asset component. 

Condition ratings were provided for each pole based on a random sample assessment done by UEM during the summer of 2018.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Street Light has been broken down 

into two parts: Fixture and Pole. The cost 

for each fixture is consistent across all 

pole types at $300; the pole cost varies 

from $1,300 to $4000 depending on the 

type. 

Source Documentation 

 

UEM professional recommendation 

 

 

 

 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Street Light has been broken down 

into two parts: Fixture and Pole. The cost 
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7.0 - 13 Street light locations: Arkell 
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7.0 - 14 Street light Locations: Morriston 
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7.0 - 15 Streetlight Locations: Aberfoyle 
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7.19 Regulatory/Warnings Signs 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $600.00 $31,800.00 $101,400.00 $- $133,800.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Regulatory & Warnings Sign assets were identified in the asset registry using a linear deterioration rate for each individual asset 

component. Condition ratings have been provided for each sign based on the last condition assessment of each sign.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Each Regulatory or Warning Sign has 

been valued at 150$ per sign based on 

the recommendations of staff. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff 
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7.0 - 16 Regulatory/Warnings Sign Locations 
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7.20 Fire Equipment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$73,500.00 $- $196,100.00 $361,350.00 $69,990.00 $700,940.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Fire Equipment assets were identified in the asset registry using the defined lifecycle attributes provided by Puslinch Township 

staff. Each Fire Equipment asset was given a condition rating based on the proximity to its defined end of service level or a pre-

defined condition rating provided by the Township.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Replacement cost calculations for fire 

equipment assets have been sourced 

from Puslinch Township staff. Each asset 

has been individually assessed through 

tender documents in order to ensure 

reliable cost information. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided Datasets from Township. 
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7.21 Street Trees 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Total Replacement Cost 

Very Poor Poor Fair Good Very Good Total 

$- $- $- $- $- $61,429.00 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Street Tree assets were identified in the asset registry using a linear deterioration rate for each individual asset component. 

However, through this asset management plan it has been recognized that the data available for Street Trees is not sufficient for 

current or future use. For that reason, no condition data was recorded. 

 

 

Lifecycle Management Methodology: 

Street Tree assets were identified in the asset registry using a linear deterioration rate for each individual asset component. 

However, through this asset management plan it has been recognized that the data available for Street Trees is not sufficient for 

current or future use. For that reason, no condition data was displayed.  

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Replacement cost calculations for Street 

Tree assets have been sourced from 

Puslinch Township staff. Each asset has 

been individually assessed through 

tender documents in order to ensure 

reliable cost information. The price to 

replace each tree has been sourced from 

tender documentation from $300 to 

$700 depending on the species type. 

Source Documentation 

 

Provided datasets by Township staff 

 

 

MacKinnon & Associate, Morriston 

Streetscape Improvements, 2016 

 

Replacement Cost Calculation: 

 

Replacement cost calculations for Street 

Tree assets have been sourced solely 
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8.0 10 Year Capital Plan 
8.1 Capital Plan: Summary 

This 10 Year Capital Plan has been developed using the Asset Registry and through referencing 

documents provided by the Township described in Section 2.  

8.2 Capital Plan: Lifecycle Management Methodology 

As stated in the State of The Infrastructure section of this report, some asset classes were 

identified in the Asset Registry with a linear deterioration rate lifecycle management 

methodology. However, for other assets significant staff input was utilized to determine year of 

replacement. UEM defines manual asset lifecycle parameterization (staff intervention) as 

dynamic inputs. For this reason, this 10 Year Capital Plan had been developed to model both 

static (Linear Depreciation Rate) and dynamic inputs (Staff Intervention) to project capital 

expenditures for existing infrastructure for the Township of Puslinch.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

8.0 - 2 Lifecycle Management Methodology 

UEM Lifecycle Management Methodology: Linear Depreciation Rate 
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8.3 Static and Dynamic Inputs 

Static inputs for this Asset Management Plan are defined as data attributes that have high 

levels of transferability to models. Furthermore, these inputs are user-defined at one point in 

time. For some assets, UEM employed a linear deterioration rate that incorporates condition, 

expected life, remediation costs/replacement costs, and installation date. These variables allow 

for seamless transferability to different modelling methods and softwares. These variables 

when loaded into a model create static results and are affixed to one point in time. The output 

is thus affixed to the inputs point of acquisition and have reduced reliability. 

Dynamic inputs allow for the user to manually or systematically alter the attributes of the 

model’s datasets. It can allow for highly accurate modelling outcomes but with high amounts of 

user intervention into the datasets. However, dynamically modelling may result in conflicting 

capital planning to the defined lifecycle attributes in the asset registry. Thus, a review of such 

asset classes that incorporate dynamic inputs have been summarized in the next page.  

8.4 Static and Dynamic Inputs: Hard Surface Roads 

Hard Surface Roads lifecycle activities follow a static methodology. Based on the proposed 

service level policy a lifecycle activity is only triggered based on class 4 and 5 roads reaching a 

PCI level of 60 (static input) and Class 3 roads reaching a PCI level of 65 (static inputs). 

Recognizing that Puslinch’s informal road management policy is a combination of staff input 

and the known PCI rating; roads would have a combination of both staff input and the PCI 

rating (dynamic inputs). However, for this asset management plan only the proposed service 

level policy (Static) was considered for capital planning.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
8.0 - 3 Capital Plan Modelling Logic 
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8.5 Input Mapping: 10 Year Capital Plan 

The below chart summarizes the methodology (Static or Dynamic) for capital planning and 

forecasting of lifecycle events for all asset classes in the Township of Puslinch. Generally 

speaking, the majority of the assets incorporate static inputs and have reliable modelling 

outputs. However, there are some assets that do not have static inputs such as Fire Equipment, 

Storm Water Management Ponds and Fleet Assets. These asset classes either have lifecycle 

activities planned with no lifecycle attributes or through reference to a remediation schedule.  

Asset Class Static Dynamic Combination of Both 

Bridges 
 

✓ 
 

Culverts 
 

✓ 
 

Buildings and Facilities 
 

✓ 
 

Fire Equipment 
  

✓ 

Parks and Recreation 
 

✓ 
 

Asphalt Roads 1 Lift ✓ 
  

Asphalt Roads 2 Lift ✓ 
  

Asphalt Roads Surface Treated ✓ 
  

Gravel Roads ✓ 
  

Storm Water Management Ponds 
 

✓ 
 

Fire Licensed Vehicles 
  

✓ 

Fire Vehicle Tires 
  

✓ 

Works Licensed Vehicles 
  

✓ 

Works Unlicensed Vehicles 
  

✓ 

Parks and Recreation Unlicensed Vehicles & Building 

Department Licensed Vehicles 

  ✓ 

Storm Sewers ✓   

Regulatory/ Warning Signs ✓   

Trees ✓   

Fire Reservoirs ✓   

Sidewalks   ✓ 

Streetlight and Poles   ✓ 

8.0 - 4 Capital Plan Modelling Logic: Puslinch Asset Classes
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9.0 All Existing Infrastructure Included in 10 Year Capital Plan 
   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

9.0 - 1 All Existing Infrastructure Included in 10 Year Capital Plan Year Over Year 
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9.0 - 2 All Existing Infrastructure Included in 10 Year Capital Plan Asset Class Year over Year 
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2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 Total 

Bridges 
  

$410,000.00 
    

$500,000.00 
  

 $910,000.00  

Culverts 
  

$540,000.00 
    

$560,000.00 
  

 $1,100,000.00  

Buildings and 
Facilities 

$57,750.00 $22,000.00 $110,000.00 $60,000.00 $30,000.00 $181,250.00 $10,000.00 $15,000.00 $30,000.00 $442,087.00  $958,087.00  

Fire Equipment $21,000.00 $308,650.00 $6,000.00 
 

$12,000.00 $9,000.00 $61,500.00 $24,000.00 $37,000.00 $12,000.00  $491,150.00  

Parks and 
Recreation 

 
$34,668.00 $22,000.00 

 
$310,000.00 $1,800.00 

 
$139,828.00 

 
$7,740.00  $516,036.00  

Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

$1,509,345.84 $614,689.29 $161,136.66 $708,589.46 $1,417,522.40 $679,928.37 $437,028.21 $569,296.01 $219,975.00 $882,983.79  $7,200,495.03  

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

 
$276,397.81 $264,844.32 

 
$371,396.70 $450,397.48 $46,560.00 $127,550.47 $199,107.66 $121,118.06  $1,857,372.49  

Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

     
$130,291.97 $64,964.98 

   
 $195,256.95  

Gravel Road $140,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00 $65,000.00  $725,000.00  

Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

 
$150,000.00 $165,000.00 $165,000.00 

      
 $480,000.00  

Fire Licensed 
vehicles 

 
$520,000.00 

   
$23,000.00 $468,000.00 

  
$500,000.00  $1,511,000.00  

Fire Vehicle Tires $17,146.00 $1,650.00 
 

$4,116.00 
 

$1,650.00 
  

 $5,538.00  $30,100.00  

Sidewalks $25,000.00 $110,000.00 
        

 $135,000.00  

Works licensed 
vehicles 

 
$600,000.00 $290,000.00 

 
$225,000.00 

 
$92,000.00 

  
$500,000.00  1,707,000.00 

Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

$26,000.00 $125,000.00 
 

$350,000.00 
      

 $501,000.00  

Building 
Department 
Licensed Vehicles 

     
$33,000.00 

    
 $33,000.00  

Parks and 
Recreation 
Unlicensed 
Vehicles 

       
$8,000.00 

 
$30,000.00  $38,000.00  

Regulatory/Warni
ng Signs 

          
$0 

Street Lights 
          

$0 

Street Trees 
          

$0 

Storm Sewers  
          

$0 

Fire Reservoirs 
          

$0 

Total $1,796,241.84 $2,828,055.09 $2,033,980.98 $1,352,705.46 $2,430,919.10 $1,575,317.82 $1,245,053.20 $2,008,674.48 $551,082.66 $2,566,466.85 $18,388,497.48 

 

9.0 - 3 Capital Plan Detailed Breakdown by Asset Classes 
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9.1 Existing Infrastructure not included in the 10 Year Capital Plan 

As stated previously in Section 8 of this report - all asset classes that were included into the 10-

year capital plan fell into one of three input categories for capital planning: Static, Dynamic or a 

Combination of Static and Dynamic Inputs. The Assets that are not included in the 10-year capital 

plan, though defined with either one of the three categories, did not meet the thresholds loaded 

in their lifecycle OR inspected condition is “Good” and therefore over-steps the defined lifecycle 

loaded into the asset registry. 

For example, all Fire Reservoir assets have been loaded with an expected life of 50 Years. Based 

on their construction date all of the Fire Reservoirs have a remaining life in excess of 10 years. 

Therefore, Fire Reservoirs are not included in the 10-year capital plan. If the asset management 

plan covered a period of 30 years, the majority of the Fire Reservoirs would be included in capital 

plan. This is because the majority of Fire Reservoirs would be reaching the end of their service 

life. This logic is consistent for all assets that have been not included into the 10-year capital plan. 

Note: In the following tables, the Life Expectancy column (L.E) has been described as L.E in 

order to reduce the size of the column.
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9.2 Bridges 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset 
# 

Asset 
Class 

Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement Year Total Capital Costs Condition (BCI) Risk 

1003 Bridge Little's Bridge 50 2021 $240,000.00 22 Very High 

1008 Bridge Galt Creek Bridge Gore Road 
Lot 2 

50 2021 $170,000.00 60 Very High 

1004 Bridge Moyer's Bridge 50 2026 $500,000.00 63 Very High 
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Capital Plan Summary 

As Stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this report, 

Bridges do not follow a linear 

deterioration rate for lifecycle 

events. Instead, they follow the 

schedule of the qualified engineer 

upon inspection of the Bridge. As of 

2017, The Township of Puslinch 

employed an engineering 

consulting firm to do such 

inspections. The graph and table 

reflect the recommendations set 

out by the firm. 

 

 
Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $910,000.00 
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9.3 Culverts 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset # Asset 
Class 

Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(BCI) 

Risk 

2009 Culvert Gilmour Rd Culvert Over Aberfoyle Creek 50 2021  $540,000.00 50 Very High 

2006 Culvert Victoria Road Culvert Over Galt Creek 50 2026 $65,000.00 72 Very High 

2007 Culvert Irish Creek Culvert on Townline Road 50 2026 $180,000.00 57 Very High 

2010 Culvert Ellis Road Culvert Over Puslinch Lake Irish 
Creek 

50 2026 $250,000.00 43 Very High 

2013 Culvert Victoria Road Culvert North of Leslie 50 2026 $65,000.00 70 Very High 

Capital Plan Summary 

As Stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this 

report, Culverts do not follow a 

linear deterioration rate for 

lifecycle events. Instead, they 

follow the schedule of the qualified 

engineer upon inspection of the 

Culvert. As of 2017, The Township 

of Puslinch employed an 

engineering consulting firm to do 

such inspections. The graph and 

table reflect the recommendations 

set out by the firm. 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

As Stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this 

report, Culverts do not follow a 

linear deterioration rate for 

lifecycle events. Instead, they 

follow the schedule of the qualified 

engineer upon inspection of the 

Culvert. As of 2017, The Township 

of Puslinch employed an 

engineering consulting firm to do 

such inspections. The graph and 

table reflect the recommendations 

set out by the firm. 
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Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,100,000.00 
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9.4 Hard Surface Roads – 1 Lift, 2 Lift, and Surface Treated 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

As illustrated in the state of  

Infrastructure section of this 

report, Hard Surface Roads follow a 

linear deterioration rate for 

lifecycle events. The rate of 

deterioration is 2 PCI points per 

year where 100 is “Excellent” and 

“Critical” is 60. For this capital plan, 

class 3 roads remediation PCI are 

65, class 4 and 5 roads are 60. 

Surface Treated roadways were as 

well modelled to deteriorate 6 

points per year. This works out to 

lifecycle events being triggered 

every 7 years. 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

As stated in the State of The State 

of the Infrastructure section of this 

report, Hard Surface Roads follow a 

linear deterioration rate for 

lifecycle events. The rate of 

deterioration is two PCI points per 

year where 100 is “Excellent” and 

“Critical” is 60. For this capital plan, 

class 3 roads remediation PCI are 

65, class 4 and 5 roads are 60. 

Surface Treated roadways were as 

Total Capital Expenditure: $9,253,123.63 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $9,610,682.76 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $9,610,682.76 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $9,610,682.76 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $8,921,559.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $9,610,682.76 

Capital Plan Summary Static and Dynamic Inputs 

The Township has recognized that a linear deterioration rate for road assets is not the best lifecycle management methodology due 

to variable road conditions, traffic volumes, and weather. Further, a static input such as a PCI gives lower quality data confidence 

when modelling for longer term trends. Thus, the Township through its own management practices has optimized its decisions 

making methodology through the implementation of the dynamic inputs through regular visual inspections to verify the condition of 

the paved surface and plan for capital expenditures accordingly.  

Note: The condition Data (PCI) described in the following table is as of the year 2018. 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

137 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $435,057  3 64 Very 
High 

133 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $103,795  3 65 Very 
High 

139 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $214,310  3 66 Very 
High 

124 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $304,917  3 62 Very 
High 

125A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $63,753  3 62 Very 
High 

134 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $64,906  3 66 Very 
High 

135 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $60,251  3 66 Very 
High 

136 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $89,556  3 66 Very 
High 

140 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2019 $172,801  3 66 Very 
High 

58 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2020 $129,704  4 64 Very 
High 

56 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2020 $217,480  4 64 Very 
High 

6 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road Resurfacing 25 2020 $50,337  4 64 Very 
High 

40_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2020 $276,398  3 68 Very 
High 

1 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road Resurfacing 25 2020 $217,168  4 64 Very 
High 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

98 | P a g e  

 

Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

52 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maple Leaf Lane 
Resurfacing 

25 2021 $74,719  5 65 Very 
High 

57 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2021 $86,417  4 65 Very 
High 

165_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean 
Road/Concession 7 
Resurfacing 

25 2021 $115,798  3 72 Very 
High 

164_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean 
Road/Concession 7 
Resurfacing 

25 2021 $149,046  3 72 Very 
High 

15 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $217,671  4 67 Very 
High 

121B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maddaugh Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $26,658  4 67 Very 
High 

121A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maddaugh Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $25,594  4 67 Very 
High 

59 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $217,097  4 67 Very 
High 

88 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Townline Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $153,119  4 68 Very 
High 

158 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

McLean Road East 
Resurfacing 

25 2022 $68,451  4 67 Very 
High 

148 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough 
Townline Resurfacing 

25 2023 $31,635  5 69 Very 
High 

90 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Roszell Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $104,314  4 68 Very 
High 

63B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maltby Road East 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $106,047  4 70 Very 
High 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

54A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Roszell Road 2013 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $138,648  4 68 Very 
High 

25 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $106,699  4 69 Very 
High 

23 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $128,411  4 69 Very 
High 

22 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $56,595  4 69 Very 
High 

115 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 7 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $59,774  3 76 High 

116 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 7 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $43,396  3 76 High 

97 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 10 North 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $108,921  4 69 Very 
High 

17 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $216,762  4 69 Very 
High 

204_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Bridle Path Resurfacing 25 2023 $155,794  5 70 Very 
High 

63A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maltby Road East 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $106,960  4 70 Very 
High 

185_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Bridle Path Resurfacing 25 2023 $62,266  5 70 Very 
High 

212B_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Winer Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $50,167  4 70 Very 
High 

212A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Winer Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $62,387  4 70 Very 
High 

108 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 20 North 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $214,744  4 69 Very 
High 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

132 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

McRae Station Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2023 $35,397  3 74 Very 
High 

71 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Laird Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $42,000  4 70 Very 
High 

18 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1/Leslie Rd 
W Resurfacing 

25 2024 $255,663  4 72 Very 
High 

19 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $48,441  4 72 Very 
High 

4 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road Resurfacing 25 2024 $136,801  4 71 Very 
High 

28_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Victoria Street and 
Church Street 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $39,461  5 71 Very 
High 

5 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road Resurfacing 25 2024 $80,119  4 70 Very 
High 

153 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch 
Townline Resurfacing 

7 2024 $54,921  4 98 Medium 

154 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch 
Townline Resurfacing 

7 2024 $28,974  4 98 Medium 

120 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Maddaugh Road 
Resurfacing 

7 2024 $24,785  4 67 Very 
High 

36 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 2/2A 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $124,716  3 77 High 

35 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 2 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $286,221  3 77 High 

166 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 20 North 
Resurfacing 

25 2024 $116,905  4 72 Very 
High 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

155 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch 
Townline Resurfacing 

7 2024 $21,613  4 98 Medium 

16 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2025 $216,474  4 73 Very 
High 

51_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Old Brock Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2025 $46,560  5 73 Very 
High 

7 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Gore Road Resurfacing 7 2025 $64,964 4 64 Very 
High 

32 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 2 
Resurfacing 

25 2025 $220,555  4 74 Very 
High 

195 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Deer View Ridge 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $92,917  5 76 High 

48 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Smith Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $34,843  5 76 High 

21 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $211,570  4 76 High 

14 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $217,139  4 75 High 

46_SURFACE Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Gilmour Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $34,634  4 75 Very 
High 

160 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $46,904  4 75 Very 
High 

161 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $35,472  4 75 Very 
High 

38 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Mason Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2026 $23,369  5 74 Very 
High 

205 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 
Resurfacing 

25 2027 $32,823  5 77 High 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Road 
Class 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

196 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 
Resurfacing 

25 2027 $57,549  5 77 High 

206 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 
Resurfacing 

25 2027 $17,412  5 77 High 

34 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 2 
Resurfacing 

25 2027 $219,975  4 77 High 

207 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 
Resurfacing 

25 2027 $91,324  5 77 High 

30 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Main St And Back 
Resurfacing 

25 2028 $36,264  5 80 High 

190 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Telfer Glen Resurfacing 25 2028 $97,421  5 80 High 

9 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough 
Townline Resurfacing 

25 2028 $56,748  4 79 High 

10 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough 
Townline Resurfacing 

25 2028 $69,805  4 79 High 

214 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Beiber Road 
Resurfacing 

25 2028 $23,697  5 79 High 

13A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 
Resurfacing 

25 2028 $333,716  4 79 High 

96 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 10 North 
Resurfacing 

25 2028 $105,000  4 78 High 

78 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Niska Road Resurfacing 25 2028 $63,744  3 85 High 

126 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 
Resurfacing 

25 2028 $217,705  3 85 High 
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9.5 Gravel Roads 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

Gravel Road surfaces have been 

assumed to require $65,000 of 

maintenance expenditures 

annually. This cost is consistent 

despite weather or traffic volumes. 

The graph illustrates this linear 

expenditure over the next 10-year 

period amounting to $650,000. 

Additionally, in 2019, the Township 

has approved a gravel road 

conversion project and a gravel 

road study which amounts to 

75,000$. 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $725,000 

Capital Plan Summary Static and Dynamic Inputs 

The capital expenditures for gravel roads are static inputs as they do not incorporate expected costs from increased or decreased 

volumes, or volatile weather conditions. UEM has assumed that the Township manages each gravel road equally and repairs each 

road according to staff understood deterioration triggers such as grading events and dust control events. As stated in the service 

level policy for gravel roads each road segment should be monitored more closely to acquire a greater detail of rate of decay of each 

segment and as well attempt to quantify the maintenance expenditures associated with each segments’ lifecycle management. 
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Asset # Asset 
Class 

Lifecycle Event Description Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Study 2019 $25,000 
 

Medium 

144 Gravel 
Road 

Drainage and Repave of Road Surface 
(Conversion Project) 

2019 $50,000 90 High 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2019 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2020 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2021 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2022 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2023 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2024 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2025 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2026 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2027 $65,000 
 

Medium 

GRM Gravel 
Road 

Gravel Road Maintenance - no asset # to 
reference 

2028 $65,000 
 

Medium 
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9.6 Buildings and Facilities 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2019 $10,000.00 5 Low 

4001 Buildings and Facilities Server Replacement 5 2019 $42,000.00 5 Low 

26PCC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Exterior Lighting c/w 
wiring 

40 2019 $5,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Roads Department 
Circulating Fans. 

40 2019 $750.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Hot Water Tank 40 2020 $5,000.00 5 Low 

Capital Plan Summary 

As Stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this 

report, Buildings and Facilities do 

not follow a linear deterioration 

rate for lifecycle events. Instead, 

Buildings and Facilities follow the 

schedule of the qualified engineer 

upon inspection of the Building or 

Facility. As of 2014, The Township 

employed an engineering 

consulting firm to do such 

inspections, the graph and table 

reflects the recommended 

remediation schedule set out by 

the firm. 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

As Stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this 

report, Buildings and Facilities do 

not follow a linear deterioration 

rate for lifecycle events. Instead, 

Buildings and Facilities follow the 

schedule of the qualified engineer 

upon inspection of the Building or 

Facility. As of 2014, The Township 

employed an engineering 

consulting firm to do such 

inspections. The graph and table 

Total Capital Expenditure: $958,087.00  

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $582,500.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $582,500.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $582,500.00 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of condenser units CU-3, 
CU-4 - Fire area 

40 2020 $7,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2020 $10,000.00 5 Low 

46PCC Buildings and Facilities New cabinets, dishwasher 
replacement, fridge replacement, 

flooring, bar door, bar counter, and 
kitchen washroom. 

40 2021 $100,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2021 $10,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2022 $10,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of HRV Unit 40 2022 $5,000.00 5 Low 

4004 Buildings and Facilities Microsoft Office License Upgrades 5 2022 $15,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Condenser Units FU-1, FU-2, CU-1, 
CU2 

40 2022 $20,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Municipal Offices 
Damper Control System 

40 2022 $10,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2023 $10,000.00 5 Low 

21MC Buildings and Facilities Power Distribution Equipment 
(feeders, panels, main disconnect 

switch) 

40 2023 $20,000.00 5 Low 

93PCC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of sanitary pumps and 
control system 

40 2024 $5,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Roads Department 
Gas Fired Infra-Red Heaters 

40 2024 $6,000.00 5 Low 

59MC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of UV Water Treatment 
System 

40 2024 $10,000.00 5 Low 

40PCC Buildings and Facilities Fire extinguishers 40 2024 $750.00 5 Low 

93PCC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Water Treatment 
Equipment 

40 2024 $7,500.00 5 Low 

46MC Buildings and Facilities Window and door replacement 20 2024 $100,000.00 4 Medium 

4001 Buildings and Facilities Server Replacement 5 2024 $42,000.00 5 Low 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2024 $10,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2025 $10,000.00 5 Low 

93PCC Buildings and Facilities Replacement of Existing Commercial 
Hot Water Tank (Rheem) 

40 2026 $5,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2026 $10,000.00 5 Low 

4004 Buildings and Facilities Microsoft Office License Upgrades 5 2027 $15,000.00 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2027 $10,000.00 5 Low 

93PCC Buildings and Facilities Rebalancing of the HVAC System 40 2027 $5,000.00 5 Low 

56MC Buildings and Facilities Replace metal roofing panels 40 2028 $125,000.00 5 Low 

71BSBBP
CC 

Buildings and Facilities Blue Storage Building Behind PCC Roof 
Rehabilitation 

40 2028 $30,000.00 3 Medium 

67PCC Buildings and Facilities Replace metal roofing panels 40 2028 $100,000.00 5 Low 

15002 Buildings and Facilities Municipal Complex: Parking Lot 
Municipal Complex 

25 2028 $162,750.00 2 Medium 

4002 Buildings and Facilities Computer Replacement 5 2028 $10,000.00 5 Low 

95RSB Buildings and Facilities Roads Storage Building Roof 
Rehabilitation 

40 2028 $14,337.00 4 Medium 
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9.7 Fire Equipment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(2018) 

Risk 

67_60FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #395 1307006351 
1104007407 

10 2019 $3,000.00 1 Very High 

8_93FE Fire Equipment Thermal Imaging Camera 10 2019 $6,000.00 1 Very High 

66_21FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #317 907001148 
907001150 

10 2019 $3,000.00 1 Very High 

68_80FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #376 1104007399 3707960 10 2019 $3,000.00 1 Very High 

69_51FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #386 1104007401 
907001149 

10 2019 $3,000.00 1 Very High 

FE_122_1 Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #351 10 2019 $3,000.00 1 Very High 

Capital Plan Summary 

The Township of Puslinch through 

its internal resources created a 

remediation schedule for all known 

Fire Equipment assets. For the 

majority of the assets the 

replacement year is triggered by its 

end of life (linear deterioration 

rate). However, for some assets 

staff intervention dynamic inputs 

were applied to the replacement 

date and have been incorporated 

into the model.  

  

 

Capital Plan Summary 

The Township of Puslinch through 

its internal resources created a 

remediation schedule for all known 

Fire Equipment assets. For the 

majority of the assets the 

replacement year is triggered by its 

end of life (linear deterioration 

rate). However, for some assets 

staff intervention Dynamic inputs 

were applied to the replacement 

date and have been incorporated 

into the model.  

  

Total Capital Expenditure: $491.150.00 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(2018) 

Risk 

52_95FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:347 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

65_29FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

40_31FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:334 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

41_37FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:335 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

42_79FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:336 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

43_107FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:337 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

44_55FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:339 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

45_27FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:340 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

46_91FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:341 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

47_55FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:342 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

48_109FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:343 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

49_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:344 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

38_15FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:320 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

51_94FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:346 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

37_107FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:319 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

53_40FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:348 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

54_31FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:349 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

55_41FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:350 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

56_58FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:351 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

57_105FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:352 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

58_88FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:353 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

59_35FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:354 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

60_57FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:355 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

61_17FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:356 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

65_4FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:360 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

63_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:358 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

72_79FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

50_57FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:345 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

24_94FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:106 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

6_70FE Fire Equipment Power Hydraulic Tool set 20 2020 $52,500.00 1 Very High 

66_17FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(2018) 

Risk 

11_103FE Fire Equipment Rapid Deployment Water Craft 10 2020 $6,000.00 4 Medium 

14_25FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:84 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

15_87FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:85 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

16_87FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:87 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

17_76FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:88 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

18_90FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:100 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

19_90FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:101 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

20_85FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:102 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

21_85FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:103 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

39_99FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:323 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

23_42FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:105 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

64_106FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:359 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

25_35FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:107 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

26_23FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:108 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

27_67FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:109 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

28_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:310 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

29_64FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:311 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

30_89FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:312 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

31_89FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:313 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

32_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:314 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

33_34FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:315 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

34_30FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:316 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

35_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:317 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

36_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:318 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

22_9FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:104 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

62_23FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

70_84FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

67_17FVT Fire Equipment SCBA Masks 15 2020 $8,250.00 4 Medium 

68_20FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

61_92FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

73_30FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(2018) 

Risk 

77_9FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 3 High 

78_16FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 3 High 

79_57FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 3 High 

80_30FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 3 High 

69_41FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

74_27FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

75_43FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

62_96FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:357 15 2020 $1,500.00 3 High 

59_56FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

67_99FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

60_51FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

71_45FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

64_69FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

63_86FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

76_67FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 15 2020 $7,450.00 4 Medium 

72_58FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #378 1104007403 
1104007408 

10 2021 $3,000.00 3 High 

71_102FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #308 10 2021 $3,000.00 3 High 

74_22FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #336 1301002757 
1301002762 

10 2023 $3,000.00 3 High 

75_67FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #392 1301002758 
1301002763 

10 2023 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

76_55FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #337 1301002760 
1301002765 

10 2023 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

73_67FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #301 1301002761 
1301002766 

10 2023 $3,000.00 3 High 

77_100FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #388 4748801 4749620 10 2024 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

78_9FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #318 10 2024 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

79_75FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #310 4748800 4749619 10 2024 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

93_73FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #320 4924094 4924087 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

1212_41FE Fire Equipment Defibrillators - Municipal Buildings 8 2025 $4,500.00 5 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
(2018) 

Risk 

12_41FE Fire Equipment Defibrillators Fire & Rescue Service 
Trucks 

8 2025 $15,000.00 3 High 

90_29FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #380 4992303 4992306 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

80_57FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #333 4924090 4924085 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

81_37FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #387 4924092 4924080 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

83_94FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #326 4924091 4924082 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

84_89FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #321 4992302 4924081 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

85_11FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #370 4924095 4924083 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

86_72FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #381 4924093 4924086 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

87_51FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #306 4992301 4992304 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

89_97FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #307 4924089 4924079 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

91_44FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #375 4924077 4992305 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

92_20FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #303 5017234 5017235 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

94_89FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #355 4924088 4924078 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

88_35FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #309 4924096 4924084 10 2025 $3,000.00 4 Medium 

95_47FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #315 5085806 5085940 10 2026 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

13_89FE Fire Equipment Portable Pumps 20 2026 $15,000.00 4 Medium 

96_14FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #319 5122954 5085938 10 2026 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

97_58FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #391 5085805 5085939 10 2026 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

9_104FE Fire Equipment Washer/Extractor 10 2027 $10,000.00 4 Medium 

98_23FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #379 5312492 5312493 10 2027 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

10_2FE Fire Equipment Gear Dryer 10 2027 $6,000.00 4 Medium 

102_20FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #322 5310556 5310561 10 2027 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

101_49FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #385 5310557 5310562 10 2027 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

99_1FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #382 5310558 5310560 10 2027 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

8_94FE Fire Equipment Thermal Imaging Camera Replacement 10 2027 $6,000.00 3 High 

100_87FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #323 5310555 5310559 10 2027 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

106_92FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #305 5483613 5483618 10 2028 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

105_24FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #302 5483614 5483619 10 2028 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

104_60FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #335 5483615 5483621 10 2028 $3,000.00 5 Medium 

103_101FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #350 5483616 5483622 10 2028 $3,000.00 5 Medium 
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9.8 Parks and Recreation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset 
# 

Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Lifecycle Event 
Cost 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

3047 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Benches 
Replacement 

20 2020 $1,000.00 1 High 

3036 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: 
Horse Paddock Bleachers 

Replacement 

20 2020 $30,000.00 1 High 

3059 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Fencing Backstop 
Replacement 

20 2020 $3,668.00 1 High 

Capital Plan Summary 

Parks and Recreation assets 

lifecycle activity schedule has been 

developed exclusively from their 

modelled end of expected life. 

