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ABSTRACT

This practicum is an exploration of 
.the municipal financial instrument known asthe development charge in the Province of ontario. It is based on the author,srecent work experience in the area of municipal finance in the province as wellas current literature which discusses the development charge in North Americanjurisdictions.

The first chapter introduces the subject matter and the overall approach to thestudy' chapter Two traces the evolution of the development charge in NorthAmerica through, the past cenfury with a particular focus on the origins ofpresent day legislation in the province of ontario.

chapter Three is comprised of a descriptive discussion of the essential features

i"t"Ti:,î::.1:T:.1_.pf: and an examinatiorrãi rhe mosr detailed piece ofu Prçc;e orlegislation to date in the Province of ontario which deals with the developmentcharge, the . A; overyiew of the nrncecc nr-- Ò-) '^^- "vvvrvvrrrvrrt \-rr¡lrHlcs Acf. lyõy. An overview of the process of
1."T.1i0ä:Tj:i:-:-Lr;lly p'.pr*rt"" *ht.h ;;; foilowed the passage of theAct in ontario is provided in öhupt.'. Four, ,irh' j;;;;ä oi i#.åä":J '"'which may have influenced residential deveiop-".r, charge amounts which were
l|lt^ti*ted as^p1rt of development charge by-laws prepared in the province
smce passage of the Act in November, IlgI.-
chapter Five reviews recent research which considers the effects of developmentcharges with respect to housing pricing and p.ovision, and community andregional development, and disCusses thrr. specific areas in the context of theProvince of ontario' The chapter continues with a comparative analysis of 612local and residential municipaiiti.r in southem onhrio which considers therelationship between the amìunt of the residential development charge tevied (inmunicipalities where a charge has been implemented) and municipality locationwithin the province, population growrh between 19g6 and 1 ggl,üur. population,and levels of service.

Alternative municipal revenue-raising mechanisms are reviewed in chapter Sixin a descriptive discussion, followed by a discussion of the future direction ofdevelopment charge implementation in the Province of ontario and the overallconclusions of the study.
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t"t äxatnoduetiom

The financing of municipal goverrìment in Northr America has traditionally relied

on the real property tax. Attempts have been made to utilize other sources of
revenue; sales taxes, for example, were levied by local governments in the

Province of Quebec between L935 and 1964. These taxes, however, were

eliminated by the provincial government in 1965 due to problems of tax evasion

and disputes over the division of tax proceeds among localities.l By and large,

past experiments to diversify municipal revenue sources have not been overly

successful.

Despite the significant role the property tax has played in municipal finance, it
has been the subject of much criticism. The tax is viewed by many as

regressive and critics point out that often it is not related to the benefits received

by property (as, for example, in situations where the tax funds welfare).2 Recent

years have wiuressed increasing number of property taxpayer public protests,

especially as these taxes have been increasing at a high rate in order to offset

decreases in transfers from senior levels of government. In Metropolitan

Toronto tn 1992, for example, property taxes increased by l4.0%o.

' Johnson, J.4., "Municipal Tax Reform: Alternatives to the Real Property
Tax", Canadian Public Polic]¡, Special Issue, I976, page 336.

2 Report of the Advisory Committee to the Minister of Municipal Affairs on
Provincial-Municipal Financial Relationship, Ministry of Municipal Affairs,

Queen's Printer of Ontario, I99I, page 73.
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While the properfy tax remains the most important source of revenue in Canada,

accounting for 53.8 percent of own-source revenues in the Frovince of Ontario

in 1988, another source of revenue has been growing in importance3. A shift

to user fees, including development charges on land, has progressed rapidly as

municipalities and school boards struggle with ways of maintaining services

and providing infrastructure while funding from upper levels of govemment

becomes more scarce. 4

The subject matter of this practicum is a specific area of the field of municipal

finance in the Province of Ontario, the financial instrument known as the

development charge. These financial charges, which are levied by municipal

levels of government on a unit of land being developed, are intended to recover

all or a portion of the capital costs incurred, or anticipated to be incurred, by the

municipality as a result of residential and non-residential development. Also

known as development levies, impost fees, impact fees or lot levies, they have

had a fairly long history of use in North America and specifically in the

Province of ontario, with the first example of the charge having seen

application in the 1920's.

with the advent of the Develo in the Province of

Ontario, development charges are anticipated to become an increasingly

' fbid, page 73.

o James E. Frank and Paul B. Downing, "Pattems of Impact Fee I-Ise",
Devel
by Arthur C. Nelson, Planners
Illinois and Washington, D.C.,

Rationale. Practice edited
Press, American Planning Association, Chicago,
1988, page 16.
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important source of government revenue in Canada. Since the passage of the

Act in November 199I, almost 200local and regional municipalities in southem

Ontario have prepared Development Charges By-laws required by the Act in
order to implement these municipal taxation instruments while studies are

underway in over 70 other which may lead to implementation of the charges.

The development charge has been chosen as the subject of this practicum. My
involvement in the field of municipal finance has led to a interest in this

financial instrument which seems destined to play a more important role within

the Province of Ontario in the decades to come. Through the following

exploration of the evolution of the charge, the strucfure and provisions of the

Development Charges Act. 1989, and through an examination of the patterns in

residential development charge application in the Province of Ontario in the first
three years of the Act, I have gained considerable insight into both the

intricacies of this piece of legislation and the broader world of municipal

finance. In choosing to investigate this area of municipal finance and this

municipal taxation instrument in particular, I have broadened my overall

understanding of this field and, hopefully, provided others with more insight into

the development charge and its use in the Province of ontario.

As one who has had experience in preparation of a number of the local and

regional charges in southem Ontario since the advent of the Act, I have

appreciated the many factors that influenced, first of all, the decision whether or

not to implement a development charge, and secondly, the calculation of the

charge within each municipality. Examination of characteristics of the

characteristics of local and regional municipalities in southem Ontario, including
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location, growth rates, base population and present levels of service provided at

the local level provides insight into the reasons for development charge

implementation and the amount of development charge.

The following practicum, then, is centred on the subject of development

charges in Canada and the United States, with particular focus on their

application in the Province of Ontario. The discussion of development charges

has been divided into five chapters with the first, Introduction, dealing with the

overall approach to the discussion and an overview of the subject matter.

The second chapter, Evolution of the Development Charge, traces its history in
North America through the past century. This chapter explores the reasons for
its growing popularity as a municipal finance instrument and examines its

success as a land management/growth management tool as opposed to a fiscal

revenue source. The recent history of the charge in the provinces of Canada

which have specific legislation in place authorizing application of development

charges is discussed with particular emphasis on the Province of Ontario and the

origins of the present day development charge legislation there.

Chapter Three, The Development Charge and The Development Charges Act.

1989, discusses the essential features of the development charge and, using the

development charge as it has evolved in the Province of Ontario as a basis for

comparison, examines the primary distinctions in its various manifestations in

Canadian and American jurisdictions. In addition, this chapter examines in

detail the most recent piece of legislation in Canada to deal with the

deveiopment charge, The Development Charges Act. 1989, and its component
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sections, including i) guidelines for calculation, collection and payment of 1ot

levies, ii) guidelines for preparation of front-ending agreements, and iii)
guidelines for calculation of education development charges.

Chapter Four, Development Charge Practice in Ontario, provides an overview of
the process of development charge by-law preparation which has followed the

passage of the Development Charges Act. 1989 and the factors which intervened

to mediate in the preparation of the final charges which were implemented or

are being implemented in municipal jurisdictions in the Province of Ontario.

Chapter Five, Residential Development Charge Implementation in Ontario,

considers the effects of development charges with respect to housing pricing and

provision. Much of the current opinion holds that, despite the provisions of the

Development Charges Act 1989 in support of affordable housing in Ontario,

there are impacts detrimental to affordable housing in particular, the housing

industry in general, and to communities which are the result of development

charges.

Chapter Five continues with a comparative analysis of municipalities in southern

Ontario which considers the relationship between the amount of the residential

development charge levied ( in municipalities where a charge has been

calculated), base population, population growth rates between 1986 and 1991,

and location (for upper and lower levels of municipal government in this region

of the province). Municipalities considered in this study have been categorized

on the basis of the characteristics which they have in common, with discussion

of the implications for future growth, housing provision, and levels of service.
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Four distinct categories of municipalities are discussed which have particular

characteristics which influenced whether or not a residential development charge

was implemented and the amount of the residential development charge

implemented (in municipalities which did implemenr a charge).

Chapter Six, The Fufure of Development Charges in Ontario, considers three

alternative municipal revenue-raising mechanisms, including Value Capture

Financing, Specific District Financing and Facility Leaseback, to place the use

of development charges in the proper municipal financing context. Their

relative merits and limitations are discussed as well as concrete examples of
their application to date. The future direction of development charge

implementation by local and regional municipalities, and by school boards is

considered at the conclusion of this chapter, with consideration of factors which

include trends in upper level govemment financing and appeals of by-laws to

the Ontario Municipal Board and to the Divisional Court of Ontario,

Appendix A provides a series of maps reprinted with the permission of the

Ministry of Municipal Affairs which assist in location of the regional and local

municipalities which are part of the development charge analysis discussed in

Chapter 5.

