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f) Notice Requifements 

The current Act and the Bill stipulates {h&\ the bop.rd must make the EDC b<tckground study 
available at least two weeks prior to the puhlic meeting, but there is no minimuw $tatutory 
timefratne between.. the holdli!g of the public meeting and the passing: of .the. bycJa'{{, 
Unfortunately1 in practice, thi.s period Js usually qujte short (appmx:imaJe!y ~ wc;t:ks) an9. this 
deiJles th11 industry of an· opportunity \o p;-opei:iY r~vlew the cqmplet cal,qtil;ation$ contairied in 
the ):\DC background study~ 

Reeommendation: 	 The EDC background study and the daift by"~aw should b~ made <1vallable 
well in advance of the pubifo meeting arid at least .60 days prior to the 
passagt) qr the bycl'aw. ·· Jd~ly:; (he publfo should have access lo this 
material at the. same time it ls submitted to .the M;ini~try for their review 
·and. approval. · 

g) El>C Credits for Land 

Bill 160 indiei;iles thl\t a boar(i may, witb the c9hs~nt qf ·the M!riistet, glve. afr owner :an line 
.credtt fot. iand which !fas been provided to the board for pupU ~ccqmmodatfcm. 

Recommendation: 	 UDI suppqrts this provision. but. w\Jtild s-uggest that the credit be 
mandatory rather than permissive. The term ''maY". should !~ere(ore be 
replaced with the tettn ;'shall.;, 1n addition, it should be. made explicit that 
full qr partial. credits are J?t)rmfttec!. · 

I))' Exemptions f9r SmalJ Addttiuns and.Temporary Strnctures 

Th<: cul'.!'eht Act and Bill 160 provides for a number of Jiin~te<l J>tat\!tory ex!';mpt[ons, relating 
mainly to the addhi:on of one or two units to eiiistft)g residential. dwellings and enlargements tc:i 
existing dwell\ngs. ;a'owever, ~ertain iiui)dipg types gent;rate limited (if any) pup!ls and do not 
trigger a "need for service; u . . 

Recommendat\on: 	 UDt i:ecqmme!l!ls th;it prqvisions. b.e introduced wiiiCh. exempt ail 
.structures less than l oO square feetin size, extern;U parking garages and 
ail temporary structures (e..g. sales trailers.. seasona,l.bubblestni¢tures, unc 
t:nclosed weathet protection ~.tructures), ftotn the payment .of an EDC. 

; ' 

15 
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E; RULES FOR OPTIONING. SCROQL SITES 

Most sd:iool (Jp,ru:ds·use option agreemen!sto re~€trve s.chool sites wit\1iwnew growth at:eas. 'l'he 
agreements are usiiallfexeeute<l after draft plan apptovai Jias' been obtained biif atfl notactually 
e)(ercilled µntil:fi'n<Jf fµpdin:g approval bas b~n grWJ.ted.by lheJytlf!istry, wl\i~h often oqqUl'.$ a{:t~r 
the :matµre st;ife ;pop\llatfon of t!i!'l qommunity has br;en ,icliieve:cf. tt'hi~ prt19ti9e impose$ ·<\Ji 
untair burden oh the developer to care for ;ptop.erty which.is effectively owhed by ihe. schooi 
ho~!f, and 1$ partioulatly Jmstr(l.tliig w!te11. aI! other n:iu\lfoip:al 9bligatfons M.sr,e)ate-0'. w!th t!te 
p)'Oj\!Yt h:we long since qeyn fµlftlled. VDI believes \hat 9ptiQ!l agrr;ewents will continue to be 
thejireferred mechanism to secure sites' under the, new model and, accordlil'gly, recommends that 
cerWn- rules be JirlJsct:ibeil by Re.guiation fo ensl.lre that they areJa\t ant\ ~uttlihie tot \J:oth Jhe 
school board. apd !he0 developm,ent; iµdustry; · 

i. 	

a) '.renn of. Ag1'etlment 

Most option agreements today specify a term of seven to ten years. While this may have been 
tfpproptiate undet the 014 system, UDI bel,ie.ve:i that the ne.w mpde! wflt.result in the,refease of: 
Mjnislry pupn place grapts in a moge tiru.ely f~shion. Tlw ter;JJ\ {qr !lii\Y agr~ments should 
thl"tilfofo be.reduced to five years f6rhotheieinehtary and seeohdary schoOls. The optfoh perloil 
&hoti)d he d¢em\Xi fo .l:onimenG'e tipof1 te~l$P:affon of a p\an of &tlhdtvi$ion i;it :&1n,i'illit ~pprpviJi. 

b) Determination of Land. Vallle 

Most opti:o1,1 ;igreements 'tod.ay ifo not s~ify a purchase price \Jut. Instead :require an apprai~ 
to be cfone when the option is beirig exercised and the· site.is bel'ng acquited, to determine fafr 
marketValue. To be co11siskh~ wiih tnejtpproach {ot C!'1lc\lhJtlrig the ya1u!'l of the ls,tid. for U,le 
~DC base<l op 'fuU riarket Val\Je,. ~he appraisal 11nflior the coptio1,1, agreement sho11!d iletermlne 
market value at the. date of acquisition based. on the permitted calterhate use. (e.g. fow density 
tesidentiai) and the, fact that the. site is buildh:rg permit ready, service'1 to \h!i ptqpet.ty line li,ncf
pre-gracle<l. 	 · ·· ·· · 

c) Reimbursement tor'Pl'bp.erty T(rll:~ 

bevelope~S fµ'e US!l[l]ly required to pay,propeit)' taxes for several ye,atS Oti school si(e8: Wfifoh 
ate reserved tuider option agreements btitthis cc1stis not always tecoverediri the purchase price" 
whet\ .the sltels aqfulrei;!:. D¢Sjgnated ·scho.o1 $ites sBot)ld tecdve a tax ei>emPhtf!l\ls or the Po&t 
Of prgperty 	taxes ;shoµld :be h19ludeJ:I i.n lhe option agt'1!llip.ent as ,a leigib\JXSe!Ilellt to the 
developer at the time of.acquisition, 

I 

I!16 	 i! 
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Xn some cases' a board cmieludes that a sc116ol site ·is surplus to fts ni;¢s afii;r the <;>ptio11 
agJt;ernent has .b¢cn e;itercised and t)le s,ite fully acquired, Boatos should be, bound by a •,•fir&t 
right of refusal" clause, which,requi'res f!Jem to offer the lands l)ac!< to the origimjl ,deve!o,per (if 
the JJrm still ¢liists) at the same pike that it was ac'quke<l, stiojeet ortly to indexing. 

e) Optioning'Llmifed to Spedi;ic Prpje~f!; 

Board1' today o(t\:ln ¢nter .Qption agreements to reserve or seeUr<;>, school sites fot future use, in 
growth areas but;, due to tile lack of enrolment, may not !lctually requ{re their purchase. '.th{s 
preventdhose ,developers who are forced to reserve. sites from using them at the time they a:re 
a9tive!y oeveloping \ht; subdivision and would fqtce (lie loss ofa$socfote<l tevenue. To limitJhis 
practice, UDI recommends that boards be limitaj to only opti,oqing t(le amoµnt .of land which 
has b,een specific<iHy es_tima:ted in the bo.a:td's Long-Terin Plan ,and EDC Background Study. 
')Chis will requ.ire at\ acoguntlng of "land i!O!'!et ()pti9J1 vel'.sus el)rolmentil on •a n1gular "basis, but 
should pre:vent unnecessary schocil sile n:seryati(/n, ·, 

l) I'µr~hase 11t S~ho:O:I Sites Li:mite;d to Option Agreements 

Jn some rare situations, school boards haVe let their option agreements· expireto allow the site 
to be purcbas(l(l at.a more favourable prke Uirough the exptoprlation prbGesi>• This penaliies 
the. develo.per who has entered into the agreement in. good fai(h l\I[d who is prepared t<J Jive, by 
an conditions cont;ilned therein, induding the purchase price. As such,ifan option agreement 
fixes the pt1rchase price up-front bµt a board does n.ot µJtimat~ly .exercise that option, the !Joatd 
should not be permitted to acquire the same land.s ill a.lqwer pric.t) thtot;Igh expropriation. The 
hoatd and the develqper must be.able. to' rely on all of the terms of the ~greement, regardles(l 
of WhiJ "wins" anc;I ''iosses'' hJ that speeiflc Jlit\lati.on. 

~) Option Agreements iis Draft Plan 'C.ohditioris 

Some 'school boards require developeq to enter int.() ,aptl<Jn agr<;>,emel)ts in order to fulfil a 
com!ttion ofdraft.plan approval. This.is often used as a lever to obtain certain conce&sionsil! 
Ifie agr~~ent (te. term. and .Jand va:1ue) whe11 the' developer ls, aJ the final and most critical 
stage in the development approval~ proqes~. U:DI lff prepl!I~ to accept ihi~ ·p~adlce pto'.V)d¢d 
the other "'optioning" rules .referred lo above ar\l meL Ifa board does !l.ot i:equi_re \m option 
agreemenrprior tei registration (or sfoular approval), the penod the site has fo be held by the 
deve\oper fqr schoql p,nrposes &boµld <:om_mertce at teg!stration and be. of tht; same ttir.m as 
identified in the. option agreement rules. . . 