Thus, the illustrated capital plan in 

the chart and table has been 

developed exclusively from the 

defined static conditions in the 

asset registry and as well life 

expectancy. 

 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $516,036  

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $219,526.00 
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Total Capital Expenditure: $219,526.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $219,526.00 

 

$0.00

$50,000.00

$100,000.00

$150,000.00

$200,000.00

$250,000.00

$300,000.00

$350,000.00

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

To
ta

l C
ap

it
al

 C
o

st
s 

($
)

Lifecycle Event Year

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN 
 

114 | P a g e  

 

Asset 
# 

Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Lifecycle Event 
Cost 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

3053 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: 6 Seat High 
Bleachers Replacement 

25 2021 $5,000.00 1 High 

3052 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: 6 Seat High 
Bleachers Replacement 

25 2021 $5,000.00 1 High 

3068 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: 3 Seat 
Bleacher Replacement 

25 2021 $2,000.00 1 High 

3046 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Bleachers 
Replacement 

25 2021 $10,000.00 1 High 

3060 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: 6 seat Concrete 
Bleachers Replacement 

50 2023 $10,000.00 1 High 

3082 Parks and 
Recreation 

Parking Lot & Associated 
Enhancements (curbing, entrance, 

and additional lighting) 

25 2023 $300,000.00 2 High 

3025 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: 
Wooden Fences Beside Batting Cages 

Replacement 

15 2024 $1,800.00 2 High 

3070 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: Fencing (East 
Side) Replacement 

20 2026 $14,934.00 2 High 

3075 Parks and 
Recreation 

Modernizing the playground at 
Boreham Park with creative play 

equipment 

25 2026 $100,000.00 5 Medium 

14003 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex Tennis 
Court Fencing: installation of wind 

and noise screening) and to convert 
the third court (furthest from the 

road) into a public court 

40 2026 $10,000.00 5 Medium 

3029 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Fencing 
Replacement 

20 2026 $9,694.00 2 High 

3028 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Light 
Poles Replacement 

20 2026 $5,200.00 2 High 

3056 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Gravel Road 
Rehabilitation 

25 2028 $7,740.00 2 High 
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9.9 Storm Water Management Ponds 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Capital Plan Summary Cont’d  

 

The Capital costs for remediation works over the next 10 years are for three different Storm Water Management Ponds. The first, 

being Kerr Crescent Storm Water Management Facility at cost of $150,000, the second for Fox Run Drive Storm Water 

Management Pond 1 at a cost of $165,000 and the third at Carriage Lane Storm Water Management Pond at a cost of $165,000. 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

As stated in the State of The 

Infrastructure section of this report, 

Storm Water Management Ponds 

do not follow a linear deterioration 

rate for lifecycle events. Instead, 

they follow the schedule of the 

qualified engineer upon inspection 

of the pond. As of 2017, The 

Township of Puslinch employed a 

consultant to do such inspections. 

The graph and table reflect the 

recommendations set out by the 

firm. 
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Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 
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9.10 Fire Vehicles – Licensed Vehicles & Tires 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement Year Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

15_73FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2019 $825.00 3 Medium 

31_1FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

30_35FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

29_40FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

28_4FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

27_69FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

32_77FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

Capital Plan Summary 

 

As stated in the State of the 

Infrastructure section of this report 

all Fire Vehicle assets have been 

loaded into the asset registry with 

high level of dynamic input. The 

expected remediation schedule set 

out for fire vehicle’s lifecycle 

attributes has not been applied. 

The schedule that is visualized in 

the graph and chart has been 

formulated from staff and 

recommendations from the 2017 

Fleet Management Report. 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,541,100  

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,542,100.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,542,100.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,542,100.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,547,050.00  

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $1,542,100.00 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement Year Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

16_16FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2019 $825.00 3 Medium 

18_76FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2019 $825.00 3 Medium 

6_77FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

5_81FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

4_96FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

3_3FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

2_11FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $648.00 1 High 

1_66FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $648.00 1 High 

17_74FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2019 $825.00 3 Medium 

45_1FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $250.00 1 High 

46_31FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $250.00 1 High 

47_71FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $250.00 1 High 

48_70FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $250.00 1 High 

34_59FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

41_1FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

40_1FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

33_70FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2019 $825.00 1 High 

14_38FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2020 $825.00 3 Medium 

5035 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Rescue Truck 35 
Replacement 

20 2020 $520,000.00 3 Medium 

13_63FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2020 $825.00 3 Medium 

10_14FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

7_64FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

9_22FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

11_90FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

12_46FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

8_19FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2022 $686.00 3 Medium 

26_100FV
T 

Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2024 $825.00 4 Medium 

7005A Fire licensed 
vehicles 

2013 Vehicle For Fire & 
Rescue Replacement 

7 2024 $23,000.00 4 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement Year Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

25_57FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2024 $825.00 4 Medium 

5031 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Fire Pumper 31 
Replacement 

20 2025 $468,000.00 3 Medium 

43_24FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 

42_14FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 

38_76FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 

14_38FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 8 2028 $825.00 3 Medium 

36_27FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $825.00 1 High 

5033 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Aerial 33 Replacement  25 2028 $500,000.00 3 Medium 

37_60FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 

44_8FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 

35_18FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $825.00 1 High 

39_53FVT Fire vehicle tires Tire Replacement 10 2028 $648.00 1 High 
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9.11 Parks and Recreation and Building Department Vehicles 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset # Asset Class Lifecycle Event 
Description 

L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total 
Capital 
Costs 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

7005B Building Department licensed 
vehicles 

2016 Mid-Size Pickup 7 2024 $33,000.00 3 Medium 

4060 Parks and Recreation 
Unlicensed vehicles 

Floor Scrubber 10 2026 $8,000.00 4 Medium 

7007 Parks and Recreation 
Unlicensed vehicles 

Lawn Tractor 10 2028 $30,000.00 4 Medium 

Capital Plan Summary 

 

As stated in the State of the 

Infrastructure section of this report 

all Parks and Recreation and 

Building Department Vehicle assets 

were loaded into the asset registry 

with high level of dynamic input. 

The schedule that is visualized in 

the graph and chart has been 

formulated exclusively from staff 

and recommendations from the 

2017 Fleet Management Report. 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $71,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $61,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 
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9.12 Works Department – Licensed and Unlicensed Vehicles & Equipment 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset 
# 

Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

8002 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2000 Gravel Packer – New 
Equipment for Grader 

25 2019 $26,000.00 2 Medium 

7003 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2008 1 Ton Dump/Plow 305 
Replacement 

12 2020 $100,000.00 2 Medium 

8013 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2011 Single Axle Truck 304 
Replacement 

8 2020 $250,000.00 1 High 

8014 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2012 Dump/Plow 302 
Replacement 

8 2020 $250,000.00 2 Medium 

Capital Plan Summary 

 

As stated in the State of the 

Infrastructure section of this report 

all Works Vehicle assets were 

loaded into the asset registry with 

high level of dynamic input. The 

schedule that is visualized in the 

graph and chart has been 

formulated exclusively from staff 

and recommendations from the 

2017 Fleet Management Report 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $2,208,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 

 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $2,222,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $480,000.00 
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Asset 
# 

Asset Class Lifecycle Event Description L.E Replacement 
Year 

Total Capital 
Costs 

Condition Index 
(2018) 

Risk 

8001 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2008 JCB Backhoe 6 Replacement 12 2020 $125,000.00 2 Medium 

7008 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2011 Chevy Silverado Pickup 4 
Replacement 

10 2021 $40,000.00 1 High 

8016 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2013 International Plow Truck 
301 Replacement 

8 2021 $250,000.00 2 Medium 

8002 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2000 Road Grader G740 501 
Replacement 

25 2022 $350,000.00 2 Medium 

8017 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2015 International Plow Truck - 
303 Replacement 

8 2023 $225,000.00 2 Medium 

7009 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2017 Pickup Truck - Staff - 3/4 
Ton Replacement 

8 2025 $52,000.00 3 Medium 

8019 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2020 GMC Sierra 1500 
Replacement 

10 2025 $40,000.00 3 Medium 

8013 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2020 Single Axle Truck 304 
Replacement 

8 2028 $250,000.00 1 High 

8014 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2020 Dump/Plow 302 
Replacement 

8 2028 $250,000.00 2 Medium 
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9.13 Sidewalks  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Asset 
# 

Asset 
Class 

Lifecycle Event Description L.E Lifecycle 
Event Year 

Lifecycle Event 
Cost 

Condition 
Index (2018) 

Risk 

304 Sidewalk Brock Road Sidewalk Remediation for 
AODA Compliance (Phase 1) 

20 2019 $25,000.00 4 Medium 

304 Sidewalk Brock Road Sidewalk Remediation for 
AODA Compliance (Phase 2) 

20 2020 $110,000.00 4 Medium 

 

Capital Plan Summary 

 

Sidewalk assets lifecycle activity 

schedule has been developed in 

the asset registry from their 

modelled end of expected life. 

However, the capital expenditure 

illustrated in the included graph 

and chart has been generated 

exclusively from the recommended 

remediation schedule provided by 

staff.  

Total Capital Expenditure: $135,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $100,000.00 

 

Total Capital Expenditure: $100,000.00 
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10.0 Risk 

The asset management strategy & framework for this asset management plan takes a risk-

centric approach. Risk is an important measure in asset management. Besides cost, risk is one 

of the few measures that can be compared across asset classes. The comparison of risk across 

asset classes is only appropriate if risk is calculated using an appropriate methodology. The 

methodology for assessing asset risk utilized in the Township’s Asset Management Strategy and 

Framework developed as part of this project allows for the comparison of assets across asset 

classes, categories, and programs. 

Risk is the combination of the Consequence of Failure CoF and the Probability of Failure PoF of 

an asset as shown in Figure 10.0 - 1. The PoF of an asset is determined using the estimated 

service life of the asset, the age of the asset, and the assessed condition of the asset. CoF is 

determined for each asset class based on five weighted consequence of failure factors such as 

Health and Safety, Financial, Environmental, Legal & Regulatory, and Operational & Internal 

Demand. 

Workshops were held with the departments responsible for maintaining assets to determine 

the CoF for each asset class. The PoF and CoF were combined into a risk matrix, as shown in 

Figure 1, to determine an asset’s Risk Level which determined it’s priority for replacement. Risk 

levels were based on a five-point scale: Very High, High, Medium, Low, and Insignificant. The 

risk matrix shows the highest risk in the top right and the lowest risk in the bottom left. 

 
10.0 - 1 Risk Matrix 

 
 

Risk Matrix 

Consequence of Failure (CoF) 

Insignificant        Low           Medium       High           Very High          

P
ro

b
ab

ili
ty

 o
f 

Fa
ilu

re
 (

P
o

F)
 Almost Certain             High High Very High Very High Very High 

Highly Likely                 Moderate Moderate High High Very High 

Likely                    Low Low Moderate High High 

Unlikely                     Very Low Low Low Moderate Moderate 

Almost Certainly 
Not          Very Low Very Low Very Low Low Low 
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10.1 Probability of Failure 

The probability of failure is the first of two variables required to calculate risk. Probability of 

failure is the likelihood that an asset will not achieve a desired level of service. Levels of service 

can be based on the condition of the asset or the performance of the asset. 

 

While asset performance is often tied directly to the condition of the asset, there are 

performance measures that do not relate to the condition of an asset. These measures can 

include: 

• The appropriateness/size of an asset 

• The availability of backups for critical assets 

• The ability to meet legislated requirements 

 

The Township of Puslinch does not currently collect the data required to assess assets based on 

performance. For the purpose of this project probability of failure is based solely on condition 

and serviceable life.  

For this asset management plan, condition and remaining serviceable life were the sole 

determinants of Probability of Failure. For example, an asset with a condition rating of “1” 

would have a “Very High” probability of failure, while an asset with a condition rating of “5” 

would have a “Very Low” probability of failure. For this asset management plan, the thresholds 

for probability of failure were scaled based on the technical levels of service for the asset class. 

For all asset classes except for Hard Surface Roads and Bridges and Culverts, the probability of 

failure calculation was the inverse of the condition rating. 

 

Further, when condition data was not available an assets risk was calculated based on the 

remaining service life of the asset. For example, for many of the vehicles in the asset registry 

condition data was not available. Thus, in order to create a risk profile for the asset the 

remaining service life of the asset was used. Both of the above processes to calculate 

Probability of Failure are illustrated in Sections 10.3 (Calculating Probability of Failure Based on 

Remaining Service Life) and 10.4 (Calculating Probability of Failure Based on Condition).  

10.2 Consequence of Failure  

The Consequence of Failure is determined for each asset class based on five weighted 

consequence of failure factors: Health and Safety, Operational & Internal Demand, 

Environmental, Financial, and Legal & Regulatory Compliance 
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10.3 Calculating Probability of Failure Based on Remaining Service Life 
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10.4 Calculating Probability of Failure Based on Condition 
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10.5 Consequence of Failure Factors 

Health and Safety: Considers the impacts to Public and Employee health 

 

Operational & Internal Demand: Considers losses or interruptions to internal operations and 

services provided both internally and externally as a result of asset failure 

 

Environmental: Considers the direct impacts to the natural environment as the result of asset 

failure 

 

Financial: Considers the financial impacts to the organization as a result of asset failure 

 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Considers the legal implications and ability to meet regulatory 

requirements as a result of asset failure 

10.6 Consequence of Failure: Establishing Baseline Risk 

These factors, when considered collectively were given a baseline weighting factor in order to 

justify their relative importance against other factors. This weighting factor is a number that 

would give each asset class a pre-conceived/overall risk weighting. This was necessitated in 

order to justify each assets baseline risk despite it’s condition ratings. To establish this Baseline 

Risk workshops were held with Staff in order to  classify the most important (highest weighted) 

consequence of failure factors. The results of these workshops are illustrated in Figure 10.0 - 2. 
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10.7 Consequence of Failure: Quantifying the Qualitative Methodology  

To further quantify each asset class and create full risk profiles for each of the factors: Health and 

Safety, Operational & Internal Demand, Environmental, Financial and Legal & Regulatory 

Compliance. UEM converted the qualitative consequence of failure matrix (charts 10.0 – 3 to 10.0 

– 7) into a quantitative format which are illustrated in chart 10.0 – 8. Each respective qualitative 

category was converted to a number that ranged from 1-10. Where 1 means insignificant 

consequence of failure impact and 10 means very high consequence of failure impact.  

 

10.0 - 3 Qualitative Methodology: Health and Safety 

10.0 - 4 Qualitative Methodology: Operational & Internal Demand  

 

 

 

 

 

Consequence of Failure Health & Safety 

1-2 Insignificant No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

3-4 Low 
Potential for minor injury or affects to health of an individual. Full 

recovery is expected. 

5-6 Medium 
Possibility of serious injuries or affects to health. May affect one 

or more individuals and/or result in short-term disabilities. 

7-8 High 

Probable likelihood for serious injury or affects to the health of 
one or more individuals with a possibility for loss of a life and the 

possibility of long-term disabilities. 

9-10 Very High  
Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible 

permanent disabilities. 

Consequence of Failure Operational & Internal Demand 

1-2 Insignificant 

Small number of customers experiencing service disruption: 
Under 10 people affected 

3-4 Low 
Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, 

service interrupted 1 day 

5-6 Medium 
Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people 

affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

7-8 High 
Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service 

interrupted 5-30 days 

9-10 Very High   
Township-wide service disruption: Over 5,000 people affected 

service interruption over 30 days 
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10.0 - 5 Qualitative Methodology: Environmental 

10.0 - 6 Qualitative Methodology: Financial 

 

10.0 – 7 Qualitative Methodology: Operational & Internal Demand 

Consequence of Failure Environmental 

1-2 Insignificant 
Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

3-4 Low 
Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 

months) very isolated damage to the environment.               

5-6 Medium 
Significant short-term (< 1 year) local damage to the 

environment.  

7-8 High 
Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the 

environment. 

9-10 Very High 
Major long-term (+5 years) or permanent widespread damage to 

the environment. 

Consequence of Failure Financial 

1-2 Insignificant 

Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 100% of the cost of 
proactive replacement and an increase cost to providing service is 

negligible 

3-4 Low 

Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 110% to 120% of 
proactive replacement and an Increase in cost to providing service is 

over 5% 

5-6 Medium 

Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of 
proactive replacement and an Increase in cost to providing service is 

over 10% 

7-8 High 

Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 125% to 200% of 
proactive replacement and an Increase in cost to providing service is 

over 25% 

9-10 Very High 
Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 200% of proactive 
replacement and an Increase in cost to providing service is over 50% 

Consequence of Failure Legal & Regulatory Compliance 

1-2 Insignificant No claims or charges 

3-4 Low Potential claims by an individual possible. 

5-6 Medium 
Possible Claims and charges by interest groups or Government 

Agencies. 

7-8 High 
Probable Claims and charges by interest groups or Government 

Agencies. 

9-10 Very High 
Definite claims and charges by interest groups or government 

agencies. 
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Consequence of Failure Score Card 
 

Baseline 

Weight 

Health 

and 

Safety  

Internal 

Demand & 

Operational 

Environmental Financial Legal and 

Regulatory 

Compliance 

Total 

Consequence 

of Failure 

Score  

Bridges and Culverts 27 10 5 3 10 6 61 

Gravel Roads 27 10 5 4 10 3 59 

Hard Surface Roads 27 10 5 3 10 3 58 

Regulatory/Warning Signs 27 7 5 2 8 9 58 

Fire Equipment 27 7 8 2 8 4 56 

Fire Reservoirs 27 2 7 2 8 8 54 

Storm Water Management Ponds and Storm Sewers 27 1 4 8 6 8 54 

Fire Vehicles and Tires 27 2 8 2 8 4 51 

Parks and Recreation 27 5 6 2 7 3 50 

Sidewalks 27 4 5 2 7 4 49 

Buildings and Facilities 27 2 4 3 8 3 47 

Works, Parks, and Building Department Vehicles and 

Equipment 
27 1 8 2 6 3 47 

Street lights and Poles 27 2 5 2 5 6 47 

Trees 27 1 3 8 3 2 44 

10.0 - 8 Consequence of Failure Scores all Asset Classes 
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10.8 Consequence of Failure Classifications: Puslinch Asset Classes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

10.0 - 9 Consequence of Failure Classification all Asset Classes (Stacked Bar Chart) 
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10.9 Technical Walkthrough: Calculating Risk & Risk Profiling  

Once calculated, Probability of Failure and Consequence of Failure were combined to create a 

Risk Score. Risk Scores were set on a five-point scale: Very High, High, Moderate, Low, and 

Insignificant.  

 

      

 

 

There are many methods for calculating a risk score, UEM for this asset management plan 

employed a simple ratio algorithm where a risk score is weighted 50% on its Consequence of 

Failure and 50% on its Probability of Failure. Figure 10.0 – 11 illustrates that a risk score is 

devised first from the addition of the Probability of Failure and Consequence of Failure scores 

and second divided by two to generate a Risk Score. 

Table 10.0 – 11 was intentionally designed to illustrate that a high Probability of Failure when 

joined to a low Consequence of Failure results in a Risk score of 3. The result is the same if 

there is a high Consequence of Failure and low Probability of Failure, resulting in a Risk score of 

3.  

Probability of Failure Addition Consequence of Failure Division Risk Score 

5 + 1 ÷2 3 

4 + 2 ÷2 3 

3 + 3 ÷2 3 

2 + 4 ÷2 3 

1 + 5 ÷2 3 
10.0 - 11 Example Risk Calculation 

10.10 Risk: Summary of Methods  

The methodology for how Consequence of Failure and the Probability of Failure is combined to 

generate a risk score is as follows:  

1. Classification of Probability of Failure 

a. The condition data for each asset was converted from its condition index score 

(BCI, PCI, Vehicle Kilometers or Condition Rating)to a number between 1 and 5. If 

an asset was in “Critical” condition then it would have a high Probability of 

Failure or a 5. Further, if an asset was in “Excellent” condition then it would have 

Probability  

of Failure 

(50%) 

 

Consequence 

of Failure 

(50%) 

 

 

Risk  

Score 

 

+ = 

10.0 - 10 Risk Calculation 
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a low Probability of Failure or a 1. This classification procedure is summarized 

below. 

i. Excellent = 1 

ii. Good = 2 

iii. Fair = 3 

iv. Poor = 4 

v. Critical = 5 

2. Classification of Consequence of Failure – Based on UEM’s experience, the Consequence 

of Failure for each asset type in the asset registry for the Township of Puslinch was 

quantified as follows: 

a. Each Asset was given a baseline Consequence of Failure score – which is 

consistent across all asset types. This is to indicate that Risk is always a factor to 

an asset. (Reference to 10.6) 

b. Subsequently, each of the Consequence of Failure factors was given a score on a 

scale between 1 to 10 and then summed to give a total Consequence of Failure 

score. 

i. A score of 1 means that the Consequence of Failure impact of that factor 

would be low on that asset class. 

ii. A score of 10 means that the Consequence of Failure impact of that 

factor would be high on that asset class. 

c. Standardization of the Consequence of Failure Score 

i. The next step was to standardize the Consequence of Failure score to the 

same maximum and minimum values as the Probability of Failure score. 

Standardizing Consequence of Failure Scores  

Hard Surface Roads  
COF Score: 31 -> 5 

Gravel Roads  
COF Score: 32 -> 5 

Bridges and Culverts  
COF Score: 34 -> 5 

Buildings and Facilities  
COF Score: 20 -> 3 

Works, Parks, and Building Department 
Vehicles and Equipment 

COF Score: 20 -> 2 

Fire Vehicles  
COF Score: 20 -> 3 

Parks and Recreation  
COF Score: 24 -> 3 

Fire Reservoirs  
COF Score: 23 -> 4 

Street lights and Poles  
COF Score: 20 ->2  

Sidewalks  
COF Score: 22 -> 2 

Fire Equipment  
COF Score: 29 -> 4 

Regulatory/Warning Signs  
COF Score: 31 -> 4 

Storm Water Management 
Ponds  

COF Score: Ponds 27 -> 3 

Storm Sewers  
COF Score: 27 -> 3 

Street Trees  
COF Score: 17-> 1 

10.0 - 12 Standardization of Consequence of Failure Scores 
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10.11 10 Year Capital Plan Risk Matrix 

The following table 10.0 – 13 illustrates the relative risk across all asset classes included in the 

10-year capital plan. The table below encompasses the spread of risk in a risk matrix in order to 

map the relative risk incurred by the Township should they defer the projects proposed in the 

capital plan. 

 

Risk Matrix: 10 Year Capital Plan Total Costs 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $8,672,357.22  

 $-     $-     $-     $4,154,979.85   $-    

 $-     $-     $4,323,173.40   $-     $-    

 $-     $651,000.00   $586,987.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    
 

10.0 -13 10 Year Capital Plan Total Expenditure 

11.0 Asset Class Risk Summaries 

 
This section summarizes each asset class in the asset registry using the logic and procedures 

necessary for risk profiling each asset class. These logics have already been stated in Section 10.7 

Quantifying the Qualitative Methodology. The financial figures included in each summary page 

represent the outputs from the 10-year capital plan. Thus, for all asset classes that are not 

included in the capital plan, there will be a “No Data” in the title header. 
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11.1 Bridges 
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 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $       910,000.00  

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement and increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and charges by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

               

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and prosecution by public groups or Government Agencies. 
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11.2 Culverts 
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 $               -    $               -    $               -    $                       -     $   1,035,000.00  

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $         65,000.00   $                       -    

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

 $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -    $               -   

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and charges by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

             

 

 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and prosecution by public groups or Government Agencies. 
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11.3 1 Lift, 2 Lift, Gravel and Surface Treated Roads 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $6,653,857.22  

 $-     $-     $-     $2,543,759.85   $-    

 $-     $-     $780,507.40   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Definite certainty for death or multiple deaths with possible permanent disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 50% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. $0.00
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11.4 Buildings and Facilities 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $192,750.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $651,000.00   $114,337.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health & Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Claims by an individual possible.  

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment.               

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day. 

 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health & Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Claims by an individual possible.  

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Environmental: Material damage of local importance. Minor, short-term (within 6 months) very isolated damage to the 

environment.               

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day 
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11.5 Parks and Recreation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Probability of Failure (PoF) 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $406,036.00   $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $110,000.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Possibility of serious injuries or impacts to health. May affect one or more individuals and/or result in short-

term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Possibility of serious injuries or affects to health. May affect one or more individuals and/or result in short-

term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible 
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11.6 Works Department – Licensed & Unlicensed Vehicles and Equipment 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $540,000.00   $-    

 $-     $-     $1,576,000.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $92,000.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible 

0

200000

400000

600000

800000

1000000

1200000

1400000

1600000

1800000

Insignificant Low Medium High Very High

To
ta

l C
ap

it
al

 C
o

st
s

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

140 | P a g e  
 

11.7 Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles 
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 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $   $-   

 $-    $-    $   $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $38,000.00  $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 
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11.8 Building Department Licensed Vehicles 
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 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $   $-   

 $-    $-    $33,000.00  $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $  $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 
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11.9 Fire Licensed Vehicles (Vehicles and Tires) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

    Probability of Failure (PoF) 

Fi
re

 L
ic

en
se

d
 

V
eh

ic
le

s 

C
o

n
se

q
u

en
ce

 

o
f 

Fa
ilu

re
 (

C
o

F)
 

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $19,384.00   $-    

 $-     $-     $1,497,066.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $24,650.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Description 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 110% to 120% of proactive replacement or 

Increase in cost to providing service is over 5%. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 110% to 120% of proactive replacement or 

Increase in cost to providing service is over 5% 
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11.10 Fire Equipment 
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $73,500.00  

 $-     $-     $-     $140,800.00   $-    

 $-     $-     $276,850.00   $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Probable likelihood for serious injury or impacts to the health of one or more individuals with a possibility for 

loss of a life and the possibility of long-term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 

             

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Probable likelihood for serious injury or affects to the health of one or more individuals with a possibility for 

loss of a life and the possibility of long-term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible. 
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11.11 Storm Water Management Ponds  
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 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $480,000.00   $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

 $-     $-     $-     $-     $-    

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day. 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and charges by interest  groups or Government Agencies. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Possible Claims and prosecution by public groups or Government Agencies 
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11.12 Street lights and Poles (No Data) 
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and charges by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and prosecution by interest groups or Government Agencies 

Insignificant Low Medium High Very High
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11.13 Sidewalks 
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 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $135,000.00   $-    $-   

 $-    $-    $-    $-    $-   

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Potential for minor injury or impacts to health of an individual. Full recovery is expected. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible.              

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Potential for minor injury or affects to health of an individual. Full recovery is expected. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Potential claims by an individual possible.              
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11.14 Fire Reservoirs (No Data) 
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and charges by interest groups or Government Agencies.              

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health.  

Operational & Internal Demand: Major localized disruption: 1,000 - 5,000 people affected, Service interrupted 5-30 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and prosecution by interest groups or Government Agencies.              

Insignificant Low Medium High Very High
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11.15 Regulatory/Warnings Signs (No Data) 
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Probable likelihood for serious injury or impacts to the health of one or more individuals with a possibility for 

loss of a life and the possibility of long-term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days. 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Definite claims and charges by interest groups or government agencies.           

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and prosecution by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: Probable likelihood for serious injury or affects to the health of one or more individuals with a possibility for 

loss of a life and the possibility of long-term disabilities. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Significant localized service disruption:200 - 1,000 people affected, Service interrupted 1-5 days 

Environmental: Very negligible impact. Reversible within 1 week.     

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement are over 125% to 200% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 25% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Definite claims and prosecution by interest groups or government agencies.           

Insignificant Low Medium High Very High
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11.16 Storm Sewers (No Data) 
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day. 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and charges by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

 

 

Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is over 110% to 125% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to 

providing service is over 10% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: Probable Claims and prosecution by interest groups or Government Agencies. 

 
Insignificant Low Medium High Very High

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

150 | P a g e  
 

11.17 Street Trees (No Data) 
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Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or impacts to health. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day. 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 110% to 120% of proactive replacement and Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 5%. 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: No claims or charges. 

 

 

14.0 - 1 (2019-2028 Capital Levy Allocation - $)Consequence of Failure Descriptions 

 

Health and Safety: No obvious potential for injury or affects to health. 

Operational & Internal Demand: Service disruption at a localized level: 10 - 200 people affected, service interrupted 1 day 

Environmental: Significant long-term (> 1 year) widespread damage to the environment. 

Financial: Cost of Reactive response and replacement is 110% to 120% of proactive replacement or Increase in cost to providing 

service is over 5% 

Legal & Regulatory Compliance: No prosecution 

 Insignificant Low Medium High Very High
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12.0 Financial Plan 
12.1 Legislative Requirement 

Ontario Regulation 588/17 requires that for the proposed levels of service a municipality shall prepare a 10-year 

lifecycle management and financial strategy. The regulation requires that the lifecycle management and 

financial strategy set out the following: 

• An identification of the lifecycle activities that would need to be undertaken to achieve the proposed 

level of service for each asset category; 

• An identification of the costs of undertaking the lifecycle activities; 

• An identification of the annual funding projected to be available; 

• An explanation of the financial options examined; and 

• An identification of any funding shortfall and an explanation of how the funding shortfall and 

associated risks will be addressed. 

Sections 8-9 identified the lifecycle activities (and the projected costs associated with those activities) that 

would need to be undertaken to achieve the proposed level of service for each asset category. Sections 12-13 

identify the proposed annual funding projected to be available, an explanation of the financial strategy options 

examined and an explanation of how any funding shortfall and associated risks will be addressed.  

Under this section three financial strategy options were developed. It should be noted that a number of 

assumptions were required to be made in the development of these options, as well as financial policy 

considerations. These assumptions and financial policy considerations are discussed below.  

12.2 Financial Strategy Assumptions 

The information used in the development of the financial strategy options was provided by Township staff and 

UEM, with the three financial strategy options being based on funding the asset management lifecycle activities 

as detailed in Sections 8-9. The following assumptions used in the development of these options were reviewed 

with Township staff and considered reasonable. 

12.3 Capital Financing Assumptions 

It has been assumed that certain capital grants would be available towards financing the asset management 

lifecycles activities. The grant amounts contained in the financial strategy are consistent with those outlined in 

the Township’s 2019 Proposed Capital Budget, Township staff direction, and consist of the following grant 

sources: 

• Ontario Community Infrastructure Grant (OCIF) 

• Gas Tax Funding 

• County Accessibility Grant 
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It should be noted that the OCIF grant is assumed to only be available to 2020 as this is the last year of the 

official grant program. Should this grant program be renewed it is recommended that the financial strategy be 

reviewed, and adjustments made at that time. 

It has also been assumed that a portion of the Aggregate Revenue received annually by the Township would be 

available for financing Asset Management Plan capital related activities. As well, approximately $80,000 has 

been assumed to be available from the Public Works Development Charges (DC) Restricted Reserves for 

financing the asset management lifecycles activities. This is consistent with the 2014 Development Charges 

Study that identified 15.6% of roads projects to be deemed growth-related, and therefore eligible for use of DC 

funds. 