Appendix B provides information related to residential development charges and

population growth for each individual municipality considered in the analysis in

chapter five. Residential development charges and average annual population

growth rates between 1986 and 1991 for each of the local and regional

municipalities in southem Ontario which have implemented developrnent
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charges are indicated in Table B-1. Average annual population growth rates

between 1986 artd 1992 for municipalities which had not implemented a

residential development charge as of Spring 1992 are indicated in Table B-2.

In order to illustrate more graphically the relationship between development

charges and population growth in the 1986-91 period, charts have been prepared

which indicate the corresponding average annual population growth rate between

1986 and l99l for each individual local municipality which has implemenred a

residential development charge, by region or county. These data are indicated

in Charts B-1 ro B-I7 in Appendix B.



2"& Evclutiora of Ðevenopment Changes ira
North ,&nneniaa

2"I R.egulation of Development: 1900 - 196t

Use of development charges by municipalities in North America has gradually

evolved out of the powers granted to these levels of governments by higher

levels of government in order to permit them to regulate physical development

( including zoning and "nuisance" regulations). The early part of the 20th

century witnessed widespread adoption of zoning and subdivision regulations

providing cities with the power to limit the type of development that occurred in

particular areas. Influence of the "City Beautiful" philosophy prevalent in North

America during this period held that there was a common good that was served

by development which was planned, orderly, and compatible with its

surroundings, and which met certain standards of design which protected the

health, safety, and welfare of the community.

In the United States, for example, regulation of land development became

widespread in the 1920's, following the United States Supreme Court validation

of zoning in the Euclid case and the United States Commerce Department's

publication of the model statutes for state enablement of local governrnent

planning and zoning. The Standard Planning Enabling Act. adopted by the

majority of American States, required the provision of streets, water mains,

sewer lines, and other utility structures within a subdivision development as a
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condition of approval of development.5 At this point, clearly, it was

established that municipalities could require developers to accept responsibility

for provision of infrastructure intemal to the development site. Generally

though, most local goveÍìments in Canada and the United States provided and

financed required infrastructure, through higher property taxes and debt

financing.

Following \ù/orld War f[, rapid urbanization and the associated demand for

housing placed increasing demands on local municipalities to provide

infrastructure for new development. The prototypical development, which we

now term "suburban", placed greater demands on municipalities in terms of
provision of infrastrucfure than previous more efficient forms of development.

Suburban development unequivocally proclaimed the ascendancy of the private

automobile over public transportation and was accompanied by high standards of
service in addition to the large land requirements.

This postwar period witnessed the introduction of policies established in the

United States into the Canadian municipal environment. Municipalities began to

require developers to provide all "hard" services (including roads, sewer, and

water facilities) which were within the boundaries of newly created

subdivisions. The legality of such "Subdivision Agreements", required by the

municipality as a condition of approval for development, was questioned until

1959. In this year provincial legislation known as the Plaruring Act established

the right of the municipality to enter into subdivision agreements and,

5 lbid, page 3.
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furthermore, stipulated that the municipality could require for park facilities

percent of the land area of the subdivision or a cash payment equal to the

amount of the land.

2.2 Growth Vlanagement: T'he 1960's

The ramifications of the rapid growth North American society wiûressed in the

post-war period became more of an issue in the 1960's. Air pollution, over-

filled land fill sites, and urban sprawl were experienced against a backdrop of
skyrocketing land prices and property taxes. Degradation of the environment

and the high costs associated with provision of new suburban infrastructures

began to shake long-held perceptions that growth was a uniformly beneficial

phenomenon. Development of an environmental movement in the 1960's led to

a challenging of traditional attitudes towards growth and progress, which held

that all growth must be good. This new attitude was evident in areas beyond

the environment, influencing fields such as municipal finance as traditional

notions of fiscal burdens and responsibilities were challenged.

Frank E. Frank and Paul B. Downing suggest that "concem for the environment

set the stage for the public to question whether new development, under a

general tax regime, produced more in new tax revenues than it did in new

service costs", and following from this, whether growth should be limited in

certain situations.6 By the early 1970's many American cities had determined

that there was a limit to the amount of infrastructure that they could afford to

provide to new development and began to attempt to manage growth. The

6 lbid, page 15.
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legality of this approach was established in 1972 in the precedent serting case of

Golden vs. Planning Board of the Town of Ramapo, in R.amapo, New york,

when the courts upheld the legality of a municipal program which established a

schedule for constructing new infrastructure and stipulated that new development

could not occur until these facilities were provided.T

2.3 fu{aking Growth Fay ïts Cwn Way: 1g7t's and '80's

The 1960's and 1970's witnessed a period of sustained economic growth and

expansion in North America with considerable urban sprawl resulting, requiring

large investments in infrastructure to service it. The predominant urban forms

during this period were low density "suburban" residential areas within which

the single family detached dwelling predominated, and "industrial parks" with

generous separation of the incompatible land uses and commensurate high

standards of service.

By the late t970's and early 1980's, rapid growth in many areas combined with

increases in construction costs and interest rates and reductions in transfers of
revenue from upper levels of government to local levels resulted in a dramatic

increase in the cost of providing new infrastructure.

Municipal levels of government in Canada have traditionally had little access to

"growth taxes" such as sales taxes and income taxes which increase directly as

7 Thomas P. Snyder and Michael A. Stegman, Palring for Growth: Using
Development Fees to Finance Infrastructure, The Urban Land Institute,
University of North Carolina, 1987, page 6.
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the economy expands and the gross national product increases. Furthermore,

restrictions on the extent to which a municipality can rely on financing through

issuance of debentures translates into increased dependence on the predominant

source of municipal revenue, the property tax.

However, of the total increase of revenues of the public finance system of

Canada (including federal, provincial, and municipal forms of government) from

1950-1974, property taxes were responsible for a scant 6.8Vo, compared to 407o

for income taxes, L2Vo for ret¿il and consumption taxes, 737o for custom and

excise duties and t¿xes, and 207o for "other fields", all of which are collected by

federal and provincial levels of govemment.s Since property taxes are not a
"growth tax" ( ie. they do not increase automatically as the value of property

increases), they require annual adjustments to mill rates in order to increase.

These adjustments receive a great deal of public scrutiny at the local level. As

a result, property taxes are viewed as one of the least fair taxes and

consequently are difficult for municipalities to increase to the extent that they

need to in order to cover costs of growth.e

The overwhelming approval of Proposition 13, the 1978 Califomia ballot

initiative which placed limits on property taxes, demonstrated ttrat the public's

tolerance for taxation of property had limits. This movement began a shift from

canadian Federation of Mayors and Municipalities, puppets on a
bcts on Munici overnment of Canada'

Public Finance, Ottawa, April 28, 1976, page

n J.A. Johnson, "Vlunicipal Tax Reform -
Tax", Canadian Public Policl¡, Supplement 11,

25.

Alternatives to the Real Property
1976, page 335.
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an emphasis on general taxation to that of user fees, whereby the user of a
service was expected to assume a greater burden of its acfual costs. The
development charge could clearly be considered one of the most important ,,user

fees"' in that it is a charge which is linked to the actual costs of providing
services and infrastructure to a new household.

while fiscal revolts such as occurred in many parts of the united states during
this period reflected a growing sentiment that "those who wanted govemment
services should be charged for them and those who choose not to consume the
services shourd enjoy a rower tax rate"'o, underlying these sentiments one
might possibly discern growing concems over who actually benefitted from
large public expenditures on municipal infrastructure. A province of ontario
study of financing arrangements for ontario municipalities suggests that the
primary beneficiaries of public investments in municipal infrastructures were
large landholders and developers who realizedconsiderable windfall profits in
increased value of land, especially in larger urban centres where land values
skyrocketed in the 1970,s and 19g0,s. 11

At the same time that there was growing awareness of the enormous profits
from land speculation, there was increasing appreciation of the escalating costs
of providing the municipal infrastructure to service these lands. In addition to
the traditional "hard services", such as roads, waterworks, sewage systems and

10 
James E. Frank and paul B. Downing, ibid, page 16.11 "study of k'rovative Financing Approaches for ontarioMunicipalities", Final Report, Ministrv nr ñ¿,,r.,;"inar Â çç^:-^ r\--

ontario, March rg9]! apperrái. l, p"Ë.";;."""'"rvar ^rri'r's' rrovrnce of
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garbage collectionÄandfill sites, "soft service" costs such as transit service,

libraries, police and fire protection, and provision of health and social services

were weighed against the benefits of urban growth.

As North American society proceeded into the 1980's, all of these

considerations took place against a backdrop of overall decreasing transfers of

revenue from senior levels of government and deteriorating infrastructure in

inner city neighbourhoods. In 1978, for example, Ontario municipalities spent

$4.1 billion to provide services to their residents. Over the next ten years, these

expenditures rose by over 1607o to $10.8 billion. During this period, while

property taxes provided the major source of revenue funding (39.27o in 1978

and 39.17o in 1988), transfer payments from senior levels of govemment and

payments in lieu of taxes declined (on a percentage basis) from 33.07o to

30.5vo. The short fall in senior government funding was made up by an

increased use of non-property tax revenue sources (such as development charges

and other user fees) representing 27.27o in 1978 and increasing to 30.57o in

7988.12 The development charge as a form of "user fee" increasingly became

a favoured form of altemative to the property tax for the capital expenditures

necessary for infrastructure development.