17 
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.CONCLUSION 

b,DPs position on.tne\s$11e of edltcat1on development charges (EDCs) has P®n clea.rly defined 
fQr mfiUyyears. &hication ptovJ:deS .a generalberiiifit to sockty and .the geriefal publfo.as a 
Whole Should pa.y for this s_ei\rtqe. tt ~)louW be finlllicei:l from. generi,il tax soJir~s ava'Aable to. 
municipalities. and the Ptdvince and. riot be limited to. thofo who can afford to pay for new , 
ho\!si11g O).'. establish new bu$ine,<ises. .M4!licipal atid education development charges act as a 
hidden lax, the combined effect Qf which undeprtines Ot1tarlo's 9pt)lpet1tiyenesll l\ild. impedie.S 
l:rou$lng. affordability. · · 

As such; wlii1e DDI does 11ot; believe f!ia,t B)Jcs are lllJ.. l\ppropriaJe .funding mvehanistn for 
e:.dilcatiot'i, it .i!oell liuppl:ift the Ministry of Education and Tntlning's neW .model for funding 
school qo:init(lilfi:on (L~, briciks Md ilJ.oJ,'tftt) ih.rotign ptoyf)ici;l! gi;aiitil, Rowever, lfEDCs art\ 
to be imposed; UDI sµppods lhe;prjnpiple- that .BDC~ be limite,l Jtl c()vet the ¢<)$~ .qf Jarid om}' 
and <WtiliiJ?ates that .E.DC quanttlms Will drop accoraingly, ·Eliminatfon ()f th~ construptfon: cost 
from the BDC wiH ;allow the development industry to focus 'its by"law review efforts on the 
business which it is rrmst fa!\1ilfar " tlie !!llld ;<;prnponent and its asso¢i_ated value. 

'The Bih1<;<iliou.Qua!~WiinprovementAct (Bill 160) wili,amongst other things, give effect to the 
Minis\ry~s new !l)odel (lijd, as fhe. implernenting tegi$]atfon for l;\DCs, Will ¢sta!ilish the . 
methoddl!:>gy for thefrcalculat1oi1 fo the future, Hdwevet1 the deti\ils necessary for mte:q;>reting ,, 
the eff~tJ.ven<:<sJ> pf the Bill areJacJ4ng·an:cl nave yet to be articulated ih the. Rc')gtilationS. uni' 
.has Ween thi~ ()pp'Or\i:)qity tO propQS(l amote sfr~mlitied i.\ild accountabie EPC meihodofogy, 
cbnsrsteht with riian:y of the recommendations ()f tl)e El(pert.Pap.el.ol) P@il A9GO\.ll9dali()h.. w¢ 
.have.also hlgh'itgli:ted a number. of techniclli .and admlnistfatiV.e concerns with the eurren.t. Eb(: 
regime and ·Bill '1!50, and 9ffeted suggest\m1s.fotltiiprovliig the cutterit:jirocess far "optlonin_gir 
schooi sites. In aoing s9, UDfhas drawn fro1t1 thi exte.nsive experietrce lt itas accutnuiated iii 
nc5~otiatin~ 1.6 individual EDG by-laws since 1989 and the niuriicipal cJevel9pment i:lhargc:i 
PrP\".IolOilS ofB)ll 98; . 

':('he ijeeif fo~ new schools. ih .Ontario over the next 25 yelu:s fa .r~ and sigflificant birt it l$• 
crfti9al thiit the fu)lcting nwchan.ism. he ffii~- to all stakelioldets who a:t:e responsible formaking 
eoiitrihuti:pns. 'X'he M!nts(ry's nr,ow model is a steP in tlie rjghUll.rectfoIJ and iIDIJtioks fotwiu'd 
to. partl¢~patini;: iii its itnplehlentatlon and tefinenient. . 

18 
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APPENDIX A 


Recommendations brExpertPanel on Pupil Accommodation 


The· proposed accountabilityftamewotkfor'.Pupl! Accommodation Grants would consishiffour 
cumpo11ents, 

A. 	 :(,Q11g-ttirm PlltiJ. 

• 	 'to outline activities relat~ to pupil acc,ommQdation that (he bo:u:d is 
con!emplatlJJg durlll'g the .next five years 

B. 	 Annual Report.on school Operations 

• 	 to provide infonnai\Oj} JO li$SesS the t,ela[iVe efflcieucy' and eff®tiYeneSS Of 
e:X:pefidltures made for hea,ting., ·lighting, clea,lling, etc. · 

• to provMe irtformatiofi regarding improvements made during the past year 

b. 	 New Schools or Additions to Existing Schools 

• 	 to provideil)fosmaii(ln ta.assess the relative effldency and effectiveness ofproject 
design1consiructi,on, financing et9, Information would be Ii:fllc;leavaliable to 9Iher 
boaxd$ also pianning new .schools 

A. 	 Ldngcterril Plan 

• 	 to be stibmittec;l every thr¢e years by each ooard befbre•t!ie end ofMay following 
eaoh municipai elecripn · 

• 	 Plan is to provlct~ backgrol\n.d information on current and. projected enrolment 
levels and describe activitl(ls r~lated to pupil a¢commodatlon. that the board Is 
contemj:Jlatlrtg during the. next fhre years .under the following headings: 
• 	 :t{ew schools; 
• 	 A{ldiUpns to eidsting ~c)lools; 
•· 	 Renovations and 'repairs to eidsting s¢hools; arrd,. 
• 	 s.choot closures. 

L Enrolment 

• 	 c4rrent enrolment levels for e;ich school;. and, 
• 	 projected enrolment levels for each .school Qncfoqing new sohoals) for 
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eaeh qf the nex:t flv¢ (ten) Ye!\fS. 

2. 	 Nf\w Schools 

For: .each new .school planned to be bliift 1n the ne:x;~ fl,ve y~s: 

prpposei;J Jo.cation 

e how will the site for the 11ew school t0 l)e ii,cqub:ed (includhrg Ebe'. 


:by"faws); ·· ·. 
proposaj capacity; 
program to be offi'lte9 EJK to ()?; 11{ to 8,; O~ades ti ta 81; Seconc!acy
Schoo1?); ·· 
Will t!J.e MW $(.:hool be .OW!l.ed ot leased; 
expected cost to constrµi:t, fµinish and eqtiip
s 'I ·how wiif thdse· easts be nfot 
s 

· 
raUonat~ fot additional expenditure if .Gosts exceed ministry 
benchmarks• . 	 . .. .J' and·.·.J -· 

anticipated impact on transportation cost 

3. 	 AMitions t0 ~xlsting.Schools 

.For ~eh <tddltlort to an e)>'isting scMofpfantied to· be. buiitfo the next five)iears: 

a will additionfil land he rajµired 
Ill .if .so, how will the a<ldlUonal fond be acquired; 

·e What impact will the ·;i<ldit!on h.ave on l.he school's capac,;lty; 
• 	 will the addition aitei: the programming at the school;. 
• 

... 
is tb.e adc!ition to )lil nWtied otiease1.Lfa!:ii1Hy; 

e expec(e4 f'o.11tto cQn&truqt, fµrnish ru;id equip 
• 	 how·wm .tlrose.costs be met 
o 	 r,itlonaie for adilitionaL eKpenditure if costs .exceed niinistry 

benchrri<l!'ks; :and, 
ii antieipated impact on. tran~poJ:tation cpsts. 

4. 	 Eenov,i~ionslRepairs to Existing Schpols 

• 	 what tjinovations or 'repairs ate, planned. during the next five years 
e antiqipa,ted cos.t Jiy c<!te~oty (eR~ .roof&,, boJiers; accessibility) 
• ant\c,;ipated bent')fits for progrn!ll dfilivery 
.. anticipated lmpact bii school operatirig costs; lµld, 

• 	 d~sc:riPti<.in of process used by Jbe boatd·to identify and prioritize 
reiu;ivatlonfrep\drproj.~(s 
o 	

. · · 
are.any changes to ·that process contemplated wi!hiil the next five 
year~. 
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5. 	 School Closures 
• 	 dpes ihe 1)6ard tia.ve any p)ans. to cfose any schools wrthlri th.e next five 

years; , 
o 	 wha.t factots. will b.e considered ·in the decision to close a,' sch,opl; al.Id; 
• 	 what.proc~_ses does th,e !loard plM to use to.tonsuli'With parents and the 

.community regarding· possible sqhool closqr~s 

.· l 



107 

Al?l'ENDIX Il 

:Ef)UCATJ:ON PEV:Etol'MEN'f CIJ!RGES :tN ON'.I:'AiUO 

Residential 
(pet unit)
'• ($) ' 

Comrnerviill 
(% .of Declared 
:m1ildfog fi';;rmit 
Value)·· 

(%) 
Xn Force 

Puhlk Board 
S~J>ari;te Bqard 

Totl)l 

1;629 
73Q 

i;;j30 

1.102 
' 

o.497 
J._599 

PEEL Public Board 
S?,Pli.ti;t~ ll\latd 

To:taI 

1,594 
677 

2271.t. .. . 