The balance of capital financing necessary to undertake the recommended lifecycle activities is assumed to 

come from the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve, or the use of long-term debt. It should be noted 

that the use of long-term debt will only be considered for financing asset management lifecycles activities when 

available funds are insufficient in the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve. Insufficient funds are 

deemed to occur when the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve reaches its recommended minimum 

target balance. The financial policies regarding the use of long-term debt and the capital asset replacement 

discretionary reserve recommended target balances are discussed later in this section. 

Assumptions on the sources of capital financing are also discussed under Annual Capital Levy Assumptions and 

Debt Management Assumptions, as well as under Financial Policy Considerations regarding the Recommended 

Asset Management Lifecycle Activity Funding Target and Recommended Long-Term Debt Capacity 

Restrictions. 

12.4 Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve Assumptions 

There are several discretionary reserves which have been established by the Township for a variety of purposes. 

All discretionary reserves were reviewed with Township staff, and capital asset replacement related reserves 

were identified. It is assumed that the projected balances contained in these capital asset replacement related 

discretionary reserves would be available towards the funding of asset management lifecycle activities as 

recommended in this report. A one-time infusion of $507,627 was provided into these reserves from the 

Township’s 2018 Surplus. The sum-total of the 2019 opening balances of these capital asset replacement related 

discretionary reserves is estimated at $2,838,841. For purposes of the development of the financing strategy 

options it is assumed that there will be one consolidated discretionary reserve for capital asset management 

lifecycle activities. It is assumed that contributions to this reserve will come from the Township’s annual capital 

levy, with annual draws going towards funding the recommended asset management lifecycle activities. 

Assumptions regarding the annual Asset Management Plan capital levy and the asset management lifecycle 

activities are discussed below. 

Assumptions have also been made regarding the extent to which annual draws can be made from this reserve. 

It is assumed that the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve can only be drawn on to fund annual asset 

management lifecycle activities to the extent that funds in the reserves exceed the recommended minimum 

target balance. Policies on the Recommended Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Target Balances are 

discussed further under Financial Policy Considerations. 
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12.5 Asset Management Lifecycle Activities Assumptions 

The asset management lifecycle activities and associated costs used in the development of the financial strategy 

options are as detailed in Sections 8-9 of this report. The costs as detailed in Sections 8-9 are however reflected 

in 2019 dollars. For purposes of developing the financial strategy options, the asset management lifecycle 

activities costs have been inflated to the year in which they are recommended to be incurred. The inflation of 

these costs is necessary in developing a realistic financial strategy as the Township’s tax levy that will be required 

to, in-part, fund the asset management lifecycle activities will be in future dollars. It is assumed that the asset 

management lifecycle activities costs inflate annually by 2%. 

12.6 Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy Assumptions 

Each year, as part of the Township’s annual budget setting process a capital levy is provided for in the annual 

estimates of costs to be funded from the current tax levy. In 2018 the Township’s capital levy was established 

at $690,849, with a one-time adjustment of $232,500 being made to accommodate an operational matter 

related to OMERS. It is assumed that the base budget for the capital levy has been adjusted back in 2019 to a 

normalized level of $923,349. Upon discussions with Township staff it was directed that 75% of the 2019 base 

capital levy, or $692,512, be assumed to be dedicated towards the funding of asset management related 

operating costs. For purposes of developing the three financial strategy options the asset management related 

operating costs shall consist of: 

• transfers to the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve, and 

• servicing of any asset management lifecycle activity related long-term debt. 

12.7 Debt Management Assumptions 

In each year of the 10-year asset management lifecycle activity forecast, total capital financing must equal total 

capital expenditures. In years where available Asset Management Plan capital financing from all sources, 

including available funds from the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve are insufficient to finance the 

inflated costs related to the asset management lifecycle activities, it is assumed that long-term debt will be used 

to balance capital financing with capital expenditures.  

When debt is considered necessary in a given year, it is assumed that the long-term debt is issued at the end of 

that year, with long-term debt servicing commencing in the following year. It is assumed that long-term debt 

will have a term of 10 years, with an interest rate of 3.5%. This is considered conservative as the Township has 

authority to issue long-term debt for financing capital assets for a term of the lesser of 40 years, or the useful 

life of the asset being financed by the long-term debt. The majority of assets impacted by the asset management 

lifecycle activities have useful lives far in excess of 10 years. 

It is assumed that servicing of long-term debt will be provided from the annual capital levy, with the unallocated 

balance of the annual capital levy being transferred into the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve 

where it will be available, subject to the minimum balance policy, to fund the asset management lifecycle 

activities. 

The financial policies regarding the use of long-term debt are discussed later in this section. 
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13.0 Financial Policy Considerations 
13.1 Recommended Asset Management Lifecycle Activity Target Funding Levels 

One of main objectives of the financial strategy options is to achieve a sustainable level of funding towards asset 

management related costs. For purposes of this Financial Policy Consideration, asset management related costs 

include the cost associated with asset management lifecycle activities, and the costs associated with servicing 

long-term debt incurred for financing past asset management lifecycle activities.  

It is recommended that a sustainable level of asset management funding is deemed to be achieved when total 

Township asset management funding is equivalent to 2% of the projected estimated capital asset replacement 

values of all asset classes as contained in the Township’s Asset Registry. Capital asset replacement values are 

currently estimated at approximately $80 million and are assumed to appreciate each year by 2%. This target 

level of asset management funding is considered best practice and is within the range of asset management 

target funding levels of other municipalities. 

As noted previously it is assumed for the purposes of developing the Township’s financial strategy options, the 

funding sources of asset management related costs consists of: 

• Ontario Community Infrastructure Grant (OCIF) 

• Gas Tax Funding 

• County Accessibility Grant 

• Aggregate Levy 

• Public Works Development Charges 

• Asset Management Plan Capital Levy 

Other than the Asset Management Plan Capital Levy, all sources of funding asset management related costs 

have been clearly identified and quantified from the Township’s 2019 Proposed Capital Budget and Township 

staff direction. Only the Asset Management Plan Capital Levy will vary under each financial strategy option. For 

each financial strategy option, the Asset Management Plan capital levy will increase each year at the % impact 

rate for each of the respective financial strategy options until the recommended asset management target 

funding level is achieved. Once this target funding level is achieved then only necessary increases in the Capital 

Levy will occur each year to ensure that the asset management target funding level is maintained.  

 

13.2 Recommended Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve Target Balances 

It is not uncommon for a municipality to have upper and lower target balances for their respective reserves. 

Under this Financial Policy Consideration, the minimum and maximum target balances of the capital asset 

replacement discretionary reserve be recommended such that the minimum reserve balance be set at an 

amount that would represent 10% of the inflated 10-year asset management lifecycle activity expenditures, 

with the maximum target balance not to exceed an amount that would represent 20% of the inflated 10-year 

asset management lifecycle activity expenditures. For purposes of the financial strategy options, the capital 

asset replacement discretionary reserve shall have a minimum balance of $2.0 million and a target balance of 

$4 million. This Financial Policy Consideration regarding target balances are considered best practice for asset 

replacement related reserves and is in-line with target balances of other municipalities. 
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As noted earlier in this section it is assumed that contributions to this reserve will come from the Township’s 

annual capital levy, with annual draws going towards funding the recommended asset management lifecycle 

activities. Assumptions have also been made regarding the extent to which annual draws can be made from this 

reserve. It is assumed that the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve can only be used to fund annual 

asset management lifecycle activities to the extent that funds in the reserves exceed the recommended 

minimum target balance.  

13.3 Recommended Long-Term Debt Capacity Restrictions 

The use of long-term debt is an important financing tool that is available to the Township in providing flexibility 

for the financing of capital projects. The financial strategy options presented in this section identify the need for 

long-term debt to finance asset management lifecycle activities in years in which available funds in the capital 

asset replacement discretionary reserve are insufficient. When considering the use of long-term debt in the 

financing of capital works it is deemed best practice for a municipality to adopt a debt management policy to 

ensure the long-term debt is used and managed appropriately. While beyond the scope of this project to detail 

all possible considerations of a debt management policy, long-term debt capacity restrictions are discussed with 

the view to establishing a perspective on the degree to which long-term debt plays a role in the financial strategy 

options. 

While statutory limitations of a municipality’s indebtedness are provided annually by the Province, it is best 

practice for a municipality’s debt management policy to contain tighter restrictions on the level of debt that the 

Township is willing to incur. Under Provincial regulation a municipality is not allowed to issue long-term debt 

which would result in the annual repayment of long-term debt and interest to exceed an amount that would 

represent 25% of that municipality’s own source (net) revenues. Under this Financial Policy Consideration, it is 

recommended that this limit be reduced to long-term debt servicing that would not exceed an amount that 

would represent 10% of the Township’s net revenues. Again, this is considered best practice and is used by many 

municipalities as an internal long-term debt capacity restriction. 

14.0 Financial Strategy Options 
As noted earlier in this section three financial strategy options were developed. Under the financial strategy 

options, different levels of annual Asset Management Plan capital levy funding increases are presented. The 

financial details of each of these options can be found in Financial Strategy Options Appendices 20.1, 20.2 and 

20.3.  

14.1 Asset Management Plan Capital Levy 

The three options for annual Asset Management Plan capital levy funding increases are based on the tax 

impact that each respective increase in the annual Asset Management Plan capital levy will have on the typical 

single family detached dwelling (median valued single family detached dwelling within the Township). 

The Asset Management Plan capital levy funding increase considered under the three financial strategy options 

are: 

• Option 1 – Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy Increase is Equivalent to a 1% Tax Impact on the 

Typical Single Family Detached Dwelling. 
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• Option 2 – Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy Increase is Equivalent to a 2% Tax Impact on the 

Typical Single Family Detached Dwelling. 

• Option 3 – Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy Increase is Equivalent to a 3% Tax Impact on the 

Typical Single Family Detached Dwelling. 

In 2019 a $38,500 increase in the capital levy represents an approximate 1% tax impact on the typical single 

detached dwelling. $77,300 represents a 2% impact, with $115,950 representing an approximate 3% impact. 

The dollar amounts of the capital levy increases will increase each year as projected changes occur in the 

Township’s future assessment values, as well as changes in the median value of a typical single family detached 

dwelling. A comparison of projected annual capital levy increases over the forecast period for the three financial 

strategy options can be found below in Table 14.0 - 1 (Comparison of Annual Capital Levy Increases - $).  

 

14.0 – 1 (Comparison of Annual Capital Levy Increases - $) 

It should be noted however that the annual Asset Management Plan capital levy increase will occur each year 

at the same % impact rate for each of the respective financial strategy options when the recommended Asset 

Management Plan target funding, or sustainable funding level is not achieved. In years when the Asset 

Management Plan target funding level is achieved then only necessary increases in the Capital Levy will occur 

to ensure that the Asset Management Plan target funding level is maintained. A comparison of projected annual 

capital levy % impact rates over the forecast period for the three financial strategy options can be found below 

in Table 14.0 - 2 (Comparison of Annual Capital Levy Increases - %) 

 

14.0 – 2 (Comparison of Annual Capital Levy Increases - $) 

Table 14.0 - 3 (Comparison of Annual Capital Levy - $) provides a comparison of the total capital levy 

generated each year under the three financial strategy options.  

 

14.0 – 3 (Comparison of Annual Asset Management Plan Capital Levy - $) 

The total capital levy is allocated between two Asset Management Plan related costs: 

• transfers to the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve, and 

• servicing of any asset management lifecycle activity related long-term debt. 

Table 14.0 – 4 (Comparison of Transfers of Capital Levy to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve - $) 

details for each financial strategy option the amounts that the Asset Management Plan Reserve will receive from 

the annual capital Levy. As can be noted in this table, the transfers under Option 1 are decreasing. This is due to 

the significant increase in debt servicing noted in Table 14.0 - 5. The increased debt servicing is the direct result 

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 38,500                       39,000              39,400               39,700              40,100              40,500              40,900              41,300              41,700              42,200              
Option 2 77,300                       78,800              80,400               82,000              84,000              83,761              34,222              34,907              35,604              36,317              
Option 3 115,950                    91,310              122,400             100,272           22,778              33,551              34,222              34,907              35,604              36,317              

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%
Option 2 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 2.00% 1.96% 0.79% 0.80% 0.81% 0.82%
Option 3 3.00% 2.29% 3.00% 2.40% 0.54% 0.79% 0.80% 0.81% 0.82% 0.83%

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 731,012                    770,012           809,412             849,112           889,212           929,712           970,612           1,011,912        1,053,612        1,095,812        
Option 2 769,812                    848,612           929,012             1,011,012        1,095,012        1,178,773        1,212,995        1,247,902        1,283,506        1,319,823        
Option 3 808,462                    899,772           1,022,172          1,122,444        1,145,222        1,178,773        1,212,995        1,247,902        1,283,506        1,319,823        
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of the need for larger amounts of long-term debt to finance the asset management lifecycle activities under 

that option. 

 

14.0 – 4 (Comparison of Transfers of Capital Levy to Capital Asset Replacement Reserve - $) 

Table 14.0 - 5 (Comparison of Servicing of Asset Management Plan Long Term Debt) details for each financial 

strategy option the amount of debt servicing which results from the financing of the asset management 

lifecycle activities. As noted, all three financial strategy options will require long-term debt in financing the 

asset management lifecycle activities. 

 

14.0 – 5 (Comparison of Servicing of Asset Management Plan Long-Term Debt - $) 

14.2 Asset Management Plan Funding 

Total Asset Management Plan funding represents the funding sources that the Township has directed towards 

funding asset management related costs. For the purposes for developing the Township’s Financial Strategy 

options, the Asset Management Plan funding sources consist of: 

 

• Ontario Community Infrastructure Grant (OCIF) 

• Gas Tax Funding 

• County Accessibility Grant 

• Aggregate Levy 

• Public Works Development Charges 

• Asset Management Plan Capital Levy 
 
The capital levy amount shown in Table 14.0 - 3, when combined with the other Asset Management Plan 

funding sources as detailed in Table 14.0 - 6 (Other Sources of Asset Management Plan  Funding - $) show the 

total funds dedicated by the Township towards funding asset management related costs (see Table 14.0 - 7). 

 

14.0 – 6 (Other Sources of Asset Management Plan Funding - $) 

Table 14.0 - 7 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Funding Levels - $) details the Target Asset 

Management Plan funding levels over the forecast period and compares that target level to the Asset 

Management Plan Funding Levels provided under each financial strategy option. As can be seen in Table 14.0 - 

7, Option 1 does not achieve a sustainable level of funding over the forecast period, whereas Option 2 

achieves sustainable funding by 2024 and maintained for the balance of the forecast period. Option 3 achieves 

sustainable funding by 2020, however due to a reduction in Asset Management Plan funding from other 

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 731,012                    770,012           695,652             632,346           633,562           497,859           453,499           451,529           334,093           367,151           
Option 2 769,812                    848,612           829,368             824,440           892,654           831,366           820,429           855,336           781,209           817,526           
Option 3 808,462                    899,772           933,327             959,171           981,949           881,603           876,705           911,612           851,019           887,336           

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 -                             -                    113,760             216,766           255,650           431,852           517,113           560,383           719,519           728,661           
Option 2 -                             -                    99,643               186,572           202,358           347,406           392,566           392,566           502,297           502,297           
Option 3 -                             -                    88,844               163,273           163,273           297,170           336,289           336,289           432,487           432,487           

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Provincial/Federal Grants (OCIF) 169,421                    168,923           -                      -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Gas Tax Funding 222,547                    222,547           232,662             232,662           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           
Other (County Accessibility Grant Funding) 10,000                       10,000              10,000               10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              

Aggregate Revenue 228,000                    200,000           200,000             200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           
Public Works Development Charges 79,560                       79,560              79,560               79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              

Total Other Sources of AMP Funding 709,528                    681,030           522,222             522,222           532,338           532,338           532,338           532,338           532,338           532,338           
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sources in 2021, a sustainable level of funding is not achieved in that year. A sustainable level of Asset 

Management Plan funding is again achieved in 2022 and maintained for the balance of the forecast period 

under Option 3. 

 

14.0 - 7 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Funding Levels - $) 

Table 14.0 - 8 (Inflated Asset Management Lifecycle Activities - $) presents the 2019-2028 asset management 

lifecycle activities’ expenditures. As noted earlier in this section, these amounts reflect the asset management 

lifecycle activities’ expenditure as presented in Sections 8-9 but have been adjusted to account for inflation 

over the forecast period. 

14.0 - 8 (Inflated Asset Management Lifecycle Activities - $) 

The asset management lifecycle activities expenditure is financed from various Asset Management Plan 

financing sources. These Asset Management Plan financing sources consist of: 

 

• Ontario Community Infrastructure Grant (OCIF) 

• Gas Tax Funding 

• County Accessibility Grant 

• Aggregate Levy 

• Public Works Development Charges 

• Transfers to the Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 

• Long-Term Debt 

 

Only the mix of transfers from the Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve and the use of long-term 

debt vary among the three financial strategy options. This mix of reserve transfer/debt is determined by the 

financial strategy option and the proposed increase in the Asset Management Plan Capital Levy in that option. 

Table 14.0 - 9 (Asset Management Plan Capital Financing Sources - $) details the 2019 – 2028 sources of 

capital financing. 

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Target AMP Funding Level (2% of Capital Asset Values) 1,549,806                 1,580,802        1,612,418          1,644,666        1,677,559        1,711,111        1,745,333        1,780,239        1,815,844        1,852,161        

Option 1 1,440,540                 1,451,042        1,331,634          1,371,334        1,421,550        1,462,050        1,502,950        1,544,250        1,585,950        1,628,150        
Option 2 1,479,340                 1,529,642        1,451,234          1,533,234        1,627,350        1,711,111        1,745,333        1,780,240        1,815,844        1,852,161        
Option 3 1,517,990                 1,580,802        1,544,394          1,644,666        1,677,560        1,711,111        1,745,333        1,780,240        1,815,844        1,852,161        

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Bridges -                             -                    426,564             -                    -                    -                    -                    574,343           -                    -                    
Culverts -                             -                    561,816             -                    -                    -                    -                    643,264           -                    -                    

Buildings and Facilities 15,750                       22,440              114,444             63,672              32,473              200,115           11,262              17,230              35,150              528,335           
Fire Equipment 21,000                       314,823           6,242                  -                    12,989              9,937                69,259              27,568              43,351              14,341              

Parks and Recreation -                             35,361              22,889               -                    335,554           1,987                -                    160,618           -                    9,250                
Asphalt Road 1 Lift 1,509,346                 626,983           167,647             751,961           1,534,372        750,696           492,165           653,942           257,736           1,055,247        
Asphalt Road 2 Lift -                             281,926           275,544             -                    402,012           497,275           52,434              146,515           233,286           144,747           

Asphalt Road Surface Treated -                             -                    -                      -                    -                    143,853           16,723              -                    -                    -                    
Gravel Road 140,000                    66,300              67,626               68,979              70,358              71,765              73,201              74,665              76,158              77,681              

Storm Water Management  Ponds -                             153,000           171,666             175,099           -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    
Fire licensed vehicles -                             530,400           -                      -                    -                    25,394              527,044           -                    -                    597,546           

Fire vehicle tires 17,146                       1,683                -                      4,368                -                    1,822                -                    -                    3,866                8,590                
Sidewalk 25,000                       112,200           -                      -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Works licensed vehicles -                             652,800           260,100             -                    243,547           -                    103,607           -                    292,915           298,773           
Works Unlicensed vehicles 26,000                       127,500           -                      413,871           -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Building Department licensed vehicles -                             -                    -                      -                    -                    36,435              -                    -                    -                    -                    
Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles -                             -                    -                      -                    -                    -                    -                    9,189                -                    35,853              

Total Inflated Asset Management Lifecycle Activities Expenditures 1,754,242                 2,925,416        2,074,538          1,477,950        2,631,305        1,739,278        1,345,694        2,307,336        942,462           2,770,364        
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14.0 – 9 (Asset Management Plan Capital Financing Sources - $) 

The 2019-2028 Asset Management Plan Reserve Financing is detailed for each financial strategy option in 

Table 14.0 - 10 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Reserve Financing - $). The 2019-2028 Long-Term 

Debt Financing under each financial strategy option is detailed in Table 14.0 - 11 (Comparison of Asset 

Management Plan Debt Financing - $) 

 

14.0 – 10 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Reserve Financing - $) 

 

 

14.0 – 11 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Debt Financing - $) 

14.3 Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 

As noted earlier, contributions to the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve come from the Township’s 

annual capital levy, with annual draws going towards funding the recommended asset management lifecycle 

activities. With consideration given to the recommended financial policy regarding the minimum target balance 

of the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve, Table 14.0 - 12 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan 

Reserve Balances - $) provides a comparison of the recommended minimum target balance with the forecast 

reserve balances under each financial strategy option. As can be seen in this table, for each option the reserve 

levels are at the minimum recommended balances for many of the years in the forecast period. This is due to 

the magnitude of the asset management lifecycle activities and the need for long-term debt to finance these 

costs. The associated long-term debt servicing reduces the amount of capital levy that is able to be transferred 

into the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve, thereby reducing the reserve funds available to finance 

future asset management lifecycle activities, which in-turn leads to the need for more long-term debt financing. 

 

 

14.0 – 12 (Comparison of Asset Management Plan Reserve Balances - $) 
 

14.4 Long-Term Debt 

Long-term debt is required under each financing strategy option to fund the asset management lifecycle 

activities. The amount of required debt was previously detailed in Table 14.0 - 11 (Comparison of Asset 

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Provincial/Federal Grants (OCIF) 169,421                    168,923           -                      -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    

Gas Tax Funding 222,547                    222,547           232,662             232,662           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           242,778           
Other (County Accessibility Grant Funding) 10,000                       10,000              10,000               10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              10,000              

Aggregate Revenue 228,000                    200,000           200,000             200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           200,000           
Public Works Development Charges 79,560                       79,560              79,560               79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              79,560              

(Total of AMP Reserve / Long-Term Debt) 1,044,714                 2,244,386        1,552,316          955,728           2,098,967        1,206,940        813,356           1,774,998        410,124           2,238,026        

Total AMP Capital Financing Sources 1,754,242                 2,925,416        2,074,538          1,477,950        2,631,305        1,739,278        1,345,694        2,307,336        942,462           2,770,364        

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 1,044,714                 1,298,292        695,652             632,346           633,562           497,859           453,499           451,529           334,093           367,151           
Option 2 1,044,714                 1,415,692        829,368             824,441           892,654           831,366           813,356           862,409           410,124           1,188,610        
Option 3 1,044,714                 1,505,502        933,327             955,728           985,393           881,602           813,356           974,962           410,124           1,328,232        

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 -                             946,094           856,664             323,382           1,465,405        709,081           359,857           1,323,469        76,031              1,870,875        
Option 2 -                             828,694           722,948             131,287           1,206,313        375,574           -                    912,589           -                    1,049,416        
Option 3 -                             738,884           618,989             -                    1,113,574        325,338           -                    800,036           -                    909,794           

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Minimum Balance at 10% of 10 year Capital Plan 1,996,859                 1,996,859        1,996,859          1,996,859        1,996,859        1,996,859        1,996,859        1,996,859        1,996,859        1,996,859        

Option 1 2,525,139                 1,996,859        1,996,859          1,996,858        1,996,858        1,996,859        1,996,858        1,996,858        1,996,858        1,996,858        
Option 2 2,563,939                 1,996,859        1,996,859          1,996,858        1,996,858        1,996,859        2,003,931        1,996,858        2,367,943        1,996,859        
Option 3 2,602,589                 1,996,859        1,996,859          2,000,302        1,996,858        1,996,859        2,060,208        1,996,859        2,437,754        1,996,858        
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Management Plan Debt Financing - $) with the resulting long-term debt servicing being previously detailed in 

Table 14.0-5 (Comparison of Servicing of Asset Management Plan Long-Term Debt - $). 

Table 14.0 - 13 (Comparison of Outstanding Long-Term Debt - $) details the outstanding debt balances over 

the forecast period for each financial strategy option. As can be seen Option 1 contains the highest level of 

outstanding debt at the end of the forecast period at $5.2 million, with Option 3 with the lowest level of 

outstanding debt at $2.8 million. 

 

 

14.0 - 13 (Comparison of Outstanding Long-Term Debt - $) 

The recommended long-term debt capacity restriction noted in the Financial Policy Considerations limits the 

repayment of long-term debt to an amount that would represent 10% of the Township’s net revenues. Table 

14.0 - 14 (Comparison of Debt Repayment Limit - $) details the remaining debt servicing capacity under each 

financial strategy option. 

 

 

14.0 - 14 (Comparison of Remaining Debt Repayment Limit - $) 

Table 14.0 - 15 (Comparison of Remaining Debt Servicing Limit - %) views the long-term debt capacity 

restrictions from the perspective of a percentage of the limit remaining. Option 1 at the end of the forecast 

period has approximately 16% of the debt capacity available at the end of the forecast period. Option 2 has 

approximately 42% of the debt capacity remaining at the end of the forecast period, with Option 3 having half 

of the debt capacity available at the end of the forecast period. 

 

 

14.0 – 15 (Comparison of Remaining Debt Servicing Limit - %) 

14.5 Assessment of Financial Strategy Options 

All three financial strategy options presented identify the annual funding projected to be available over a 10-

year period to finance the asset management lifecycle activities needed to deliver the proposed levels of 

services detailed in this report. 

In assessing the three financial strategy options the overall level of Asset Management Plan funding available, 

and the degree of use of long-term debt to underwrite shortfalls in available capital asset replacement 

discretionary reserves is considered. 

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 -                             946,094           1,722,112          1,889,001        3,164,872        3,552,871        3,519,965        4,406,250        3,916,981        5,196,290        
Option 2 -                             828,694           1,481,003          1,477,554        2,533,223        2,650,054        2,350,240        2,952,521        2,553,562        3,190,056        
Option 3 -                             738,884           1,294,890          1,176,938        2,168,432        2,272,495        2,015,744        2,550,041        2,206,806        2,761,352        

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
10% of Net Revenues 556,512                    584,337           613,554             644,232           676,444           710,266           745,779           783,068           822,221           863,332           

Option 1 556,512                    584,337           499,795             427,466           420,794           278,413           228,666           222,685           102,703           134,672           
Option 2 556,512                    584,337           513,911             457,660           474,086           362,859           353,213           390,502           319,924           361,036           
Option 3 556,512                    584,337           524,710             480,959           513,171           413,096           409,490           446,779           389,735           430,846           

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Option 1 100% 100% 81% 66% 62% 39% 31% 28% 12% 16%
Option 2 100% 100% 84% 71% 70% 51% 47% 50% 39% 42%
Option 3 100% 100% 86% 75% 76% 58% 55% 57% 47% 50%
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Table 14.0 - 16 (2019-2028 Asset Management Plan Funding - $) totals all Asset Management Plan funding 

sources over the forecast period, including other sources of Asset Management Plan  funding as well as the 

capital levy funding, which will vary by financial strategy option. As noted in Table 14.0 - 16, Option 3 provides 

the highest level of Asset Management Plan financing over the forecast period, with $16.9 million. 

 

 

14.0 – 16 (2019-2028 Asset Management Plan Funding- $) 

Table 14.0 - 17 (2019-2028 Capital Levy Allocation) allocates the capital levy funding noted in Table 14.0 - 16 

between the transfers to the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve and servicing of Asset 

Management Plan related long-term debt.  

 

As noted in Table 14.0 - 17, Option 1 provides the lowest level of tax supported funding (capital levy) over the 

forecast period with $9.1 million, with Option 2 at $10.9 million and Option 3 with the highest level of tax 

supported funding at $11.2 million. While it should be noted that no funding shortfalls occurred in any of the 

financial strategy options presented, the use of long-term debt was necessary in all options to the ensure that 

required asset management lifecycle activities could be undertaken.  

The use of long-term debt requires debt servicing in the future, and therefore reduces the amount of the 

capital levy that can be transferred into the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve. The degree to 

which long-term debt was required under each option over the forecast period is evidenced by the amount 

Asset Management Plan debt servicing shown is Table 14.0 - 17. 

Option 3 has the least debt servicing with $2.3 million of the total capital levy going towards servicing long-

term debt that was required to fund the asset management lifecycle activities, with Option 2 requiring $2.6 

million and Option 1 requiring $3.5 million of the capital levy to servicing long-term debt. 

While the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve balances over the forecast period under all financial 

strategy options are relatively the same, the degree to which the reserve can be drawn upon to fund the asset 

management lifecycle activities varies greatly. The differences among the three financial strategy options in 

regard to the funding of the asset management lifecycle activities from the capital asset replacement 

discretionary reserve is due to the Asset Management Plan capital levy being transferred into the reserve.  

Description Total Other AMP 
Funding Sources

Total AMP 
Capital Levy

Total AMP 
Funding

Option 1 5,629,030                 9,110,418        14,739,448       
Option 2 5,629,030                 10,896,457      16,525,487       
Option 3 5,629,030                 11,241,069      16,870,099       

Description Total AMP Capital 
Levy

Total AMP 
Debt Servicing

Total 
Transferred in 
AMP  Reserve

Option 1 9,110,418                 3,543,703        5,566,714          
Option 2 10,896,457               2,625,705        8,270,752          
Option 3 11,241,069               2,250,111        8,990,957          

14.0 – 17 (2019-2028 Capital Levy Allocation - $) 
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As can be seen in Table 14.0 - 17, over the forecast period, Option 1 transferred the least amount of funds into 

the capital asset replacement discretionary reserve at $5.6 million, with Option 2 transferring $8.3 million and 

Option 3 transferring the most at $9.0 million. The transfers into the capital asset replacement discretionary 

reserve allow for the reserve financing of the asset management lifecycle activities, thereby reducing the need 

for long-term debt financing, and therefore the need to service that debt in the future. 

Table 14.0 - 18 (2019-2028 Reserve vs Debt Financing) provides the level of total reserve financing vs. the level 

of total debt financing for each financial strategy option over the forecast period. 

 

 

14.0 - 18 (2019-2028 Reserve vs Debt Financing - $

Description Total AMP Reserve 
Financing

Total AMP 
Debt Financing

Total AMP 
Reserve/Debt 

Financing
Option 1 6,408,697                 7,930,858        14,339,555       
Option 2 9,112,734                 5,226,821        14,339,555       
Option 3 9,832,940                 4,506,615        14,339,555       
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15.0 Resources 
15.1 Information Technology Strategy 

As part of the project, UEM conducted a review of the available computer technology to support Asset 
Management at the Township. Regulation 588/17 requires the Township to maintain an Asset Registry and 
keep all data related to assets updated at least every two years. 

15.2 Possible Database/Software Solutions 

Puslinch has three valid options for achieving the automation of the process:  
 

1. Maintain and upgrade the custom database and interface that was developed in 2018 as part of the 
Asset Management Project and is currently utilized for all asset data.  

2. Purchase a purpose build software solution from a software vendor. 
3. Contract a software developer for the development of a new custom build solution. 

 
A “corporate approach” to information and data management is a pre-requisite for all the above options. This 
includes people, processes and technology. Functionality determination must be made by Puslinch. Basic 
information about the “inventory” should be freely accessible for use by any application in Puslinch or beyond. 
This means that the information should not be encumbered by software.  
 
The Township of Puslinch should consider several requirements for their asset management software. They 
are as follows: the data should be hosted locally (if possible); the software should facilitate two-way data 
integration with GIS software (if possible); the ability to modify the database schema & associated attribute 
data; supporting multiple users with different access levels; the ability to hyperlink to site plans, as-built 
drawings etc.; and the creation of reports.  
 
Additionally, UEM has identified several criteria for future asset management software. The criteria are as 
follows: the software must integrate PSAB management; inclusion of capital planning functionality; work order 
management system; GIS Integration; support multiple inventories (capital vs. non-capital); data is hosted 
locally; there should be two-way integration with existing databases.  
 

