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CITY COUNCIL 
AGENDA REPORT 

 

Subject: COUNCIL MOTION – WCB/PIR REBATE  
 
 
On November 27, 2014, Councillor Hughes provided notice in accordance with 
Section 23 of Procedure Bylaw 35/2009 that she intended to bring forward the 
following motion.  The matter was subsequently deferred at the January 12, 2015 
Council Meeting to the February 2, 2015 Council Meeting: 
 
In order for Council to debate the motion, the motion must be formally moved. 
 
(Councillor Hughes) 
 
“That Administration bring forward recommendations for how the WCB/PIR rebate 
money and/or the safety reserve can serve as the annual safety program funding 
source before the end of Q2 2015.” 
 
 
Attachments: 
 
1. January 12, 2015 Agenda Report and Administrative Backgrounder     

(Previously Distributed) 
 
 
 
 
 
Originating Department(s): Legislative Services 
Author(s): Heather Fredeen, Legislative Officer 
 
City Manager Signature:   

Date: 
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Administrative Backgrounder 
WCB PIR Rebate  

 
On November 27, 2014, Councillor Hughes provided notice in accordance with 
Section 23 of Procedure Bylaw 35/2009 that she intended to bring forward the 
following motion: 
 
In order for Council to debate the motion, the motion must be formally moved. 
 
(Councillor Hughes) 
 
“That Administration bring forward recommendations for how the WCB/PIR 
rebate money and/or the safety reserve can serve as the annual safety program 
funding source before the end of Q2 2015.” 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
Administration is unable to provide recommendation to use the WCB/PIR 
revenues any different than what Council has already approved due to the 
policies Council currently has governing use of one time revenues and 
unpredictable revenues. 
 
Should Council wish to apply the use of the WCB/PIR revenues to fund the City’s 
basic or core Occupation Health & Safety program, Council would need to rethink 
its guiding principles for budgeting. Administration does not recommend Council 
consider a fundamental shift from the policy as it is founded on fiscally prudent 
principles. 
 
What is current Council direction? 
 
Below are excerpts from Council Policy C-FS-05 Budget and Taxation Guiding 
Principles, which provides direction, with the underlined sentences indicating the 
policy direction applicable to this Motion, along with Administration’s 
interpretation of the direction: 
 
6. One-time Revenues 

a. Major one-time revenues will be applied to: 
i. reserves for use in maintaining reserve levels set by Council 
policy; or 
ii. one-time expenditures; or 
iii. repayment of outstanding debt. 

b. Operating surpluses and one-time revenues will not be used to fund  
ongoing expenditures, as this results in annual expenditure obligations, 
which may be unfunded in future years. 
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The understood intent of this standard is to reduce tax fluctuations and provide 
for sustainable planning. WCB/PIR rebate is not a guaranteed or reliable revenue 
source, as it is dependent upon the City’s COR performance (past Certificate of 
Recognition or COR performance does not indicate or guarantee future COR 
performance). Using this unpredictable revenue to fund ongoing OH&S core 
programming increases the risk that funding from taxes would be required 
intermittently to offset any deficiency in the WCB/PIR reserve. This is assuming 
that the required OH&S funding requirement remains the same. 
 
7. Use of Unpredictable Revenues 
 Unpredictable revenue sources will not be relied upon to directly fund 
 expenditures until the revenue has been received. 
 
The WCB/PIR revenues are categorically unpredictable. Administration interprets 
this standard to mean that unpredictable revenues must not be used to plan 
future expenditures. Therefore, it would not be possible to forecast a budget as 
the revenue source would be unknown/at risk. 
 
For an analysis of whether the WCB/PIR revenues are one-time and/or 
unpredictable, please see a description of the program, provided as Attachment 
2. The attachment also explains how investment in OH&S can actually avoid 
costs. 
 
Use of Reserves 
 
Council’s policy provides the following direction pertaining to the use of Reserves 
(Standard 11): 
 
d. Use of reserves is planned and is not considered as an alternate-funding 
source in place of good financial practice. Long-term liabilities will be reviewed on 
an annual basis. Reserves and reserve funds will be established as required and 
maintained in accordance with their respective policy. 
 
e. Ensure that current revenues support current programs. The budget should 
provide that current programs are funded from current revenues and that 
reserves are used only as a temporary balancing measure. 
 