1.00
.. o.42

J,4i

 
 
 

:Public Board 
Se ar te Board. ·p a, . . .. " . 

· Total 

1,,389 
339: 

1,728 

1.• 0'7 
0.26 
i.33 

Public Board · 
,,Sepl\tat~ Bqard 

Total 

974 
312 

1;2$,6 

0.65 
' 	'.0.20 

0,85 

HALTON Public Boaid 
,$epRtfite ))qi\td 

Total 

764 
505 

1.,~6',I 






0.470 
Q.;'l1Q 
O!l8U 

J~ARLETON* 
 Public Board 
Sepai!\te Board 
Pu91i~ Fi:¢nch :Boar,<! 
sewarateFrench Board 

Total 

689 
381 
20 

164 
1,Z54 

0.94 
Q.52 

Q.028 
Q,224 
l.712 

ll:AMILTON-WENTWORTH*'* 
· W~ntworth 'County PtibHc 

EOatci\. 
B:'IWiiltolJ Wentworth RCSSB 

'J)tar 

737 
__m
1,070 

1.00 
d.45 
:1,.45, 

;: :N'.atApjJ1lcabl!'l to Ottawa, Vanier oi: Rockcllffii Pack 
** Not Applicapl\l to O\ty:<,if .Ha!)1llton. 
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APPENDIX C 

@ Urpan Development Institute I Ontario 

Ailgust 6, l997 

lvl\; ))rew Nameth 
Co.cChair 
:Expert Panel en Pupil Accommo,dati.on: 
c/o MinisU'Y of Education and Training 
900 Bay sfreet 
21st Floor Mqwat Elpck 
Toronto, Ontario 
'M.7AlL2 

D~ Mr. Nameth; 

RE; llENCHMARKS FOR NEW SCHOOL· SITE SIZES 

We Would like to start.by lndicafing our foifial support for .the Ministry's. proposed m()dtjl for 
the funding pfnew school construction ahil. assodated site acquisition. We believe It will help 
to clarify the role of the Government and that of the development indu;stry with respect to 
education. funding and should ultimately irssist in redudng the extent of capital fhat is11ec~ssary 
to delivi:r scbooJs ih the future. It is critical; ~owever, that a,ppropria:te benchmarks be 
establi~hed to ensure that th.e new Pµpit Accomddation Grants and il)e Edli~tion Devdopment 
Charges not only enst1re..that the· Sp.ace needs of Ontario's students are met, but that ihey aiso 
help to drive.further efficiencies and. cost,effeetiveness int.o the system. It fa on this bas)s that 
we flaye UndertaJ<en a tienchrnfu'k analysis Of elementary lljld SeGond'ary school site areas and 
enctose. it now for the E.J<pert Panel's rev'fow and considera.tlon, · 

In es:sence, We have taken the "best practi9es" of schools tfl.e.t have re.Centiy been bµilt or are 
now w:ider rool)sfruotlon .in and around the GTA and :1ppli¢ U)ei)l, Itta series oftest eases to 
determine the most efficfoot slit) size. For elementary ahd secondary schools weh<1ve e1<.amined 
the followlog factors: 

bt1ilding footprint 
clrjveway area 
kindergarte11 pfay area 
hard play area .. 
·socce\ fi¢ld al'\!il 
baseball field area 
parking area ····· 
portable ;irea (fixed} 
re!'lwinder/bi,iffor 

Secondary 

building footprlrit 
i:Jrlyeway area 
.additiom\l fi~ld area 
oaseball field ari'l\ 
track aJrd field lirea 
h<ll'd play a:teli.. 
parking area 
portable area (fixed) 
remainder/buffer 

..-.io,,~~ .... •-- ..... .:....-­202S sHEPPARO AVENUE EAST, SUiTE 2208 • WILLOWDALE • ONTARIO • >A? i rn~ · uta' '"" n.'"' 
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@ Urban Development institute I Ontario 

I 

OU!t MEMBERSHIP 

'I'he Urban Peveiopmetit Iilstlrute/Onw,rin {ODI} has ac,fe\i as the vC!ic.e a( the dev.eiopment, 

bt!ilding aricfprpperly management industry.tn Qhtarki for 40 years, '.fl)e Xn~tituie ls{\ nq,ti-pr9fi:t 
organization supported by its meQibets v/hfoh .include firms. and fodividuals· who own sizira!Jle. 

holdi_ngs of .i:aW land, ·apartment units and business spaGe. Our mem&er~h)p i~ engaged in all 

aspects of the ptgnnlng ano devefopfaent of corirmunities ~d !fl'} con~trucHon qf ~ei\dentla),,. 

fodusfrial and commprdal prqjects. TJDI serves as a forum f6r -knowledge, experienoe; .aucf 

rese.arc::h on .land. US¢ planning and devel9pment,, 


•; 


Totlay; DDI's members jnciu_de: !Md deve!Op<:'>fs, bl)lld\\rs, lanause and environmental pl;ume~s, 
invtistors, tlnanclat 'institutions, engineers,, lawyers, sl\tveyors; economists, landscape,architects, 
!flarketh1g aod researoli firms arid architects. Tog.ether (Irey constitute the co!ie<;tiVe forces 
guiding . the cr,.;ation iln.d i'n:ipr9vementor 

' 
Ontatio'sbuHt environment. 

Tp\) TnS:t{tut\) is apartner!;; UI)] Canada, the coast-to-coast organi:w,tion repr1>sentlng the,n;i;tiC!f!al 
interests of ihe deveicrpmen~ (iommun,\ty. · 

2025 SHEP.PARO AVENUE EAST, SUITE 2208 • WILLOWDALE · ONTA.RIO • M2.j 1V6 · (416) 498-912,1 · FAX (416) 498-6356 
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EDUCA'J.JON DEVELOPMENT CHARGES 

A TIME FOR CHANGE 


'1Jie Urban Deyelopment I,n~tiJ,utetOntarjo 

On 'Mlly 21, 1997 the Minister of E4ueaticirt and Trillning announced ihe Government's new 
"student-focused" fun.ding mode! for el<il)leo.tary .and second;u:y education. According. to the 
Ministry's "Excellence in. Student-Focused Funding for Qn\itfio" Guide B_ook; wht¢h was 
re1eiiseq. \l,s' pl\rt of the .artnoun¢eiiletit, a school bnard's 1998 budget will be based. on th~ee 
components.: a foumiation, gra,ru to proyid1; fot s\udefl!s' i::ore educat\q!) need~; seven special 
purpose giants to recognize the diffr~rent dirc11msta,nces f'aC<,Xl by s.w<.lents and. sc!\OQ! bqards 
actosii' QntariO; and, a vupil acc01i10dation grant to pay for the ,east qf operating, maintaiuing 
and copstructilig; schools, 'the doverntnertes fundb1g proposal, however,, dcies. net ptovide 
grants ror the acquisition of new scl1001 sites but schao1 'boards wlH bl) giveq considerable 
J!el{iblJity undet the neW Sysiem to acquire Sites in growth :µ-eas of tl)e proy1nce; ;ncfudfng (he 
µse orEdUC<tt\On tJevelopment Charges (EDCs). .. 

Also on .May 21, 1997, the Minister announced tfie appointment of an Experll;'anel on J;'upif 
Accommo(:!aHon to provide tecfii,lical advlce on the new funding .model. Oh September 5, 1997; 
the Panel filed itsreportand made a 11umber of recommend[ltions regwding spa¢e, coilsttucticin, 
opetatiqn, renewal and site ~ize benchmarks, all of which wtu be used when a board is 
talculatiQg tMir ~tcpupiJ graJjts artd assocfated EOCs, 

finally, on September 22, 1997, the Education Quality !mproYeil)ent. A,ct (Bil( 160) was 
introduced iil the Legfafature for firstreiiding. Part 'rx, Divlsion E ofthe Act replaces Pit.rt IlI 
of the existing Deyelopme11i Charges Act {retitle<! the Edlicatfon Devefopmertt Charges Act by · 
Bill 98) and will allow schQ(Jl boards to ccint1nu(l to impose Education Devefopment Charge& 
():lDCs) to :pay foi; the cost of sdioois f(ssocilited with new .development, However; in ke1;,Pil)g 
with the :M:inj&ter's announcement l,n May; th.e :BlH limits the l!Se· of EDC~ to coyer the cdsf of 
land only -provindal grants WillJlOW ccwer 1QQ perC!.lnt Ofa1l building r,t;lated qosts (te, brlcb 
ar):d mortar). . 