15.3 Technology-Related Requirements 

Upon review of the Township’s existing data processes, UEM has identified some areas for improvement. The 

foundation of any asset management plan is the data pertaining to each asset. The entire process is reliant on 

solid, up to date information from the databases.  

The current software environment has some associated risks, foremost being limited external database and 

technological support. It is recommended that the Township of Puslinch acquire software or establish a 

relationship with a reputable organization to provide support to facilitate the use of these new 

measurements.  

 

 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

164 | P a g e  
 

By using Asset Management software, Puslinch will be able to produce detailed capital plans and create 

maintenance schedules based on the data in addition to meeting PSAB reporting requirements. A significant 

benefit to the procurement of asset management and maintenance management software is the ability to 

update asset registers and asset data to be performed directly by the programs and departments responsible 

for the assets. Prior to the procurement of any software, demonstrations should be arranged where software 

vendors demonstrate the capability of their software using Township of Puslinch data in order to ensure 

compatibility with Puslinch’s existing IT environment. 

15.4 Asset Management Tools 

• The Ontario Goods Roads Association (OGRA) makes available, at no cost, to all Municipalities in 

Ontario a Municipal Data Works (MDW) tool that will enable the full maintenance of the Asset 

Registry. This tool is provided with a set of applications that will provide full update, maintenance and 

reporting of asset data.  

• While full accounting reporting in MDW as required by MFOA is not yet available, these reports can be 

obtained through the export of data to Microsoft Excel and the reports can be formatted from Excel. It 

should be noted that OGRA working with the MFOA intends to build the reports to be available at 

MDW in the near future. 

• Data in MDW should be updated at least once a year, but ideally semiannually. 

16.0 Council Approval and Public Engagement 
16.1 Council Approval 

Council is responsible for approving the Township’s goals and priorities. The planning process puts a spotlight 
on service delivery outcomes expected by the community. Municipalities rely heavily on their capital assets to 
carry out service delivery to the public. As a result, the asset management process supports the goals of 
service delivery and is fundamentally linked to many service delivery outcomes. This makes the asset 
management plan a key document that underpins Council’s directions. Therefore, obtaining Council approval 
of the asset management process and the asset management plan ensures the asset management direction 
aligns with Council’s corporate direction.  
 
Once Council has approved the asset management process/plan, staff are able to undertake ongoing asset 
management actions knowing that they have council’s support/direction, and that they are operating in a 
manner consistent with The Township’s overall direction. Going forward, where asset management related 
issues are brought to Council, the asset management process provides content for discussions between 
Council, staff, and the public. However, the question becomes, “How will Council use this asset management 
process as a tool to make decisions on an ongoing basis?” 
 
Council approves asset management reports and provides specific recommendations to include in the budget 
process. The recommendations are specific and include priority project identification, lifecycle cost investment 
levels, estimated impacts on rates, amongst others. Township staff would then incorporate the asset 
management recommendations into future budgets.  
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16.2 Public Engagement 

Municipalities can benefit from seeking the public’s involvement in developing, reviewing, and approving 
various aspects of the asset management process. The public’s input may be directly sought as part of asset 
management plan discussions concerning levels of service, lifecycle management strategy scenarios, various 
financing strategy options, and/or other elements of the asset management process. In addition, feedback 
related to asset management plan issues can be indirectly derived from other public processes such as budget 
approvals or master plan approvals. Overall, ensuring some level of public engagement throughout the asset 
management process not only assists in gaining a level of public acceptance on asset management, but also a 
level of public ownership in the process.  
 
O. Reg 588/17 outlines the following requirements with respect to AM Public Engagement:  
 

• An Asset Management Policy must be developed and adopted by July 1, 2019 and reviewed and 
updated at least every 5 years. The Asset Management Policy outlines a requirement to include a 
commitment to provide opportunities for municipal residents and other interested parties to provide 
input into asset management planning. 

• The Township will be required to post their Asset Management Policy and Asset Management Plan on 
the Township’s website and make copies of these documents available to the public, if requested.  

 
In reference to Puslinch, the public were invited to provide input during the development stages of asset 

management planning. In this manner, the public had the opportunity to shape the direction of asset 

management processes by having the opportunity to comment on the Asset Management Policy and on Levels 

of Service Policies as well as impacts on the Capital Budgets.  

The Public were made aware of a public meeting. The public were encouraged to provide comments on asset 
management topics in general. Prior to the meeting, the presentation was posted online on the Township’s 
website. 
 
The Public Meeting was held on February 5, 2019 in the Council Chambers of Puslinch. The Sign-in-sheet 
indicated that 7 individuals attended. As of February 8th two emails were received by the Township. One 
individual requested response. A copy of the response provided by UEM may be found in Appendix 20.6 
 
Verbal concerns were as follows: 
 

1. There is a need to establish a process that would allow the surface treatment of gravel roads or the 
paving of roads on which there are homes. 

2. There was concern in regard to needed improvements to Old Morriston Park which were not identified 
in the Township capital budget.  
 

Verbal areas of clarification were as follows: 

3. The methodologies used in order to quantify the condition of building components. 
4. The methodologies use in determining the need for upgrading gravel roads. 
5. The methodologies used to define level of service policies and their technical levels of service. 
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Areas of concern in the emails were as follows: 
 

6. Service Level Policy for Gravel Roads. 
7. Lack of Data in regard to condition of Gravel Roads. 
8. Change in condition of roads to poor. 
9. Opinion not to borrow money. 
10. Staff levels for the Fire Department and the Township as a whole.  

 
In regard to concerns and areas of clarification information is as follows: 

1. UEM in development of the service level policy for Gravel Roads did not consider the spatial significance of 
gravel roads as they relate to proximity to lived in homes.  

2. UEM identified in the asset registry that Old Morriston Park has many assets that are in poor condition. 
However, the decision for remediation activities to assets at the park are subject to the policies and 
objectives of the Township.  

3. The methodologies used to quantify the condition of buildings have been extracted from the recent 
Building Condition Assessment. This assessment did not use a condition index in order to assess condition 
but instead a visual inspection of relevant components of the building structure.  

4. The methodologies used to determine the need to upgrade a gravel road have been developed through the 
review of reports, staff input, input from neighboring municipalities in Wellington County, Minimum 
Maintenance Standards Ontario Regulation 239/02, and policies of jurisdictions primarily in the United 
States. 

5. Asset Class Level of service policies were developed using information sourced from relevant provincial 
policies, regulations, internal expert opinion, and the recommendations of staff.  

6. The lack of Data for Gravel Roads is an issue that may be improved by way of the regular collection of 
maintenance information for each gravel road segment.   

7. The condition of road surfaces has not changed, only the methodology for classifying how their condition is 
interpreted has changed. This asset management plan considers that a road surface is in “poor” or “critical” 
condition based on how soon it is expected to be scheduled for remediation work. The capital planning 
methodology for road surfaces for the Township for this asset management plan is more conservative and 
specific than the last asset management plans past methodologies. The current condition classification 
methodology states that a road is to be remediated when it’s pavement condition index (PCI) reaches a 
threshold of 65 for class 3 roads, and 60 for class 4 and 5 roads. Based on the adopted expected 
deterioration rate of 2 pavement condition points per year class roads 3 are expected to be remediated 
every 17 years and class 4 and 5 roads every 20. This results in the majority of roads being classified as 
“Good” to “Fair” with the balance “Poor” to “Critical” due to expected remediation work for the road 
surface. 

8. UEM and DFA have stated what is required by way of capital costs to maintain the Township assets based 
on the level of service policies included in the report. Any change in the financial recommendations would 
result in the Township not meeting the level of service.  

9.  A review of staffing levels of the Fire Department and the Township as a whole are beyond the scope of 
this Asset Management Plan. 
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17.0 Conclusions 

The Township of Puslinch has implemented an Asset Management Strategy and Plan, which assesses the 
Township’s assets based on condition assessments, lifecycles, Levels of Service requirements, and Risk 
Analysis. The decision process is executed through a model created by UEM. The model applies the Asset 
Management strategies to the Township’s asset data. The outputs of the model are used to develop and 
prioritize assets for Capital Plans, which address those assets that pose the greatest risk. The Asset 
Management Plan is expected to achieve improved performance of the Township’s services as well as: 

• Enhanced customer satisfaction from improved performance; 

• Improved financial planning for maintenance and replacement of key infrastructure assets; 

• Improved Risk Management Strategies; 

• Optimized return on investment and/or growth; 

• Improved health, safety and environmental performance; 

• Sustainable long-term planning and performance; and 

• Improved corporate stewardship, including greater staff satisfaction. 
 

The Asset Management Plan will be improved yearly through improved data collection, data confidence, data 
architecture, business processes, and Asset Management procedures. The Township of Puslinch is committed 
to Asset Management Policies and Plans that can be used to provide appropriate information to the 
Township’s Council for decision making during the annual budget process. 
 
Scientific evidence that human activity is resulting in climate change is documented and accepted as changes 
in climate are now a significant factor in the design and management of assets. However, the ability to project 
the impact of climate change and establish a time frame for impacts on infrastructure is very limited. 
Engineers and asset managers make effective use of a limited capacity in order to accurately project 
environmental conditions over the lifetime of assets and asset systems. If adaptation to climate change is to 
be effective, engineers and asset managers must learn to work with uncertain information about a future 
climate that will be significantly different to that of the past. 
 

17.1 Ongoing Maintenance of the Asset Management Program 

Asset Management requires ongoing updates to the data and reviews of the processes and assumptions used 
in the development of the Asset Management Plan. At a minimum, on a yearly basis the Asset Hierarchy as 
well as the Consequence of Failure weightings and scoring should be reviewed by the Asset Management 
Team and representatives from each department to ensure that the decision-making parameters inherent in 
the Asset Management Framework remain valid. All departments should work with the Asset Management 
Team on an ongoing basis to ensure that the asset registry is up to date and reflects the most recent condition 
assessments and replacement costs available. 
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17 - 1 Asset Management Maintenance 

In undertaking this assignment and observing the working relationships of staff it became apparent that there 

is very little if any support staff between the Director of Finance/Treasurer and those Department Heads who 

are responsible for operations. Although skilled from an operations perspective the Department Heads will 

need assistance in the ongoing maintenance of the asset management system, especially with the updating of 

the asset registry.  

The Township of Puslinch should consider additional staff and technical resources to assist the Director of 

Finance/Treasurer with the consolidation of the asset inventory into the asset registry and the generation of 

reports consistent with the requirements of Regulation 588/17 and Council as well as any other reports 

associated with the management of the physical assets of the Township. 

17.2 Capital Program 

The capital program was developed based on studies that have been completed by the Township, the 
knowledge of staff, and the knowledge and expertise of the UEM Team. Capital needs over a 10-year period 
were identified in the plan based upon reducing risk to the Township. Such an approach created “peaks” and 
“valleys” in the capital plan based upon the lifecycle of current assets and or the policies and practices 
adopted by the Township. Council in their wisdom may defer a capital project in order to reduce such “peaks” 
and “valleys” and should recognize that a consequence of doing so may be an increase in risk. However, the 
normal practice of municipalities is to finance a project prior to undertaking the design, tendering and 
construction of such a project that often leads to the reconstruction of the project a year after the funding of 
the project. In many cases the funding of the debt associated with the reconstruction of the project occurs 
after completion of the project. 
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17.3 Service Level Policy: Hard Surface Roads 

The Township of Puslinch through their Pavement Condition Study accepts a Remediation Pavement Condition 

Index for hard surface roads of 65 for class 3 roads, 65 for class 4 roads, and 65 for class 5 roads. However, the 

Township takes into consideration other factors in preparing their capital budget as outlined in Section 9.0 of 

this report. Rather than relying on the Remediation Pavement Condition Index such other factors impact in 

part inclusion in the capital budget. Based upon a review of previous projects Pavement Condition Index has 

not fallen below 60 for class 3 roads, 60 for class 4 roads and 60 for class 5 roads prior to a recommendation 

being formulated for inclusion into the capital budget. Therefore, the UEM team is prepared to recommend 

that the minimum Remediation Pavement Condition Index be 65 for class 3 roads, 60 for class 4 roads and 60 

for class 5 roads. This recommendation is presented in the UEM proposed level of service policy for Hard 

Surface Roads.  

18.0 Recommendations 
 

The following is a list of recommendations for ongoing improvement of the management of the Township’s 

assets. The identified costs are estimates only and should not be considered as quotes. 

18.1 Proposed Level of Service Policies 

Recommendation:  That the level of the service policies in Section 5 of this report be approved.  

The levels of service were developed based upon input from staff and the Council of the 

Township of Puslinch. These level of service policies reflect in principle the existing 

practices of the Township of Puslinch. The policies were presented to the public on 

February 5, 2019. 

Estimated Cost: As per the budget implications table outlined in the end of this section. 

18.2 Staff 

Formalized Asset Management Policies should be developed to detail roles, responsibilities and procedures for 
the execution of the Asset Management Plan.  

Recommendation:  Identify an Asset Management champion in each Department to ensure ownership of 
Asset Management processes. 

Estimated Cost: Minimal internal cost 

Recommendation:  Assign responsibility for maintaining asset data to the programs and departments 
responsible for the assets. 

Estimated Cost: Minimal internal cost 

Recommendation:  Additional staff and technical resources consistent with section 17.1, paragraph 3. 

Estimated Cost: $50,000 per year in salary & benefits 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

170 | P a g e  
 

Recommendation:  Identify the Director of Finance/Treasurer as the lead responsible for asset 
management. 

Estimated Cost: Minimal internal cost 
 

18.3 Financial Strategy 

In considering the explanation of the three financial strategy options, it is recommended that Option 3 as 

detailed in Appendix 20.3 be adopted by the Township towards a 10-year financial strategy for the funding of 

asset management lifecycle activities as noted in this report. 

It is also recommended that the following Financial Policy Considerations by adopted in the implementation of 

the asset management financial strategy. 

• A lifecycle activity target funding level be set at an amount equal to 2% of estimated replacement value 

of the Township’s Capital assets contained in the Asset Registry; 

• That an upper and lower target balances of asset replacement related reserves be set at amounts of 10% 

and 20% of the inflated 10-year asset management lifecycle activity expenditure; and 

• That a long-term debt repayment limit be established at an amount not to exceed 10% of the Township’s 

net revenues, and that consideration be given towards development of a comprehensive debt 

management policy. 

Finally, it is recommended that the long-term financial strategy be reviewed annually subject to any material 

changes that may occur. 

18.4 Fleet 

All Vehicle Assets (Fire, Works, Building Department and Parks & Recreation) were entered into the Asset 

Registry utilizing replacement costs provided in the 2017 BDO Fleet Management Report. Council in an initial 

review raised the question of purchasing used vehicles rather than new vehicles. The UEM Team are not 

experts that would be capable of assessing the value of used vehicles nor the purchase price of used 

equipment especially when dealing with fire and works department vehicles. The Asset Registry cannot project 

the year in which Council may wish to purchase used vehicles. However, the Asset Registry could be modified 

subsequent to the purchasing of used vehicles.  

Council also requested that the asset registry and 10-year capital plan include the residual value (sale) of fleet 

(or equipment) at the time of disposal. As with the purchase of used equipment the UEM team are not experts 

in evaluating the value of used equipment in that value of used equipment tends to be very subjective based 

upon the opinion of equipment suppliers. 

18.5 Boundary Roads – Road Structures & Bridges and Culverts 

The Township entered into boundary road agreements with adjacent municipalities. The information provided 

to the UEM Team was that the responsibility for capital improvements to such boundary roads lies with the 

adjacent municipalities. However, in completing the Asset Registry capital improvements were provided in the 
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registry based on 50% the total reconstruction costs of such boundary roads. In the future, the Township 

should request a capital program for boundary roads that would include replacement costs and proposed year 

of improvements. Although the UEM Team was not provided with the boundary road agreements it is only 

natural that if there are conflicts that discussions occur between municipal staff to determine accurate data to 

be entered into the asset registry that would impact the capital program of Puslinch.  
 

Replacement Costs in regard to Bridge and Culverts on boundary roads were based on full replacement cost. 

However, remediation costs that have been entered into the asset inventory were based upon the costs 

identified in the 2017 OSIM report. Appendix D of the OSIM report relate to roadside safety improvements 

which were the installation of guard rails as an unfunded component of bridge rehabilitation. In reviewing the 

2017 OSIM report such guard rails are to be installed on the approaches to the Bridge and or Culvert 

structures. It is suggested that the terms of reference for the next update of the OSIM report include direction 

that such guard rails deemed necessary to meet the design standards of the Province of Ontario include that 

guardrails are a component of either rehabilitation or replacement.  

18.6 Technical Levels of Service 

Currently the sole Technical Levels of Service (TLOS) used to determine the Probability of Failure is condition 

or remaining service life. Condition is based on the visual or physical analysis of the asset whereas remaining 

service life is based on the age and condition of assets. For higher quality technical levels of service tracking 

UEM recommends incorporating Performance-based levels of service in the future. Performance-based TLOS 

relate to measurements that are not directly related to condition/remaining service life such as the 

accessibility of buildings for persons with disabilities. Performance TLOS may be mandated by legislation, like 

the Storm Water Management Planning and Design Manual, or explicitly identified by the Township in a 

Service Level Agreement. New business and reporting practices will need to be implemented in order to 

collect and maintain the data required to evaluate performance- based TLOS. 

Recommendation:  Develop & incorporate Performance TLOS 

Estimated Cost: $30,000 in consultant fees. 

18.7 Technology Related Requirements 

As previously indicated in Section 15.4 of this report, the Ontario Good Roads Association makes available, at 

no cost, a tool identified as the Municipal Data Works (MDW) that will maintain asset data.  

Recommendation:  Negotiate with the Ontario Good Road Association for access to Municipal Data Works 

and allow the importation of Puslinch data into MDW. 

Estimated Cost: minimal costs. 

18.8 Climate Change 

Recommendation:  Climate Change should be a consideration in all asset condition assessment reports in 
the future in order to project deterioration rates associated with such climate change. 

Estimated Cost: Minimal internal cost. 
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19.0 Asset Registry Recommendations 
19.1 Bridges and Culverts: 

Recommendation:  The Township of Puslinch is recommended to follow the remediation schedule provided 
by the qualified engineer for all Bridge and Culvert structures. Any further improvements 
to a structure should be implemented as a sub-component to the total remediation cost.  

This recommendation is in response to the Bridge and Culvert Inspection report 
conducted in 2017. This report separates guardrails as a “Road Improvement Safety” 
Cost. UEM recommends that the next report integrate the costs for Road Improvements 
in the final remediation cost of each structure if it is mandated by the Roadside Safety 
Manual and Geometric Design Guide. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15  

19.2 Hard Surface Roads:  

Recommendation:  Hard Road surfaces (1 Lift, 2 Lift & Surface Treated) and Gravel Roads be inspected by a 
qualified engineer every 5 years. Subsequent inspections should follow the same 
methodologies of the one prior.  

The 2016 pavement condition study used Pavement Condition Index as a condition 
rating methodology. Thus, every subsequent study should be consistent unless some 
revolutionary methodology is deemed more appropriate. Following the same condition 
methodologies will help the Township better update their asset registry and as well 
allow for the ability to conduct trend analysis. Each replacement/remediation schedule 
should be integrated into the Asset Registry as a separate table in order to track 
remediations to each road segment over time. Furthermore, the delivered report should 
maintain the current data structure as it’s been formed in the asset registry and as well 
should be stored in a data format that allows for seamless updating of the asset registry. 
Future pavement condition studies should include a determination of providing a hard 
surface to existing gravel roads as outlined in the following section 19.3 Gravel Roads. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

19.3 Gravel Roads:  

Recommendation:  The Township should collect condition data for each gravel road segment during routine 
inspections. When and if a Gravel Road requires regrading it should be documented 
according to the grading triggers listed in the proposed service level policy (Section 5.2) 
provided in this document. Each regrading activity should be considered as a lifecycle 
event. Grading events result from frost leaving the gravel road, Pot holes in the gravel 
road, Rainfall resulting in a significant number of washouts and rutting due to truck 
traffic. In addition to grading events, the Township should be tracking any ditching that 
could improve drainage and any other activities that may have a positive or negative 
impact on the condition of the road base.  
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Tracking of lifecycle events will assist the Township in long-term financial planning for 
gravel road surfaces and as well assist in achieving the proposed service level policy for 
Gravel Roads. Further, the proposed service level policy states that to qualify a gravel road 
for hard surfacing certain data be available for consideration. Such data can be collected 
through regular inspections of the surface, collection and storage of grading frequencies 
and traffic volume studies. 

In addition to data collected by staff, Puslinch should include the inspection of gravel 
roads as a part of the Pavement Condition Index Study by a qualified engineer every 5 
years. In order to determine as a minimum, the following: 

• granular thickness 

• adequacy of drainage 

• presence of contaminants in the granular 

• presence of organic material 

• adequacy of underlying soil 

 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 
 

19.4 Traffic Volume Study 

Recommendation:  To better manage the lifecycle of each road segment UEM recommends that a traffic 
volume study be completed every 5 years for all road surfaces. Traffic volume data will 
help the Township optimize their lifecycle model for roads by increasing or decreasing 
the deterioration rate of two PCI points per year based on the expected traffic on that 
surface over time. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

 

19.5 Buildings and Facilities:  

Recommendation:  Each Building and Facility in the Township of Puslinch should be inspected every 5 years.  

Subsequent inspections should follow the same methodologies of the one prior such as 
the vernacular used to describe each building component and data structure that 
surrounds it. A remediation schedule will be provided and delivered in the same 
template as the previous report to allow for seamless updating of the asset registry. 
Furthermore, each schedule should be integrated into the Asset Registry as a separate 
table to track remediations to each component over time. The Township should conduct 
Arch Flash Studies and Infra-Red Scanning of all electric equipment and wire 
terminations every 5 years. 
 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 
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19.6 Storm Water Management Ponds 

Recommendation:  Follow the remediation schedule provided by the qualified engineer.  

The remediation schedule should be in a tabular format that can easily distinguish each 
Stormwater Management Pond component and the repairs if necessary, to such 
component. If no applicable component can be identified, then the repair and its costs 
should be applied to the pond enclosure. Furthermore, each pond component should be 
provided a condition score that ranges from 1 (Very Poor Condition) to 5 (Excellent 
Condition) Subsequent inspections should follow the same methodologies as the one 
prior. 
 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

 

19.7 Fire Reservoirs 

Recommendation:  Document each inspection of each Fire Reservoir in a tabular format and update the 
condition of each Fire Reservoir in the asset registry with a condition score that ranges 
from 1 (Very Poor Condition) to 5 (Excellent Condition) subsequent to each inspection. 
The condition score that was rated prior should be stored as a separate record in order 
to track how the lifecycle of each fire reservoir is being managed overtime. 

Estimated Cost: No Costs. 

19.8 Fire Equipment 

Recommendation:  Standardize Fire Equipment assets in the asset registry for more effective management 
of lifecycle, lifecycle events, and condition ratings.  

Implement an inspection table and a lifecycle event activity table for Fire Equipment 
assets. 

Estimated Cost: No Costs. 

19.9 Fleet: Works, Building, Parks and Fire Department Vehicles 

Recommendation:  The Township implement an inspection table for each vehicle and as well a lifecycle 
event activity table.  
 
Each inspection should document vehicle hours (if applicable to the service level policy) 
and vehicle kilometers. Documented vehicle hours should be standardized to a 1-5 scale 
in order to be consistent with the condition standard for other asset classes. The 
Lifecycle activity table should document any major vehicle servicing and any major 
accident or mechanical failure associated with the vehicle. These tables should become 
the primary methodology for establishing vehicle condition and lifecycle. 

Estimated Cost: No Costs. 
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19.10 Parks and Recreation, Sidewalks 

Recommendation:  Implement an inspection table and lifecycle event table for each Parks and Recreation, 
Sidewalk, and Street Light & Pole asset.  
 
Each inspection should at the very minimum apply a condition rating to the asset. Each 
lifecycle event that occurs should be documented for each asset in order to track the 
lifecycle of the parks and recreation asset. 

Estimated Cost: No Costs. 

 

 

 

19.11 Street Lights and Poles 

Recommendation:  Implement an inspection table and lifecycle event table for each Street Light & Pole 
asset.  
 
Each inspection should at the very minimum apply a condition rating to the asset. Each 
lifecycle event that occurs should be documented for each asset in order to track the 
lifecycle of the parks and recreation asset. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

 
19.12 Street Trees 

Recommendation:  Update the asset registry in order to create a more comprehensive inventory of the 
current stock of street trees managed by the Township. Including an inspection table 
and lifecycle event table for each Street Tree asset. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

19.13 Storm Sewers 

Recommendation:   

Recommendation:  Update the GIS information and Inspection requirements for all storm sewer assets.  
 
The spatial structure of the Storm Sewer assets in the asset registry has been formulated 
through consultation with staff without referencing to as constructed drawings. Each 
Storm Sewer should be georeferenced according to their ground truth location. 

 
Each Storm Sewer should have each cleaning event loaded into a lifecycle event table to 
account for the condition of the asset. Such condition shall be established by observing 
the amount of waste in each catch basin and manhole in the storm sewer system based 
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upon the installation date of the storm sewer system, a structural inspection should not 
be necessary for the next 10-year period. However, if any significant repairs occur to a 
Storm Sewer asset such repairs should be loaded into an asset lifecycle event table. 

Estimated Cost: Refer to Budget Implications in Section 19.15 

 

19.14 Inspection & Lifecycle Tables 

Recommendation:  The storage of condition assessment data and lifecycle events data should be 
documented in separate tables than in the Asset Tables in the Asset Registry Database. 
By storing the data in separate tables, the historical data quality is maintained and 
allows for multi-step data verification and over time the ability to conduct trend 
analysis.  

 
If the Township chooses to rely on only “updating” the condition column, and 
replacement year column of an asset table with current condition data, or impending 
lifecycle events historical data will be lost. 

 
Estimated Cost: No Costs. 
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19.15  Budget Implications 

The following table summarizes recommendations that have an associated cost 

Budget Implications for this Asset Management Plan 

Major Grouping Budget Item Description Frequency Cost 

Service Level Policies 
Bridges and Culverts 

Bridge and Culvert Inspection 
Reports 

Every 2 Years 
$15,000 

Gravel Roads 

Gravel Base Inspection 
Subject to Review of Gravel Road Surface 

Treatment 
$6,000 

Gravel Road Study Once. $25,000 

Gravel Road surface treatment. 
Costs associated with 

reconstruction of base and 
drainage works excluded. 

Subject to Review of Gravel Road Surface 
Treatment.  

$52,000/km 

Hard Surface Roads 
Pavement Condition Study Every 5 Years $24,500 

Traffic Volume Study Every 5 Years $25,000 

Storm Water 
Management Ponds 

Pond Inspections At Least Once Per Year 
$5,000 

Storm Sewer Sewer Inspections and Cleaning At Least Once Per Year 
$5,000 per Inspection and 
$1,200 per km for Cleaning 

Storm Sewer Geolocation of catch basins Once $5,000 

Street Trees Tree Inspections On the Year of Inspection $6,000 

Street Light & Poles Pole and Arm Inspections Every 5 Years $20,000 

Buildings and Facilities 

Building Condition Assessment Every 5 Years $25,000 

Infra-Red Scanning Every 5 Years $3,000 

Arc Flash Study Every 5 Years $7,500 

Sidewalks Sidewalk Winter Maintenance 
Routine Maintenance of Sidewalks During 

Winter Periods 
$20,000 

Asset Management 
Maintenance 

Staffing 
Additional staff and technical 

resources 
- 

$50,000.00/ Year 
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20.0 Appendices 
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20.1 Financial Strategy Option 1 (1 Percent Impact) 

 

 

 

 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Capital Expenditures

Bridges -                   -                   426,564          -                   -                   -                   -                   574,343          -                   -                   
Culverts -                   -                   561,816          -                   -                   -                   -                   643,264          -                   -                   
Buildings and Facilities 15,750            22,440            114,444          63,672            32,473            200,115          11,262            17,230            35,150            528,335          
Fire Equipment 21,000            314,823          6,242               -                   12,989            9,937               69,259            27,568            43,351            14,341            
Parks and Recreation -                   35,361            22,889            -                   335,554          1,987               -                   160,618          -                   9,250               
Asphalt Road 1 Lift 1,509,346       626,983          167,647          751,961          1,534,372       750,696          492,165          653,942          257,736          1,055,247       
Asphalt Road 2 Lift -                   281,926          275,544          -                   402,012          497,275          52,434            146,515          233,286          144,747          
Asphalt Road Surface Treated -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   143,853          16,723            -                   -                   -                   
Gravel Road 140,000          66,300            67,626            68,979            70,358            71,765            73,201            74,665            76,158            77,681            
Storm Water Management  Ponds -                   153,000          171,666          175,099          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Fire licensed vehicles -                   530,400          -                   -                   -                   25,394            527,044          -                   -                   597,546          
Fire vehicle tires 17,146            1,683               -                   4,368               -                   1,822               -                   -                   3,866               8,590               
Sidewalk 25,000            112,200          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Works licensed vehicles -                   652,800          260,100          -                   243,547          -                   103,607          -                   292,915          298,773          
Works Unlicensed vehicles 26,000            127,500          -                   413,871          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Building Department licensed vehicles -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   36,435            -                   -                   -                   -                   
Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   9,189               -                   35,853            

Total Capital Expenditures - Capital Program 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Capital Financing
Provincial/Federal Grants (OCIF) 169,421          168,923          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Gas Tax Funding 222,547          222,547          232,662          232,662          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          
Other (County Accessibility Grant Funding) 10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            
Aggregate Revenue 228,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          
Public Works Development Charges 79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            
Non-Growth Related Debenture Requirements -                   946,094          856,664          323,382          1,465,405       709,081          359,857          1,323,469       76,031            1,870,875       
Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 1,044,714       1,298,292       695,652          632,346          633,562          497,859          453,499          451,529          334,093          367,151          

Total Capital Financing 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Description
Forecast

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

2019 - 2028 AMP Forecast
Inflated $

Table 1
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Balance 2,838,841       2,525,139       1,996,859       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,858       
Transfer from Operating (AMP Capital Levy) 731,012          770,012          695,652          632,346          633,562          497,859          453,499          451,529          334,093          367,151          
Transfer to Capital 1,044,714       1,298,292       695,652          632,346          633,562          497,859          453,499          451,529          334,093          367,151          
Closing Balance 2,525,139       1,996,859       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,858       

Minimum Balance at 10% of 10 year Capital Plan 1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    
Closing Reserve Balance 2,525,139$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,858$    1,996,858$    1,996,859$    1,996,858$    1,996,858$    1,996,858$    1,996,858$    
Target Balance at 20% of 10 year Capital Plan 3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Capital-Related
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Principal) -                   -                   80,646            156,492          189,535          321,082          392,763          437,184          565,300          591,566          
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Interest) -                   -                   33,113            60,274            66,115            110,771          124,350          123,199          154,219          137,094          

Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 731,012          770,012          695,652          632,346          633,562          497,859          453,499          451,529          334,093          367,151          

Total AMP Capital Related Expenditures 731,012          770,012          809,412          849,112          889,212          929,712          970,612          1,011,912       1,053,612       1,095,812       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
AMP Capital Levy (Previous Year) 692,512          731,012          770,012          809,412          849,112          889,212          929,712          970,612          1,011,912       1,053,612       
AMP Capital Levy Increase 38,500            39,000            39,400            39,700            40,100            40,500            40,900            41,300            41,700            42,200            
Percent Tax Impact on Median Value SFD 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%
AMP Capital Levy (Current Year) 731,012          770,012          809,412          849,112          889,212          929,712          970,612          1,011,912       1,053,612       1,095,812       
Total  Non-Growth Debt Servicing -                   -                   113,760          216,766          255,650          431,852          517,113          560,383          719,519          728,661          
Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 731,012          770,012          695,652          632,346          633,562          497,859          453,499          451,529          334,093          367,151          