2.4 Ðevelopment Charges: The Canadian Context - lg93

There is considerable variation between provinces in Canada with respect to the

use and imposition of development charges. While most provinces do not have

12 t1 ^,,uary Scandlan,
V/orld, Octobei \ggz,page

"ft,{unicipal Sources of R.evenue", Municipai
16.
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specific legislation in place which provides for their application, in four

provinces there is legislation in place which makes reference to development

charges or impost fees. 13 An overview of the development charge policy in

provinces other than Ontario helps to place the Ontario development charge

experience in a proper framework. This evolution of impost fee policy and

practice in Ontario is described in detail following the discussion of policy in

other Canadian provinces.

2"4.L Ðevelopn'nemt C?range Legisåaúiom ina SasRcaúctrewale, ,{åhenta and
Britísh Colurmbia

In Alberta, the Planning Act clearly stipulates that a charge for off-site services

may be imposed for a specific set of hard services. The services that may be

included in the charge are water suppty and treatment, sewage drainage and

treatment, and land related to these facilities.

The Planning and Development Act in Saskatchewan not only specifies the

services that my be included in subdivision agreements but also that councils

may establish charges for a number of off-site facilities. The practice in major

cities in Saskatchewan, however, has been to levy a charge for hard services.

British Columbia, through its Municipal Act, has detailed legislation regarding

1'3 David P. Amborski, "Impact Fees Canadian Style: The Use of
Development Charges in ontario", Development Impact Fees: Polic)¡ Rationale,
Practice. Theorlø. and Issues, edited by Arthur C. Nelson, Planners Press,
American Flanning Association, Chicago, trltrinois and Washington, D.C., 1988,
page 56.
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the application of development charges by municipalities, regional districts and

local govemments. It provides ground rules under which the charges will be

collected and establishes guidelines regarding acceptable methods for collecting

them. The legislation, which has been in effect since L917, authorizes

municipalities to bill developers to recoup the capital cost of providing

sewerage, waterworks, drainage, highways and parking, and provision of

parkland.

In the City of Vancouver, which operates under its own charter, development

charges can also cover additional day-care facilities required as a result of
growth, and the cost of low-cost housing for people displaced by

development.ia Under the powers it acquired in fall 1990 to levy development

charges, Vancouver levies development charges in an aÍea known as "downtown

south" which is being transformed from low-density, wholesaling and semi-

industrial uses into a high-density residential and cornmercial neighbourhood.

2"4"2 Ðeve[opxmemt Ctrarge Legüslatioxr im Oxrtanio

Origins of present day development charge legislation in Ontario can be found

in the 1950's when municipalities began to require developers to provide the

services which were within the boundaries of a newly created subdivision. The

services provided were exclusively hard services, which could include roads,

sewers, and water facilities, and under the terms of these agreements, developers

could be required to install these services at municipalty set standards. The

74 Sonita Florvitch, "British Coiumbia Charts Own Course on Land
Charges", Financial Post, August 3,799L.
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legality of these "subdivision agreements" was established in legislation passed

in 1959 called the Planning Act. Subsection 50(4) of the Act specified the

following responsibilities of developers:ts

"In considering a draft plan of subdivision regard shall be had . . .

to the following:

(i.) the adequacy of utilities and municipal seryices."

Subsection 50(5) provided further authority for municipalities to impose lot

levies:

"The Minister may impose such conditions . . . as are . . .

reasonable . . ."

Based on this subsection, Draft Plan Approvals prepared by municipalities

included the following condition:16

"That the owner agrees in writing to satisfy all the requirements,

financial and otherwise of the municipality, conceming the

provision for roads and establishment of sufficient services and

drainage."

Extension of responsibility by developers for the provision of services off-site

15 Phnning Act, Revised Statutes of Ontario, L990, Chapter p.13,

Queen's Printer for Ontario, June 1990, page 68.

16 W.D. Russell, "Ontario's De.¡elopment Charges Act: It's a
'zinger' !", Municipal World, February 1990, page 10.
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was also found in this legislation, although the subsection on which this

responsibility was based was somewhat vague and it was over a longer period of

time that it was interpreted to establish the right of a municipality to impose

such charges. The subsection referred to is subsection 51(5) of what is now the

Planning Act, R..S.O. 1990, which provided that "the owner of the land may

enter into one or more agreements with a municipality, or where the land is not

in a municipality, with the Minister (of Municipal Affairs) may consider

necessary, including the provision of municipal services".l7

In the 1950's, the Municipal Act also provided support for application of

development charges. In what is now section 166 in the revised act, this

legislation stipulated that when a municipality received contributions in relation

to expenses anticipated due to the subdivision of lands, these funds should be

used for expenditures that benefit the occupants of the land within the

subdivision. Further, the legislation attempted to ensure accountability by

having the funds earmarked for the uses described above, rather than have them

included in general revenue.ls

Development charge legislation in Ontario prior to the Development Charge Act.

1989 was the least clear, compared to legislation in other provinces, as to how

municipalities could determine their development charge policy. A high number

of development charge by-laws were judicially challenged and the Ontario

17 Phnning Act, Revised Statutes of Ontario, 1990, Chapter p.13,

Queen's Printer for Ontario, June 1990, page 68.

18 David P. Amborski, ibid, page 53.
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Municipal tsoard (oMts), the provincial judicial body charged with

responsibility for reviewing development charge by-laws, was dealing with a

high number of cases pertaining to impost fees. According to C.F{. Watson of
C.N. Watson and Associates, Ltd., a Toronto consulting firm specializing in

economic analysis at the municipal level, the practice of imposing development

charges under the Planning Act. 1983 "was somewhat inferential and only

defined in practical terms through a wide arîay of Ontario Municipal Board

decisions, Cabinet appeals and Court decisions."le

The current legislation dealing with development charges evolved out of the lack

of a clear, consistent framework within which municipalities in Ontario could

calculate and implement impost fees. In 1980, in an effort to deal with the

high number of appeals of municipal by-laws or resolutions which established

development charges, the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO),

prepared draft legislation which was designed to strengthen the municipal

authority to impose development charges. The legislation was opposed by the

development industry, who were primarily represented by the Urban

Development Institute (UDI) and the Ontario Homebuilders Association

(OHBA).

Under the auspices of the Ministry of Municipal Affairs, a Working Group

consisting of representatives from the AMO, the UDI and the OHBA negotiated

from 1985 to 1988 in an attempt to establish a common position on

19 ñ NT Wqfcnn ttllp.rol^^monf lalto*^oo Þ^-o ^- e^l,,^+:^-Ðrt tr ^.^Jv.rr. rr sLuv¡¡t vvyvrvytrtvr¡L \/llú¿rétt/ù - ullttW \,,f L).i[lVøLlrI! : :LÍ!]]j\!
Economist, Winter 199I, page 2.
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development charges. This group, however, was unable to reach consensus on

a number of issues and a paper outlining the positions of the participants was

prepared and released by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs in April, 1988.

A green paper entitled Financing Growth-Related Capital Needs which

attempted to resolve the points of contention between the groups described

above was released in December, 1988 by the Ministry of Treasury and

Economics. Following from this, the Development Charges Act, 1989 was

passed by the Ontario lægislature on November 23, 1989. This legislation was

primarily based on the work of the \ù/orking Group and on the Green Paper

and, as discussed in more detail in later sections, provided more clearly

defined statutory authority for application of development charges and

substantially widened the scope of their application.
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3.t T'he Ðevenopmeent Change ared The

3.1 T'he Ðevelopment Charge Act. 1989 : Elements of
the Act

The specific legislation under which authority development charges are currently

collected in the Province of Ontario is considered in detail in this section. As

described in the previous section, this legislation was passed in November 1991

and is presently one of the most comprehensive in Canada in terms of its

prescription for the calculation and application of development charges in

Ontario.

The four component parts of the Development Charges Act. 1989 are described

below and discussed in further detail later in this chapter. Essentially, there are

four sections described as Part I, Development Charges; part II, F'ront-End

Payments; Part III, Education Development Charges; and Part IV, General.

Part I of the Development Charg provides clear legislative authority

for municipalities to impose charges on all forms of development for net capital

costs which are considered related to growth. The provisions of this section

supplants the provisions of the Plaruring Act. 1983, which have been the

authority for municipal lot levies in Ontario in the past. While the authority to
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collect development charges was vague and ill-defined in Sections 50 and 52 of

the Planning Act. 1983, the Development Charges Act. 1989 contains

considerable detail on all aspects of the development charge. The extent to

which the Act more clearly defines development charge calculation and

application is the topic of Chapter 3, Section 3.5, which compares the Act with

previous legislation providing for development charges in the Province of
Ontario.

Part II of the Development Charges Act. 1989 codifies a financing affangement

between a municipality and a developer or group of developers which is known

as a front-end financing agreement. Under this type of agreement, developers

provide services or cash payments to municipalities up-front in order to proceed

with the development of their lands at an earlier time than the servicing plans of

a municipality would otherwise permit. Over time, municipalities will reimburse

these developers for their additional costs, through development charges

subsequently received from other owners of lands benefitting from those

services.

Part trI of the Development Charges Act. 1989 provides that school boards may

pass by-laws for the imposition of Education Development charges against lands

undergoing residential or commercial development if there is residential

development in the area of the school board's jurisdiction that would increase

the education capital costs of the board and the development requires a zoning

by-law, a minor variance approval, part lot control exemption, a plan of

subdivision, a severance, a condominium description or approval, or a building

permit.
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Part IV of the Development Charges Act. 1989 provides for the termination of
existing by-laws and resolutions which establish development charges in the

Province of Ontario, establishes that agreements under the subdivision and

consent provisions of the Planning Act. 1983 are not affected by this legislation,

and establishes that no new development charges may be imposed under the

Planning Act. 1983.