The above standards are interpreted to direct Administration to not rely on the 
use of reserves or for ongoing expenditures. 
 
Why should there be sustainable OH&S funding? 
 
The City does not have sustainable funding to support its core OH&S program. 
The 2015 business case for core OH&S funding attempted to remedy this 
omission. This puts the City at risk of not being able to meet its obligations as an 
employer under the Alberta Occupation Health and Safety Act due to lack of 
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resources and ability to plan ongoing programs as funding is uncertain. The Act 
places strict obligations upon employers further outlined in the Regulations and 
Code, which carry penalties for non-compliance, including significant fines and 
jail term. Worse, inadequate and under-resourced OH&S activities can result in 
significant workplace injury and death.  
 
Therefore, it is critical that the City has appropriate and sustainable resourcing to 
carry out the required compliance, monitoring, training and reporting under the 
Act. The City has managed to carry out its obligations by sourcing funds from the 
Operating Carry Forwards Reserves, where the WCB/PIR revenues were before 
Administration recommended that the revenues be placed in its own dedicated 
reserve with specific schedule outlining how the funds were to be applied. 
However, as indicated above, this practice of drawing from the reserve for 
ongoing programming violated Council’s own financial policy, which is why the 
schedule that Council approved for the Safety Enhancement Program allocates 
funding for one-time safety enhancements rather than core programming. 
Additionally, as was described in the 2015 business case, the funding was 
inadequate to support the required activities to achieve the purposes of the Act, 
Regulations and Code. 
 
Establishing a sustainable safety budget demonstrates Councils ongoing 
commitment to employee safety that should not be dependent on potentially 
volatile safety program performance. Funding a core safety program as part of 
the normal budget expenditures needs to be as much of a priority as any other 
operating cost.    
 
What policy options does Council have? 
 
Administration has not had sufficient time Since November 27, 2014 to undertake 
the recommended and required research into the financial policies of other 
municipalities to determine whether a suitable recommendation of policy change 
be brought forward, due to Administration’s attention being directed at the budget 
process and year-end. Given the significance of changing Council’s budgeting 
and taxation philosophy, Administration recommends that Council extend the 
time allocated to this motion to undertake the research and that recommendation 
be brought forward to the Standing Committee of Finance March 9, 2015.  
 
 
Report Date  December 23, 2014 
Committee/Department Human Resources/Financial Services 
General Manager Review  
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WCB/PIR Revenues 
 
The WCB offers employers two methods of claim cost reduction: 

1. Rebate – which provides income for the City 
2. Lower premiums – which reduces the City’s costs for WCB coverage 

 
1. PIR (Partner in Injury Reduction) rebates 

 
o 5% for maintaining a Certificate of Recognition (COR) with an audit 

score of 80% or greater.  Audits are completed in a three-year 
cycle, where two are done internally, and the third by external 
auditors to ensure accuracy. 
 

o 6% - 20% for improving your performance and/or maintaining 
industry performance. This portion of rebate is dependant on a 
complex formula comparing internal performance improvements 
year over year as well as against industry as defined by WCB 
below. (Note: This rebate is difficult to sustain due to the year over 
year improvement requirement) 

 
Improving Your Performance - a comparison of claim costs paid in the 
current year to the prior year. For example, for PIR year 2014, we will 
measure claim costs paid in the current year (2014) for claims that 
occurred in 2012, 2013 and 2014. This will be compared to claim costs 
paid in the prior year (2013) for claims that occurred in 2011, 2012 and 
2013. Both numbers are weighted by insurable earnings. A 1% discount is 
earned for every 1% improvement in performance to a maximum of 20%. 
 
Maintaining Industry Leadership - Discounts calculated on how much 
better your performance is than industry average over two consecutive 
years. For example, in year 2014, your costs from 2012-2014 on claims 
that occurred from 2012-2014 will be compared to the industry average for 
the same period. Each number is weighted by insurable earnings. The 
same comparison will be made for 2011-2013 to determine your 
performance relative to industry over two consecutive years. 
 