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve
Table 2

Reserve Target Balances

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

Operating Budget Forecast - AMP Capital Related
Table 3

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

AMP Capital Levy Impact
Table 4
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Value of Capital Assets 77,490,278    79,040,084    80,620,885    82,233,303    83,877,969    85,555,528    87,266,639    89,011,972    90,792,211    92,608,055    
Target AMP Funding Level (2% of Capital Asset Values) 1,549,806       1,580,802       1,612,418       1,644,666       1,677,559       1,711,111       1,745,333       1,780,239       1,815,844       1,852,161       
AMP Capital Levy 731,012          770,012          809,412          849,112          889,212          929,712          970,612          1,011,912       1,053,612       1,095,812       
Other Sources of AMP Capital Financing 709,528          681,030          522,222          522,222          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          
Total Available AMP Funding 1,440,540       1,451,042       1,331,634       1,371,334       1,421,550       1,462,050       1,502,950       1,544,250       1,585,950       1,628,150       
Above or (below) target level of AMP Funding (109,266)         (129,760)         (280,784)         (273,332)         (256,010)         (249,061)         (242,383)         (235,990)         (229,894)         (224,011)         

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Debt Balance -                   -                   946,094          1,722,112       1,889,001       3,164,872       3,552,871       3,519,965       4,406,250       3,916,981       
Total Debt Servicing -                   -                   113,760          216,766          255,650          431,852          517,113          560,383          719,519          728,661          
Interest on Debt -                   -                   33,113            60,274            66,115            110,771          124,350          123,199          154,219          137,094          
Principal Repayment -                   -                   80,646            156,492          189,535          321,082          392,763          437,184          565,300          591,566          
New Debt Issue -                   946,094          856,664          323,382          1,465,405       709,081          359,857          1,323,469       76,031            1,870,875       
Closing Balance -                   946,094          1,722,112       1,889,001       3,164,872       3,552,871       3,519,965       4,406,250       3,916,981       5,196,290       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Net Township Revenues 5,565,118       5,843,374       6,135,543       6,442,320       6,764,436       7,102,657       7,457,790       7,830,680       8,222,214       8,633,325       
10% of Net Revenues 556,512          584,337          613,554          644,232          676,444          710,266          745,779          783,068          822,221          863,332          
Debt Limit Remaining $ 556,512          584,337          499,795          427,466          420,794          278,413          228,666          222,685          102,703          134,672          
Percent of Limit Remaining 100% 100% 81% 66% 62% 39% 31% 28% 12% 16%

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

AMP Funding Target Levels
Table 5

-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
Township of Puslinch

Option 1
AMP Debt

Table 6a

Table 6b

Township of Puslinch
Option 1

AMP Annual Repayment Limit - 10%
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20.2 Financial Strategy Option 2 (2 Percent Impact) 

 

 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Capital Expenditures

-                                                                                                             -                   -                   426,564          -                   -                   -                   -                   574,343          -                   -                   
-                                                                                                             -                   -                   561,816          -                   -                   -                   -                   643,264          -                   -                   
-                                                                                                             15,750            22,440            114,444          63,672            32,473            200,115          11,262            17,230            35,150            528,335          
-                                                                                                             21,000            314,823          6,242               -                   12,989            9,937               69,259            27,568            43,351            14,341            
-                                                                                                             -                   35,361            22,889            -                   335,554          1,987               -                   160,618          -                   9,250               
-                                                                                                             1,509,346       626,983          167,647          751,961          1,534,372       750,696          492,165          653,942          257,736          1,055,247       
-                                                                                                             -                   281,926          275,544          -                   402,012          497,275          52,434            146,515          233,286          144,747          
-                                                                                                             -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   143,853          16,723            -                   -                   -                   
-                                                                                                             140,000          66,300            67,626            68,979            70,358            71,765            73,201            74,665            76,158            77,681            
-                                                                                                             -                   153,000          171,666          175,099          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                                                                                                             -                   530,400          -                   -                   -                   25,394            527,044          -                   -                   597,546          
-                                                                                                             17,146            1,683               -                   4,368               -                   1,822               -                   -                   3,866               8,590               
-                                                                                                             25,000            112,200          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
-                                                                                                             -                   652,800          260,100          -                   243,547          -                   103,607          -                   292,915          298,773          
-                                                                                                             26,000            127,500          -                   413,871          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   

Total Capital Expenditures - Capital Program 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Capital Financing
Provincial/Federal Grants (OCIF) 169,421          168,923          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Gas Tax Funding 222,547          222,547          232,662          232,662          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          
Other (County Accessibility Grant Funding) 10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            
Aggregate Revenue 228,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          
Public Works Development Charges 79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            
Non-Growth Related Debenture Requirements -                   828,694          722,948          131,287          1,206,313       375,574          -                   912,589          -                   1,049,416       
Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 1,044,714       1,415,692       829,368          824,441          892,654          831,366          813,356          862,409          410,124          1,188,610       

Total Capital Financing 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Description
Forecast

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

2019 - 2028 AMP Forecast
Inflated $

Table 1
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Balance 2,838,841       2,563,939       1,996,859       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,859       2,003,931       1,996,858       2,367,943       
Transfer from Operating (AMP Capital Levy) 769,812          848,612          829,368          824,440          892,654          831,366          820,429          855,336          781,209          817,526          
Transfer to Capital 1,044,714       1,415,692       829,368          824,441          892,654          831,366          813,356          862,409          410,124          1,188,610       
Closing Balance 2,563,939       1,996,859       1,996,859       1,996,858       1,996,858       1,996,859       2,003,931       1,996,858       2,367,943       1,996,859       

Minimum Balance at 10% of 10 year Capital Plan 1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    
Closing Reserve Balance 2,563,939$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,858$    1,996,858$    1,996,859$    2,003,931$    1,996,858$    2,367,943$    1,996,859$    
Target Balance at 20% of 10 year Capital Plan 3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Capital-Related
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Principal) -                   -                   70,639            134,736          150,643          258,744          299,814          310,308          398,959          412,922          
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Interest) -                   -                   29,004            51,835            51,714            88,663            92,752            82,258            103,338          89,375            

Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 769,812          848,612          829,368          824,440          892,654          831,366          820,429          855,336          781,209          817,526          

Total AMP Capital Related Expenditures 769,812          848,612          929,012          1,011,012       1,095,012       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
AMP Capital Levy (Previous Year) 692,512          769,812          848,612          929,012          1,011,012       1,095,012       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       
AMP Capital Levy Increase 77,300            78,800            80,400            82,000            84,000            83,761            34,222            34,907            35,604            36,317            
Percent Tax Impact on Median Value SFD 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00%
AMP Capital Levy (Current Year) 769,812          848,612          929,012          1,011,012       1,095,012       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       
Total  Non-Growth Debt Servicing -                   -                   99,643            186,572          202,358          347,406          392,566          392,566          502,297          502,297          
Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 769,812          848,612          829,368          824,440          892,654          831,366          820,429          855,336          781,209          817,526          

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve
Table 2

Reserve Target Balances

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

Operating Budget Forecast - AMP Capital Related
Table 3

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

AMP Capital Levy Impact
Table 4
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Value of Capital Assets 77,490,278    79,040,084    80,620,885    82,233,303    83,877,969    85,555,528    87,266,639    89,011,972    90,792,211    92,608,055    
Target AMP Funding Level (2% of Capital Asset Values) 1,549,806       1,580,802       1,612,418       1,644,666       1,677,559       1,711,111       1,745,333       1,780,239       1,815,844       1,852,161       
AMP Capital Levy 769,812          848,612          929,012          1,011,012       1,095,012       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       
Other Sources of AMP Capital Financing 709,528          681,030          522,222          522,222          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          
Total Available AMP Funding 1,479,340       1,529,642       1,451,234       1,533,234       1,627,350       1,711,111       1,745,333       1,780,240       1,815,844       1,852,161       
Above or (below) target level of AMP Funding (70,466)           (51,160)           (161,184)         (111,432)         (50,210)           0                       (0)                     0                       (0)                     (0)                     

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Debt Balance -                   -                   828,694          1,481,003       1,477,554       2,533,223       2,650,054       2,350,240       2,952,521       2,553,562       
Total Debt Servicing -                   -                   99,643            186,572          202,358          347,406          392,566          392,566          502,297          502,297          
Interest on Debt -                   -                   29,004            51,835            51,714            88,663            92,752            82,258            103,338          89,375            
Principal Repayment -                   -                   70,639            134,736          150,643          258,744          299,814          310,308          398,959          412,922          
New Debt Issue -                   828,694          722,948          131,287          1,206,313       375,574          -                   912,589          -                   1,049,416       
Closing Balance -                   828,694          1,481,003       1,477,554       2,533,223       2,650,054       2,350,240       2,952,521       2,553,562       3,190,056       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Net Township Revenues 5,565,118       5,843,374       6,135,543       6,442,320       6,764,436       7,102,657       7,457,790       7,830,680       8,222,214       8,633,325       
10% of Net Revenues 556,512          584,337          613,554          644,232          676,444          710,266          745,779          783,068          822,221          863,332          
Debt Limit Remaining $ 556,512          584,337          513,911          457,660          474,086          362,859          353,213          390,502          319,924          361,036          
Percent of Limit Remaining 100% 100% 84% 71% 70% 51% 47% 50% 39% 42%

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

AMP Funding Target Levels
Table 5

-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
Township of Puslinch

Option 2
AMP Debt

Table 6a

Table 6b

Township of Puslinch
Option 2

AMP Annual Repayment Limit - 10%
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20.3 Financial Strategy Option 3 (3 Percent Impact) 

 

 

 

 

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Capital Expenditures

Bridges -                   -                   426,564          -                   -                   -                   -                   574,343          -                   -                   
Culverts -                   -                   561,816          -                   -                   -                   -                   643,264          -                   -                   
Buildings and Facilities 15,750            22,440            114,444          63,672            32,473            200,115          11,262            17,230            35,150            528,335          
Fire Equipment 21,000            314,823          6,242               -                   12,989            9,937               69,259            27,568            43,351            14,341            
Parks and Recreation -                   35,361            22,889            -                   335,554          1,987               -                   160,618          -                   9,250               
Asphalt Road 1 Lift 1,509,346       626,983          167,647          751,961          1,534,372       750,696          492,165          653,942          257,736          1,055,247       
Asphalt Road 2 Lift -                   281,926          275,544          -                   402,012          497,275          52,434            146,515          233,286          144,747          
Asphalt Road Surface Treated -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   143,853          16,723            -                   -                   -                   
Gravel Road 140,000          66,300            67,626            68,979            70,358            71,765            73,201            74,665            76,158            77,681            
Storm Water Management  Ponds -                   153,000          171,666          175,099          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Fire licensed vehicles -                   530,400          -                   -                   -                   25,394            527,044          -                   -                   597,546          
Fire vehicle tires 17,146            1,683               -                   4,368               -                   1,822               -                   -                   3,866               8,590               
Sidewalk 25,000            112,200          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Works licensed vehicles -                   652,800          260,100          -                   243,547          -                   103,607          -                   292,915          298,773          
Works Unlicensed vehicles 26,000            127,500          -                   413,871          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Building Department licensed vehicles -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   36,435            -                   -                   -                   -                   
Parks and Recreation Unlicensed vehicles -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   9,189               -                   35,853            

Total Capital Expenditures - Capital Program 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Capital Financing
Provincial/Federal Grants (OCIF) 169,421          168,923          -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   -                   
Gas Tax Funding 222,547          222,547          232,662          232,662          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          242,778          
Other (County Accessibility Grant Funding) 10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            10,000            
Aggregate Revenue 228,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          200,000          
Public Works Development Charges 79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            79,560            
Non-Growth Related Debenture Requirements -                   738,884          618,989          -                   1,113,574       325,338          -                   800,036          -                   909,794          
Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 1,044,714       1,505,502       933,327          955,728          985,393          881,602          813,356          974,962          410,124          1,328,232       

Total Capital Financing 1,754,242       2,925,416       2,074,538       1,477,950       2,631,305       1,739,278       1,345,694       2,307,336       942,462          2,770,364       

Description
Forecast

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

2019 - 2028 AMP Forecast
Inflated $

Table 1
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Balance 2,838,841       2,602,589       1,996,859       1,996,859       2,000,302       1,996,858       1,996,859       2,060,208       1,996,859       2,437,754       
Transfer from Operating (AMP Capital Levy) 808,462          899,772          933,327          959,171          981,949          881,603          876,705          911,612          851,019          887,336          
Transfer to Capital 1,044,714       1,505,502       933,327          955,728          985,393          881,602          813,356          974,962          410,124          1,328,232       
Closing Balance 2,602,589       1,996,859       1,996,859       2,000,302       1,996,858       1,996,859       2,060,208       1,996,859       2,437,754       1,996,858       

Minimum Balance at 10% of 10 year Capital Plan 1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    
Closing Reserve Balance 2,602,589$    1,996,859$    1,996,859$    2,000,302$    1,996,858$    1,996,859$    2,060,208$    1,996,859$    2,437,754$    1,996,858$    
Target Balance at 20% of 10 year Capital Plan 3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    3,993,717$    

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Capital-Related
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Principal) -                   -                   62,983            117,951          122,080          221,275          256,752          265,738          343,235          355,248          
New Non-Growth Related Debt (Interest) -                   -                   25,861            45,321            41,193            75,895            79,537            70,551            89,251            77,238            

Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 808,462          899,772          933,327          959,171          981,949          881,603          876,705          911,612          851,019          887,336          

Total AMP Capital Related Expenditures 808,462          899,772          1,022,172       1,122,444       1,145,222       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
AMP Capital Levy (Previous Year) 692,512          808,462          899,772          1,022,172       1,122,444       1,145,222       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       
AMP Capital Levy Increase 115,950          91,310            122,400          100,272          22,778            33,551            34,222            34,907            35,604            36,317            
Percent Tax Impact on Median Value SFD 3.00% 2.29% 3.00% 2.40% 0.54% 0.79% 0.80% 0.81% 0.82% 0.83%
AMP Capital Levy (Current Year) 808,462          899,772          1,022,172       1,122,444       1,145,222       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       
Total  Non-Growth Debt Servicing -                   -                   88,844            163,273          163,273          297,170          336,289          336,289          432,487          432,487          
Transfer to Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve 808,462          899,772          933,327          959,171          981,949          881,603          876,705          911,612          851,019          887,336          

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

Capital Asset Replacement Discretionary Reserve
Table 2

Reserve Target Balances

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

Operating Budget Forecast - AMP Capital Related
Table 3

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

AMP Capital Levy Impact
Table 4
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Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Value of Capital Assets 77,490,278    79,040,084    80,620,885    82,233,303    83,877,969    85,555,528    87,266,639    89,011,972    90,792,211    92,608,055    
Target AMP Funding Level (2% of Capital Asset Values) 1,549,806       1,580,802       1,612,418       1,644,666       1,677,559       1,711,111       1,745,333       1,780,239       1,815,844       1,852,161       
AMP Capital Levy 808,462          899,772          1,022,172       1,122,444       1,145,222       1,178,773       1,212,995       1,247,902       1,283,506       1,319,823       
Other Sources of AMP Capital Financing 709,528          681,030          522,222          522,222          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          532,338          
Total Available AMP Funding 1,517,990       1,580,802       1,544,394       1,644,666       1,677,560       1,711,111       1,745,333       1,780,240       1,815,844       1,852,161       
Above or (below) target level of AMP Funding (31,816)           0                       (68,024)           (0)                     0                       0                       (0)                     0                       (0)                     (0)                     

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Opening Debt Balance -                   -                   738,884          1,294,890       1,176,938       2,168,432       2,272,495       2,015,744       2,550,041       2,206,806       
Total Debt Servicing -                   -                   88,844            163,273          163,273          297,170          336,289          336,289          432,487          432,487          
Interest on Debt -                   -                   25,861            45,321            41,193            75,895            79,537            70,551            89,251            77,238            
Principal Repayment -                   -                   62,983            117,951          122,080          221,275          256,752          265,738          343,235          355,248          
New Debt Issue -                   738,884          618,989          -                   1,113,574       325,338          -                   800,036          -                   909,794          
Closing Balance -                   738,884          1,294,890       1,176,938       2,168,432       2,272,495       2,015,744       2,550,041       2,206,806       2,761,352       

Description 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Estimated Net Township Revenues 5,565,118       5,843,374       6,135,543       6,442,320       6,764,436       7,102,657       7,457,790       7,830,680       8,222,214       8,633,325       
10% of Net Revenues 556,512          584,337          613,554          644,232          676,444          710,266          745,779          783,068          822,221          863,332          
Debt Limit Remaining $ 556,512          584,337          524,710          480,959          513,171          413,096          409,490          446,779          389,735          430,846          
Percent of Limit Remaining 100% 100% 86% 75% 76% 58% 55% 57% 47% 50%

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

AMP Funding Target Levels
Table 5

-                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
Township of Puslinch

Option 3
AMP Debt

Table 6a

Table 6b

Township of Puslinch
Option 3

AMP Annual Repayment Limit - 10%
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20.4 The Township of Puslinch Asset Management Policy 

Purpose 
 
An Asset Management Policy formalizes the Township of Puslinch’s commitment to asset 
management, aligns its asset management actions with strategic goals and objectives, and 
provides direction to guide Council and staff in carrying out its business. Such a policy will 
support the Township in focusing its infrastructure efforts on managing risks, addressing 
priorities, and meeting short and long-term needs within the bounds of possible funding. 
 
Vision 
 
The Township’s vision is to proactively manage its assets to best serve the Township’s 
objectives, including: 
 

• Prioritizing the need for existing and future assets to effectively deliver services, 

• Supporting sustainability and economic development, and 

• Maintaining prudent financial planning and decision making. 
 
Objectives 
 
The objectives of this policy are to: 
 

• Provide a consistent framework for implementing asset management throughout the 
Township in compliance with Regulation 588/17. 

• Demonstrate transparent, accountable, and informed decision-making that considers 
the Township’s strategic plans, budget, service levels and risks. 

 
Strategic Alignment 
 
The Township adopted in principle a Community Based Strategic Plan, a Master Fire Plan, a 

Parks and Recreation Master Plan, a Community Improvement Plan and an Asset Management 

Plan. These plans were designed to meet the legislative requirements and work together to 

achieve the Township’s mission of providing innovation and excellence in service delivery. 

Spending requirements defined in the budgeting process and in long-term financial planning 

will reflect the objectives of these plans.   

All of the Township’s plans rely to some extent on the physical assets owned by the Township 

and the commitment of staff to ensure their strategic use. This includes the long-term 

maintenance, repair and replacement of existing assets along with the acquisition of new assets 

to meet the evolving needs of the Township.  

Asset Management Planning therefore will not occur in isolation from other municipal goals, 

plans and policies.  
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Stakeholder Engagement 

The Township recognizes the importance of stakeholder engagement as an integral component 

of a comprehensive Asset Management Plan.  The Township fosters informed dialogue with all 

stakeholders by: 

• Providing residents and other stakeholders served by the Township opportunities to 

provide input; and 

• Coordinating Asset Management Planning with other infrastructure owning government 

agencies and bodies. 

 

Guiding Principles  

The Infrastructure for Jobs and Prosperity Act, 2015 establishes principles to guide Asset 

Management Planning.  The Township will strive, where possible, to incorporate the following 

principles into decisions respecting infrastructure planning and investment: 

 

➢ Forward looking: Take a long-term view while considering demographic and economic 

trends in the County. 

➢ Budgeting and planning: Take into account any applicable budgets or fiscal plans. 

➢ Prioritizing: Clearly identify infrastructure priorities which will drive investment 

decisions. 

➢ Economic development: Promote economic competitiveness, productivity, job creation, 

and training opportunities. 

➢ Transparency: Promote an open and transparent decision-making process through the 

sharing, posting or access to information subject to any restrictions or prohibitions on 

the collection, use or disclosure of information. 

➢ Consistency: Ensure the delivery of core public services such as Roads, Infrastructure 

and Fire. 

➢ Environmentally conscious: Consider the impact of infrastructure on the environment 

and climate change.  Endeavour to make use of acceptable recycled aggregates. 

➢ Health and safety: ensure that the health and safety of workers involved in the 

construction and maintenance of infrastructure assets is protected.  

➢ Community focused: Consider the community benefits arising from an infrastructure 

project such as improvements to public space within the Township and promoting 

accessibility. The Township shall coordinate planning for asset management when 

municipal infrastructure assets connect or are interrelated with the County and 

neighboring Municipalities. 
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➢ Innovation: foster innovation by creating opportunities to make use of innovative 

technologies, services, and practices, particularly where doing so would utilize 

technology, techniques, and practices developed in Ontario. 

➢ Integration: where relevant and appropriate, be mindful and consider the principles and 

content of non-binding provincial or municipal plans and strategies established under an 

Act or otherwise, in planning and making decisions surrounding the infrastructure that 

supports them. 

Community Planning  

Asset Management Planning will align with the County of Wellington Official Plan. The 

Township will achieve this by consulting with those responsible for managing the services to 

analyze the future costs and viability of projected changes. 

Climate Change 

The Township where applicable and appropriate will consider designing infrastructure to be 

resilient to the effects of climate change and support disaster planning to facilitate business 

continuity.  

 Scope and Capitalization Thresholds 

The Township will use a service-based (qualitative) perspective when applying this policy to 

municipal assets, rather than a monetary value (quantitative).  The capitalization threshold 

developed for financial reporting will not be the guide in selecting assets covered by the Asset 

Management Planning process.  

Financial Planning and Budgeting  

The Township will integrate Asset Management Planning into the annual capital budget, 

operating budget, and its long-term financial plan. The Asset Management Plan will be used as 

a resource in order to:  

• Identify all potential revenues and costs (including operating, maintenance, 

replacement and decommissioning) associated with forthcoming infrastructure asset 

decisions; 

• Evaluate the validity and need of each significant new capital asset, including 

considering the impact on future operating costs; and Incorporate new revenue tools 

and alternative funding strategies where possible. 

The department level budget submission will be reviewed and evaluated by the CAO and 

Director of Finance in the preparation of the Township`s annual budget.  Service area personnel 

will reference the Asset Management Plan for their area in order to look up forecasted 

spending needs identified in the plan, verify progress made on the Plan to identify potential 

gaps, prioritize spending needs and recent developments. Finance staff will be involved in the 
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Asset Management Planning process to coordinate the information from service personnel in 

the preparation of the budget submission. 

Governance and Continuous Improvement  

Council is entrusted with the responsibility of overseeing, on behalf of citizens, a large range of 

services provided through a diverse portfolio of assets. Council, having stewardship 

responsibility, is the final decision maker on all matters related to asset management in the 

Township. The Council and staff are committed to the success of Asset Management Planning. 

The following details the responsibilities of the key stakeholders within the Township: 

Council: 

➢ Approve by resolution the Asset Management Plan and its updates every five years; 

➢ Conduct an annual review of the Asset Management Plan on or before July 1st of every 

year, that includes: 

o Progress on ongoing efforts to implement the Asset Management Plan;  

o Consideration of the Asset Management Policy;  

o Any factors affecting the ability of the Township to implement its Asset 

Management Plan;  

o Consultation with staff;  

o Support efforts to improve and implement the Asset Management Plan. 

 

Director of Finance/Treasurer: 

➢ Maintain compliance with the Asset Management Policy and Provincial Asset 

management regulations. 

 

Senior Management: 

➢ Oversee Asset Management Planning activities that fall within their service area. 
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20.5 Puslinch Asset Registry (No Regulatory/Warning Signs) - Reduced Fields 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

1001 Bridges Cook's Mill Bridge 1992 $593,190 50 70 4 High 

1003 Bridges Little's Bridge 1910 $219,765 50 22 2 Very High 

1005 Bridges Leslie Road West Between Lots 35/36 1965 $445,900 50 74 4 High 

1006 Bridges Concession 1, Lots 9/10, West Of SR 
10S 

1970 $783,510 50 61 3 High 

1007 Bridges French's Bridge 1984 $309,140 50 67 3 High 

1008 Bridges Galt Creek Bridge Gore Road Lot 2 1948 $745,875 50 60 2 Very High 

1009 Bridges Moyer's Bridge 1931 $495,040 50 63 2 Very High 

2002 Culverts Culvert Of Cook's Mill Race 2013 $97,200 50 52 2 Very High 

2004 Culverts McFarlane's Culvert 2002 $126,585 50 75 4 High 

2006 Culverts Victoria Road Culvert Over Galt Creek 1960 $225,630 50 72 2 Very High 

2007 Culverts Irish Creek Culvert On Townline Road 1936 $239,400 50 57 2 Very High 

2008 Culverts 7th Concession Culvert 2012 $55,688 50 75 4 High 

2009 Culverts Gilmour Rd Culvert Over Aberfoyle 
Creek 

1930 $138,600 50 50 2 Very High 

2010 Culverts Ellis Road Culvert Over Puslinch Lake 
Irish Creek 

1920 $283,500 50 43 2 Very High 

2011 Culverts Ellis Road Culvert At Lot 10 Conc 2 2010 $131,670 50 75 3 High 

2012 Culverts Concession 2 Bridge/Culvert Over 
Mill Creek 

1994 $560,700 50 75 3 High 

2013 Culverts Victoria Road Culvert North Of Leslie 1950 $177,165 50 70 3 High 

2014 Culverts Leslie Road Culvert West Of Victoria 1945 $171,450 50 55 2 Very High 

2015 Culverts Culvert Of Flamborough T/L West Of 
Victoria 

2010 $264,735 50 75 4 High 

2016 Culverts Flamborough T/L Bridge/Culvert East 
Of Macpherson Ln 

2010 $219,240 50 75 4 High 

2017 Culverts Gore Road Culvert 1960 $84,546 50 100 4 High 

2018 Culverts Gore Road Dual Culvert 1950 $63,135 50 100 4 High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

2019 Culverts 7th Concession Culvert 1960 $194,400 50 74 4 High 

13OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Walls & Windows 

2010 $122,300 40 4 4 Medium 

14BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind PCC: 
Interior Finishes 

 
$1,794 40 3 3 Medium 

15002 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Parking Lot 
Municipal Complex 

1984 $162,750 25 2 2 Medium 

15RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Mechanical 
 

$39,241 40 4 4 Medium 

17OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice 
Rink:Mechanical 

2010 $76,315 40 4 4 Medium 

18OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: Fire, 
Life-Safety 

2010 $26,455 40 4 4 Medium 

1MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Fire, Life-Safety 1984 $35,987 40 5 5 Low 

210MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Generator 
   

5 5 Low 

210PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: 
Generator 

   
5 5 Low 

21MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Electrical 1984 $56,979 40 5 5 Low 

22OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: 
Electrical 

2010 $75,076 40 5 5 Low 

24RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Interior 
Finishes 

 
$3,019 20 4 4 Medium 

26PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: 
Electrical 

1983 $61,000 40 5 5 Low 

3009MM Buildings and 
Facilities 

Old Morriston: Booth/Washroom 
Building 

1988 $20,000 40 3 3 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

3011 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Community Centre Complex: 
Concession Booth At Community 
Centre Ball Diamond, C Road 46 

1992 $20,000 40 3 3 Medium 

3035 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Community Centre Complex: Storage 
Building at Horse Paddock 

 
$20,000 30 3 3 Medium 

3066 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Old Morriston: Equipment Storage 
Room 

 
$400 40 3 3 Medium 

3067 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Badenoch Soccer Field: Storage Shed 
 

$20,000 40 4 4 Medium 

3281 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Old Morriston: Equipment Storage 
Room, Panel 

 
$10,000 20 3 3 Medium 

33OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community 
Centre:Structure 

2010 $175,892 40 5 5 Low 

39OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Structure 

2010 $125,235 40 4 4 Medium 

4001 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Server 2019 $42,000 5 5 5 Low 

4002 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Computer Assets 
 

$10,000 5 5 5 Low 

4004 Buildings and 
Facilities 

Microsoft Office Licenses 
 

$15,000 5 5 5 Low 

40PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: Fire, 
Life-Safety 

1983 $5,750 40 5 5 Low 

41MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Septic Tank 1983 $15,000 30 3 3 Medium 

41MM Buildings and 
Facilities 

Morriston Meadows: Septic Tank 
 

$15,000 30 5 5 Low 

41OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Septic Tank 

2010 $15,000 30 3 3 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

41OMM Buildings and 
Facilities 

Old Morriston: Septic Tank 
 

$15,000 30 5 5 Low 

41PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: Septic 
Tank 

1983 $15,000 30 3 3 Medium 

42OMM Buildings and 
Facilities 

Old Morriston Park: Concession 
Booth 

 
$20,000 

 
3 3 Medium 

44BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind PCC: 
Fire, Life-Safety 

 
$20,038 40 3 3 Medium 

44OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: Interior 
Finishes 

2010 $143,002 20 5 5 Low 

46MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Walls & 
Windows 

1984 $147,695 20 4 4 Medium 

46PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: Interior 
Finishes 

1983 $125,757 40 5 5 Low 

51OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: Walls & 
Windows 

2010 $76,506 40 5 5 Low 

51OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Electrical 

2010 $66,042 40 1 1 High 

53PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: 
Structure 

1983 $3,000 40 4 4 Medium 

56MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Roof 1984 $42,734 40 5 5 Low 

58OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Interior Finishes 

2010 $5,870 20 4 4 Medium 

59MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex:Mechanical 1984 $222,667 40 5 5 Low 

64BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind PCC: 
Structure 

 
$38,282 40 3 3 Medium 

66BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind PCC: 
Walls & Windows 

 
$37,384 20 3 3 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

66OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: Roof 2010 $28,600 40 5 5 Low 

67PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: Roof 1983 $100,000 40 5 5 Low 

70BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind 
PCC:Mechanical 

 
$23,328 40 3 3 Medium 

71BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind 
PCC:Roof 

 
$30,000 40 3 3 Medium 

77MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Interior Finishes 1984 $103,461 40 5 5 Low 

7RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Walls & 
Windows 

 
$62,886 40 4 4 Medium 

81RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Electrical 
 

$33,958 40 4 4 Medium 

86RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Fire, Life-
Safety 

 
$33,707 40 4 4 Medium 

88OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Fire, Life-Safety 

2010 $65,553 40 4 4 Medium 

89BSBBPCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Blue Storage Building Behind PCC: 
Electrical 

 
$20,188 40 3 3 Medium 

92RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Structure 
 

$64,395 40 4 4 Medium 

93PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: 
Mechanical 

1983 $45,000 40 5 5 Low 

95MC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Municipal Complex: Structure 1984 $144,921 40 4 4 Medium 

95OCCIR Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre Ice Rink: 
Roof 

2010 $27,884 40 4 4 Medium 

95RSB Buildings and 
Facilities 

Roads Storage Building: Roof 
 

$14,338 40 4 4 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

97OCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Optimist Community Centre: 
Mechanical 

2010 $148,007 40 5 5 Low 

9PCC Buildings and 
Facilities 

Puslinch Community Centre: Walls & 
Windows 

1983 $140,000 20 4 4 Medium 

1 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 2015 $1,318,519 25 64 1 Very High 

10 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough Townline 2002 $423,819 25 79 3 High 