The development iridu~try has a fundamental interest in ensuring that new schopl ·f'acilftie$ ii.rt; 
prbvid~ conslstelit with the pace ofgrowth. .Moreover, as a result of the 1989 Development 
Charges Act artd more recent)}' with l:lHI 98, the development iildustry witt continue to directly 
fund the cost of new sc.hools thw11gh the contribution nf' an ,EbO on new homes and businesses. 
So while the .:need rot. new schools in Ontario is no doubt re<iJ and $igniflcant (estim:i.t\'d. at 
appmximately $3 billion over tl)1; next25 y~s), (t is critical th\lttheJunding meehilliism be fair 
to all stakeholders whn are responsible for maldng ~ontribntioh.S - i.lie partnersliip must be 
!.lqUihibJe. . . . . 
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T)re Urban PeYelopment institute (UDll iil\!i mat\Y of~t~ membet_s. have inve.s:te(i coilsidetai:ile 
effort on lheiss11e of schqolfµnding .over the last ~.everal years aµd have accµ(rmlate(l: e'Xtensiy,e. 
expm:ience as a result of direct negoUatidils with school foards on 16 indiyidualBDC by,.laws. 
Mo.re r.e¢errtl-y1 Ubl enci thil buffl';dilcP~t Romilil Gathoffo Separate School Board jointly 
authored a study entitled, "Wor]dng Together to J3µijd Ontari9;s ·Schoofa - ACase Sludy t!i 
.Explore PubHci:Prlvate Partnerships;' Which ;'.pushed the envelope'' by explbrlng more cost­
eifeci:ive method~ of provfdJQg ..schools througfl. pubiic and ptivatesector deiiv,efy.. lJDl also· 
pfayed a lead J()k? ofbelw.lf pf the deve~opJP.l\ni ind»~lry Jn. ·advani:ing many pf t\Je Bil!. ~8 
ptfodp1~ an<l suggesting iei:foenients thfoughoilt th'e leglsiati:ve review: proo1;ss. . 

Accor(jingly1 this .{ll!p~r bµiids .op. these efforts l\!ld provi.des· Obt's. <io)rfmerlt\UY on: the 
Mir\istry's new furttling model; the Expert Panel 's.recotifntendatitms·<lrtd the EbiC .{lortion of Bill 
ffio. We highlight a nlimbf):r of tecfoiloal, adminiStrative aild tegai cone.ems with the cunent 
legfalatlqµ aw!Bill 16o: and offer. suggl\si\ons fodI11.Provi1ig the ¢iir:.ren~ process for ''optioru11g'' 
school sites.. It iS Important to ·nriie; however, thil.t while lJDT endorses a ·number of the 
principles and concepts ofthe Oovemmen:tis new model anil the;fmpiementllig legis!ation, ·much 
of tfie detail. wiH nei;d to lie ru;tkµfa(ed hy fortb.ctio:.iiiig R;egJila!i.ons. l)DI looks forward fo 
working with the Ministry' to ensure thafthe detail mirror& the prlticiples and provides the 
.he\:e$safy d\rec:tion. Md control ta school b,(lards hi their caku1atioli of' BDC qu'antums d.rt the 
fi\ture; 
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,\. THE MINISTRY'S l'ROPOSEDNEW FONDING MODEL AND BILL i60 

tJndet the Ministry's new fUrtdfog m6d61, it is proposed. that schdQ! boards would reeeive gI1lJJts 
on it "per,pujlll '; broils for school opera\](in (i.e. heating, cleru:ijng and !llain\enart¢e) .an!'.! renewal 
(repairs .aml .tehabilitatfon of existing auildiIJgs). Fiindiug wlii be .cafo\lh1fod to- .recogtJ,lZt! 
realistic easts fo~ these activities and boards will be rctt11fred to rerort annually on !heir 
spen4h1g. In addition, ifbq:ards)ave demonstni.fed \hat they have utilized. all "excess" capacity 
within their system aiid thaJ (heir enrolment ciinnot 6e accomm6dated wi\hqut new spa~. they 
will bl? e11titlii<l to receive bi0cbgrants, also ca1cu!ate.d on a per"pupil basis, to allow \hem to 
cqqsttuctadditions to e)\istl.\ig schools and/at build new on.es.. The new Pupil Accommodation 
Grant, in total, will be ·siructure<l using the followihg formtifa: · 

ToW,\nnuol 
·Gtint. Jo.r 1'.ipU 
A.cc~v;;m_~li.oU· 

'"' 
bunt C(ir·:&h9<ll 
'Opi:ratiOn 

+ OrAnt for·SChool: 
Rcn_cw.af 

+ ;9"n.nt,f~r Nc:cw 
·.ru.pll.PhC.c11 

. 
. 

Gnuit .tot School 
Q,P-etfi,~Qll 

X. ll:erwhij\.l.rk Awi,' 
~cquf~™nt"pet 
F\Jpi! . 

:X- &nchm'.lrk 
,bperatini (:'.ai:\ 
p;:c S~Pl!rii ,f'oqt 

X. 9 . .;;ozr-phla
/Ldjuttment
F10-l4t 

i.

Grant for ·Scb·oo1 
Reii~v4 	

X ileochnurl: Alu. 
R'eq'uireine;n1 ,pCi 
PvPif 

X lktichmltli:' 
Rc;11~i.•f CQ~. 
pct ~qu•;lli:FO:Ot 

X G~O&flPh{c­
Adjurtrn.citl 
·F•cta(· 

I
.Gnuit for NeW 
Pupil !'fu<e. 

-""' ·E,nro.l~n_t iiJ 
oxi::e.ilil. a( c~~#.i:-i!}' 

){ &nohm.&A<ci 
Rci:juil"C~nt p~r 
Pµpil 

Benchnud.~ 
:x;· t:;On,&1riicil.q_o 

COit-per Sqilife· 

f~f 

~ Pc:ogi:aphic;, 
AdjUrtmi;:ni; 
l~.qwr. 

ILis ·iriipo$1Jt. to tiote, however, that the new .Pupil Place gi:ant Qast line of the formula). will 
tie; lin:iit.ed stdctly to the cost of coristructlllg; equipping and (umls1iing new schools and wll! not 
include arty ~ontribulion towards. the. acctiiLsitlon of land for school sites. lnstead, boar~s will 
.be "encour:aged" to acquire sites by using und\;veloped land within their current partfolio, 
ent~ri'ngJnto coq~rative arri!Jigemelits with .developers.aI).cl..rnunicipalitie$fotjointand multi-use 
facilities l!nd seeking Jong·term leases with the. private sector. ·Boards will iilso be abfo to 
purch~ n<?W sites usfog: savings from board opet<iting g;'ailts and will .be per!Jlilted. tt;> j!\1po3e 
B!ucation Development Charges (EDCs) If \hey have a pmjected net increase in sf.lldertt 
popu1ation resulting fro01 new ~evelopment" · · 

On September 22, .1.997, the Education Qµali(y Xn1provemenJ Act (Bi11 l6o) was infr6duce4 ln 
the ~gislature for Jiist reading ®.d is, amongst other ,things, the implementing legislation for 
\he _fy!'l~istry's new modd. P~t: IX, rilvision .E of the Act replaces Part ~II of the existing. 
Devefopment Charges Act (retitleJ the EdlJca\lon De\celopinent Charges Act by ,Bill 98) .and 
lillows school boarr!s to impose EDCs to cover lhe cost ofschool site acquisltiori. While 1Jiit 
recognize!J that Bill 160 :is a much. !Jroader piece of legfalaJion dealing with e<luciitii>h 
governance, llhance.and la.boµr rel;i.tions, ltwi!l b.e referreJ Jo in !his.pflper ex;c;ltisf\iely as tl)e
EDC bil~. 	 . . . 
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.B. RQLE t>F THE EXPERT PANEL.ON PUPIL ACCOMMODATI()N 