3.2 The Ðevelopment Charges Act. 1989 : Fart I:
Guidelines for Calculation and Collection of
Ðevelopment Charges

The first section of the Development Charges Act. 1989 establishes the broad

principles which must be followed in developing a schedule of development

charges. Terminology, the framework within which levies are calculated, and

the methodology involved are discussed in the following section.

Development charges, as defined in the Act, are intended to finance capital costs

which are related to growth which increases the need for services in an Ontario

municipality. The process of calculation of development charges involves

defining the services which wilt be included in a charge; determining the

population and household growth (for a residential charge) and/or commercial

and industrial growth (for a non-residential charge) over appropriate time

frames, and estimating the net growth-related capital costs which will be

incurred by this growth. Each of these processes is detailed in a subsection

below while the interrelationship of each is illustrated in Figure 3.1.
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FIGURE 3.1
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3.2"ß, Servåces Ima[n¡ded ixe a ÐeveXopmaenat CEaar"ge

The Act does not provide a list of services for which a development charge may

be imposed but rather excludes certain services from the charge, specifically

those which are not being provided at the time the development charge is being

calculated. This is to ensure that new development is not used to finance a

range of services which do not currently exist.

Municipalities commonly impose development charges for sanitary and storm

sewers, waterworks and roads, but may go beyond these services to impose

charges for police stations, fire halls, day care centres, administration buitdings

and libraries.

3.2"2 Growth Consídened in Caåculating ttre ÐevelopmrenÉ Ctnange

In estimating the growth in a municipality to which development charges will
apply, municipalities are encouraged to consider a number of aspects of growth.

With respect to residential growth, anticipated population increases as well as

the number and type of expected housing units are important, while for non-

residential growth, estimates of demand for cornmercial and industrial property

should be projected.

In determining the level of growth, municipalities are allowed to consider a 10

year planning time frame for most services. In recognition of the longer lead

times required for planning and construction and the typical amortization periods

relating to debt financing, a- longer time frame is allowed for water supply
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services, sanitary sewer services, transportation services and waste disposal

services. In these cases, no maximum time frame is specified and municipalities

are free to use their best judgement as to the appropriate period of growth to

consider.

The definition of growth within a municipality does not necessarily me¿rn overall

growth. Vlhile the overall population forecasts for a municipality may indicate

a decline in the population or number of households, there may be areas within

a municipality experiencing growth and an increased need for municipal

services, to which a development charge would appropriately be applied.

3"2.3 Ð,[igih[e Capiûal CosÉs

A detailed determination of the capital expenditures for services required to

serve the growth described above must be made for services which have been

included in development charge calculation. As described in the previous

section, eligible capital costs are those which are incurred within a ten year time

frame for services other than the four "hard services" for which a longer

undefined period may be considered appropriate.

Capital costs which are eligible to be incorporated into the development charge

must be those generated by development in all or some part of the municipatity.

A determination is required as to the extent to which a facility or service will be

required by new residents as opposed to existing residents. Only the portion of
the service or facility's cost which is required as a result of growth is included

in the development charge calculation.
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Costs of services provided directly by a municipality are considered eligible as

are growth-related capital costs of local boards affiliated with the municipality

(although the municipality must ensure that monies collected through

development charges for local boards are spent on the intended projects).

The Act offers a liberal interpretation of what constitutes a growth-related

capital cost, indicating as eligibte items such as costs to acquire land or an

interest in land such as an easement, and costs to acquire, construct or improve

buildings or facilities include rolling stock, fumiture, equipment and library

materials. Eligible capital costs may also include the costs of studies required

in connection with acquiring land or constructing buildings or facilities,

including engineering sfudies, environmental impact studies or related consulting

studies.

Clearly, with regards to capital cost, the Act is extremely inclusionary, giving

municipalities considerable leeway in deciding what type of growth-related

capital costs they choose to use in any development charge calculation. As

indicated in Section 3.2.4 and 3.2.5, however, there are strict determinations as

to the amounts of these costs which will be eligible for inclusion.

3"2.4 Servüce Staradands im EffecÉ

Capital costs included in development charges must be based on service

standards which have been established by the municipality's council and met at

some point in the past 10 years. Section 2 of the Development Charges Act.

1989 specifically addresses this point in prohibiting a development charge for a
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service which is not currently provided. Similarly, Section 3 of the Act

establishes that "prevailing standards" criteria must be applied in determining

whether a service standard is an appropriate basis on which to calculate the

development charge. Standards which have been approved by a municipal

council but not actually met within the previous 10 years are not considered

eligible. The Act requires a municipality to calculate its costs based on service

standards which have been officiatly adopted by council and met within rhe

previous 10 years.

3"2"5 Net Capifa[ Cosfs

Capital costs considered for inclusion in a development charge must be reduced

by all relevant offsets against these costs, including:

i. anticipated grants from other levels of government,

ii. subsidies and contributions from other bodies, and

iii. amounts collected under a previous development charge by-

law in cases where a development charge by-law is being

updated.

3"2"6 Ðetennntr¡atåom of Residemtiaå ar¡d Nom-Residemtñaå Ðeveåopmeexaú

In order to assess the appropriate development charge for residential versus non-

residential development, capital costs must be further segregated as to the sector

of development to which they provide benefit. A determination is required on

the basis of the prevailing and anticipated land uses in the area of the
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municipality where the capital costs are being incurred or on the basis of
anticipated use by the sector of development of that particular service or facility.

3.2"7 Ðefinütåom of Ðevelopxa'aemt

The Development Charees Act. 1989 provides that a municipality may require

all forms of development which increase the need for services pay development

charges. Subsection 3(1) elaborates by including in the definition of
development the following:

i. passing of a zoning by-law or an amendment to a zoning by-

law,

ii. approval of a minor variance,

iii. a conveyance of land,

iv. a consent,

v. approval of a plan of subdivision,

vi. a description of a condominium , and,

vii. the issuing of a building permit.

However, the imposition of development charges is not allowed in certain

circumstances while in other situations is at the discretion of the municipality as

to whether to impose levies.

Specifically, development charges cannot be levied on lands owned by a

municipality or school board which are used for municipal and school purposes

respectively. There are specific exemptions, as well, in situations where
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alterations are being made to existing dwellings.

The Act also empowers municipalities to provide, at their discretion, full or

partial exemptions for properties that they designate as institutional ( such as

hospitals, churches, universities, or federal or provincial property). Full or

partial exemptions may be provided as well for categories of residential

properties which are designated by the municipality as affordable housing.

Finally, exemptions from development charges are provided where local services

have been installed at the expense of the owner as a condition of approval under

Section 50 or 52 of the Planning Act. 1983, or where local connections to water

mains, sanitary sewers and storm drainage facilities done at the expense of the

owner and charges paid under the Section 2L9 of the Municipal Act.

Pan I of the Development Charges AcL 1989 provides detailed descriptions of
other requirements for implementation of development charges, including:

i. accounting procedures and reserve funds required for

revenues from development charges,

ii. appeal mechanisms and procedures,

iii. public accounting and notices,

iv. indexing of development charges, and,

v. other credits and exemptions.

The Act effectively terminates all previously existing by-laws or council

resoiutions proviciing for cieveiopment charges and stipulates that no new
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development charges may be imposed under the Plannins Act. 1983.

Development charge by-laws passed under the authority of the Development

Charges Act. 1989 have a maximum life of 5 years while municipalities may

provide for a shorter term if they desire.

3.3 T'he Development Charges ,{ct. 1989 : Fart I{ :

Front-End Financing

Part Three of the Development Charges Act. 1989 provides detailed

codification of the front-end agreement method of service financing. Vlhile

front-ending has been extensively used by developers and municipalities in the

past few decades, the arrangement has never been as clearþ defined as in the

latest legislation.

Front-end financing involves a situation where a developer or developers are

required to construct capital works at their own expense which will be of benefit

to all future landowners within a defined area. This upfront payment enables

the development to proceed at an earlier time than the municipal servicing

would normally permit. The municipality recovers these costs from the

landowners within the defined area if and when they develop, and these

revenues are used to pay the front-end developers in a pre-arranged manner. If
all development proceeds as anticipated, the front-end developer is compensated

for the benefits conferred on others through the installation of these services.

The municipality benefits by receiving the services at no cost to its existing

ratepayers, no impact on its debt capacity and without the potential cash flow
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problems which can result when facilities are financed through development

charges.

Further discussion of the changes to front-ending anangements which are the

result of the Development Charge AcL 1989 follows in Section 3.5.2.

3.4 The Ðevelopment Charges Act. 1989 : Fart ITI:
Education Development Charges

The Development Charges Act. 1989 makes available to school boards

throughout the Province of Ontario, for the first time, the right to impose

Education Development Charges for growth-related net education capital costs.

Part Three of the Act provides that school boards ( as defined by the Act) may

pass by-laws for the imposition of Education Development Charges against

lands undergoing residential or cornmercial development if there is residential

development in the area of the board's jurisdiction that would increase the

education capital costs of the board and the development requires a zoning by-

law, a minor variance approval, part lot control exemption, a plan of
subdivision, a severance, a condominium description or approval, or a building
permit.

