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To: Mayor and Council

From: Federation of Citizens' Associations of Ottawa (FCA)

Date: June 1, 2026

Subject: Feedback on Long Range Financial Plan VI — Tax Supported Capital

Dear Mayor & Councillors,

On behalf of the Federation of Citizens’ Associations (FCA), | am writing to express our
concerns regarding the Long Range Financial Plan VI — Tax Supported Capital. While we
appreciate the transparency in articulating the scale of the infrastructure funding gap, we find
the proposed strategy insufficient to address the structural decay facing Ottawa’s assets.

Our primary concern is that the current approach relies on reduced service to mask financial
reality. By rebranding reduced service levels as "efficiencies" and lowering our service targets to
match stagnant funding, the City is effectively codifying a long-term downward drift in
infrastructure quality. This strategy does not solve the underlying problem; it merely disguises
the decline of our public assets behind claims of operational improvement.

Furthermore, we are concerned by the rejection of a dedicated infrastructure levy. The report
acknowledges that our peers in Toronto, Vancouver, Hamilton, and Mississauga have used
infrastructure levies to create predictable, dedicated revenue streams to tackle their own
infrastructure deficits. Given that Ottawa’s funding gap remains acute - estimated at $229.1
million annually when including service enhancements and facility replacements - we fail to see
why a similarly proactive, transparent mechanism was dismissed in favor of continued reliance
on internal "efficiencies" and compounding debt.

The report seems to ignore the fundamental causes of the asset maintenance gap. It cites only
compounding backlogs, lifecycle costs, inflation, policy-driven cost premiums, and inefficient
spending, none of which are causing systemic funding gaps.

We can't halt systemic funding gaps with only a mix of incremental measures, such as: 1.
service cut “efficiencies”, 2. tax increases, 3. debt increases, or 4. population growth. Ask
instead what actually causes this infrastructure maintenance funding gap? Diagnose the
disease, not just describe its symptoms: perhaps it's caused by the asset investments we have
made consistently returning less than it costs to maintain them? If so, we must address those
causes, not just find ways to fill in the gap. Stop building assets that have less return than they
cost. For every public and private development proposal, staff must present a straightforward
financial analysis:

e What infrastructure costs will this create?



e What long-term maintenance obligations come with it?
e What tax revenue will it generate?
e Does the math work over time?

The reliance on "non-financial strategies," such as facility rationalization and adjustments to
service levels, appears to be a managed retreat from the City’s obligations rather than a
sustainable path forward. Without a dedicated, predictable funding source, we fear the City will
continue to oscillate between short-term budgetary patches which fail to address the
fundamental lifecycle repair costs: a perpetual state of deferred maintenance. The proposal to
study the problem in the next Term of Council reads like "our long range financial plan is for the
next council to come up with a long range financial plan."

The FCA strongly requests a detailed explanation of why an infrastructure levy was considered
unsuitable for Ottawa’s specific fiscal context. We are also seeking a commitment that the City
will not prioritize the "efficiency" narrative over the actual maintenance of a safe and functional
state for all municipal assets.

We look forward to a rigorous discussion on these points as the plan proceeds to Committee
and Council.

Sincerely,
Paul Johanis, Chair,
Federation of Citizens’ Associations of Ottawa