T9 <llitafn technical advice .m; tl\e new flil)dliig model., thee Govemment estaliJished four'¢xpett 
panels, one of wbfo!i focused on the isst1~ ofPl!Pil accomaciatfon and Jhe assw~<1tecf grant 
strocture. The·$X:pert P;l\lel Ol) Pupil Accomriltidafio!), o/l it came to. lie called, was conipn~ed 
of a team. o'f spedaliSts:Jr9m scihqql boiitds; th:e ptoviridhl govemrnent a!.ld the ptivate sector; 
J)loludii\g reJ,)resentaUon by tire Urban JJevefopment Institute. Ori September.~; .1997; !he Panel 
•filed its Ie)?Qrt Wtth the Wnl$ter which, arrto!JgS( .other 'things, t~bri\rii.endciJ improVeroen)S (o 
tlie alloeation ·m<x!el ;rs we!L '15· "benchmarkS" to be µsaj ,!;Jy fodividrtal Sqhool boards Whe!l 
C}lleulating tliepet-Jiupitgr:ants ;md Ecl\lpation Pevelopment Chaxge~••a!; fol!()ws: 

a) TheN~W l'µJ.lU '),lla,ee ·Gi'itnt 

lri. ·Csse(l~, tfje Partei Cdri.0urred Wi\h the Miulsir.Y's mooe! 'that- llie .!}rant for ;New pupil 
Accommodatip!l should be cietermlried on a per"pu,pit \ia.sis Md coto:pnsed of:three co,mpqneni~; 
a schoolqpetation grant, a sch()O! ten.ewal gtant and a new pupH Place gtant..Moi'e s_p&ifieally, 
it rec.ommended that the following ~ormula, 'bei;1chmitrkN atid accouriµtbJ!ityfr;ii\leW'o:l~k (ie usi0 
to determine the annual gtant for New Pupil l'l;i,ces (i.e. constt:U.cfion grant}: 

Grant for New 
Pupil l'in:c:es 

E[ttoli:nent 
"" fo etuess 

Of Capacity 

llenclitmu:k 
X Area 

. :i<.equkement 
j)er :Plipil 

Benchmiirk . 
x doosttilcii~n 

Cost per 
$'!U(ll:'e'fi'.iPt 

Geographic 
X ~Adjustmen~

Factor 

Enrolment in Excess of Capaeity for e\emenimy schools s.hoiild he COU]ptited as .the 
.dffforehte bet;vei;n •oay S~Jjool A:'vetageDa:ily Eiiro)meQ.t' QfS(Jlil.enis enroiioo inJunfor 
Kindetgart'en, :Kindergarten l!ll<l GJ:iu:)es. :f ·furough, a, (as defined ln the· .Genetal 
Legislative Gl<mt (GLG). Regulations as lfieY' apply for the apptoprfa!e a.CT.\\lcmic year) 
and thecap(l;cily e>t the boart.l's .elementary schools as (l;f September J, 1998, detetrrtinW, 
jointly bi the Ministry . aJ}(l th~ bt;>!!td }lsfog . loading facto~s; · 

Enrtjlment in Excess of Capacity for secondary schools Should be computed .;is t!Je 
difference ~yty.'eeQ ~Day Schoql Average Daliy Enrolrnent" of students enrolled -in 
G!a_d.es 9 through OAC; (iis Qefh1ed in tli~ GeneI'al. Legislative Gi;apt(GLG).Eegulations 
as: they 'a:ppl)' fot .the a,pprtiprlate academic year) (Ulci the capacity qf the li9ard's 
.secondary .icl)oois as at Septern~et .11 1998, determln~ j9infly by tl\e Ministry anij the 
board _11sing foading .factors; · · 

' 4 
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The Benchmark Area Requirement per Pupil in the eJemen:tary and seeondary panels 
should be 100 sci,uai:e feetartd 120 squai:e. feet respectively. The Pariel belieyed..that. these 
benchmarks would pr<>vide sufficient teac!iing .and anciilai:y space to pettnltthe effective 
de{ivery of scnool ptogrammiug and provide tl!e additional space r~uited t-0 
apcommoda.te the fypiCll.l dls\ril:>utfon o.f~peelal educatidl\, ESL pr:og.rammlng, e\c; ·and; 

• 	 The ·Benc!imark Amortized Construction Cost per Square Foot fOr new eletneilfary :and 
secondary school facliitl~ sho\iid be$H. and $12.respectlvely. The Partel believed that 
a benchmark of thk n1agniJude reasouably reflect~. !lie cost tQ dygigo, construct, ftitriish 
atid equip ileW -schools .aiid, additions to existing ones, including (;ix~ and fees; ovet a 
2? year period. (rhfs cast d®s not consider the a:ciditionaisavings that could be realize<l 
by boards. enforingjl)to partrrer~hips with co"\erm!nous boards, munidpalities-andfot!he 
pdvate sector to reduce area requiremenfa). . 

As part qf th13 aecountabi!i~y framework for l'upll Accommodation Grants, th.e l'anelalso 
recommenqed that a Lon)l-Tetm.Plan be Si.ll;imitted by ea!1h hoard before the end of May 
following each mutifoipal .election. This plan \l,IOu'!clreJa.te S#ific;ally to tllenewPupll 
)!face Grant \ll}d pr<:>vlde ba6kgroutid inforinatfon on .current and projected 13IJJ:plme(lt 
levels and describe activities related to puJili a.ccommocfatioii that the board is 
contemplating duritig .the next five (ten) years unde~ !he following hea4ings: new schqols; 
additions to ex!stillg schools; renovations. and ,repairs to existing schools; <rn.d sch90l 
closures. (Appendix A) · 

b) 	 Educatfon Pevelopmeilt Charges (EI)Cs) 

As o\ltlitied above, the Govetnmentts ful)ding. prnposaJ d0es not ,PrQVide grants· for the 
acquisitic;m of 111<ho6l sites. Instead, school .boards will be given conside,r.able flexibility .undet· 
fhe new systepi Jo acquire sites they nee,! fot tieW scboOls<in growth areas of the j)tovirice and 
Will be encouraged to sell surplus pr()perties, lease space from ihe private );ettor and joint 
¥eiltun.) With (:Jtber parties (i.e. Jot mtilti-usefacilities). Boards w)Jl a)so be permitted to.,mpose 
Educatjqq Dev¢jopmen( Charges but must·arlhere to the Ministry's site 'size.benchmarks and the 
parameters for estimating land ·yalue. f.wordingly, tire. Eipert Part¢! m11de recotnf\l~ndations 
Jti. tJJis rega;a: · · 

T)!13 ber1,<;hmai:k wea r~ir1*1tints for new elementai:y school sites sh.ou1d ~ange from 4 
to· 8 acres of us~ble. ai:ea depending upon the proposed capacity of the .new school. The 
Partei believes tha:tt6 accommodate the building footprint and pr9videt~sot)able pail\fog 
for si<iff llii.d visitors,. and adequate hard surfaci!d play areas and playing fields for the 
student body: 

5 
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• a l!Sab.le ;irea of 4 acres .ls teqilited f!'Jtilp to 400 st\i&ents; I 

¢ a.pproxima;tely:ono.acre 111~mds required forea:ch add\tiona1'1bQ ~tudetJts; ®d,. i ~ 

• 	 a usable area of 8 acres is large eru:iug!i fo aci::\lmm\ldat\l \lnrolm\lnts h.1 0;;\:ess of 


750 stu<lejjts. 11 


The benchmark area tequfremeri.fa for new secondary school si~ should ·taqge from 12. 
fo 18 acres of vsabk area cfependlng upon the proposed capacity of the new schooi. The 
l;'ant;l \Jelieves t)lat lo ac9ommodarethe b1.1Hdingf04tptlnti\!icf pr9vlifotea~011::1ble p'AJ;'king 
.fot sfaff.fuict vfoitors, iind outdoor teacbirtg areas/playin,g fields for!he stuclent \Jody:: 

I I 

. " ! ~ 


i I 

t i
I
I l

i 


· • a u$ti1Jle;fil'ea of ii ;ictes fa.required J6rtip to 1000 $ttidentli; 
 I l• appi;oximaiely-orte·acre more is :required ~oq:ach a,dd\tiorrll.l ioo stuiJenJs; and; f l 
.Cl aus<ilile.wea of 18 acres ls large enouih to accoihmodate eiitolments in excess 

of 1800' students, 
' ' I I
·· l I 


I 


l 
~ii) 	 ESlimatiligLand Value 

111e EDCrate established. for each sehool.bol!fd shpli\c! be baset{ on th() l\Xfaj. fair 1mirket 
value of ·a seJVi.coo, pre-graded sire that allows full utilizatforr of the sife to :the 
:;:econ1Jri1m<Jed be'!1ctu11ai:k: ere;,., A,nyreqiiii:eB remedilltiotr of f!Jeishe,ihould be done J:iy 
the vendor p.d()r to tlie purcl)ase !iy the school Jioard,, !Jf \lie purchase p.ci\:(l <.lis:qounted 
below fafr. iifarket villlie by Ihe<estimated cost ofany requlied. remediation; sihce boards 
maY have no tlth;ir r,evenue.soin;ces to olfst<t th!'ls¢ ¢osts; This me;ms that ail sHe-telated 

,costs to bring ·;i. s1te to building permJfre;tdy sW,ge must b() eliglble to be included in ili;r,\ 
EDC. 
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C. A NEW MODEL FOR EDUCATldN DE~t0l:'MEN1' CHARGES 