Since the education development charge calculation process differs dramatically

from that used in preparation of the development charge described in this

practicum for local and regional municipalities, it is only described in terms of
its overall importance as part of the Development Charses Act, 1989 and the

precedent set in providing for its imposition.
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s.s The Ðevelopment Charges Act. 1989 : A
comparison with Frevious l-egislation ln cntario

3"5"1 lmtnoductiora

The Development Charges Act. 1989 substantially altered the system of
development charge calculation and imposition in the Province of Ontario. The

discussion in the following sections addresses the provisions of the Act which

constitute substantial change from previous legislation goveming application of
development charges in Ontario. As discussed in Chapter 2, Section 2.4.2,

Planning Act legislation previously guided the calculation and application of
local and regional municipal development charges, while there was no

legislation in place which provided for the application of education development

charges or specifically addressed the requirements of front-ending agreements.

3"5"2 Appnicatüom of ElevelopmaemÉ Changes ina [,ocaE arad Regåoxaa[
Municipalifies

overall, the Development Charges Act, 1989 provides a great deal more

certainty to the process of development charge calculation and application which

previously had lacked a clear, consistent framework. For example, under

previous legislation which had guided development charge application there was

no clear definition as to what type of and over what time period growth-related

capital costs incurred by a municipality could be included in calculation of a
development charge. In addition, no standards were provided as to the quality
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of population growth projections which would be the basis for the per unit

development charges, nor clear definition of the levels of service which would

be supported by development charges. Ì{o appeal mechanisms, administrative

procedures, or accounting procedures were described, resulting in confusion over

the requirements of both municipality and landowner and inconsistency across

the Province of Ontario in the method of calculation and in the application of
the charges.

The most recent development charge legislation, however, imposes a strucfure

and discipline to the calculation and imposition process, defining explicitly the

costs which can be included in the calculations, the service standards which

must be defined, growth projections which are necessary, and administrative and

accounting procedures which must be followed. The Act provides clear

mechanisms for appeal of the development charge by-law and, additionally,

provides that an appeal can affect the entirety of the by-law rather than simply

the financial obligations of a particular project.

3"5"2.1 Broadenimg of tpporfunåties fon Ixmposítüon

Historically, in the Province of Ontario, impost levies were charged by

municipalities by requiring such payments as a condition on subdivision

approvals granted under Section 50 of the Planning Act or under Section 52 of
the Planning Act through a consent to sever lands and in some instances on the

registration of a condominium under the Condominium Act. Section 3 of the

Development Charges Act. 1989 now provides seven opporrunities for a

development charge to be imposed against land if the development of such land
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would increase the need for services. These opportunities, which are listed in

Section 3.2.8 of this chapter, vary from the approval of a zoning by-law through

to an approval of a minor variance thereby giving a municipality many more

opportunities to collect such charges. Previous legislation had provided for

application of development charges only against new lots created by plans of
subdivision or consent.

3"5.2"2 Ðxpansfiom of Eligibåe Senvices

In contrast to previous legislation, the Act provides for imposition of
development charges for growth related capital costs related to "soft services"

including transit facilities, libraries, police protection, fire protection, homes for
aged, administrative buildings, hospitals, and community recreational facilities.

These are in addition to the services considered as "hard services" which

included storm and sanitary sewers , waterworks, roads and solid waste disposal.

Further, the definition of capital cost in Part I of the Act extends development

charge powers to include electrical and other pubtic utility works. Vlhile the

development charge by-law levied by a utility is administered and collected by

the municipality within which the utility is located, rhis marks the first time

public utilities have been granted powers to calculate and levy a charge for
growth related costs related to their operation. Previous legislation pertaining to

development charges had not provided for inclusion of any growth-related

capital costs incurred by electrical or other public utilities.
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3.5"2"3 Ðxpaxasiora of Ð[ågib[e CapåÉal CosÉs

While previous legislation under which authority development charges were

levied allowed for inclusion only of specific capital costs related to "hard"

services, under the provisions of the new Act, any capital costs considered

necessary to accommodate new growth is now eligible for inclusion in a
development charge, including:

i. municipal component of costs provided for services

provided under an agreement

ii. costs to acquire land or an interest in land (eg. an

easement)

iii. costs to improve land

iv. costs to acquire, construct or improve buildings or

facilities

The Act provides for broad definition of the specific items eligible for inclusion

as indicated below:

i. facilities may include rolling stock, fumiture,

equipment and library materials

ii. rolling stock may include vehicles such as police cars,

transit vehicles, road graders, dump trucks and trailers

iii. equipment may include items such as hand tools or

personal computers as well as the physical plant which

goes inside a sewer treatrnent plant and pipes leading to



37

the plant 20

3"5"2"4 Fnovåsåoxa of corarpåaü¡lt axrd ^appea{ &ãecüaamismas

Where previous legislation providing for development charge application had no

clear reference to opporntnities for development charges to be challenged or

appealed, the Development Charges Act. 1989 provides clear guidance as to the

opportunities for complaints against and appeals of development charge by-laws

and a specific framework within which these are resolved. In the context of
the Act, "complaints" relate to the application of the by-law, for example,

whether it has been properly applied against a proposed development.

"Appeals", on the other hand, relate to questions about the validity of the by-law

or the appropriateness of costs, growth estimates andlor levels of service used

for purposes of development charge calculation..

The Act allows parties to register complaints when they feel that the provisions

of the by-law have not been properly applied to their development. The

complaint mechanism aftempts to have the issue resolved at the local level, with

requirements that the municipality's council, upon hearing the complaint, either

confirming the charge or amending it to address the concerns of the

complainant. Only if, at this stage, the complainant is not satisfied that his

complaint has been satisfactorily dealt with, does the complaint proceed to the

Ontario Municipal Board (OMB).

20 A Guide To The Development charges Act. 19g9 , Municipal
Finance Branch, Ministry of Municipal Affairs, Province of Oniario, Maich
L990, page 5.
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Appeals of the development charge by-law are made directly to the OMB.

Following a twenty day period after passage of the development charge by-law

by a municipality, the concerned party may file a notice of intention to appeal

the by-law and provide the Board with the reasons for doing so.

The basis for an appeal of a development charge by-law is that it does not

conform to the provisions of the Development Charges Act. 1989. A

publication prepared by the Municipal Finance Branch of the Ministry of

Municipal Affairs, titled A Guide to the Development Charges Act. 1989,

indicates primary reasons for an appeal and underscores the importance of
justification of the development charges by municipalities preparing them.

These reasons include:21

r. some costs are not growth-related;

ii. some costs include rehabilitation of existing works;

iii. the cost being charged for is in excess of prevailing

standards;

iv. assumptions about anticipated grant entitlements are

unrealistic; or,

v. population and household growth assumptions are

unreasonable or inconsistent with other reputable

forecasts.

21 A Guide To The Development Charges Act. 1989, Municipal
Finen¡-e Rrqnch N¡finicfrr¡ nf ÀÁrnininol ÅfÊairo Þ.^.,i-^o nT fì-+^-ì^ RÍ^-^L

^v^¡^^^u!¡J vr f Yrsr¡¡v^ysl t r¡rg¡¡ù, I rLrY ¡LÌwv \,rr LfrlLailv, Lv_Lcl,ltyll

1990, page 17.
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The Ontario Municipal Board may dismiss the appeal without holding a hearing

or schedule a hearing at which both parties (the party appealing and the

municipality) have an opportunity to present their cases. Under the provisions

of the Act, the oMB has the following courses of action open to it:

i. confirming the development charge by-law by

dismissing rhe appeal;

ii. ordering the municipality to repeal or amend the by-law

in whole or in part; or

iii. directly repealing or amending the by-law in whole or

in part while it is before the Board.

As discussed in detail in Section 4.3, the complaint and appeal mechanisms have

been well-utilizedby development groups in the Province of Ontario contesting

development charge by-laws passed since November, 1989. Mlhile clearly the

intention of the Act was to provide as many oppornmiûes as possible for
concerned parties to contest ill-prepared or arbitrary development charge by-laws
(thus remedying previous legislation which did not provide for such clear-cut

appeal mechanisms), the result has been an overwhelming of the Ontario

Municipal Board. The important powers conferred on the oMB by the

Development Charges Act. 1989 has translated in a serious backlog of cases,

with up to a two year wait from time of appeal of a by-law until a board

hearing cornmon by now.
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3"5.3 CRaamges fo lnaapåemaesÌÉaÉåo¡a of Fn'o¡aÉ - Ðndixag AgneemeexeÉs

According to a critique of the Act prepared by the Toronto firm V/ier and

Foulds in May 4, 1990, inclusion of a clearly defined front-ending institution in

the Act should "provide more certainty and should cut down on the costs

incurred by developers in negotiating cost sharing agreements and in requiring

the municipality to collect payments from benefitting owners".2z

Prior to the Act, developers paid all of the servicing costs required by their

development up front, whether or not other landowners would benefit in the

future from the provision and installation of such services. The developer was

then on its own to attempt to negotiate agreements with such benefitting

landowners to share the costs of such services. The developer also then had to

negotiate with the municipality to enlist their assistance in collecting

contributions from the benefitting landowner and repaying it to the developer.

This procedure was costly, time consuming and unpredictable for the developer

and the result often was that many landowners benefitted without paying.