100 Gravel Road Sideroad 12 North 2002 $59,580 50 90 4 High 

101 Gravel Road Sideroad 12 N 2001 $184,577 50 90 4 High 

103 Gravel Road Pioneer Trail 2000 $301,750 50 90 4 High 

104 Gravel Road Sideroad 20 South 2000 $335,435 50 90 4 High 

105 Gravel Road Sideroad 20 South 2000 $371,540 50 90 4 High 

106 Gravel Road Sideroad 20 North 2000 $185,238 50 90 4 High 

108 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 20 North 2004 $651,901 25 69 2 Very High 

110 Gravel Road Sideroad 25 South 2000 $336,664 50 90 4 High 

111 Gravel Road Sideroad 25 South 2000 $371,176 50 90 4 High 

112 Gravel Road Sideroad 25 North 2000 $100,564 50 90 4 High 

113 Gravel Road Concession 7 1990 $340,978 50 90 4 High 

114 Gravel Road Concession 7 1990 $470,198 50 90 4 High 

115 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 7 2013 $197,428 25 76 3 High 

116 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 7 2000 $143,334 25 76 3 High 

118 Gravel Road Concession 7 1990 $364,220 50 90 4 High 

12 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 2013 $182,643 25 91 4 High 

120 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Maddaugh Road 1997 $24,785 7 67 2 Very High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

121A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maddaugh Road 2004 $155,390 25 67 2 Very High 

121B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maddaugh Road 2003 $161,851 25 67 2 Very High 

122 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2014 $225,460 25 89 4 High 

123 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2014 $711,618 25 89 4 High 

124 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2012 $925,640 25 62 1 Very High 

125A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2000 $193,535 25 62 1 Very High 

125B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2016 $164,074 25 95 5 Medium 

126 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Victoria Road South 2013 $660,891 25 85 3 High 

129 Gravel Road Carter Road 2003 $328,113 50 90 4 High 

132 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

McRae Station Road 1996 $214,909 25 74 2 Very High 

133 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 1997 $315,092 25 65 2 Very High 

134 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 1996 $197,037 25 66 2 Very High 

135 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 1990 $182,905 25 66 2 Very High 

136 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 1998 $271,867 25 66 2 Very High 

137 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 1996 $1,320,708 25 64 1 Very High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

138 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 2016 $678,845 25 95 5 Medium 

139 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 2001 $650,584 25 66 2 Very High 

13A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 2007 $1,013,067 25 79 3 High 

13B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 1999 $115,752 25 91 4 High 

14 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 2013 $659,171 25 75 3 High 

140 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Watson Road South 2001 $524,575 25 66 2 Very High 

142 Gravel Road Concession 11 2002 $366,533 50 90 4 High 

143 Gravel Road Concession 11 2000 $234,387 50 90 4 High 

144 Gravel Road Concession 11 2000 $346,743 50 90 4 High 

145 Gravel Road Concession 11 2000 $364,394 50 90 4 High 

146 Gravel Road Concession 11 2002 $364,390 50 90 4 High 

148 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough Townline 2003 $96,036 25 69 2 Very High 

149 Gravel Road Darkwood 1997 $25,028 50 90 4 High 

15 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 1996 $660,788 25 67 2 Very High 

150 Gravel Road Nassagaweya-Puslinch Townline 2001 $366,034 50 90 4 High 

152 Gravel Road Midway Lane 2001 $146,615 50 90 4 High 

153 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch Townline 2017 $54,921 7 98 5 Medium 

154 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch Townline 2017 $28,974 7 98 5 Medium 

155 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Nassagaweya-Puslinch Townline 2017 $21,613 7 98 5 Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

157 Gravel Road Jones Baseline  2003 $76,148 50 90 4 High 

158 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

McLean Road East 1996 $207,799 25 67 2 Very High 

159 Gravel Road McLean Road East 2004 $64,192 50 90 4 High 

16 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 1999 $657,152 25 73 2 Very High 

160 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2004 $142,387 25 75 2 Very High 

161 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2004 $107,682 25 75 2 Very High 

162_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Nicholas Beaver Road 2007 $441,761 25 82 3 High 

164_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean Road/Concession 7 2004 $492,285 25 72 2 Very High 

165_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean Road/Concession 7 2004 $382,470 25 72 2 Very High 

166 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 20 North 2003 $354,891 25 72 2 Very High 

17 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 1997 $658,028 25 69 2 Very High 

175 Gravel Road Rhodes Road 
 

$151,585 50 90 4 High 

176 Gravel Road Eagle Lane 
 

$133,303 50 90 4 High 

177_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Old Ruby Lane 
      

178_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Elizabeth Place 
      

179_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Catherine Court 
      

18 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1/Leslie Rd W 1999 $776,119 25 72 2 Very High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

180 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Currie Drive 2015 $196,555 25 93 4 High 

181 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Ochs Drive 2015 $183,332 25 93 4 High 

182_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Ikonkar Place - Morriston Estates 
      

185_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Bridle Path 1990 $205,657 25 70 2 Very High 

188_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Whitcombe Way 
      

19 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 1 2001 $147,053 25 72 2 Very High 

190 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Telfer Glen 1996 $321,772 25 80 3 High 

191 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Settler's Road 1995 $147,056 25 85 4 High 

195 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Deer View Ridge 2004 $306,895 25 76 3 High 

196 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 2004 $190,078 25 77 3 High 

198 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Kerr Crescent 1995 $384,857 25 86 4 High 

2 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 2015 $487,415 25 93 4 High 

20 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road W 2016 $600,992 25 95 5 Medium 

200 Gravel Road Boyce Drive 2003 $44,973 50 90 4 High 

201_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Carriage Lane 2000 $340,271 25 86 4 High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

202_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Cassin Court 2007 $130,866 25 86 4 High 

203_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Daymond Drive 2007 $150,295 25 87 4 High 

204_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Bridle Path 1990 $514,571 25 70 2 Very High 

205 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 2000 $108,410 25 77 3 High 

206 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 2000 $57,511 25 77 3 High 

207 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Fox Run Drive 2000 $301,634 25 77 3 High 

208_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Boreham Drive 1999 $140,930 25 81 3 High 

209 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Winer Court 2015 $41,238 25 93 4 High 

21 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 2003 $642,266 25 76 3 High 

210 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Lang Court 2015 $34,267 25 93 4 High 

211 Gravel Road Anne Street 2003 $11,201 50 90 4 High 

212A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Winer Road 2000 $189,390 25 70 2 Very High 

212B_SURF
ACE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Winer Road 2007 $165,696 25 70 2 Very High 

213_SURFA
CE 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Tawse Place 1990 $71,054 25 88 4 High 

214 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Beiber Road 2004 $78,269 25 79 3 High 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

22 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 2003 $171,807 25 69 2 Very High 

23 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 2003 $389,820 25 69 2 Very High 

25 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Leslie Road West 2004 $323,909 25 69 2 Very High 

26 Gravel Road Small Road 2001 $76,786 50 90 4 High 

27 Gravel Road Calfass Road 2000 $368,608 50 90 4 High 

27B Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Calfass Road 2016 $44,716 25 95 5 Medium 

28_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Victoria Street And Church Street 2000 $130,336 25 71 2 Very High 

29 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Main Street 2001 $155,895 25 80 3 High 

3 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 2013 $658,618 25 91 4 High 

30 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Main St And Back 2011 $110,087 25 80 3 High 

31 Gravel Road Little Road 2001 $69,183 50 90 4 High 

32 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 2 2014 $669,541 25 74 2 Very High 

33 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 2 2014 $657,503 25 91 4 High 

34 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 2 2010 $667,781 25 77 3 High 

35 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 2 2013 $945,359 25 77 3 High 

36 Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Concession 2/2A 1999 $411,923 25 77 3 High 

37 Gravel Road Concession 2 2000 $42,245 50 90 4 High 
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38 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Mason Road 2000 $70,941 25 74 2 Very High 

4 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 2004 $830,576 25 71 2 Very High 

40_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

McLean Road West 1995 $912,914 25 68 2 Very High 

43 Gravel Road Sideroad 17 2000 $66,804 50 90 4 High 

44 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Ellis Road 2017 $696,391 25 98 5 Medium 

45A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Ellis Road 2010 $162,927 25 82 3 High 

45B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Ellis Road 1995 $574,749 25 82 3 High 

46_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Gilmour Road 2007 $79,051 25 75 2 Very High 

47 Gravel Road Gilmour Road 2002 $306,805 50 90 4 High 

48 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Smith Road 1990 $105,774 25 76 3 High 

5 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 1990 $486,434 25 70 2 Very High 

50_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Cockburn Street 2000 $56,932 25 84 3 High 

51_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Old Brock Road 2000 $153,783 25 73 2 Very High 

52 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maple Leaf Lane 2000 $226,827 25 65 2 Very High 

53 Gravel Road Hammersley Road 2002 $177,891 50 90 4 High 

54A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Roszell Road 2013 2012 $420,896 25 68 2 Very High 
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55 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2010 $394,785 25 83 3 High 

56 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2012 $660,207 25 64 1 Very High 

57 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2004 $262,338 25 65 2 Very High 

58 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2003 $393,745 25 64 1 Very High 

59 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Concession 4 2003 $659,044 25 67 2 Very High 

6 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Gore Road 2002 $305,620 25 64 1 Very High 

63A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maltby Road East 2011 $324,700 25 70 2 Very High 

63B Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Maltby Road East 2012 $321,929 25 70 2 Very High 

64 Gravel Road Maltby Road East 2001 $367,343 50 90 4 High 

65 Gravel Road Maltby Road East 1990 $54,652 50 90 4 High 

66 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Forestell Road 2018 $388,958 25 99 5 Medium 

67 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Forestell Road 2017 $662,722 25 98 5 Medium 

68 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Forestell Road 2018 $261,686 25 98 5 Medium 

69 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Forestell Road 2018 $395,009 25 98 5 Medium 

7 Asphalt Road 
Surface Treated 

Gore Road 1999 $64,965 7 64 1 Very High 

71 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Laird Road West 2007 $71,000 25 70 2 Very High 
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72_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Laird Road West 2017 $951,590 25 96 5 Medium 

73_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Laird Road West 2017 $381,987 25 96 5 Medium 

74_SURFAC
E 

Asphalt Road 2 
Lift 

Laird Road West 2017 $571,335 25 96 5 Medium 

77 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Hume Road 2010 $747,037 25 81 3 High 

78 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Niska Road 2012 $193,510 25 85 3 High 

79 Gravel Road Farnham Road 2003 $170,773 50 90 4 High 

8 Gravel Road MacPherson's Lane 2000 $155,895 50 90 4 High 

81 Gravel Road Cooks Mill Road 2003 $107,488 50 90 4 High 

82 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Cooks Mill Road 2013 $136,438 25 83 3 High 

88 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Townline Road 1990 $464,824 25 68 2 Very High 

9 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Puslinch-Flamborough Townline 2003 $344,544 25 79 3 High 

90 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Roszell Road 1990 $316,669 25 68 2 Very High 

91 Gravel Road Sideroad 10 South 2000 $333,431 50 90 4 High 

92 Gravel Road Sideroad 10 South 2001 $370,103 50 90 4 High 

93 Gravel Road Sideroad 10 South 2000 $131,053 50 90 4 High 

94 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 10 North 2000 $637,500 25 82 4 High 

95A Gravel Road Sideroad 10 North 2000 $337,250 25 90 4 High 

95b Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Side Road 10 North 2010 $13,668 25 82 5 Medium 
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96 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 10 North 2007 $153,832 25 78 3 High 

97 Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

Sideroad 10 North 1998 $330,654 25 69 2 Very High 

98 Gravel Road Sideroad 10 North 2007 $84,074 50 90 4 High 

99A Asphalt Road 1 
Lift 

SR 10 2011 $95,748 25 92 4 High 

99B Gravel Road Sideroad 10 North 2000 $70,389 50 90 4 High 

GRM Gravel Road All Gravel Road Maintenance 
    

5 Medium 

FR_1 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Arkell) #30 Boreham Dr 1999 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_10 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Hammersley) #7480 
Hammersley Dr 

1999 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_11 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Puslinch Fire) 7404 Well Rd 34 2002 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_12 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Puslinch Fire) 6495 Roszell Rd 
 

$50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_13 Fire Reservoir Tank: ( Estate Homes) #37 Fox Run Dr 1989 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_14 Fire Reservoir Tank: (1719303 Ontario Inc.) 
Morriston Estates Subdivision 

 
$50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_15 Fire Reservoir Tank: DRS Developments 
 

$50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_2 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Arkell) #38 Boreham Dr 1999 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_3 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Audrey Meadows) Catherine 
Ct 

2011 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_4 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Audrey Meadows) Old Ruby 2011 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_5 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Audrey Meadows) Old Ruby 2011 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_6 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Community Center) #23 Brock 
Rd 

2010 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_7 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Estate Homes) #33 Carriage Ln 2000 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_8 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Estate Homes) 65 Carriage Ln 2000 $50,000 50 3 3 High 

FR_9 Fire Reservoir Tank: (Estate Subdivision) #32 
Daymond Dr 

2009 $50,000 50 3 3 High 
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14003 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Tennis 
Court Fencing 

1988 $21,615 40 5 5 Medium 

14004 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Horse 
Run Fencing 

2010 $5,030 40 2 2 High 

14005 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Paving 
Tennis Court 

2009 $44,625 40 3 3 Medium 

14006 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Light 
Poles at Horse Paddock 

2009 $15,510 40 4 4 Medium 

230100000
512100000
0 

Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Historic Corner Block Park 
Area 

2010 
 

50 
  

Insignific
ant 

230100000
605431000
0 

Parks and 
Recreation 

Fox Run Park 2010 
 

50 
  

Insignific
ant 

3010 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Picnic Pavilion, 
Morriston Meadows Park 

1993 $30,000 40 5 5 Medium 

3013 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Light 
Poles 

 
$161,385 40 5 5 Medium 

3013-1 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Light 
Fixtures 

 
$28,000 25 5 5 Medium 

3014 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: 
Wooden Bleacher 

 
$5,000 20 3 3 Medium 

3015 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Metal 
Bleacher 

 
$13,725 30 5 5 Medium 

3016 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Fencing 
Outfield 

 
$28,689 20 4 4 Medium 

3017 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Fencing 
Backstop 

 
$1,572 20 4 4 Medium 

3019 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Netting 
Backstop 

 
$250 20 4 4 Medium 
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3020 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Fencing 
Infield 

 
$6,550 20 4 4 Medium 

3024 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Batting 
Cages 

 
$9,000 20 3 3 Medium 

3025 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: 
Wooden Fences Beside Batting Cages 

 
$1,800 15 2 2 High 

3026 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: 
Concrete Hydropole 

 
$4,000 20 5 5 Medium 

3028 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Light 
Poles 

 
$5,200 20 2 2 High 

3029 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Fencing 
 

$9,694 20 2 2 High 

3031 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  
Aberfoyle Playground 

 
$25,000 25 4 4 Medium 

3032 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Fencing 
Outside Aberfoyle Playground 

 
$3,930 20 3 3 Medium 

3033 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Aerial 
Transformers 

   
4 4 Medium 

3036 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Horse 
Paddock Bleachers 

 
$30,000 20 1 1 High 

3037 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Light 
Poles at Back Field 

 
$15,600 20 5 5 Medium 

3039 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex:  Gravel 
Parking Lot & Road 

 
$86,000 50 5 5 Medium 

3041 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Morriston 
Playground 

 
$25,000 25 4 4 Medium 

3042 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Gravel Parking 
Lot 

 
$47,300 25 4 4 Medium 

3043 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Picnic Tables 
 

$3,500 20 5 5 Medium 
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3044 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Basketball 
Court 

 
$22,425 20 4 4 Medium 

3046 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Bleachers 
 

$10,000 25 1 1 High 

3047 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Benches 
 

$1,000 20 1 1 High 

3048 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing 
Backstop 

 
$1,638 20 4 4 Medium 

3049 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing 
Outfield 

 
$29,344 20 4 4 Medium 

3050 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing 
Backstop 

 
$1,965 20 4 4 Medium 

3051 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing Infield 
 

$3,930 20 4 4 Medium 

3052 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: 6 Seat 
HighBleachers 

 
$5,000 25 1 1 High 

3053 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: 6 Seat High 
Bleachers 

 
$5,000 25 1 1 High 

3054 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing Around 
Park 

 
$26,200 20 5 5 Medium 

3055 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Fencing Behind 
Large Baseball Diamond 

 
$13,100 20 5 5 Medium 

3056 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Gravel Road 
 

$7,740 25 2 2 High 

3057 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Fencing Outfield 
 

$28,820 20 3 3 Medium 

3058 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Fencing Infield 
 

$1,834 20 4 4 Medium 

3059 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Fencing Backstop 
 

$3,668 20 1 1 High 
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3060 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: 6 seat Concrete 
Bleachers 

 
$10,000 50 1 1 High 

3061 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Ball Park Benches 
 

$500 20 3 3 Medium 

3063 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Light Towers 
 

$161,385 40 1 1 High 

3064 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Light Fixtures 
 

$24,500 20 3 3 Medium 

3065 Parks and 
Recreation 

Old Morriston: Batting Cages 
 

$13,100 20 3 3 Medium 

3068 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: 3 Seat 
Bleacher 

 
$2,000 25 1 1 High 

3070 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: Fencing (East 
Side) 

 
$14,934 20 2 2 High 

3071 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: Fencing 
(North and West Side) 

 
$27,641 20 5 5 Medium 

3072 Parks and 
Recreation 

Badenoch Soccer Field: Septic Tank 
 

$15,000 30 3 3 Medium 

3074 Parks and 
Recreation 

Boreham Drive Park: Basketball Court 
 

$22,425 25 5 5 Medium 

3075 Parks and 
Recreation 

Boreham Drive Park: Arkell 
Playground 

 
$25,000 25 5 5 Medium 

3076 Parks and 
Recreation 

Boreham Drive Park: Sign 
 

$1,500 20 5 5 Medium 

3077 Parks and 
Recreation 

Telfer Glen Park Trail 
  

50 5 5 Medium 

3078 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Puslinch 
Community Centre Sidewalks 

 
$1,500 20 4 4 Medium 

3079 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Swing 
Gates 

 
$9,000 30 4 4 Medium 
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307989 Parks and 
Recreation 

Wayne Stokley Trail 2016 
 

50 5 5 Medium 

3080 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Soccer 
Field 

 
$575,000 25 5 5 Medium 

3081 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Light 
Fixtures 

 
$3,500 20 5 5 Medium 

3082 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Parking 
Lot Community Centre Complex 

 
$91,875 25 2 2 High 

3087 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Fencing 
Around Community Centre 

 
$65,500 20 5 5 Medium 

3260 Parks and 
Recreation 

Boreham Drive Park: Basketball Court 
Post and Hoops 

 
$1,000 20 4 4 Medium 

3279 Parks and 
Recreation 

Morriston Meadows: Basketball 
Court Post and Hoops 

 
$1,000 20 4 4 Medium 

3822 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Puslinch 
Community Gardens Cobblestone 
Walkways 

 
$2,520 20 5 5 Medium 

3823 Parks and 
Recreation 

Community Centre Complex: Puslinch 
Community Gardens Benches 

 
$500 20 5 5 Medium 

1_66FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2004 $648 10 
 

1 High 

10_14FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

11_90FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

12_46FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

13_63FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2012 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

14_38FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2012 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

15_73FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2011 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

16_16FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2011 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

17_74FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2011 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

18_76FVT Fire vehicle tires A-33 2011 $825 8 
 

3 Medium 

19_36FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2016 $648 10 
 

4 Medium 
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2_11FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2004 $648 10 
 

1 High 

20_20FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2016 $648 10 
 

4 Medium 

2002PW Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2002 Water Pump and Hose 
  

10 
   

21_91FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2017 $370 10 
 

4 Medium 

22_65FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2017 $370 10 
 

4 Medium 

23_30FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2017 $370 10 
 

4 Medium 

24_66FVT Fire vehicle tires R-35 2017 $370 10 
 

4 Medium 

25_57FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2014 $825 10 
 

4 Medium 

26_100FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2014 $825 10 
 

4 Medium 

27_69FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

28_4FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

29_40FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

3_3FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2003 $825 10 
 

1 High 

30_35FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

31_1FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

32_77FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

33_70FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

34_59FVT Fire vehicle tires T-37 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

35_18FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $825 10 
 

1 High 

36_27FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $825 10 
 

1 High 

37_60FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

38_76FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

39_53FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

4_96FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2003 $825 10 
 

1 High 

40_1FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38-FT 2006 $825 10 
 

1 High 

4060 Parks and 
Recreation 

Floor Scrubber 2016 $8,000 10 
 

4 Medium 
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Unlicensed 
vehicles 

41_1FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38-FT 2009 $825 10 
 

1 High 

42_14FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

43_24FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

44_8FVT Fire vehicle tires T-38 2018 $648 10 
 

1 High 

45_1FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 2014 $250 10 
 

1 High 

46_31FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 2014 $250 10 
 

1 High 

47_71FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 2014 $250 10 
 

1 High 

48_70FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 2014 $250 10 
 

1 High 

49_56FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 Winter 2017 $250 10 
 

1 High 

5_81FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2003 $825 10 
 

1 High 

50_57FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 Winter 2017 $250 10 
 

1 High 

5030 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Antique Fire Truck 
      

5031 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Fire Pumper 31 2005 $468,000 20 
 

3 Medium 

5033 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Aerial 33 2003 $500,000 25 55667 3 Medium 

5035 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Rescue Truck 35 2000 $520,000 20 
 

3 Medium 

5038 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Freightliner Pumper Tanker 38 2012 $450,000 20 
 

4 Medium 

5040 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Pumper 32 2010 $300,000 20 
 

4 Medium 

51_94FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 Winter 2017 $250 10 
 

1 High 

52_10FVT Fire vehicle tires C-1 Winter 2017 $250 10 
 

1 High 

53_10FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

54_43FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

55_80FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

215 | P a g e  
 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

56_8FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

57_20FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

58_81FVT Fire vehicle tires P-30 2002 $370 10 
 

1 High 

6_77FVT Fire vehicle tires P-31 2003 $825 10 
 

1 High 

7_64FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

7003 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2008 1 Ton Dump/Plow 305 2008 $100,000 12 103534 2 Medium 

7005A Fire licensed 
vehicles 

2013 Vehicle For Fire & Rescue 2016 $23,000 7 
 

4 Medium 

7005B Building 
Department 
licensed vehicles 

2016 Mid-Size Pickup 2016 $33,000 7 
 

3 Medium 

7006 Fire licensed 
vehicles 

Tanker 37 2010 $410,000 20 
 

4 Medium 

7007 Parks and 
Recreation 
Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Lawn Tractor 2018 $30,000 10 
 

4 Medium 

7008 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2011 Chevy Silverado Pickup 4 2011 $40,000 10 125958 1 High 

7009 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2017 Pickup Truck - Staff - 3/4 Ton 2017 $52,000 8 4198 3 Medium 

8_19FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

8001 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2008 JCB Backhoe 6 2008 $125,000 12 2 2 Medium 

8002 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Road Grader G740 501 2000 $350,000 25 
 

2 Medium 

8003 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Road Grader G740 501 2000 $350,000 25 
 

5 Medium 
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8012 Parks and 
Recreation 
Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Trailers (1) - Parks Department 2014 $5,000 20 
 

4 Medium 

8013 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2011 Single Axle Truck 304 2011 $250,000 8 77523 1 High 

8014 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2012 Dump/Plow 302 2012 $250,000 8 96095 2 Medium 

8015 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Anti-Ice Equipment 
  

20 
 

5 Medium 

8015-1 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

   Slide in Spray Unit 
 

$5,000 20 5 5 Medium 

8015-2 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

   Storage Tank 
 

$14,000 20 5 5 Medium 

8015-3 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

   Pumps 
 

$5,000 20 5 5 Medium 

8016 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2013 International Plow Truck 301 2013 $250,000 8 74804 2 Medium 

8017 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2015 International Plow Truck - 303 2015 $225,000 8 31032 2 Medium 

8018 Works Unlicensed 
vehicles 

2015 Brush Chipper 2015 $40,000 10 81 5 Medium 

8019 Works licensed 
vehicles 

2015 GMC Sierra 1500 2015 $40,000 10 42610 3 Medium 

8020 Parks and 
Recreation 
Unlicensed 
vehicles 

Olympia Ice Resurfacer 2017 $80,000 25 4 5 Medium 

9_22FVT Fire vehicle tires P-32 2012 $686 10 
 

3 Medium 

1_26FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder Compressor 2014 $29,490 20 5 5 Medium 
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10_2FE Fire Equipment Gear Dryer 2017 $6,000 10 4 4 Medium 

100_87FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #323 5310555 5310559 2017 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

101_49FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #385 5310557 5310562 2017 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

102_20FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #322 5310556 5310561 2017 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

103_101FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #350 5483616 5483622 2018 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

104_60FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #335 5483615 5483621 2018 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

105_24FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #302 5483614 5483619 2018 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

106_92FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #305 5483613 5483618 2018 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

11_103FE Fire Equipment Rapid Deployment Water Craft 2010 $6,000 10 4 4 Medium 

12_41FE Fire Equipment Defibrillators Fire & Rescue Service 
Trucks 

2017 $15,000 8 3 3 High 

1212_41FE Fire Equipment Defibrillators  - Municipal Buildings  2017 $4,500 8 5 5 Medium 

13_89FE Fire Equipment Portable Pumps 2006 $15,000 20 4 4 Medium 

14_25FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:84 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

15_87FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:85 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

16_87FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:87 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

17_76FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:88 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

18_90FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:100 2004 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

19_90FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:101 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

2_46FE Fire Equipment Portable Radios 
 

$45,000 
 

4 4 Medium 

20_85FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:102 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

21_85FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:103 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

22_9FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:104 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

23_42FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:105 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

24_94FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:106 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

25_35FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:107 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

26_23FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:108 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

27_67FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:109 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

28_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:310 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 
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29_64FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:311 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

3_18FE Fire Equipment Mobile/Truck Radios 
 

$40,000 
 

4 4 Medium 

30_89FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:312 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

31_89FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:313 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

32_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:314 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

33_34FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:315 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

34_30FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:316 2010 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

35_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:317 2011 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

36_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:318 2012 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

37_107FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:319 2013 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

38_15FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:320 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

39_99FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:323 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

4_35FE Fire Equipment Pagers 
 

$22,000 
 

3 3 High 

40_31FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:334 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

41_37FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:335 2005 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

42_79FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:336 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

43_107FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:337 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

44_55FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:339 2006 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

45_27FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:340 2007 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

46_91FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:341 2008 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

47_55FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:342 2009 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

48_109FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:343 2010 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

49_104FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:344 2011 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

5_44FE Fire Equipment Vehicle Extrication Equipment 
 

$25,000 
 

4 4 Medium 

50_57FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:345 2012 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

51_94FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:346 2013 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

52_95FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:347 2014 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

53_40FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:348 2015 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

54_31FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:349 2011 $1,500 15 3 3 High 
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55_41FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:350 2011 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

56_58FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:351 2010 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

57_105FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:352 2011 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

58_88FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:353 2012 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

59_35FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:354 2012 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

59_56FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2006 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

6_70FE Fire Equipment Power Hydraulic Tool set 2000 $52,500 20 1 1 Very High 

60_51FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

60_57FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:355 2013 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

61_17FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:356 2014 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

61_92FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

62_23FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2006 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

62_96FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:357 2015 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

63_48FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:358 2016 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

63_86FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 2013 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

64_106FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:359 2017 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

64_69FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 2013 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

65_29FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 2013 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

65_4FE Fire Equipment Air Cylinder:360 2018 $1,500 15 3 3 High 

66_17FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk M7 2013 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

66_21FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #317 907001148 
907001150 

2009 $3,000 10 1 1 Very High 

67_17FVT Fire Equipment SCBA Masks 2005 $8,250 15 4 4 Medium 

67_60FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #395 1307006351 
1104007407 

2009 $3,000 10 1 1 Very High 

67_99FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2006 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

68_20FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

68_80FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #376 1104007399 
3707960 

2009 $3,000 10 1 1 Very High 
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69_41FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2005 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

69_51FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #386 1104007401 
907001149 

2009 $3,000 10 1 1 Very High 

7_82FE Fire Equipment Edraulic Combination Tool 
 

$15,000 20 4 4 Medium 

70_84FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

71_102FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #308   2011 $3,000 10 3 3 High 

71_45FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

72_58FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #378 1104007403 
1104007408 

2011 $3,000 10 3 3 High 

72_79FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

73_30FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2007 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

73_67FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #301 1301002761 
1301002766 

2013 $3,000 10 3 3 High 

74_22FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #336 1301002757 
1301002762 

2013 $3,000 10 3 3 High 

74_27FVT Fire Equipment Fire Hawk 2002 2005 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

75_43FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2005 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

75_67FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #392 1301002758 
1301002763 

2013 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

76_55FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #337 1301002760 
1301002765 

2013 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

76_67FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2005 $7,450 15 4 4 Medium 

77_100FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #388 4748801 4749620 2014 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

77_9FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2004 $7,450 15 3 3 High 

78_16FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2004 $7,450 15 3 3 High 

78_9FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #318   2014 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

79_57FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2004 $7,450 15 3 3 High 

79_75FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #310 4748800 4749619 2014 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

8_93FE Fire Equipment Thermal Imaging Camera 2009 $6,000 10 1 1 Very High 

8_94FE Fire Equipment Thermal Imaging Camera 2017 $6,000 10 
 

3 High 
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80_30FVT Fire Equipment Ultralight MMR 2000 2004 $7,450 15 3 3 High 

80_57FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #333 4924090 4924085 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

81_37FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #387 4924092 4924080 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

83_94FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #326 4924091 4924082 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

84_89FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #321 4992302 4924081 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

85_11FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #370 4924095 4924083 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

86_72FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #381 4924093 4924086 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

87_51FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #306 4992301 4992304 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

88_35FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #309 4924096 4924084 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

89_97FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #307 4924089 4924079 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

9_104FE Fire Equipment Washer/Extractor 2017 $10,000 10 4 4 Medium 

90_29FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #380 4992303 4992306 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

91_44FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #375 4924077 4992305 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

92_20FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #303 5017234 5017235 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

93_73FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #320 4924094 4924087 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

94_89FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #355 4924088 4924078 2015 $3,000 10 4 4 Medium 

95_47FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #315 5085806 5085940 2016 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

96_14FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #319 5122954 5085938 2016 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

97_58FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #391 5085805 5085939 2016 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

98_23FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #379 5312492 5312493 2017 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

99_1FE Fire Equipment Bunker Gear  #382 5310558 5310560 2017 $3,000 10 5 5 Medium 

FE_122_1 Fire Equipment Bunker Gear #351 2009 $3,000 10 1 1 Very High 

FE_Ant_3 Fire Equipment Antennae Roof 
 

$600 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Ant_4 Fire Equipment Antennae Tower 
 

$11,400 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Ant_5 Fire Equipment Antennae 
 

$2,000 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Bas_1 Fire Equipment Base Radio 
 

$5,000 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Bas_2 Fire Equipment Base Radio County 
 

$5,000 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Blu_8 Fire Equipment Blue tooth Headset 
 

$2,200 
 

3 3 High 

FE_Pan_6 Fire Equipment Panda Vox Recorder Radio 
 

$1,400 
 

3 3 High 
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FE_Pan_7 Fire Equipment Panda Vox Recorder 
 