On November 23, 1989, the.Development Charges Act received Royal Assent a,nd w<Is intenqed 
to. briJig grfl<!tet cer\irlnty, \lrilfortruJy .and <iccqqbtallflhy to .the former lo.t leVy practices. · :rhe 
fl.ct P!lrin\!s nw11icipali(ies tq lmp,ose df;ve\optnent charges to finartt:e capit;il not onJy for typical 
"bard" se!Vkes such as roads and. sewers but all forms' of soft services su<;h as police an,d. fire; 
parkS,. libmries and transit. Boards ofEdJJcatlon wereHtls1Yperrtiitted, for the :first timt;, to pass 
by-laws and impose a c)large on new homes an.d b\lslnesses to fund new schools required in 
growth areas. Over the last seven years, 16 school boards haye '1,dopt<f(l EbC by4aws 11s a 
vehicle t<:> fuilll the loeai share (appro<Cimateiy 20% to 35:%) of.the school i:-Onsttuctlon and Jand 
acguisition <;osts: associ1tted l)ewpupil accom9dation (l\ppendix 13), 

LJDl's position on the whole is.sue of iieveloprnent charges has been clearly defined for many 
yea;rs bu.t. was ar.tfoufated rrt(lst teeen.tly in its pMiti0i1 paMr entitled "Developfuent Charges - A 

· Time For Change" which was submitted to the MinJstry qfMnnicip<tl Affahs ffi1d' liouslng in 
July 1996 jrt advanci:l-Of l3ill 98; Jiulmplest terms, UDI believes thatllie use ohnuillcipatar\d 
B.cJu9ation .bevelopmenl Charges has crei\ted a gro\lp of(aXp;iyers {re~[df)ntlai, commerc\W: and 
iildllsltfal) who are disenfranchised beeause.they are unable to parlidpateiilthe.c!edsion"maki:og 
ptoqess regarding the need for certain sentfoes. The eri.tlre deve10pnient charge, process ls 
under!aken well lnadv<1I1cfl qf buil<ling permit withdfawaj and certainly \lefore trre. taxpayers who 
wlII ultimately be payirig the .charges realize thatthey will bv reside~l'il1 th.e araj, IP essence, 
the development charge acts as a hidden tax butits 'impact on Qntarlo.'s competitiveness; housing 
afford11bility anc! on the existfog and futl)re taxpayer, is signifJ.cant. · 

ln this paper; UDLreiteni:ted .its position on the use of development charges tO fund education, 
as fol.lows~ 

"Bdueation provides a general benefit to s.0ciety anci the general pubtitas a whole should 
pay for this setViciJ, .Itshquld not be limi.ted to .those Who can .affor:ii tO pay foi: new 
housing or eStablisb new businesses. ln l\ddition, schodls .are. not giv.en final fundJng 
approval Until i!fter the. n\ature State population has been achieved, similar to. hospitals 
and long-term care fa9ill.ti~s. :Fin<rUy,. ti)e muniqip\l\lty ha;s .110 conti:oI over how funds 
for scho_ol fiicl)ities are spent. ;For these and otherfondamet)tlllre<tso11s, eiiu~ation Should 
be financed from general taX sources available to munie!palities ;md (he PJ'()yince," 
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b) 	 The New Methodology 

Having sai\f this, UDt r~lZt;S th~t: EbCs. ll!e a key lngredfont in the Ministry's .new funding. 
in<itlei artci will rto. do.tibt for used by growth boatd~ 1o generate sigµiflc;i.nt l;trrd"re1afe4 rev10nu.e 
for new ·sclipols. As sµ_ch, whlle Ubr cannpt endorse the use ofEDCs as a .~eneral ftirtding 
mechanism, we do support.theJtindlng ofnew schoolc()n~l:tllction~through ptavincial grants and 
tlfehnplemehtation of a fdrrilula~based approach to .see this occur, However; if,EDCs are\() be 

· imposi;il; UDJ supp_orts !he pi\ticiple that they bti Jhnitlld fo, coviit the cost of lahd only. · 
Eliirifoatlqµ of the conslrtJetion qosf from the-ED¢; ~s prppos\!<l under )3ill i6o, wl11 ,allc;;w the 
developtiwntindustry to foeus 1ts EDC By~law review effOi:ts on the ll!ea of bu~iness whiGh it 
J'~ mosi f<\liliUllI ~ the iartct comJiotlentartd its assoeialed value. 

The current meth_odo!o~Y, for clllculatingl;!OCs is fai.d ·out, st\lp by ~tep, in ProvincfaJregulatiqm 
w1d ls .fotthet ditected by the Ministry of F.<lucatioil and. Training's (MEI) "Guidelines for 
Educatio11 Dev~19pmel\t dh~ges," Whf!e this ~QJ,li;oai::h .has l¢ad to ~\i.tne conform!Ly across the
proilitiGe, -it hastequiied the.devel()pmentindusfry fo invest consiperalile\)Jl\lrgy in scrutinfiit1g 
detailed uni.t projections, pupll yfol'c! fa¢tors, pupil generations,Jand atld construction costs and 
other rclf£ted 'inpµts. 'rhe pew f(10diµg w9aei, wl\~c)J. JimHs'EDGs toland ovty, c;ouPie<l with.the. 
Patlei's. recommendatioirn .for site size benchmar)>s ®.d tl1e ptepai;atio)1 ofll.,1Png"form '.I?lan,_ 
p.i;ovlde~ iin. \ippbttUtiity to. o~amafica!iy shrtpiify ·the. calciulatlon Qf EDCs while m¢nta1ning 
suf[lqlent rigour fo the -Ptoct;ss. · 

I 

! 

BUI -166, section 257.:61 (i) provides a general framework for the calcula,tion of the EDQ .by 
n;qulring th\l;\\ssoeiated hackgrou[).dstudy to inciucte: 	 · 

,. 	 estlmaJes of the anticipated amount, type and.iocation bf residential artd non-residential 
development; · · 

• 	 the :number of projected new pupiLp\aces and tl\e IJUniber o'f new .sqhoo)s..required to 
provide tho~e.ili:\W pi(p1i places; .· · 

•. 	 estim~tes Qf the e4Jtc~tioil laud cost, (he Mt educatlon. latJd cost and the growth"te!ated 
11et ¢11cat,fon laJ1<J .QD$( of the .new school's.required to provide thi:l proJeeteil new pupil 
pfacesj 1arid, 

• 	 sµph otlifit .ii'lfilrmatl1Jn as 
' 

may he prescribed. 
- . 

Since a tnore detailw m'~(hodology ba~ not bee.n in.;;ln,daj Jn t.ht:l ~i)l,. nor bf\§ it, llJl' yet, bet:ln 
pr~crihed by Regulation, UJ)I offers the foliowfng methodology for calculµting EJ)Qs .in the 
futl\re am:! (lie :i:a#onale ~ehi\ld the key inp11ts: 

.8 
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EDC CALciJ:tATION METHQDOLOGY 

")}eve)()J?- a .Long.<'ferm Plan (Five Year$) 
{accountability requiremenrfor MET) 

l 

.Estlillate Enrolinent fu :Exe=. of;Boar\l-.wiile-c;ipaCitY 

Ovet Next 5 Years ·· 
(reqqirern¢nl for new MET Pupil Places .grant funding) 

•. 

1 

Calculate Total Land }leqµired For New S~hools/Addltiorts 

(based on individual site size berrc.h.mat~) 

1 

Deterinine Lanci Value Per Acre 

TOTAI, COST OF LAND. FOR NEW SCHOOLS 

OVER NE:XT 5 YEARS


/ -·~ 

Determine Res.identfal Shar.e 

Over Next5 Years 

CaJcnJatl) ltESIDENTIAL. EDC 

Deten.ab1e Noncl.lesidenHal Share 
Over Next 5 Years 

J i 

c.akulii!eN9l'f~ID~JIDQ 

! 
c) Rafiiln<1le l!ehi.nd .K'.ey Inputs. in Methodol(lgy 

i) LOfl.iJ:~Temi Plan ami Estimate of1.,an4 Requiremenls 

In order to qualify for the new Pupil Place Grants, a ~cho<il bo¥d will be required to 
prepare a Long•Term :Plan. Tul$ Plan win provide background information on cuqent 
and pyoj<:eted enrolmenOevels and.describe 11ctivities related .to pupii accommodation that 
are befog conte111plated during the next five (ten) years. The p1a.~ wll! exam.foe the ne¢4 
for .school cfosµres/merier$, .tel)lp<irary acc·ombdation (U,. porta!J!es) and, more 
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importaritly, Will also·estimate the number; looati(ln and capacity ofnew .school.!nirtcl/ot' 
addifipn~ tQ De built and the amount ofland requhed for each. :rfi.etotal estimated !<µrd 
r~ul.rernent. sfi.g.uld be ci\lcu1at~ by applyfng tf1e·slte~sfae benchmarks (discussed befow) 
and. adlusted fof suq?lus school sites niit'induded fo the estimate of avalfalifo ca:padty lfi 
exi.sfin~ sphooli!. · 

ii) 	 Knrolmeitt in EXcess. of Capa.city 

A $ch(ioJbogrd will. atso 'lle t"1uiteil to determlne .its. enroimeii:t in.excess .of hoara>wide 
capacity on an annual basis cin order tp qua.l!fy f9r the '.Min(stty's Pµp~ll>lace Gtants. · 
Jioweve.i:, a boai:d wilLneeil to ptojeet their errrolroent'iit excess of <;:<ipa\,!ty gver.the next 
:five \o.ten years .(~s per tht< tpn1FtetmI>fan above), and should be .required to undertake. 
the followitrg ~_pecifiec 9arcuJations: · · ·· 