An important element of the Act is that the agreement may be registered against

the title to the land in the benefitting area owned by the benefitting owners who

are not a part to the agreement. As a result, benefitting owners will have an

encumbrance registered against the title to their property which must be

considered when they try to deal with their property in any way other than

22 M.J.VIcQuaid and Lori M. Duffy, "The Develcpment Charses Act -
A Practical Perspective", wier and Foulds, Toronto, May 1990, page 5.
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developing it.

3"5"4 Ðd¡.¡catiop¡ ÐeveåopxnenaÉ CRaarges

While both Farts One and Two of the Act broaden the existing powers and

procedures available to municipalities to implement development charge by-laws

and front-ending agreements, Part Three of the Act represents a new and

controversial element to the field of development charges in the Province of

Ontario. For the first time, school boards are provided with the powers to pass

by-laws for the imposition of Education Development Charges against lands

undergoing residential or cornmercial development if there is residential

development in the area of the board's jurisdiction that would increase the

education capital costs of the board.

A report prepared for the Toronto consulting firm Wier and Foulds in May lgg0

suggests that introduction of this charge is important not only because it is a

dramatic extension of the powers of this level of govemment to tax but because

it essentially "pits two elements of one municipality against the other for a
share of the same purse."23 The school board in a municipality will be

competing with the municipality for payments from the developer and ultimately

from the homeowner. The fact that the first education development charge by-

law which was passed was appealed to the Divisional Court of Ontario on

grounds that it is unconstitutional rather than as an appeal to the Ontario

Municipal Board testifies to the importance with which its introduction is

viewed.

23 lbid., page 9.
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4"Ø Sårace The Ðevelopmrent Charges Aat"
XqEq : Ðevelopmneret Charge PnaaËice åm

tntanio

4.I Inffoduction

Passage of the Development Charges Act. 1989 in November 1989 resulted in

extensive structural changes in the municipal finance system in the Frovince of

ontario, the ramifications of which are still unfolding in 1993.

The immediate effect of the Act was to encourage all municipalities which had

previously had some form of lot levy in place, however limited, to undertake

the lengthy process required by the Act leading to the passage of a new

development charge by-law and which involved calculation of a new

development charge, holding of public meetings, and preparation of a
conesponding by-law. Under Section 44(l) of the Act, all previous council

resolutions or by-laws establishing lot levies were either to be replaced by a new

by-law prepared under the provisions of the Act or they would cease to have

any authority as of November 21,1997, two years after the coming into force of

the Act. The process by which municipalities arrived at appropriate

development charges and a development charge by-law is discussed in Section

4.2.

There are a total of 61.2 regionai an<i iocai municipaiities in Southem Ontario if
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one considers the northernmost regional municipalities or counties to be Simcoe

County, Victoria County, Peterborough County, Hastings County and Renfrew

County. As of April 7992, 199 of these regional and local municipalities had

development charge by-laws in place under the authority of the Development

Charges Act. 1989 with a further 77 considering implementing them (i.e, with

development charges studies underway). The 199 local and regional

municipalities which have implemented new development charges have been

chosen for further analysis in Chapter Five.

4"2 Frocess of Ðevelopment Charge and tsy-tr-aw
Freparation

Municipalities which had previous by-laws or resolutions in place establishing

Iot levies were thus required to embark on the involved process of determination

of new development charges, including projections of population, number of
households, and commercial and industrial land absorption for up to a twenty

year period and net growth-related capital costs which would be required to

accommodate this growth. Furrhermore, this process, which involved extensive

public consultation and which at its conclusion offered numerous appeal

mechanisms which could result in its being repealed, could take up to two years

to complete.2a

With few municipalities completely staffed and equipped with the range and

24 Preparation of the development charge study and by-law for the
City of Guelph began in May 1991 and, after three presentations to the public
and a Ontario Municipal Board hearing, is anticipated to conclude in September
1993.
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personnel and experience to undertake such studies, most were required to

tender the development charge and by-law preparation to professional firms in

Ontario. Estimates of the costs to municipalities of the above were described in

Municipal World in March 1990: 2s

i. rural municipalities with no major sewer and

waterworks - $10,000 - $20,000

ii. smaller urban municipalities (6,000 and up) with sewer

and water services - $15,000 - $35,000

iii. smaller cities (20,000 to 65,000) - $40,000 and up

Costs for larger cities were not provided but can be assumed to be at least as

much as those for smaller cities and range from $40,000 to $100,000.

Beyond the costs of preparing the development charge study and by-law and

defending it before the public are additional costs incurred as a result of appeals

of the development charge by-law to the Onrario Municipal Board (OMB).

Hearings before the OMB require "expert" testimony by consultants and lawyers

representing the municipality, further increasing the potential costs of a

development charge study and by-law.

2s W.D. Russell, "Ontario's Ðevelopment Charges Act: It's a
'zinger' !", Municipal World, March 1990, p 15.
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While the process of calculation of development charges was clearly prescribed

in the Development Charges Act. 1989, and, as much as possible, was meant to

be free of subjective interpretation, the actual development charges included in a

development charge by-law by a local or regional municipality reflected a

number of other considerations. This was especially true in the period

immediately preceding the two year deadline for preparation of development

charge by-laws to replace existing by-laws or council resolutions which expired

on November 2I, 1991.

Residential development charges implemented by local and regional

municipalities, then, do not necessarily reflect the development charge amounts

recornmended in consultants' sfudies considered necessary to offset growth-

related infrastructure capital costs in the municipality over the study period.

Municipalities implementing residential development charges lower than the

amounts recolnmended in these studies did so with the recognition that the net

difference between the revenues collected from residential development charges

and the expenditures on growth-related residential infrastructure development

within a municipality will have to be paid for out of the general revenue of the

municipality, i.e, primarily from property taxation.

Three important factors intervened to influence the size of the development

charges which would ultimately be implemented in municipalities. These

factors are discussed in detail below and include:

i. political pressures on individual councillors with

regards to re-election,
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financial concems regarding the enormous expense to

the municipality of defenditrg a by-law before the OME

in case of appeal,

pressures on municipalities to keep residential and non-

residential land development costs competitive with

neighbouring jurisdictions.

4.2"t Change Ðetenmaimafioxr : Fo[åtical Fness¿¡nes

One of the most impor[ant mitigating factors in determination of the final

development charges to be included in the development charge by-law related to

the timing of the passage of the 1989 and the

provisions contained in it for expiration of previous lot levy by-laws or

resolutions establishing lot levies. Coincidently, the deadline for preparation of
new development charge by-laws to replace those already in place, November

2L,1992, fell within ten days of the date of the l99l Ontario municipal

elections, held on November 12, 1991. As a result there was considerable

pressure on councillors up for re-election on local or regional councils to be

seen to be lending a sympathetic ear to the concems of developers, home

builders and prospective home owners in the area and, often, to actively oppose

the development charges which had been calculated.

While clearly, any growth-related new infrastrucfure costs which were not paid

for through development charges would have to be made up for through general

revenue and, therefore, bome by all property owners in the jurisdiction, this

argument often was lost in the melee of the pre-election period. Forces in

ii.

111.



47

opposition to the development charges often effectively portrayed the

development charge as another form of taxation, and, since there was generally

a lack of clear understanding of the philosophy underpinning the development

charge by local media and local councils, these bodies did little to persuade the

public otherwise.

4"2,2 Change Eleúer¡¡aüxaatiom : Fimancüaå Pness¿¡nes

The second important factor which influenced the decision as to whether to levy

development charges and, if levied, the size of development charges, involved

the potential expense to the local or regional municipality of defending the

development charge by-law against appeal by those in opposition to it to the

Ontario Municipal Board. As discussed above, the costs of defense of a

development charges by-law before the OVIB included costs of "expert"

witnesses necessary to confirm various aspects of the development charges study

and by-law, including consultants involved in the study preparation and lawyers

with experience in appearances before this quasi-judicial body. Opportunities

for appeal of a development charge by-law are numerous, although the primary

basis for appeal is that the development charge by-law does not conform to the

Development Charges Act. 1989 in some way. Some of the reasons why a by-

law could be challenged are listed below:

some of the capital costs are not related to growth

some costs include rehabilitation of existing works

the cost being charged for is in excess of prevailing
sta-ndards

ii.

iii.
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iv. assumptions about anticipated grant entitrements are
unrealistic

v. population and household growth assumptions are
unreasonable or inconsistent with other reputable
forecasts

In an effort to achieve a more defensible development charge, many

municipalities opted for a development charge which was less than the full
amount of the development charge reconìmended in a consultant's report or in a
staff report. In this wãy, opponents of the charge who contested a particular

capital cost or grant which had been included in the development charge

calculation could achieve little through the appeal process other than to stall the

implementation, since the municipality could argue that the charge being

implemented was already lower than the recommended charge.

4.2"3 Change ÐeÉen¡minafiom : Competitive Fressures

Pressures to remain competitive, in terms of land development costs, with

neighbouring municipalities is a third mitigating factor in the determination of
appropriate development charges for a municipality. The Development Charges

Act. 1989 was developed and enacted in a climate of healthy economic growth.

A concem of many municipalities during this period was management of growth

rather than attracting it, especially in municipalities immediately surrounding

larger urban areas where growth rates were highest.