$5,700 
 

3 3 High 

300 Sidewalk Watson Road Sidewalk 1990 $64,350 20 5 5 Medium 

301 Sidewalk Arkell Road Sidewalk 1990 $39,325 20 3 3 Medium 

303 Sidewalk Church Street 2000 $12,012 20 5 5 Medium 

304 Sidewalk Brock Road Sidewalk 2001 $131,131 20 4 4 Medium 

305 Sidewalk Badenoch Rd Sidewalk 2001 $58,773 20 5 5 Medium 

307 Sidewalk Victoria Street 2000 $25,311 20 5 5 Medium 

308 Sidewalk Calfass Road 
 

$11,440 20 5 5 Medium 

309 Sidewalk Queen Street 
 

$128,700 20 5 5 Medium 

310 Sidewalk Main Street  
 

$9,295 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 1_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 1_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 10_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 10_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 100_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 100_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 101_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 101_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 102_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 102_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 103_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 103_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 104_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 104_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 105_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 105_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 106_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 106_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 107_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 107_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 108_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 108_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 109_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 109_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 11_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 11_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 110_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 110_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 111_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 35 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 111_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 35 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 112_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 112_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 113_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 113_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 114_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 114_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 115_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 115_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 116_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 116_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 117_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 117_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 118_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 118_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 119_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 119_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 12_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 12_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 120_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 120_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 121_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 121_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 122_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 122_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 123_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 123_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 124_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 124_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 125_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 125_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 126_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 126_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 127_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 127_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 128_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 128_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 129_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 129_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 13_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 13_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 130_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 130_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 131_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 131_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 132_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 132_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 133_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 133_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 134_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 134_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 135_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 135_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 136_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 136_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 137_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 137_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 1 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 138_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 2 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 138_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Acorn Post Top Type 2 
HPS Lampheight: 12 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 139_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 139_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 14_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 14_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 140_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 140_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 141_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 141_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 142_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 
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SL 142_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 143_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 143_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 144_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 144_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 145_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 145_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 146_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 146_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 147_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 147_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 148_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 148_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 149_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 149_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 15_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 15_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 150_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Top Hat Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 20 Location: 
Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 150_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Top Hat Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 20 Location: 
Underground Concrete 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 151_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 151_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 152_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 152_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 153_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 153_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 154_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 154_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 155_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 
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SL 155_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 156_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 156_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 157_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 157_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 158_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 158_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 159_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 159_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 16_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 16_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 160_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 160_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 161_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 161_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 162_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 162_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 163_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 163_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 164_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 164_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 165_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 165_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 166_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 166_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 167_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 167_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 168_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 168_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 169_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 169_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 17_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 17_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 170_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 170_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 171_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 171_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Box Top Type 1 HPS 
Lampheight: 15 Location: 
Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 172_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 172_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 18_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 18_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 182_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 182_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 183_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 183_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 184_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 184_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 185_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 185_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 186_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 186_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

237 | P a g e  
 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

SL 187_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 187_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 188_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 188_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 189_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 189_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 19_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 19_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 190_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 190_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 191_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 191_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 192_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 192_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 193_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 193_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 194_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 194_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 195_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 195_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 196_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 196_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 197_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 197_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 198_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 198_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 199_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 199_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 2_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 2_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 20_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 20_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 200_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 200_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 201_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 201_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 202_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 202_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 203_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 203_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 204_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 204_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 205_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 205_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 206_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 206_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 207_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 207_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 208_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 208_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 209_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 209_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 21_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 21_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 210_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 
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SL 210_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 211_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 211_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 212_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 212_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 213_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 213_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 214_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 214_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 215_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 215_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 216_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 216_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 217_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 217_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 
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SL 218_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 218_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 219_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 219_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 22_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 22_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 220_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 220_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 221_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 221_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 222_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 222_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 223_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 223_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 
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SL 224_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 224_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 225_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 225_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 226_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 226_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 227_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 227_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 228_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 228_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 229_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 229_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 23_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 23_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 
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SL 230_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 230_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 231_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 231_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 232_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 232_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 233_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 233_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 234_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 234_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 235_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 235_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 236_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 236_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 237_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 237_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 238_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 238_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 239_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 239_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 24_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 24_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 240_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 240_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 241_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 241_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 242_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 242_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 243_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 
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SL 243_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 244_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 244_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 245_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 245_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 246_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 246_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 247_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 247_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 248_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 248_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 249_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 249_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 25_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 25_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 250_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 250_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 251_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 251_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 252_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 252_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 253_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 253_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 254_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 254_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 255_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 255_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 256_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 256_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 257_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 257_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 258_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 258_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 259_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 259_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 26_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 26_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 260_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Sentinel Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 260_P Street Light Pole Sentinel Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 261_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Floodlight Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 261_P Street Light Pole Floodlight Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 262_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Floodlight Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 262_P Street Light Pole Floodlight Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Concrete 

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 263_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 263_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 264_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 264_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 265_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 265_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 266_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 266_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 267_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 267_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 268_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 268_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 30 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 269_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 269_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 27_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 27_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 270_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 270_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 271_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 271_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 272_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 272_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 273_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 273_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 274_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 274_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 275_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 275_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

251 | P a g e  
 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

SL 276_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 276_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 277_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 277_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 278_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 278_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 279_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 279_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 28_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 28_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 280_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 280_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 281_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 281_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 282_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 282_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 283_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 283_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 284_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 284_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 285_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 285_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 286_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 286_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 287_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 287_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 288_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 288_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 289_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 289_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 29_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 29_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 290_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 290_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 291_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 291_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 292_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 292_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 4 HPS Lampheight: 6 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 293_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 293_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 10 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 294_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 294_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 295_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 295_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 296_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 296_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 297_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 297_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 298_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 298_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 299_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 299_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 3_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 3_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 30_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 30_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 
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SL 300_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 300_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 301_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 301_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 302_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 302_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 303_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 303_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 304_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 
25 Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 304_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 
25 Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 305_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Floodlight   LED Lampheight: 15 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 305_P Street Light Pole Floodlight   LED Lampheight: 15 
Location: Underground   

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 306_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Floodlight   LED Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 306_P Street Light Pole Floodlight   LED Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 307_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Floodlight Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 307_P Street Light Pole Floodlight Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$4,027 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 308_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 308_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 309_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 309_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 31_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 31_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 310_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 310_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 311_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 311_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 312_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 312_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 313_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 313_P Street Light Pole Wallpack Type 5 HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 314_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 314_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 315_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 315_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 316_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 
25 Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 316_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 
25 Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 317_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Sentinel Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 317_P Street Light Pole Sentinel Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 318_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 318_P Street Light Pole Wallpack   HPS Lampheight: 20 
Location: Underground   

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 32_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 32_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 
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SL 33_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 33_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 34_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 34_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 35_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 35_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 36_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 36_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 37_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 37_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 
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SL 38_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 38_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 39_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 39_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 4_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 4_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 40_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 40_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 41_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 41_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 
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SL 42_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 42_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 43_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 43_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 44_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 44_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 45_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 45_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 46_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 46_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 
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SL 47_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 47_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 48_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 48_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 49_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 49_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 5_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 5_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 50_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 50_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 
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SL 51_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 51_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 52_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 52_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 53_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 53_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 54_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 54_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 2 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 55_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 55_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 
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SL 56_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 56_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 57_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 57_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 58_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 58_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 59_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 59_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 6_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 6_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 
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SL 60_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 60_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 61_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 61_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 3 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 62_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 62_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 63_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 63_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 64_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 64_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 65_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 65_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 66_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 66_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 67_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 67_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 68_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 68_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 69_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 69_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 7_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 7_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 4 4 Medium 

SL 70_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 70_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 71_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 71_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 72_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 
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SL 72_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 73_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 73_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 74_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 74_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 75_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 75_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 76_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 76_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 77_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 77_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 78_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 78_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 79_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 79_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 8_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 8_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 5 5 Medium 

SL 80_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 80_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 81_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 81_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 82_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 82_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 83_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 83_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 84_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 84_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 85_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 85_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 86_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 86_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 87_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 87_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 88_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 88_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 89_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 89_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 9_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 9_P Street Light Pole Decorative - Victorian Lantern Post 
Top Type 1 HPS Lampheight: 14 
Location: Underground Metal 

 
$4,027 30 3 3 Medium 

SL 90_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 90_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 91_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 91_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 
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SL 92_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 92_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 93_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 93_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 94_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 94_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 95_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 4 5 Medium 

SL 95_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 4 4 Medium 

SL 96_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 96_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

SL 97_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 97_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 98_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$300 20 3 5 Medium 

SL 98_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Underground Concrete 

 
$1,304 20 3 3 Medium 

SL 99_F Street Light 
Fixture 

Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$300 20 5 5 Medium 
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SL 99_P Street Light Pole Cobrahead   HPS Lampheight: 25 
Location: Overhead Wood 

 
$1,304 20 5 5 Medium 

12001 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Boreham Drive SWM Pond 1999 $13,860 50 4 4 Medium 

12001 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Boreham Drive SWM: Tail Wall 1999 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12001 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Boreham Drive SWM: Pond Enclosure 1999 $7,860 50 4 4 Medium 

12001 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Boreham Drive SWM: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

1999 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12001 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Boreham Drive SWM: Headwall 1999 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12002 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Daymond Drive SWM Pond 2005 $165,756 50 4 4 Medium 

12002 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Daymond Drive SWM: Tail Wall 2005 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12002 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Daymond Drive SWM: Pond 
Enclosure 

2005 $159,756 50 4 4 Medium 

12002 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Daymond Drive SWM: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

2005 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 
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12002 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Daymond Drive SWM: Headwall 2005 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12003 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 6 2007 $258,420 50 4 4 Medium 

12003 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
6: Tail Wall 

2007 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12003 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
6: Pond Enclosure 

2007 $252,420 50 4 4 Medium 

12003 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
6: Outlet Device (Hicken Bottom) 

2007 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12003 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
6: Headwall 

2007 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12004 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Kerr Crescent SWM Pond 1988 $150,000 50 1 1 High 

12004 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Kerr Crescent SWM: Tail Wall 1988 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12004 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Kerr Crescent SWM: Pond Enclosure 1988 $144,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12004 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Kerr Crescent SWM: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

1988 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 
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12004 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Kerr Crescent SWM: Headwall 1988 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12005 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Telfer Glen SWM Pond 1990 $32,644 50 4 4 Medium 

12005 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Telfer Glen SWM Pond: Tail Wall 1990 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12005 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Telfer Glen SWM Pond: Pond 
Enclosure 

1990 $26,644 50 4 4 Medium 

12005 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Telfer Glen SWM Pond: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

1990 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12005 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Telfer Glen SWM Pond: Headwall 1990 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12006 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Bridle Path SWM Ponds 1990 $134,146 50 4 4 Medium 

12006 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Bridle Path SWM Ponds: Tail Wall 1990 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12006 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Bridle Path SWM Ponds: Pond 
Enclosure 

1990 $128,146 50 4 4 Medium 

12006 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Bridle Path SWM Ponds: Outlet 
Device (Hicken Bottom) 

1990 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 
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12006 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Bridle Path SWM Ponds: Headwall 1990 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12007 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carriage Lane SWM Pond 2000 $85,488 50 1 1 High 

12007 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carriage Lane SWM: Tail Wall 2000 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12007 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carriage Lane SWM: Pond Enclosure 2000 $79,488 50 4 4 Medium 

12007 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carriage Lane SWM: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

2000 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12007 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carriage Lane SWM: Headwall 2000 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12008 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Pond 
Block 3 

1995 $73,227 50 5 5 Medium 

12008 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
3: Tail Wall 

1995 $2,000 50 5 5 Medium 

12008 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
3: Pond Enclosure 

1995 $67,227 50 5 5 Medium 

12008 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
3: Outlet Device (Hicken Bottom) 

1995 $2,000 20 5 5 Medium 
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12008 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Aberfoyle Business Park SWM Block 
3: Headwall 

1995 $2,000 50 5 5 Medium 

12009 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 1 Pond 2011 $9,262 50 4 4 Medium 

12009 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 1: Tail Wall 2011 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12009 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 1:Pond Enclosure 2011 $3,262 50 4 4 Medium 

12009 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 1: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

2011 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12009 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 1: Headwall 2011 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12010 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 2 Pond 2010 $8,870 50 4 4 Medium 

12010 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 2: Tail Wall 2010 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12010 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 2: Pond Enclosure 2010 $2,870 50 4 4 Medium 

12010 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 2: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

2010 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 
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12010 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 2: Headwall 2010 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12011 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 3 Pond 2010 $4,435 50 4 4 Medium 

12011 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 3: Tail Wall 2010 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12011 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 3: Pond Enclosure 2010 -$1,565 50 4 4 Medium 

12011 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 3: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

2010 $2,000 20 4 4 Medium 

12011 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Carroll Pond Cell 3: Headwall 2010 $2,000 50 4 4 Medium 

12012 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM Pond 2 
 

$165,756 50 3 3 High 

12012 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 2: Tail Wall 
 

$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12012 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 2: Pond 
Enclosure 

 
$159,756 50 3 3 High 

12012 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 2: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

 
$2,000 20 3 3 High 
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12012 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 2: Headwall 
 

$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12013 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM Pond 1 
 

$165,000 50 1 1 High 

12013 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 1: Tail Wall 
 

$2,000 50 1 1 High 

12013 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 1: Pond 
Enclosure 

 
$159,000 50 1 1 High 

12013 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 1: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

 
$2,000 20 1 1 High 

12013 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Fox Run Drive SWM 1: Headwall 
 

$2,000 50 1 1 High 

12014 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Pond  
 

$12,418 50 3 3 High 

12014 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Pond: Tail Wall 
 

$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12014 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Pond: Pond Enclosure 
 

$6,418 50 3 3 High 

12014 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Pond: Outlet Device 
(Hicken Bottom) 

 
$2,000 20 3 3 High 
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12014 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Pond: Headwall 
 

$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12015 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Park Estates Pond 
 

$165,756 50 3 3 High 

12015 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Estates Park Pond: Tail 
Wall 

 
$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12015 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Park Estates Pond: Pond 
Enclosure 

 
$159,756 50 3 3 High 

12015 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Park Estates Pond: Outlet 
Device (Hicken Bottom) 

 
$2,000 20 3 3 High 

12015 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Morriston Park Estates Pond: 
Headwall 

 
$2,000 50 3 3 High 

12016 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Audrey Meadows SWM Pond 
  

50 
   

12016 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Audrey Meadows SWM: Tail Wall 
  

50 
   

12016 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Audrey Meadows SWM: Pond 
Enclosure 

  
50 

   

12016 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Audrey Meadows SWM: Outlet 
Device (Hicken Bottom) 

  
20 
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12016 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Audrey Meadows SWM: Headwall 
  

50 
   

12017 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Whitcombe Way (DRS) SWM Pond 
  

50 
   

12017 - 1 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Whitcombe Way (DRS) SWM: Tail 
Wall 

  
50 

   

12017 - 2 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Whitcombe Way (DRS) SWM: 
Enclosure 

  
50 

   

12017 - 3 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Whitcombe Way (DRS) SWM:Outlet 
Device (Hicken Bottom) 

  
20 

   

12017 - 4 Storm Water 
Management 
Ponds 

Whitcombe Way (DRS) SWM: 
Headwall 

  
50 

   

1_SWI_202
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

1_SWI_27B Storm Sewer Inlet Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2016 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

1_SWO_20
2_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

1_SWO_27
B 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2016 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

1_SWI_203
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

1_SWO_20
3_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 
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2_SWI_203
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

2_SWO_20
3_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

3_SWI_203
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

3_SWO_20
3_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Daymond Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

15_SWI_20
5 

Storm Sewer Inlet Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

15_SWO_2
05 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

16_SWI_20
5 

Storm Sewer Inlet Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

16_SWO_2
05 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

17_SWI_20
6 

Storm Sewer Inlet Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

17_SWO_2
06 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

18_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

18_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

19_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

19_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 
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2_SWI_202
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

2_SWO_20
2_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

20_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

20_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

21_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

21_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

22_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

22_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

23_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

23_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

24_SWI_20
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

24_SWO_2
01_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Carriage Lane Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 
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25_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

25_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

26_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

26_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

27_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

27_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

28_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

28_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

29_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

29_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

3_SWI_202
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

3_SWO_20
2_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Cassin Court Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 
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30_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

30_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

31_SWI_20
4_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

31_SWO_2
04_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

32_SWI_18
5_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

32_SWO_1
85_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

33_SWI_18
5_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

33_SWO_1
85_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

34_SWI_18
5_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

34_SWO_1
85_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

35_SWI_18
5_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

35_SWO_1
85_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 
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L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

36_SWI_51
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

36_SWO_5
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

37_SWI_51
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

37_SWO_5
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

38_SWI_51
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

38_SWO_5
1_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Old Brock Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

39_SWI_50
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Cockburn Street Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

39_SWO_5
0_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Cockburn Street Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

40_SWI_46
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Gilmour Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

40_SWO_4
6_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Gilmour Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

41_SWI_46
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Gilmour Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

2007 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

41_SWO_4
6_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Gilmour Road Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

2007 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

42_SWI_28
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

42_SWO_2
8_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

43_SWI_28
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 
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Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 
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Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

43_SWO_2
8_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

44_SWI_28
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

44_SWO_2
8_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

45_SWI_28
_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Inlet 

2000 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

45_SWO_2
8_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer  Storm Sewer Outflow 

2000 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

36_SWI_18
5_SURFACE 

Storm Sewer Inlet Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Inlet 

1990 $3,724 50 
  

Medium 

36_SWO_1
85_SURFAC
E 

Storm Sewer 
Outflow 

Bridle Path Storm Sewer  Storm 
Sewer Outflow 

1990 $5,000 50 
  

Medium 

SW_185_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Bridle Path Storm Sewer 1990 $59,269 50 
  

Medium 

SW_201_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Carriage Lane Storm Sewer 2000 $104,428 50 
  

Medium 

SW_202_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Cassin Court Storm Sewer 2007 $13,487 50 
  

Medium 

SW_203_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Daymond Drive Storm Sewer 2007 $31,584 50 
  

Medium 

SW_204_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Bridle Path Storm Sewer 1990 $175,848 50 
  

Medium 

SW_205 Storm Sewer Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer 2000 $34,422 50 
  

Medium 

SW_206 Storm Sewer Fox Run Drive Storm Sewer 2000 $18,565 50 
  

Medium 

SW_27B Storm Sewer Calfass Road Storm Sewer 2016 $13,144 50 
  

Medium 

SW_28_SU
RFACE 

Storm Sewer Victoria Street And Church Street 
Storm Sewer 

2000 $28,406 50 
  

Medium 
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SW_46_SU
RFACE 

Storm Sewer Gilmour Road Storm Sewer 2007 $36,873 50 
  

Medium 

SW_50_SU
RFACE 

Storm Sewer Cockburn Street Storm Sewer 2000 $18,328 50 
  

Medium 

SW_51_SU
RFACE 

Storm Sewer Old Brock Road Storm Sewer 2000 $407,604 50 
  

Medium 

SWI_182_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Ikonkar Place - Morriston Estates 
Storm Sewer 

      

SWI_188_S
URFACE 

Storm Sewer Whitcombe Way Storm Sewer 
      

SWO_ 
182_SURFA
CE 

Storm Sewer Ikonkar Place - Morriston Estates 
Storm Sewer 

      

SWO_ 
188_SURFA
CE 

Storm Sewer Whitcombe Way Storm Sewer 
      

1__BP_ST_
Spruce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_QM StreetTree Morriston Quercus macrocarpa 2016 $724 50 
  

Low 

1_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Carriage Lane Spruce 2003 $354 50 
  

Low 
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10_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

10_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

10_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

10_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

11_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

11_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

11_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

11_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

12_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

12_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

12_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

12_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

13_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

13_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

13_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 
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13_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

14_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

14_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

14_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

14_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

15_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

15_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

15_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

15_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

16_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

16_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

16_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

16_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

17_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

17_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

288 | P a g e  
 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

17_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

17_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

18_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

18_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

18_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

18_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

19_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

19_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

19_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

19_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

2_BP_ST_S
pruce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

2_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

2_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

2_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

2_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 
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2_ST_QM StreetTree Morriston Quercus macrocarpa 2016 $724 50 
  

Low 

2_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Carriage Lane Spruce 2003 $354 50 
  

Low 

20_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

20_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

20_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

20_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

21_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

21_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

21_ST_Pice
a_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

21_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

22_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

22_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

22_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

23_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

23_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 
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23_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

24_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

24_ST_Fla
me 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

24_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

25_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

25_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

26_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

26_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

27_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

27_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

28_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

28_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

29_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

29_ST_Spr
uce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

3_BP_ST_S
pruce 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 
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3_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

3_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

3_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

3_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

3_ST_QM StreetTree Morriston Quercus macrocarpa 2016 $724 50 
  

Low 

3_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Carriage Lane Spruce 2003 $354 50 
  

Low 

30_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

31_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

32_ST_Aut
umnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_QM StreetTree Morriston Quercus macrocarpa 2016 $724 50 
  

Low 

4_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

5_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 
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5_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

5_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

5_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

5_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

6_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

6_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

6_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

6_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

6_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

7_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

7_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

7_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

7_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

7_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

8_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

293 | P a g e  
 

Asset # Asset Class Description Acquisition 
Date 

Replacement 
Cost 

L.E Condition 
Index 

Condition Risk 

8_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

8_ST_Locus
t 

StreetTree Fox Run Drive Locust 1993 $354 50 
  

Low 

8_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

8_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 

9_ST_Autu
mnB 

StreetTree Morriston Autumn Brilliance 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

9_ST_Flam
e 

StreetTree Morriston Flame 2016 $624 50 
  

Low 

9_ST_Picea
_Pung 

StreetTree Morriston Picea Pungens 2016 $449 50 
  

Low 

9_ST_Spruc
e 

StreetTree Bridal Path Spruce 1998 $354 50 
  

Low 
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20.6 Comments from the Public 

-----Original Message----- 

From: Allan Gregg CAGU <gregg.allan@syngenta.com> 

Sent: Wednesday, February 6, 2019 11:54 AM 

To: James Seeley <jseeley@puslinch.ca>; Matthew Bulmer <mbulmer@puslinch.ca>; Jessica Goyda 

<jgoyda@puslinch.ca> 

Subject: Township of Puslinch Asset Management Plan - Allan Comments 

Good morning 

Thank you for hosting the Public meeting last night. Compliments to You Mayor Seeley for setting and enforcing the way 

the meeting was to run. Thanks Jessica for the heads up about the meeting and Mathew for your follow up note. 

It appeared that Gravel Roads has a separate project being considered at the direction of Council so I did not continue to 

question the Consultants last night. 

However, I would like to restate my concerns with the proposed Puslinch Asset Management document as presented 

last night; 

*       It appears that certain assumptions were made regarding gravel roads 

o       "As per the proposed service level policy all gravel roads have been assumed to have a PCL score of 90. This 

assumption is based strictly off staff understanding of the gravel surface"        See 6.11 (Attached) 

*       It appears that "the Township does NOT have a formal policy for documenting gravel road condition" See 6.10 

(Attached) 

*       It appears that Gravel Roads are deemed to be Good. See 7.4 Page 65 66 70 (Attached) 

*       It appears that Carter Road has a "Acquisition date 2003, Replacement Year 2034, Replacement cost 328113.2899, 

Condition 4 with Risk High" see page 276 (Attached) 

This data and lack of data along with the conditions of gravel roads in the Township leads me to believe that the value 

and the condition of the Gravel Roads in the document is over stated. If correct then the cost to the Township to bring 

the roads up to the stated value will cost the township more money and a need to restate the financials in the Puslinch 

Asset Management document as presented last night. 

Further I have  concerns with the UEM Proposed Level of Service: Gravel Roads See 5.2 (Attached) 1.With the lack of 

data, as stated by Consultant Wayne Wood, setting the criteria for consideration of "surface treatment including asphalt 

and/or reconstruction" is not based on facts 2.No other UEM Proposed Level of Service of Policy has the mandate of "if 

all of the following criteria are met" 

It appears that the UEM Proposed Level of Service for Gravel Roads is written to be very restrictive to limit the Township 

to entertain surfacing gravel road. I would suggest that the criteria be removed from the proposal at this time. Pending 

the results of the Gravel Roads Project set by Council the criteria should be set at a later date. 
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Here are my requests; 

Please 

*       Comment on my concerns 

*       Pass on this document to other council members 

*       Clarify what "Acquisition date 2003" for Carter Road means on page 276 

*       Add my comments to the Public Meeting recorded notes 

*       When completed please send me the Public Meeting notes 

*       Advise when the completed report will be ready for review and when it will go to council for final approval. 

*       Advise how I would get the details (Mandate, scope and timelines etc.) on the Mayor referenced Gravel Road 

Council directed project 

In addition  am  I to email with Township Staff rather than You - not sure of the protocol- please advise. 

Thank You. 

Gregg 
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R.E Puslinch Asset Management Plan 

Mr. Gregg Allan, 

Please accept this letter as a response to your email of February 6th, 2019 in regard to the Township of 

Puslinch Asset Management Plan. We appreciate your comments, and initially want to indicate that your email 

has been placed into the report documenting the plan as part of appendix 20.6 of the Asset Management Plan. 

As part of the project the UEM Team was required to draft service level policies for infrastructure that is 

the responsibility of the Township. The UEM Team reviewed gravel roads, and any activities used to maintain 

Gravel Roads by the Township. It was determined that there was not a documented policy nor records in regard 

to how Gravel Roads are to be maintained, nor how reconstruction of such roads including improvements to 

the surface are reported to Council.  

Therefore, the UEM Team was required to develop a service level policy for Gravel Roads. The UEM Team 

was requested by staff of Puslinch to initiate discussions with municipalities in the County of Wellington and to 

review of what other road authorities have adopted as policies relating to the maintenance and improvement 

of gravel roads. All Municipalities in the County were contacted, and it was established that the Municipalities 

had not established formalized policies associated with maintaining or upgrading the surface of gravel roads. In 

addition, informal discussions occurred with members of the Ontario Good Roads Association (OGRA). A data 

review of road authorities in the United States was undertaken by the UEM Team and based upon all of the 

above the UEM Team established that the primary indicators for improving the surface of a gravel road is volume 

of traffic and budget limitations. The concept of volume of traffic was integrated into the service level policy for 

gravel roads for Puslinch that is a component of the Asset Management Plan.  

In regard to your email the Township undertakes a Pavement Condition Index Study that documents 

condition and needed improvements. However, in the past gravel roads were excluded from this pavement 

condition study. As result, the UEM Team recommended that in the next Pavement Condition Index Study gravel 

roads be included as a component to determine needed improvements including the application of a hard 

surface. The study should include a review of a number of factors to determine the need for applying a hard 

surface versus complete reconstruction. Such factors such as granular thickness, presence of contaminants in 

the granular, presence of organic material and adequacy of underlying soil should be considered as part of the 

study. 

You are correct in that assumption that gravel roads were classified as “Good”. Because of the lack of 

data in regard to gravel roads, a recommendation in the report was to document gravel road maintenance 

activities in a tabular format to be stored in the Asset Registry. It is recognized that Township staff inspect gravel 

roads and grade such roads as required and documenting such activities will then allow a direct comparison to 

the recommended gravel road service level policy in part to be a factor in presenting recommendations to 

Council in regard to road improvements.  

Replacement costs project total reconstruction and not limited to surface treatment or the application of 

asphalt. This is a conservative methodology and can be modified in the future once the next pavement condition 

index study is completed.  

Schedule A to Report FIN-2019-022



THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 2019 ASSET MANAGEMENT PLAN  
 

297 | P a g e  
 

In regard to Carter Road, the acquisition date of 2003 was sourced from the 2013 Asset Management 

Plan. The replacement year of 2034 was based upon a linear depreciation rate of 2 PCI points per year. The Risk 

associated with Carter Road has been developed from a risk profile explained in detail in the Asset Management 

Plan and inputted into the Asset Registry. The risk is consistent for all gravel roads but increased or decreased 

depending on the condition of the surface of the gravel road. 

Asset Management Plans in general were never intended to be static documents. Such plans are “living 

plans” in that Asset Management Plans should be updated at least annually to reflect updated data.  

Council at its meeting held on  January 30, 2019 passed Council Resolution No. 2019-060 to continue the gravel 

roads study in 2019 as outlined below:  

WHEREAS the Township has approximately 200km of paved roads and 50km of unpaved roads; 

 

AND WHEREAS road works are a significant portion of the Capital Budget and it is highly desirable to reduce these costs; 
 

AND WHEREAS new technologies are available for extending the life of paved roads and which are being used by 

various municipalities in Ontario;       
 

AND WHEREAS it is desirable to pave unpaved roads with appropriate pavement; 

NOW THEREFORE that staff obtain a funding estimate from an Engineering company to produce a report to: 

1. Identify an appropriate and cost-effective method of extending the life of paved roads;  
2. Develop criteria to prioritize the paving of unpaved roads, including the trigger points/ criteria suggested 

by the asset management plan; as well as impact to the area residents; 
3. Identifying an appropriate and cost-effective pavements (such as tar and chip) to be used for unpaved 

roads;  
4. Developing a listing and schedule for the paving of unpaved roads. 

 

And that these costs be identified at the earliest opportunity for inclusion in the Capital Budget, 

with a commitment to pave the roads at the earliest opportunity.  

 

Staff are presently in discussions with a consultant to produce such a report that would result in improved data 

that could be Inputted into the Asset Registry.  

The Asset Management Plan including service level policies will be presented to Council on April 17th, 

2019. The document is available at the Township website at www.puslinch.ca.  

 

Sincerely, 

Wayne Wood P. Eng 
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From: Margaret Hauwert <john.hauwert009@sympatico.ca>  

Sent: Thursday, February 7, 2019 11:20 AM 

To: Nina Lecic <nlecic@puslinch.ca> 

Subject: budget 

 Questions for capital budget 

1.  Why are the roads in such poor shape all of a sudden, have they not been properly maintained over the last couple 

years? 

2.  I do not want the township to borrow any money? 

3.  Has council looked into how many firefighters do we have and is it too much? 

4.  Has council looked into how many people are on the payroll and maybe it is too much? 

 These are some of my concerns after looking at recommendations by the asset manager presentation. 

Margaret Hauwert 

john.hauwert009@sympatico.ca 
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REPORT FIN‐2019‐023 

 

 

TO:      Mayor and Members of Council 

 

FROM:     Michelle Cassar, Taxation and Customer Service Supervisor 

Mary Hasan, Director of Finance/Treasurer 

 

MEETING DATE:  May 15, 2019 

 

SUBJECT:  2019 Final Tax Levy and Rates  
  File No. F22 TAX  

   
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
THAT Report FIN‐2019‐023 regarding the 2019 Final Tax Levy and Rates be received; and 
 
THAT the final property tax rates as identified in Schedule B and Schedule C to Report FIN‐2019‐
023 be approved; and 
 
THAT the final property tax due dates be established as Friday August 30, 2019 and Thursday 
October 31, 2019; and 
 
THAT Council enact a by‐law for the levy and collection of property taxes for the 2019 taxation 
year.  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
Purpose  
 
The Municipal Act, 2001 requires a municipality to adopt its final tax levy, due dates and tax 
rates annually through the passing of a by‐law. 
 
Background 
 
To enable the billing of final taxes for 2019, a by‐law is required to establish the levy, due dates 
and other administrative needs regarding the final property tax amounts. The tax rates set out 
in the attached schedules for the Township and the County are based on 2019 budget 
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requirements. The Education rates are set by the Province through Ontario Regulation 400/98, 
as amended under the Education Act. 
 
Due Dates  
 

The 2019 final tax levy will be payable in two installments due August 30, 2019 and October 31, 
2019. This bill will reflect the new assessed value of the property for 2019 as well as the 2019 
tax rates. The amount of the 2019 interim tax bill will be deducted from the total levied with 
the balance being the 2019 final tax bill.  
 
The properties enrolled in the Township’s 11‐month pre‐authorized tax payment plan have 
their property tax payments withdrawn from their bank accounts in eleven installments on the 
fifteenth (or next business day) of each month.  
 