 
2. WCB Premium Discounts or Poor Performance Surcharges  

 
• 0% - 40% premium discounts as defined by WCB, are calculated 

based on the following:   
 

If an employer has lower than average claim costs, the employer 
could earn a discount of up to 40% from their industry premium 
rate. If an employer has higher than average claim costs, the 
employer could receive a surcharge of up to 40%. Premiums are 
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then adjusted, providing discounts and surcharges, based on 
individual employer experience, creating more of a user-pay pricing 
system. Employers performing well pay less.  Employers 
performing poorly pay more. 

 
The maximum poor performance surcharges increased from 40 per 
cent to 200 per cent (over and above surcharges in the base 
experience rating plan) for those organizations with very poor 
accident ratings.  
  

Over the last four years, the City has successfully achieved the maximum 
performance rebate of 20% for three of those years; however this is not the norm 
for most organizations. For example, in 2013 the City only received a 5% rebate 
for maintaining COR. Because the internal claim costs for the three experience 
years of 2010, 2011 and 2012 were slightly higher than the experience years 
2009, 2010 and 2011, the City did not achieve any additional rebate despite the 
fact the City’s WCB claim costs were 21.24% below the industry average.   
 
Over the last fourteen years the City has been in a premium surcharge scenario 
for five of those years. Most recently the City has successfully received premium 
discounts based on a decrease in WCB loss time claims and claim costs with our 
premium for 2015 being the lowest at a rate of $0.74. Based on the insurable 
earnings projection for 2015 this discount will result in a costs savings of over 
$180,000 over the industry premium rate, directly to the taxpayers. This means 
that the City has not had to budget this additional $180,000 due to our continued 
efforts to reduce the premium. 
 
 
 
 

City of St. Albert WCB Performance 

  
Industry 

Rate 
WCB Insurable 

Earnings  Discount 
Discount 
Savings  Surcharge 

Surcharge 
Dollar 
Impact  

Rebate 
Percent  

Rebate 
Dollars 
Saved  

City 
Rate 

2015 $1.13 $52,327,000.00 34.43%  $180,161.86      Unavailable  Unavailable  $0.74 
2014 $1.14 $52,327,000.00 23.93%  $125,218.51      20% $119,305.56  $0.87 
2013 $1.20 $47,569,933.00 21.24%  $101,038.54      20% $114,167.84  $0.95 
2012 $1.33 $44,787,423.00 19.99%  $  89,530.06      5% $31,351.20  $1.06 
2011 $1.26 $43,830,025.00 26.35%  $115,492.12      20% $109,575.06  $0.93 
2010 $1.31 $40,004,009.00 28.91%  $115,651.59      20% $104,010.42  $0.93 
2009 $1.26 $37,104,639.00 23.01%  $  85,377.77      5% $48,236.03  $0.97 
2008 $1.14 $32,515,984.00 24.84%  $  80,769.70      20% $74,786.76  $0.86 
2007 $1.21 $27,608,873.00 25.55%  $  70,540.67      5% $16,565.32  $0.90 
2006 $1.22 $25,679,044.00     0.72%  $  1,848.89  9.70% $30,814.85  $1.23 
2005 $1.41 $22,822,696.00     7.99%  $18,235.33  5.00% $15,975.89  $1.52 
2004 $1.51 $21,887,786.00     12.11%  $26,506.11  20.00% $65,663.36  $1.69 
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2003 $1.49 $20,521,683.00     21.03%  $43,157.10  5.00% $14,365.18  $1.80 
2002 $1.35 $18,684,075.00     6.62%  $12,368.86  20.00% $50,447  $1.44 

 
By decreasing our claims costs we have ultimately decreased the WCB premium 
rates which have a direct impact on our taxpayers. One example of the funding 
from our PIR rebate includes a bariatric lift device for Emergency Services 
Personnel to address one of the most common occurring and highest costing 
injuries. The reinvestment of PIR rebates into safety enhancements have 
resulted in a continuous decrease in WCB loss time injuries and claim costs.    
 
Over the last four years, the City has successfully achieved the maximum 
performance rebate of 20% for three of those years for meeting the “Improving 
Your Performance” criteria. At some point however achieving year-over-year 
improvements becomes more difficult and one loss time can make the difference 
in an organization achieving this goal.  
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