Since the passage of the Act, however, a number of factors have contributed to
en infencifinqtinn nf nn*-ofi+i.,o ñrôôôrrr^- L^+..,^^- *.,-:^:-^1:L:^^ a r r

^^^vse^vrr vr vv¡¡ryvLrLrvv !,IwùùLuçù LrçLwççlr rilurilurpaltugs. l\ oggp ano
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prolonged economic recession resulted in a sharp drop in residential building

activity and in non-residential land absorption rates. Municipalities which had

based their long range capital spending plans on growth rates in evidence in the

1980's are now left with lower assessment bases on which to pay for the

debenture costs associated with infrastructure costs. As a result, municipalities

face pressures to actively court residential and non-residential development in an

effort to maintain the existing levels of service at reasonable property tax levels.

A second factor which intensified the competitive pressures on municipalities is

the increasing liberalization of trade in North America. With the successful

negotiation of trade agreements (first between Canada and the United States

and later between Canada, the United States, and Mexico) which lift many of
the barriers to the free flow of capital and goods between North American

economies, Ontario municipalities face competition for growth from American

and Mexican jurisdictions as well as from neighbouring Ontario municipalities.

Since one of the most visible means to attracting development to a municipality

is through competitive land development costs, the above described factors

placed great pressures on municipalities to implement development charges

which are at least equal to or lower than neighbouring municipalities and which

result in land development costs which are competitive with other Norttr

American jurisdictions with which they compete for development.
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4"3 Challenges to Ðevelopment Charge tsy-Laws

As discussed in Section 3.5.2.3, there are ample opporfunities for parties to

contest development charge by-laws, using both the "appeal" mechanism (within

twenty days of passage of the by-law if there is concern about its validity) or

using the "complaint" mechanism (whenever there is concem over the

application of the development charge). As the following discussion will
illustrate, development groups have availed themselves of the opporfunities to

appeal local and regional development charge by-laws to the Ontario Municipal

Board while education development charges thus far have faced a court

challenge at the Divisional Court of Ontario on the grounds that they are

unconstitutional.

Court challenges to the first of the municipalities and school boards to

implement a development charges by-law under the

1989 were organized by the Ontario Home Builder's Association (whose

members are responsible for 80Vo of new home construction in Ontario) and the

Urban Development Instifute, a coalition of developers in Ontario. As the first
municipality to implement a development charge by-law, the Regional

Municipality of Hamilton-Wentworth was challenged by the OHBA after

passing their development charges by-law in December 1990, with the appeal

proceeding to the OMB on May l, 1992.

F'ollowing this initial appeal, twenty-two other development charge by-laws

passed subsequent to the passage of the Regional Municipality of Hamilton-

Wentworfh hv-law were enneelerl fn fhe l^lNrfR' T'lre rnrr-ininoli+ìoo ì--,^1.,^l- J --' - -Í r --'- ¡ ^¡v ¡r¡sr¡¡vrl/c¿rrLrvù ur Y vr v lJtl
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and the dates on which these appeals were heard or will be heard before the

OMB are indicated in Figure 4.1. According to a OMB spokesperson, in all of
these appeals, the validity of the development charge calculation was challenged,

i.e., the accuracy of population growth projections and growth-related capital

costs used was questioned, and /or levels of service for which costs were

included were considered beyond the existing levels of service.26

To date, in the twenty cases which have been heard before the board, no

precedent setting decisions have been made with regards to development charge

by-laws and the appeals have either been rejected or agreements reached to

amend the by-laws. "

The first school board to implement an education development charge, the york

Regional Board of Education, passed its education development charge by-law

in November 1991 and was challenged by the Greater Toronto Homebuilders

Association, the Urban Development Instifute (York Region Chapter) and

approximately ten development groups . In contrast to the appeal of the

development charge by-law, in which the amount of the development charge and

the application of the by-law were disputed, the education development charge

by-law was challenged before the Divisional Court of Ontario on the grounds

that it was unconstitutional.

26 Interview with Mike Onorado, Ontario Municipal Board, Ministry
of Municipal Affairs, March 23, lgg3.

27 T-+^*,i^--, --.i¿1- Ì Ã:1-- ^,- - a ^rillei*view wiin iviiKe \-rrroracio, Untano ivÍunicipai Board, Ministry
of Municipal Affairs, January 1993.
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FIGURE 4.1

OruTARIO MUrußÕüPAL EOAMD

DFVELOPMFNT Gþ{ARGES h{EAffi[NGS X ggz-1 9S3

HEARING DATE M UNICIPALITY OR REGIONAL GOVERNMENT

APRTL 13, 1992
APRIL 23,1992
MAY 1,1992
MAY 1,1992
JUNE 11,1992
AUGUST 24,1992
AUGUST31,1992
AUGUST31,1992
AUGUST 31, 1992

AUGUST31,1992
SEPTEhIBER 1, 1992
SEPTEMBER 1,1992
SEPTEMBER 3, 1992
SEPTEMBER 8, 1992

SEPTEMBER 15, 1992

SEPTEMBER 21, 1992
SEPTEMBER 21, 1992
SEPTEMBER2l, 1992
ocToBER 5, f992
NOVEMBER 4,1992

JANUARY 27,1993
FEBRUARY 16, 1993
APRIL 26, 1993

CITY OF ST. CATHARINES
TOWNSHIP OF DUMMER
CITY OF HAMILTON
REGION OF HAM ILTON-WENTWORTH
TOWN OF FORT ER]E

TOWN OF GEORGINA
VILLAGE OF BELMONT
REGION OF SUDBURY
C¡TY OF YORK
CITY OF GLOUCESTER
VILLAGE OF DUTTON
TOWN OF LINCOLN
TOWN OF WESTMINSTER
CITY OF GUELPH
CITY OF HAMILTON
C]TY OF OAKVILLE
CITY OF OTTAWA
TOWN OF RAYSIDE-BALFOUR
CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
CITY OF LONDON

REGION OF OTTAWA-CARLETON
TOWN OF RICHMOND HILL
DISTRICT OF MUSKOKA

SOURCE: ONTARIO MUNICIPAL BOARD, JANUARY 199s.
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Among seventeen reasons cited to support this claim the following two
arguments provide the basis for the challenge: 28

i. the education development charge by-law imposes an

indirect rax conrrary ro Secrion 92 (Z) of the

Constitution Act 1867,

ii. the education development charge by-law authorizes the

imposition of education development charges which

require non-separate school supporters to finance the

construction and expenditures of separate schools in a
manner which infringes upon subsection z(a) and 15 of
the Consritution Act 1867.

At the point of preparation of this practicum, a decision regarding the

constitutionality of the education development charge by-law has not been

reached by the Divisional Court of Ontario.

The backlog of cases before the OMB pertaining to development charges

indicates the vigorous response of development groups in seeking to appeal a
great many of the development charge by-laws. However, rather than indicating
flaws in the legislation, this would suggest that these bodies are seeking to

clearly establish the legitimacy of the Development Charge Act. 1989 before the

28 trnterviev¡ with Bob seto, Flanner, york Regional Board of
Education, January 1993.
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legal bodies responsible for interpreting this new piece of legislation.

The referral of the first education development charges to the Divisional Court

of Ontario by the development industry is possibly a reflection of the concem

felt by this sector over the potential for additional high costs to the industry

resulting from the powers granted to school boards to levy charges. While the

industry has reconciled itself to development charges levied by local and

regional municipalities, the right of school boards to implement development

charges is being fought at what may turn out to be considerable expense.
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5.t Resídentia1 Ðeveloprnerat Change
lrmptremaentatioxa im tntario

The following chapter considers the effects of development charges with respect

to housing pricing and provision. Clearly there are impacts detrimental to

affordable housing in particular, the housing industry in general, and to

communities which are the result of development charges, despite ttre

provisions of the Development Charges Act 1989 in support of affordable

housing in Ontario.

Following the discussion of the development charge and housing, a comparative

analysis of municipalities in southem Ontario is provided. This analysis

considers the relationship between the amount of the residential development

charge levied ( in municipalities where a charge has been calculated), base

population, population growth rates between 1986 and L99I, and location (for

upper and lower levels of municipal govemment in this region of the province).

Municipalities considered in this study have been categorized on the basis of the

characteristics which they have in common, with discussion of the implications

for future growth, housing provision, and levels of service. Four distinct

categories of municipalities are discussed which have particular characteristics

which influenced whether or not a residential development charge was

implemented and the amount of the residential development charge implemented

(in municipalities which did implemenr a charge).
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5.1 Effects on F{ousing and community Ðevelopment

A review of literature presently available pertaining to housing pricing and

provision as it relates to development charges suggests that there are impacts

detrimental to the housing industry, the commerciaVindustrial sector, and to

communities which are the result of development charges. These negative

effects of development charge implementation are discussed in further detail

below.

5"1"n F{ousåxag amd tñre F{ousËxrg hrdusÉny

Drafting of Bill 20, the precursor to the Development Charges Act. 1989 took

place in the 1987-1989 period, during which the Greater Toronto Area witnessed

rapid growth, dramatically escalating housing prices, and, generally speaking,

problems in housing supply. A policy statement titled Land Use Planning for
Housing was released at the approximately the same time that the Act was

passed and emphasized the concem of the govemment of the day with the

problem of housing affordability. Issued by the Ministry of Municipal Affairs
in Ontario under the authority of the Planning Act. 1983, the policy statement's

stated objectives included the following: 2e

To foster municipal land use planning practices which" i.

D^I;^-' C+^+^*^-+ i^^-,^l ,--.l^- ¿f-Íuiluy ùLarsrriiJrrl issue(¡ unoer lrle
1983, July 13, 1989, p. 4.