" 	 ptoje<;;ith\l-ftumbet ofitb\iS:iftg U:nits to be liuiltfo. the sdtooldisttlct over the next 
five yeiirs :by ljpust1Ig type) · 

• determine the pupil ·generation faetots based on the ayerage over tfie pas\·10 y~!l 
qfaclual pupfl& per ,unitby 6.oµsing typ!) caiculat.xi over the entire housing stock; 

~ , Cal\:Ufatf) tl\e.J!Uillbf)f Ofel!"nreo~ fin.d S~o!Jdat)' piJpil$ b)"illtilJ.ipl)'lii)t J:ipusit\g, 
unit ptojectioiis ..for each housing type by appropn<[l~· pupil gene,r?-ti9n fa,ch:its; 
~d. .. ' 

• 	 s\!htra,ct capacity avajl\l,ble in ·existing ~t!hoois P:il lei boardc\Vide basis {versus 
rhiew area basis' as is the current practice) t9 esti!Uale the \iµmoe.l" of pew pypil 
p)ac.:;~ t)latwilt b~ r~uired to accommodate 'pupils from new homes. . · 

rt is important that .co"ferm1i1ous boards undertali:e their c<ipacity IUla'lYse• Jc.>intly to 
ensure the use of a consistent metl\odology and to prevent ''doubfo•counting.'1 of units, 

P\lPUS; ek, '(J:OI sees the 11Eru;qJ:me11tln: EX.cess of Oap:ictty1

' M111y~is and the io.ni:;~ 
'I'erm Plan as tl\e foundation .of the b9~d!s EQ.G '.Back:grp,und Sfody tw:d sno.t.11d .he. 

),lre~¢ribed )iy J.legula.tfon. 

I I 

I I 


· · 
 11 
I

iii) 	 Site Si~e Beftehµ14rfi;s 

B9.ard~ across Or\wfo have; for lb•{ tn.o~t part, r6ifod upon outdated standards for 

determining site sizes !!11(1 thfa has le<id. to·excessiVe land r~uh:ements. Under the new 

funding model, boards w1!I be tequired. to apply elemen.tar:y @d secondary scho.olsite 

•s1;.;e lien~hnraiks Wh'eli .Gif.culatlhg the amount .of land· rciJ.uired for new stand"alone 

iichool1> ll.11/,l for: a,ildit1ons, UDl S.tipports (hts a,pproach ·an~t sees it as bei;ig ctitlcal to 

drivJng: effidencies and cost-effeetivene.s· into the land cal.cuJation pro~ess where n(Jn'e 

ex.iS.t¢d ptcvioi!sly. Iiowevr;r, Wliifo the. P.anef's she :size bencllrriaik:iecomm~ndati9ns 

;rep~esent a defirilteJnrproveroent overi;Urteilt liolltd practh;es:, we l')eHeve ihey cotild be 

.improved.further, partieularlyas a rrieans ofmofivatiJ.J,g.boards. toco11tinu,e.to.pursuejo.int 

'lihd Jrtillficuse factlHtfes; Jn fact, fo a tecetrt ''best practices" •analysis which was :share<l 

with tl:ie ~xpert Panel ln l{µgust, '[JbI9onclud¢d that more a15gtessive benchmarkscould 
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be achieved, resµ[ting ii):'a 2.,6 <icre standard f<Jr:ii5$o.pupil elernentilty school and.a7.3 
aere standard for a 940 PllPil sectmdary school (AJJpendix C). 

Nonetneless, it.ls impottant to recognize that the .Panel's benchmark recommendations 
have been developed to ensure tjiat reasona!lle· space is available Jot the bl)i!<;ilng 
footpii!\t, staff an.I.I vis\for parking) and outdoor teaching· areas/p1aYi1Jg fifflds. While 
uniis!lsl: 9r extraordinary circurnstauces may watrailt.$ite sizeSin excess· of the prescribed 
benchmarks (i.e, septic. systems in rural Ontario), Mioistl}' approval to accommodate 
excessive or. "gotd-Pl<ited" munfoipal ·Statidar.ds should be offered qa,utiously, 

I 
I 
! 

iVJ cast ofliind 

Bill .160 l'e<J.ulres, as a ¢ondiffon of draft approv<U, that a developer must offer a school 

sife for sale to a board at a value that does not ",..exceed .the v:l!ue of the land on the 

day before the day of the approval of the draft plan of ·subdlvisi<m<; (i:e. raw la:nd). 

i'Jnfortum1te!y, the fi1U market value of that property would be muclr higher·, reflecting 

the fact that the land is fully service:<!, wecgradw p.rtd \Vi\!1ln a registered 'Pian., 1! fs 

crlti.cal. that 'ilevclopers Who afoJmpactoo by aschool site receive• fair mark;et YalU!l fqr 

thei! land 3.l]d th()sb who are not irnpacited he requtred tb pay the same value. Large 

neiglibovrlioadplans ar<;11Jsually develope;;d ttidW by landowner gr9\.1J;is who){l{)k to share 


. the ¢()sf or btirden bf "noncptoductiVe" uses such as schools,. ev!"n though the actual ~i(e 

ma;y fall on only '\'me landowner's parcel. This owner must receive fair market vafoe for 

the site or they will end up su,ps)diz,ing the Qther devefoper~. ·The prlrtciple of fairness 

must apply and UDI recommends that the value ofJand for calculatin'g !llJ EDQ (thejpput 

factor) be the same as \he vaiu,!'l of iand for purchasing sites in the ftit\ire (the output 

f'av!or) and ir1 hot!\ cases. tb;i.t it be b;i,sed 011 fiill, mi,t[ket value. 


As.ostich1 tm:i: impppJ'ts the Panel'$ recommeudatioh that the cost ofJarid b.ebased on the 

local fair ll)arket value ofa l:luiLdJpg perrnif tea,dy; ser\ifo¢4 (to the property Hne) and p.re­

gtarled site that allows for full utiiizatfon to the hench111ark area. ;1yfqre specifi:c;illy, DDX 

suggest$ that the vaiue sho1,1ld be calculated' on .the basis. thaf the alternate use J,s 

res~dential (as e~presse(j thtQJigh dua! Z,CH),ing) and a,Veraged Jn ,i( weighted rrtanner to 

reflect the focal lot inix used in the 10llal and RegioI)al OfflciiiJ flilJ.ls (i:e, th.e exfont of 

.low, medium and high density housing). · 


.•! 

v) Resi4enti;il/Non,,'J?esidi;ntialApport.ionment 

To de\emiine an :i,pproptiate balance. of. burde11,, U:OJ recommends a. reside11tial/non" 

residential spm \lased o:n the proJe.cted ~ctivity in ea,l,)h sectot oVet the next five. years,

unless a difi'erenl ratio. can ·be ne,g.ofiated 'between the schoof hoard artd the focal 

deveJopmentcommunity. · · · · · · · ·· ·· · · · 
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'):'o det(ltril:\ne. th:e residentialEDC, theiesideriti<il snare of theJand C01>tshO\l\d ,be i!iYii!ed 
by thefotal l!\linher ()f new housing• @its projected for that five year period, as defined 
fu '(he focal arid regional Official Plans. IJ:pwever, in i;ontras.t to the ;ffartatii approach 
}Vhfoh the cun;sinI 1egisfation aJ?,pears to dictate, theEDC shoul(ibe-ad}uste<l' !9 re:tlY.C.tt)le 
differeµt gccupan¢ies and pupil ratios that are gertetate<l b:y different unit types•... ThiS 
approadilscoilslsfont With'most municipal deye1opmentc(large by-l;tws and_triore cfoseiy 
reflects .the i;Ost of p'rovi<l\ng s<;hooi services. to new residenti;rl groWih, As ~µch, Jf\e 
'EDC Bhoµ1d be differentiated by the fQ11Dwhtg U!\ittypes:. . . ..... 