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS 
 
The tax rates indicated in Schedule B and Schedule C will generate a total 2019 levy (Township + 
County + Education) of $24,832,798.  The tax levies for Township, County and Education 
purposes are summarized in Schedule A to Report FIN‐2019‐023 
 
The County of Wellington and School Board’s final payment due dates by the Township are 

September 30, 2019 and December 13, 2019.  

 

APPLICABLE LEGISLATION AND REQUIREMENTS  
 
Section 290 of the Municipal Act, 2001, as amended, states that a local municipality shall in 
each year prepare and adopt a budget including estimates of all sums required during the year 
for the purposes of the municipality. On February 20, 2019 Council approved the Township’s 
2019 Budget in accordance with By‐law No. 010‐2019.  
 
Ontario Regulation 400/98, as amended under the Education Act established the education tax 
rates for all property classes in 2019. 
 
The County of Wellington established upper and lower‐tier property tax ratios and tax 
reductions for prescribed subclasses for the year 2019 as per the County By‐law number 5614‐
19 dated April 25, 2019. The County adopted a by‐law to establish and levy tax rates for upper 
tier purposes as per the County By‐law number 5615‐19 dated April 25, 2019. The County 
adopted estimates of all sums required by the County during the year 2019 for all purposes of 
the County and has provided a general levy on area municipalities as per By‐law Number 5601‐
19 dated January 31, 2019.  
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Once all required by‐laws and regulations have been passed, the municipal Council may levy its 
taxes. The Township, as a lower‐tier municipality, is required to collect the County and 
Education tax levies and remit the amounts to them regardless of a resident’s payment of 
property taxes.   
 
Section 342 of the Municipal Act, 2001 allows the ability to collect taxes in one payment or by 
installments. The Township has elected to collect its property taxes in four installments: 
February 28, April 30, August 30, and October 31, 2019.  
 
ATTACHMENTS 

 
Schedule A: Summary of Tax Levies – 2019 Final 
 
Schedule B: 2019 Property Tax Rates 
 
Schedule C: 2019 Barber’s Beach Street Lights and Cambridge Fire Special Area Tax Rates 



Schedule A 
Summary of Tax Levies - 2019 Final

TAX LEVY TOTAL TAX LEVY SHARE %

TOWNSHIP PURPOSES
General Purposes $3,974,776
Barber's Beach Streetlights $3,046
Cambridge Fire $97,532

Total Township Purposes $4,075,354 16.41%

COUNTY PURPOSES
County of Wellington $14,685,426

Total County Purposes $14,685,426 59.14%

EDUCATION PURPOSES $6,072,018
Total Education Purposes $6,072,018 24.45%

TOTAL LEVY $24,832,798 100%



Schedule B 
2019 Property Tax Rates

Description
2019  
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment  Township   County  Education  Total Township County Education Total

res/farm (RT) 1,787,351,286 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 1,787,351,286 0.00167135   0.00617506   0.00161000   0.00945641   2,987,288 11,037,001 2,877,636 16,901,925
multi-res (MT) 1,954,325 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 3,713,218 0.00317556   0.01173261   0.00161000   0.01651817   6,206 22,929 3,146 32,282
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00183848   0.00679257   0.00161000   0.01024105   0 0 0 0
farmlands  (FT) 185,112,142 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 46,278,036 0.00041784   0.00154376   0.00040250   0.00236410   77,347 285,769 74,508 437,623
commercial  (CT) 100,888,787 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 150,425,181 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   251,413 928,884 970,682 2,150,979
industrial  (IT) 64,337,558 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 154,410,139 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   258,073 953,492 829,954 2,041,519
large industrial (LT) 20,388,872 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 48,933,293 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   81,785 302,166 263,016 646,967
pipeline (PT) 5,843,607 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 13,148,116 0.00376054   0.01389388   0.01290000   0.03055442   21,975 81,190 75,383 178,548
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
managed forests  (TT) 14,498,662 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 3,624,666 0.00041784   0.00154376   0.00040250   0.00236410   6,058 22,382 5,836 34,276
res/farm farmland class 1 (R1) 745,500 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 559,125 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   934 3,453 900 5,287
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00167135   0.00617506   0.00161000   0.00945641   0 0 0 0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 7,638,056 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 11,388,341 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   19,034 70,324 62,465 151,822
commercial vacant land  (CX) 14,775 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 22,030 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   37 136 121 294
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   0 0 0 0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00257500   0.01427399   0 0 0 0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
industrial-hydro (IH) 672,250 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 1,613,400 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   2,697 9,963 8,672 21,331
industrial vacant land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial excess land (IU) 311,332 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 747,197 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   1,249 4,614 3,313 9,176
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial vacant land (IX) 6,400,599 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 15,361,438 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   25,674 94,858 68,118 188,650
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   0 0 0 0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   0 0 0 0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00257500   0.02140638   0 0 0 0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial (JT) 14,730,983 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 35,354,359 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01030000   0.02913138   59,089 218,315 151,729 429,134
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00257500   0.02140638   0 0 0 0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01030000   0.02913138   0 0 0 0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction commercial (XT) 68,214,220 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 101,707,402 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   169,989 628,049 656,310 1,454,348
new construction commercial vacant land (XU) 1,842,441 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 2,747,080 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   4,591 16,963 15,068 36,622
new construction commercial small on farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00257500   0.01427399   0 0 0 0
new construction office bldg (YT) 536,300 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 799,623 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   1,336 4,938 5,160 11,434
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0

Total 2,281,481,695 2,378,183,928 3,974,776 14,685,426 6,072,018 24,732,220

Tax Rate Levy



Schedule C 
2019 Barber's Beach Street Lights Special Area Tax Rates

Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

res/farm (RT) 18,740,976 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 18,740,976 0.00016253   3,046
multi-res (MT) 0 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 0 0.00030881   0
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00017878   0
farmlands  (FT) 0 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 0 0.00004063   0
commercial  (CT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
industrial  (IT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
large industrial (LT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
pipeline (PT) 0 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 0 0.00036569   0
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
managed forests  (TT) 0 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 0 0.00004063   0
res/farm farmland class I (R1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00016253   0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial vacant land  (CX) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
industrial-hydro (IH) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess/vacant unit (IU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial vacant land (IX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction industrial (JT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0



Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction commercial (XT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction commmercial vacant land (XU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction commercial small on farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction office bldg (YT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0

Total 18,740,976 18,740,976 3,046

Schedule C 
2019 Cambridge Fire Special Area Tax Rates

Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

res/farm (RT) 209,872,432 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 209,872,432 0.00045595   95,690
multi-res (MT) 0 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 0 0.00086630   0
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00050154   0
farmlands  (FT) 5,466,675 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 1,366,669 0.00011399   623
commercial  (CT) 1,408,149 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 2,099,550 0.00067981   957
industrial  (IT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
large industrial (LT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
pipeline (PT) 0 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 0 0.00102588   0
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
managed forests  (TT) 2,291,356 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 572,839 0.00011399   261
res/farm farmland class I (R1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00045595   0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial vacant land  (CX) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0



Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
industrial-hydro (IH) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess/vacant unit (IU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial vacant land (IX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction industrial (JT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction commercial (XT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction commercial vacant land (XU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction commercial small n farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction office bldg (YT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0

Total 219,038,612 213,911,490 97,532



REPORT BLDG-2019-005 

 

 

TO:    Mayor and Members of Council  
 
FROM:   Gerald Moore, Chief Building Official 
  
MEETING DATE:  May 15, 2019 
 
SUBJECT:  Building Department Monthly Update- April 2019 
   
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

That Report BLDG-2019-005 with respect to the Building Department Monthly Update- April 
2019 be received for information. 
 
DISCUSSION 
 

Purpose  
 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update of the activities in the Building 
Department for April 2019.  
 

Background 
 

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a summary of the Building Department’s 
activities for the month of April 2019. 
 

Financial Implications 
 
The Building Code Act requires that the total amount of building permit fees meets the total costs 
for the municipality to administer and enforce the Building Code Act and Regulations. Building 
permit fees were established to fully recover the Township’s cost of providing building permit 
services, including an allocation of administrative overhead/indirect costs. Any surplus revenue 
from building permit fees is transferred to a restricted reserve, to be drawn upon in years of 
declining building activity. 
 

APPLICABLE LEGISLATION AND REQUIREMENTS 

Building Code Act, 1992, S.O. 1992, c. 23 

ATTACHMENTS 

Schedule A – April 2019 Monthly report 



Township of Puslinch
Page 2

Permit Comparison Summary
Issued For Period APR  1,2019 To APR 30,2019

Current Year
ValuePermit Count Fees

Previous Year
Permit Count ValueFees

Agricultural Farm Building
0.008 38,347.80 1,981,101.00Agricultural Farm Building 0 0.00

Bylaw
3,500.001 210.00 11,000.00Pool Enclosure Permit 1 215.00

Commercial/Industrial
2,000,000.001 156.00 1,500.00Commercial -  No Occupancy Required 1 10,307.50

0.001 2,734.97 950,000.00Commercial - Occupancy Required 0 0.00

Demolition
10,500.002 312.00 8,000.00Demolition Permit 3 624.00

New Residence
2,666,152.004 31,167.36 2,634,100.00Residential - Occupancy Required 3 20,927.52

Other
0.000 0.00 0.00Change of Use 1 200.00

Other Residential
223,000.001 156.00 7,500.00Accessory/Farm Buildings 1 2,518.80

0.001 156.00 10,000.00Deck Permit 0 0.00
125,000.001 468.00 25,000.00Detached Garage 2 3,744.00

0.001 166.40 35,000.00Residential - No Occupancy Required 0 0.00

Septic
69,000.001 624.00 8,500.00Sewage Disposal System Permit 3 1,248.00
17,000.000 0.00 0.00Sewage System - Tank Replacement 1 468.00

Signs
0.002 360.00 17,000.00Sign Permit 0 0.00

Previous Year Current Year
Total Permits Issued 24 16
Total Dwelling Units Created 4 3
Total Permit Value 5,688,701.00 5,114,152.00
Total Permit Fees 40,252.82
Total Compliance Letters Issued 4 7
Total Compliance Letter Fees 528.93300.00

74,858.53

Inspection Summary
Other Roll InspectionsWard Permit Inspections

274 6000
274 6Total

Permit Charge Amount



Township of Puslinch
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Permit Comparison Summary
Issued For Period APR  1,2019 To APR 30,2019

Accessory/Farm Buildings 2,518.80
Change of Use 200.00
Commercial -  No Occupancy Req 10,307.50
Demolition Permit 624.00
Detached Garage 3,744.00
Pool Enclosure Permit 215.00
Residential - Occupancy Requir 20,927.52
Sewage Disposal System Permit 1,248.00
Sewage System - Tank Replaceme 468.00

Total 40,252.82



Note:  The Graphs Below only Include Septic Permits in 2012 and beyond
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Note:  The Graphs Below only Include Septic Permits in 2012 and beyond
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Note:  The Graphs Below only Include Septic Permits in 2012 and beyond
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THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
 

BY-LAW NO. 2019-029 
 

Being a By-law to establish a Site Plan Control Area, to define classes of 
development and to delegate Council Authority pursuant to Section 41 of 
the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990 c.P13, as amended, and to repeal By-law 
16/08. 

 
WHEREAS Subsection 41(2) of the Planning Act provides that the Council of a local 
municipality may, by By-law, designate a Site Plan Control Area; 
 
AND WHEREAS the Official Plan identifies the whole of the County of Wellington as a 
proposed Site Plan Control Area; 
 
AND WHEREAS Section 41(13)(a) of the Planning Act provides that the Council of a 
municipality may, by By-law, define any class or classes of development that may be 
undertaken without the approval of plans and drawings otherwise required under Subsection 
41(4) or 41(5); 
 
AND WHEREAS Subsection 41(11) of the Planning Act provides that Section 446 of the 
Municipal Act, 2001 applies to any requirements made under clauses (7)(a) and (b) and to any 
requirements made under an agreement entered into under clause (7)(c) or (c.1); 
 
AND WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch is desirous of 
repealing By-law 16/08; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of The Corporation of the Township of Puslinch HEREBY 
ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

 
1. All Lands within the corporate limits of the Township of Puslinch (hereinafter the “Township”) 

are hereby designated as a Site Plan Control Area. 
 

2. No person shall undertake development in the Site Plan Control Area without the approval of 
the required plans and drawings in accordance with the requirements of Section 41 of the 
Planning Act. 
 

3. Notwithstanding Section 2 and pursuant to Section 41(13)(a) the following types of 
development are exempt from Site Plan Control without the approval of plans and drawings: 

 
(a) Single detached dwellings, semi-detached dwellings, duplex dwellings and triplex 

dwellings; 
 

(b) Any building or structure deemed accessory to a single detached dwelling, semi-detached 
dwelling, duplex dwelling, triplex dwelling or townhouse dwelling; 
 

(c) Agricultural and farm related buildings or structures, except for those associated with a 
commercial, industrial or farm related tourism use that serves the public; 
 

(d) Aesthetic or use alteration of an existing building or structure, unless such alteration of the 
building or structure has the effect of substantially increasing its size and/or impact, such 
as the alteration of a residential building to introduce a commercial use, as determined by 
the Chief Building Official and/or Development & Legislative Coordinator; 
 

(e) Commercial and Institutional structures and/or additions not exceeding 93 square metres, 
or other minor applications, provided it can be  demonstrated to the Chief Building Official 
and/or Development & Legislative Coordinator, the addition will not have a negative impact 
on the Township’s Urban Design Guidelines, site servicing and grading, stormwater 
management, parking and loading or site access. 

 
(f) Industrial structures and/or additions not exceeding 186 square metres, or other minor 

applications, provided it can be demonstrated to the Chief Building Official and/or 
Development & Legislative Coordinator the addition will not have a negative impact on the 



Township’s Urban Design Guidelines, site servicing and grading, stormwater 
management, parking and loading or site access. 
 

(g) Building and structures for flood control or conservation purposes; 
 

(h) Pits and quarries licensed or permitted under the Aggregate Resources Act, R.S.O. 1990, 
c.A.8, as amended; and, 
 

(i) Expansions or modifications to existing sewage and water treatment facilities that are 
operated under the approval of the Ministry of Environment, Conservation and Parks.   

 
4. Council’s powers and authority under section 41 of the Planning Act, except the authority 

under Section 41(13)(a) to define classes of development that may be undertaken without the 
approval of plans and drawings, are hereby delegated to the Chief Administrative 
Officer/Clerk. 
 

5. The Mayor and the Clerk of the Corporation of the Township are hereby authorized to execute 
all agreements (generally referred to as Site Plan Agreements) required by the municipality 
under subsection 41(7)(c) of the Planning Act and to affix the seal of the corporation thereto. 
 

6. Notwithstanding Sections 4 and 5, the CAO/Clerk of the Township may request that certain 
proposals be presented to Council prior to final approval. 
 

7. The Chief Building Official and/or Development & Legislative Coordinator are hereby 
authorized to approve minor changes to any approved site plan, in writing, without an 
amendment to the Site Plan Agreement. 
 

8. Every person who contravenes the site plan provisions of Section 41 of the Planning Act is 
guilty of an offence and is liable to a fine as set out in Section 67 of the Planning Act. 
 

9. In accordance with Section 446 of the Municipal Act the Township may direct or require a 
person to do a matter or thing as required as part of Site Plan Approval or the Site Plan 
Agreement, and in default of it being done by the person directed or required to do it, the 
matter of the thing shall be done at the person’s expense. 
 

10. For the purposes of Section 8, the Township may enter upon the land at any reasonable time. 
 

11. The Township may recover the costs of doing a matter or thing from the person directed or 
required to do it by adding the costs to the tax roll and collecting them in the same matter as 
property taxes. 
 

12. By-law 16/08 is hereby repealed. 
 

READ THREE TIMES AND FINALLY PASSED IN OPEN COUNCIL THIS 15th DAY OF MAY 
2019. 

 
 

      
James Seeley, Mayor 

 
 
 

      
Karen Landry, Clerk 



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
 
      BY-LAW 030-2019 
 

A by-law to provide for the levy and collection 
of property taxes for the 2019 taxation year.  
 

WHEREAS Section 312 of the Municipal Act, S.O. 2001, as amended (Municipal Act) 
provides that for the purposes of raising the general local municipality levy, a local 
municipality shall, each year, pass a by-law levying a separate tax rate, as specified in 
the by-law, on the assessment in each property class in the local municipality rateable 
for local municipality purposes; and 
 
WHEREAS Section 3 of the Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, as amended (Assessment 
Act), provides that all real property, with specific exceptions, is subject to assessment 
and taxation; and  
 
WHEREAS the property classes have been prescribed by the Minister of Finance under 
the Assessment Act and the Regulations thereto; and 
 
WHEREAS Ontario Regulation 400/98, as amended under the Education Act prescribes 
the tax rates for school purposes for all property classes; and 
 
WHEREAS the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch (“Township”) 
adopted By-law Number 010-2019 which established the Budget for the Township for 
the year 2019; and 
 
WHEREAS pursuant to the County of Wellington (“County”) By-law Number 5614-19, 
the County has established upper and lower-tier property tax ratios and tax reductions 
for prescribed subclasses for the year 2019 and By-law Number 5615-19, being a by-
law to establish and levy tax rates for upper tier purposes; and 
 
WHEREAS pursuant to the County By-law Number 5601-19, the County has adopted 
estimates of all sums required by the County during the year 2019 for all purposes of 
the County and has provided a general levy on area municipalities; and 
 
WHEREAS it is required that the Council of the Township, pursuant to the Municipal 
Act, to levy upon the whole of the assessment for real property for the property classes 
according to the last revised assessment roll for the Township the sums set forth for 
various purposes in Schedule “A” attached hereto for the current year; and 
 
WHEREAS the County’s Tax Ratio by-law established the relative amount of taxation to 
be borne by each property class; and  
 
WHEREAS the Municipal Act authorizes a Council to pass by-laws for the payment of 
taxes by installments and the date or dates in the year for which the taxes are imposed 
on which the taxes or installments are due; and  
 
WHEREAS the Municipal Act authorizes a local municipality to pass by-laws to impose 
late payment charges for the non-payment of taxes or any installment by the due date; 
and 
 
WHEREAS an interim levy was made by the Township before the adoption of the 
estimates for the current year as per By-law Number 002-2019. 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch 
HEREBY ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 

 
1. For the raising of the sum of $24,832,798 as shown in Schedule “A” attached to 

this by-law, for the current year lawful purposes of the Township, the County, and 
the School Boards, the tax rates as shown on Schedule “B” and Schedule “C” 



attached to this by-law, shall be levied and collected upon the whole rateable 
property of the public and separate school supporters.  
 

2. The levy provided for in Schedule “A”, Schedule “B” and Schedule “C” attached 
to this by-law shall be reduced by the amount raised by the 2019 interim levy 
imposed pursuant to By-law Number 002-2019, where billed. 
 

3. For the year 2019, pursuant to Section 312 (4) of the Municipal Act, the 
Township shall levy a special tax rate against rateable property in the Barber’s 
Beach Street Lights and Cambridge Fire areas as set out in Schedule “C” 
attached to this by-law.  
 

4. For payments-in-lieu of taxes, the actual amount due to the Township shall be 
based on the assessment roll and the tax rates for the applicable classes for the 
year 2019. 
 

5. That all taxes levied according to the provisions of this by-law shall be collected 
and paid over to the Treasurer of the Township. 
 

6. That the amounts imposed by the rates for Commercial, Industrial, and Multi-
Residential classes become adjusted according to the provisions of Section 
329.1 of the Municipal Act.  
 

7. The final levy shall be due and payable in two installments as follows: 
 
(1) The 30th day of August, 2019; and 

 
(2)  The 31st day of October, 2019. 
 

8. The final levy for those properties subject to the Township’s Pre-Authorized Tax 
Payment Plan shall be due and payable to the Township in 11 monthly 
installments, February through to December. 
 

9. That realty taxes to be levied as a result of additions to the tax roll pursuant to 
the Assessment Act shall be due and payable in one installment not earlier than 
21 days from the date of the mailing of the tax notice.  

 
10.  

(1) The Treasurer shall add a percentage as a penalty for default of payment 
of the installments in accordance with By-law No. 001/14, as amended;   

 
(2)  The Treasurer shall also add a percentage charge as interest for default of 

payment of the installments in accordance with By-law No. 001/14, as 
amended.  

 
11.  The Treasurer is hereby authorized to accept part payment from time to time on 

account of any taxes due and to give a receipt for such part payment, provided 
that acceptance of any such part payment does not affect the collection of any 
percentage charge imposed and collectable under the provision of By-law No. 
001/14, as amended, in respect of non-payment of any taxes or any classes of 
taxes or of any installment thereof. 
 

12. That the Treasurer is hereby authorized to mail every tax notice or cause the 
same to be mailed to the address of the residence or place of business of each 
person taxed unless the taxpayer directs the Treasurer in writing to send the bill 
to another address, in which case it shall be sent to that address, as provided by 
the Municipal Act.  
 

13. That the Treasurer may send a tax bill to the taxpayer electronically in the 
manner specified by the Township, if the taxpayer has chosen to receive the tax 
bill in that manner.  
 



14. There may be added to the tax roll all or any arrears of charges, fees, costs or 
other expenses as may be permitted by Provincial legislation and such arrears of 
charges, fees, costs or other expenses shall be deemed to be taxes, collected as 
taxes, or collected in the same manner as municipal taxes, or dealt with in such 
fashion as may be specifically authorized by the applicable statute.  

 
15. Nothing in this by-law shall prevent the Treasurer from proceeding at any time 

with the collection of any tax, or any part thereof, in accordance with the 
provisions of the applicable statutes and by-laws governing the collection of 
taxes. 
 

16. If any section or portion of this by-law is found by a court of competent 
jurisdiction to be invalid, it is the intent of the Council for the Township that all 
remaining sections and portions of this by-law continue in force and effect. 

 
READ A FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD TIME AND FINALLY PASSED THIS 15th DAY 
OF MAY, 2019.      
 
 
       _____________________________________ 

        James Seeley, Mayor  
 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
   Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk 



Schedule A 
Summary of Tax Levies - 2019 Final

TAX LEVY TOTAL TAX LEVY SHARE %

TOWNSHIP PURPOSES
General Purposes $3,974,776
Barber's Beach Streetlights $3,046
Cambridge Fire $97,532

Total Township Purposes $4,075,354 16.41%

COUNTY PURPOSES
County of Wellington $14,685,426

Total County Purposes $14,685,426 59.14%

EDUCATION PURPOSES $6,072,018
Total Education Purposes $6,072,018 24.45%

TOTAL LEVY $24,832,798 100%



Schedule B 
2019 Property Tax Rates

Description
2019  
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment  Township   County  Education  Total Township County Education Total

res/farm (RT) 1,787,351,286 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 1,787,351,286 0.00167135   0.00617506   0.00161000   0.00945641   2,987,288 11,037,001 2,877,636 16,901,925
multi-res (MT) 1,954,325 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 3,713,218 0.00317556   0.01173261   0.00161000   0.01651817   6,206 22,929 3,146 32,282
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00183848   0.00679257   0.00161000   0.01024105   0 0 0 0
farmlands  (FT) 185,112,142 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 46,278,036 0.00041784   0.00154376   0.00040250   0.00236410   77,347 285,769 74,508 437,623
commercial  (CT) 100,888,787 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 150,425,181 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   251,413 928,884 970,682 2,150,979
industrial  (IT) 64,337,558 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 154,410,139 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   258,073 953,492 829,954 2,041,519
large industrial (LT) 20,388,872 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 48,933,293 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   81,785 302,166 263,016 646,967
pipeline (PT) 5,843,607 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 13,148,116 0.00376054   0.01389388   0.01290000   0.03055442   21,975 81,190 75,383 178,548
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
managed forests  (TT) 14,498,662 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 3,624,666 0.00041784   0.00154376   0.00040250   0.00236410   6,058 22,382 5,836 34,276
res/farm farmland class 1 (R1) 745,500 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 559,125 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   934 3,453 900 5,287
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00167135   0.00617506   0.00161000   0.00945641   0 0 0 0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 7,638,056 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 11,388,341 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   19,034 70,324 62,465 151,822
commercial vacant land  (CX) 14,775 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 22,030 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   37 136 121 294
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   0 0 0 0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00257500   0.01427399   0 0 0 0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
industrial-hydro (IH) 672,250 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 1,613,400 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   2,697 9,963 8,672 21,331
industrial vacant land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial excess land (IU) 311,332 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 747,197 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   1,249 4,614 3,313 9,176
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   0 0 0 0
industrial vacant land (IX) 6,400,599 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 15,361,438 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01064250   0.02947388   25,674 94,858 68,118 188,650
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00125351   0.00463129   0.00120750   0.00709230   0 0 0 0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01290000   0.03173138   0 0 0 0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00257500   0.02140638   0 0 0 0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial (JT) 14,730,983 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 35,354,359 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01030000   0.02913138   59,089 218,315 151,729 429,134
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00257500   0.02140638   0 0 0 0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.01030000   0.02913138   0 0 0 0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00401124   0.01482014   0.00849750   0.02732888   0 0 0 0
new construction commercial (XT) 68,214,220 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 101,707,402 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   169,989 628,049 656,310 1,454,348
new construction commercial vacant land (XU) 1,842,441 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 2,747,080 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   4,591 16,963 15,068 36,622
new construction commercial small on farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00257500   0.01427399   0 0 0 0
new construction office bldg (YT) 536,300 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 799,623 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   1,336 4,938 5,160 11,434
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00962131   0.02132030   0 0 0 0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00249198   0.00920701   0.00817811   0.01987711   0 0 0 0

Total 2,281,481,695 2,378,183,928 3,974,776 14,685,426 6,072,018 24,732,220

Tax Rate Levy



Schedule C 
2019 Barber's Beach Street Lights Special Area Tax Rates

Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

res/farm (RT) 18,740,976 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 18,740,976 0.00016253   3,046
multi-res (MT) 0 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 0 0.00030881   0
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00017878   0
farmlands  (FT) 0 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 0 0.00004063   0
commercial  (CT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
industrial  (IT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
large industrial (LT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
pipeline (PT) 0 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 0 0.00036569   0
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
managed forests  (TT) 0 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 0 0.00004063   0
res/farm farmland class I (R1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00016253   0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial vacant land  (CX) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
industrial-hydro (IH) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial excess/vacant unit (IU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial vacant land (IX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00012190   0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction industrial (JT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0



Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00039007   0
new construction commercial (XT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction commmercial vacant land (XU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction commercial small on farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction office bldg (YT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00024233   0

Total 18,740,976 18,740,976 3,046

Schedule C 
2019 Cambridge Fire Special Area Tax Rates

Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

res/farm (RT) 209,872,432 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 209,872,432 0.00045595   95,690
multi-res (MT) 0 1.900000 0.00% 1.900000 0 0.00086630   0
new multi-residential (NT) 0 1.100000 0.00% 1.100000 0 0.00050154   0
farmlands  (FT) 5,466,675 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 1,366,669 0.00011399   623
commercial  (CT) 1,408,149 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 2,099,550 0.00067981   957
industrial  (IT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
large industrial (LT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
pipeline (PT) 0 2.250000 0.00% 2.250000 0 0.00102588   0
shopping centre (ST) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
managed forests  (TT) 2,291,356 0.250000 0.00% 0.250000 572,839 0.00011399   261
res/farm farmland class I (R1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
residential taxable shared (RH) 0 1.000000 0.00% 1.000000 0 0.00045595   0
commercial excess/vacant unit  (CU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial vacant land  (CX) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial farmland class 1 (C1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
commercial taxable shared (CH) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0



Description
2019 
Assessment

Transition 
Ratio

Tax 
Reduction

Weighted 
Ratio

Weighted 
Assessment

 Township 
Tax Rate 

Township 
Levy

commercial vacant land taxable shared (CJ) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
commercial small scale on farm (C7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
parking lot (GT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
industrial-hydro (IH) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess land shared (IJ) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess land shared (IK) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial excess/vacant unit (IU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
large industrial excess land (LU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial vacant land (IX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial farmland class 1 (I1) 0 1.000000 25.00% 0.750000 0 0.00034196   0
industrial farmland class 2 (I4) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
industrial small scale on farm (I7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
shopping centre excess land (SU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction industrial (JT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial excess land (JU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial vacant land (JX) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction industrial small on farm (J7) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction large industrial (KT) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction large industrial excess land (KU) 0 2.400000 0.00% 2.400000 0 0.00109427   0
new construction commercial (XT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction commercial vacant land (XU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction commercial small n farm (X7) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction office bldg (YT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction office building excess land (YU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction shopping centre (ZT) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0
new construction shopping centre excess land (ZU) 0 1.491000 0.00% 1.491000 0 0.00067981   0

Total 219,038,612 213,911,490 97,532



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
 

BY-LAW NUMBER 031-2019 
Being a by-law to authorize the entering into a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of Guelph for the Niska Road 
Reconstruction.  

 
WHEREAS the Municipal Act, S.O.  2001, c.25 authorizes a municipality to enter into 
Agreements;  
 
AND WHEREAS the Council for the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch deems it 
appropriate to enter into a Memorandum of Understanding with the City of Guelph for 
the Niska Road Reconstruction; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch hereby enacts as 
follows: 
 

1. That the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch enter into a Memorandum of 
Understanding with the City of Guelph for the Niska Road Reconstruction. 
 

2. That the Mayor and Clerk are hereby authorized to execute the Memorandum of 
Understanding. 

 
READ A FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD TIME AND FINALLY PASSED THIS 15th DAY 
OF MAY 2019. 
 
 
 

     ________________________________ 
         James Seeley, Mayor 

 
 
 
        _______________________________ 

      Karen Landry, CAO/Clerk 



THE CORPORATION OF THE TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH 
 

          BY-LAW NUMBER 032-2019 
 

Being a by-law to confirm the 
proceedings of the Council of the 
Corporation of the Township of 
Puslinch at its Regular meeting held on 
May 15 2019.  

 
WHEREAS by Section 5 of the Municipal Act, 2001, S.O. 2001, c.25 the 
powers of a municipal corporation are to be exercised by its Council; 
 
AND WHEREAS by Section 5, Subsection (3) of the Municipal Act, a 
municipal power including a municipality's capacity, rights, powers 
and privileges under section 8, shall be exercised by by-law unless the 
municipality is specifically authorized to do otherwise; 
 
AND WHEREAS it is deemed expedient that the proceedings of the 
Council of the Corporation of the Township of Puslinch at its Regular 
meeting held on May 15, 2019 be confirmed and adopted by By-law; 
 
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Corporation of the Township of 
Puslinch hereby enacts as follows: 
 
1) The action of the Council of the Corporation of the Township of 

Puslinch, in respect of each recommendation contained in the 
reports of the Committees and each motion and resolution 
passed and other action taken by the Council at said meeting 
are hereby adopted and confirmed. 

 
2) The Head of Council and proper official of the Corporation are 

hereby authorized and directed to do all things necessary to 
give effect to the said action of the Council. 

 
3) The Head of Council and the Clerk are hereby authorized and 

directed to execute all documents required by statute to be 
executed by them, as may be necessary in that behalf and the 
Clerk authorized and directed to affix the seal of the said 
Corporation to all such documents. 

 
READ A FIRST, SECOND AND THIRD TIME AND FINALLY PASSED THIS 15th 
DAY OF MAY 2019.  
 
 
 

_____________________________ 
James Seeley, Mayor 

 
 
 

____________________________ 
     Karen Landry, C.A.O./Clerk 
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