•· 	
 	
 	

sing{e.ami $emi,derachcil;
• low densi.ty 11111ltiple$/t9Wnho1i'seS (exi:;imfirtg apartments); l\ntl, 
e 'apattinerifa " two bed\:pom and larger 

apartrti.¢hts - iiacheior and one bcifroom, 
· 

Specific· defiffiticihs for these uni! type.s sjim;1d be qeveloped and )iie()tporated In the 
ReguJatiqrt:r to ensure fafmes!f in the applfoatlori. Of EDCs, ··· 

vii) 	 Nbt.i'J\i!sidenttalEDC 

To de\erm:ipe the nDn-reS~denfoil :EPC; tl:le noh-tesJdeniia'Lsliafe bf {he land cost should 
be diVitled by tile total gross floor <trea (GJ;iA) f9r l\ll ln\lustd~, .dommercfal and 
inintutionel !levdopment J5foje6ted fot that five year period, :i..s defined iu the lqcal and 
regj9nal, Offfoial Plans. This- is{n col\ttast to the .c\lrreht practice Of mo.'it boards where 
the total rioiHesideritfal net' bili1dingpermit v~uei~ used. 

d) 	 Ot,Jil\~'lYfellsur~ C:Qmpfom~p.tai:y-to EPGs 

As pai;tq.f thegtaiit a!locatton ilild EDC calciiiation proc(lss, boards 'shoukl tilsp b_e enco):lrag~ 
to )_)Ursue :other o_per\ition_al ht~$\ltes to i1J:1lltbnfae .oi eXJ.Jaiid the cap:i.city of. th#!' eJds[iIJ,g 
systems including.the use ofmul[i.-1,1se fac\liti!'ls Eil\d m,or\l .effective timemble<schedulliJg. Mauy 
itinDw1£ive options havenotbeerifiilly exploi:ed in Ontaiio and yet,_ ifadopted eith,edndi'viduiliy 
()r-jll, c.ombinatfoil, GM rfl,easJ.1 ¢pllsiderab1e space within the sjstefu arid is lill effeotivecrnethO<) 
of:reducing 'the demaqd for )1\\W P!!Pll p)a.ces. ·Abest practices dl\:~tofy on the: MiniStfy's web 
page ~hould he Implemented to enable hoard~ fo share;im1ovat1ve icl~s and succes~fiil extimples 
ol:' eff!ci.e11tvse.. · 

12 	 .... 
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D. 	 OTHER TECHNICAL AND ADMINISTRATIVE CONCERNS WITH THE 
LEGISLA'I'XON 

Over tlie last seven ytWs, since the pi:oolamatlon of the. Development Charges Act; school 
boards, builders, developers; cc:msultants and sc;iikUqr$ have b~n involved in e4teMiYe 
ilego'tiationsleading up to the passing of some 16 EDG by-laws, Ovt}r this perfod, 'ODiand its 
rnernbets !Jave em;ounteted a number ofprobkms with the C:urtent legisliltion and its associatei.I 
regulatioqs, Some qf these issues ]jav¢. Ileen addressed tlirou&h Bill 160 while others remain 
unresolved. Jh ·addition, while there has been some 111ovt1 (\> ensure consistepc:y 1Jetwe¢n th¢ 
muniolpai gnd ~\loatloh devefopmeht chmge calculations as, a. result of the timing of Bill 98 and 
Bill 160, fu!.'thf1r improvements can be m<1de. The foilowi'ng r!;lpresents UDI's technical and 
administrative concerns with the current EDC regime and th~t propos\XI \mdet Bill J60: 

I

I 
I 
I 

I' 

/,a)' 	 Determination o( Land V11h1e 

As rliscµss;ed !!hove, itls critical that c!evei<ipers who arelmpacted by !I school site receive fair. 
market value for theirlaJ)d and tl,tosewho.are.not trnpa:cted be requ)reil to pay .!he sl\meyalue'" 
the principle offairness must apply.. · · · · 

I 
!.

Recomme11:cJatfo11: 	 The vwue aflartd for calci,ilatlpg i!ti EDC anci value pf)and for purchasing 
school sites \Hider art .option agi:eemeQt should l)e the s<1me ang based on 
full 'inarket value of a building permit ready, fully sen'iced to the street 
Jin.I'\ :incl precgraded site. 

b) 	 Exeiliptio!IS for NinHlesidenda[iJevelojJment 

Currently, all riofi-tesidential deve!oJlmerit-is sµbje\Jt to an EI)C t)X~ept Ihose )an\fs Pwn¢d an<! 
\JS~ by municipalities an,d s¢hoql boards; :More spedficl!lly, Ontario Reg\Jlatfon 268 s.4(1) 
reqµires that a l)()ard ¢stablish the no(l-resicfent1"1 sliare f\s a Pefcf'lfltage that lS gteli.ter then zero 
and not exceeding 4.0· pet.cent. Bl!l 160 reflec.ls the .s.ame principle., . 

Recommendation: As fa the case with Bi11 98, boards should be given the disctetfon to 
exempt nonq-esidential develqpmt:nt from tbe $C, provi.de<l the 
·residentfal share is not rec\procafly ooidened. If a board chooses to 
itnpose a non-residential Er>b, the spilt shpuld be based on the residential 
Md !mn·res11\~ntial activity prqjecti;d in ~ch. s~tpr pvet .the (lf);ct five 
years, unless a different ratio' can he negati~ted betwee!) the school b9ard 
artd the. local. dc'!Y¢)opm¢nt: cotnmurtlty; 

I
As a Vehiele to pr'orriote n.ew industrial activity, Bill 160 exempts frnm EbCs, any exp.ansion 
qt an industiia't birli(.ling up to SQ pet ct)nt of the i\xistii:1g gross floqt area.. UDI fully supports 
this exemption and would suggest that the deflpition ofan "existl(lg irtdu~triai bull<ling;" "gross 
ffoot .area" ahd other relevant terms be crafted from the Bill 98 Regulation :to ensure 
cqnsisi,ency. 

I 
I 
!
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i;) Demolition Credit$ 

Ontario :Regulation 268.(s.9.i}provides an EDC e){em,ption if a dWelllllg unit i,s destroyed alld 
constrl)dio11 of a t()p!acemerjt dw1J1Jing on the same site commences. within two Year~. 
U:rtf6rtunately, a sirriifar exemption for l)owresidentiil developm,entdoe$ l1ot.exi!it irt.thecurtent 
Acnior h!Ls it bi;eit inchided fa .BlH 160. Most municipal developmen~ charge by~aws coniiiirt 
i\ non,residentia! denwlition creil!t provision.to reflect the no.tion that there fa no aaditicma! · 
demand placed on the service brought. a!Jout !Jy the teJ:ih\ce)iieynt ilwelliiig, 

Recommenda!io11: .A provfoi(Jn shpu1cJ l)e iticluded in the legiSlation (ir per{J1inaj by 
~egul;iJi,on to allow a n.onctesidetitfai EJ)C credit to be·giVeti fortfte gross 
floor at.ea derno1tshed (Le. the ED(!' .wouXd be p?id (!rtiy on i!.ddiUonal'. 
flp9tai:~). Jn additlon, UDI suggestS that' the exerti.ption period forboi)i 
residel\flal. and n.on~re.s[de1)tlal devefopn:rent be extended ftotn. two to ten 
y=s to provide some flexibility to th() dev()hpe< aw to ·when U:te 
rep1acement1iulldfog ls .co.nstructed•. 

d) Non·R~idential EDC Based on HFA. 

Ontario. Regiilatii:m 2§8, s.4(S) requtre.s ihe @cula:tl9n of U\e P:M~es(denti<il EnC on .the basis 
of declat\ld biiilditig. P,eriilit value. (i;e. consfruction varue). H'.owewr, il}(lli)' municip;i:[i{ie$ in 
the G'.L'A no longeriIStl 9¢}il.ted y;\.lue as the basis forbulidingpermitfeecalG\llaHori, requiring 
the boll.rds to take on th() responsibility of ca'tculatil)g. the value fot each project as the basts for 
their EDC. Tlie only avaifa5le costindex' istheTororito.:li\f!ll :Estafo)3oai;\f (TR.BB) inde.x wlrkh 
isproblema(jc.as £t does not ((ic1ude<Some types ofstructutes (e,g. farm buildings, sports p]exes, 
.clrteinas, restaurants). 

Recommendi.i:i.fon:· 	. ' . . . :Simflar to virtually ail munidpfll development charges, the non~reildential 
EDC sho1;1!E! be c<llculal~ oo.·a &ross.fl()'dr arei\ (GPA) ,basis. · · · 

e) :R.esi.!lentl~l:EDC by: 'Qwt type 

Ontario Eegulaiion 268, s.3, 'piitagtaph 21, seem~ fo. suggest that \he te.'l*iietitiaI EDC' Cli!lno.t. be 
cllffot¢fill.t~ by unit type;. Howeverr a diffoiehtiated EiiC l'\(Jk:nowledges the µntque 
occupan,iies and pupH gen¢ration tatlos for ~ch unit lype,and m0re .closely reflects the cost of 
proViding School sei:viCes to n!;'W residentf!il growth. . . 

RecommendatiQrt:' 	 The Iesidentfa!EI)C ~hou1d be differentiated hy ,unit type, consistent with 
mostmunkipal devdopmen~oh;trge l;Jy-lawey; the de£h1itlons ofwhiOh must 
teileet oooupanoy chru:actetistics.· 
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