2e Ministry of Municipal Affairs, Use
authority of Section 3 of the Piaruring Act.
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are responsive to housing need tfuoughout the

Province, and

ii. To contribute, along with other provincial initiatives, to

the overall goal of providing a sufficient supply of a
range of housing types which are accessible, affordable,

adequate and appropriate to the needs of the full range

of households in Ontario. "

To this end, the statement indicated that the policy of the Province of Ont¿rio

was that: 30

"411 planning jurisdictions, including municipalities and planning

boards, consider the implications of their actions on the availability

of housing to meet future local, regional and provincial needs. "

At the s¿lme time, acknowledgement of the importance of the affordable housing

issue was made in Section 3(5) of the Development Charges Act. 1989, where

provision was made for exemptions from payment of development charges for
this category of housing as indicated below: 31

A development charge by-law may

" (c) designate categories of dwelling units as affordable

30 Ministry of h,4unicipal Affairs, Ibid, p. 5.

31 h¡fi-i^+*, ^f' +L^ ¡t ¿¿^-^-- rj -,- - -- a ñ a . ^arviiiilsiry oi ine 1riioniey Uenerai. Ðeveiopment Charges Act. i989.
Queen's Printer for Ontario, page 12.
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housing; and

(d) provide for a fulI or partial exemption of designated

categories of affordable housing from the payment of

development charges. "

Critics of the legislation suggest that the reduction in development charges to

affordable housing is of more benefit to the Govemment of Ontario than anyone

else, since any reduction here means less grants and subsidies by the province to

help achieve an "affordable" level of housing cost. The transfer of fiscal

responsibility will thus take place from the govemment to the property taxpayer,

either existing or new. Planners familiar with municipal finances suggest that a

more effective option for providing municipal assistance to affordable housing

would be through a municipal grant rather than a complication of the already

complex development charge system.32

Representatives from the development industry and the affordable/non-profit

housing sector have strongly cirticized the development charge legislation

because of its effect on housing provision and pricing (discussed in further detail

below). These groups point out that municipalities implementing development

charge by-laws rarely make use of the provision of the Act which allows for

exemption of affordable housing and they voice concerns that development

charge costs are passed on to homebuyers through increased housing prices.

32 e',,J.ùyûney
V/orld, March 1989,

À Ã^-^L ^-- ^^rvIUrçIIUUSU,

p.7r.
ttT ^¿ T ^---- lT --:-1 ,: . ôrr EtLUL t_,SVy Le_grslauon - a,qalnt , tvtunlclpal
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Difficulties in defining, with any degree of precision, the term "affordable

housing" would seem to be one of the main obstacles in preventing

municipalities from targeting affordable housing for exemption. Questions about

whether it would include co-operative housing, public housing, non-profit

housing, and even market housing which is at the low end of the market in

terms of price, probably cause municipal councils to shy away from the issue

altogether.

While the intent of development charge legislation is to shift the burden of
financing infrastructure for new development from the municipality to

landowners and developers, it would seem that in certain housing markets, costs

of the charges are passed on to the homebuyer. All material which was

presently available on impacts of residential development charges concludes

that increases in housing costs are one negative by-product of the levy with

impacts, presumably, on all those involved in the provision and consumption of
this commodity.

Briefs and presentations since 1989 by the southem Ontario development

industry on the subject of residential development charges have raised concems

about the effect of the levy on housing prices in particular and the development

industry in general.

Pointing out that the burden of development charges are borne by new home

buyers, spokespersons for the development industry have consistently indicated

that the charges will have a negative impact on the provision of non-profit

housing in particular. As the development charges are an "up-front" cost,
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assuming that the value is capitalized into the value of a new home, a

homebuyer would pay approximately $29,500 in additional interest payments

over a 25 year mortgage if the residential development charge is $10,000

(assuming I3Vo mortgage rate).33

The coincidence of the economic recession in North America, particularly severe

in the Province of Ontario, with the implementation in many municipalities in

southern Ontario of development charges by-laws, heightened concems that the

levies have exacerbated the economic slowdown since 1991. An official with

the Urban Development Institute, an association of builders in the GTA,

indicated that building trade unemployment rose to an estimated 80 per cent in

some sections of the development industry by February L99I, and total building

permit value in 1990 dropped 47Vo, or more thangZ.2 billion, over 19g9 activity

in the GTA, blaming in part introduction of development charges.3a

While the intent of development charges, as described above, is to allocate the

costs of development to those responsible for incurring it, according to some

housing policy planners, developers, at least, are unlikely to bear the cost of
development charges in the long term. While landowners may pay a portion of
these costs, these authors conclude that homeowners and renters ultimately pay

the majority of the costs of residential development charges:

33 Urban Development Institute Pacific Region, "Discussion Paper on
Development Cost Charges and Levies: Alternative Financing Mechanisms for
Infrastrucfure", November , L990, p.4.

34 D-:^- f\^-,¿^- ??\/^--r- ñ- -r - ñ ñ r.õiian iJexter, YorK Ueveiopers Seeking Reiief From Lot Levy
Fees", Toronto Star, February 21, 1991.
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"V/here development impact fees are assessed on housing, residents

of new and existing housing ultimately pay them in the form of
higher purchase prices and rents, or of rower housing quality."35

A 1989 study prepared by the Urban Analysis Group in London, Ontario draws

similar conclusions although it suggests that developers, where possible, will
aftempt to transfer some of the development charge costs back to farmers or

landowners in the form of reduced raw land prices.36

According to a recent study of short- and long-term effects of development

charges on housing markets and housing prices in the United States housing

market and housing supply conditions, to a certain extent, determine whether the

homebuyer, developer, or both will bear the burden of the charge.31 Authors

of this study considered differenr rypes of housing markets and supply

conditions and found that the ability of developers to pass on the costs of
development charges varied a great deal depending on the conditions. In
addition, the segment of the housing market which developers aimed their

3s F.E. Huffman, Jr., A.C. Nelson, M.T. Smith, and M.A.
stegman, "ütrho Bears the Burden of Development Impact Fees?",
Development Impact Fees: Policy Rationale. practice. Theor)¡ and Issues, p.
32r.

36

Develo
Urban Analysis Group,

dv for Association and
the urban Development Institute, London, ontario, september, 1989, p. 39.

37 DD rj..ff*^- T- a t1 Rr-r aø,-I...ú. ij.uïïmaä? jr., A.u. f.{eison, ivi.'i'. smiih, anci M.A. stegman,
Ibid, p.315.

tario H
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product to varied.

In markets where buyers are insensitive to price (eg, small urban centres where

competition is limited or a "seller's market" where housing is in high demand)

and where there are no barriers to entry by developers (such as high land prices,

land use regulations or development charges) developers can mark up housing

costs by nearly the full amount of the development charge with the homebuyer

bearing the cost of charges. In a housing market where buyers are insensitive to

price changes but there are barriers to entry by developers (desirable places

within larger urban areas such as Cabbagetown and the Annex within Toronto),

developers will change their market orientation to higher income households.

Lower- and middle-income households will be squeezed out of the community

and into nearby communities that are close substitutes and homebuyers again

pay most of the cost of the development charge. In the most common market

situation, where homebuyers are sensitive to price changes and there are no

barriers to developer entry, both buyers and developers share the burden of the

charge, though in the long term, the authors conclude, homebuyers will share

the largest share of the development charges as developers bring their product to

the market when profits retum to levels experience before the implementation of
development charges.

Along with municipalities ( who gain from a new source of revenue), the clear

beneficiaries of development charges are considered to be the owners of existing

real estate who had ownership before the development charges were
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implemented.3s Higher costs per unit of land, as a result of development

charges, reduce supply of the serviced land within a municipality until excess

demand forces existing serviced land and existing housing to rise in value.

Owners of existing holdings stand to gain increased profits if their property is

competitive with new buildings that must pay a development charge.

One undesirable consequence of widespread imposition of development

charges, according to a L978 study prepared by a Federal/Provincial Task Force,

may be a favouring in the housing development industry of larger, integrated

development firms relative to smaller companies. The study suggests that lot
levies increase a developer's costs prior to receipt of revenues from the sale of
lots, thus potentially producing cash flow problems and an increase in the

financial resources required by land development firms. The result may be a

favouring of larger more established firms, with increased stan dardization in the

suburban landscape and more limited range of choices of housing available to

home buyers.3e

5,T"2 Coxrenaeuxaity ax¡d Regioxlaå Ðevelopxnemt

In terms of the impact of development charges on the development of
communities, development charges may serve to increase the attractiveness of

38 F.E. Huffman, Jr., A.C. Nelson, M.T. Smith, and M.A.
Stegman, Ibid, p. 321.

3e Urban Analysis Group, Ibid., p. 40.
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some cofiìmunities at the expense of others. oo Communities with real estate

markets that are modestly insensitive to price and which have barriers to

developer entry gain three windfalls. First, the property tax base rises as prices

rise to pay the fee. Second, as prices rise, only more affluent occupants move

into the community, thereby increasing taxable sales throughout the community.

Third, as affluent occupants displace lower income occupants, community

expenditures for indigent services fall. Other communities therefore will bear

the burden of displaced development and increased fiscal stress.

Considerations of attractiveness of communities and competitiveness with

neighbouring jurisdictions were clearly an important factor in the public

discussions involved in many southern Ontario municipalities' process of
implementation of development charges over the past two years. While the

issue of competitiveness focused primarily on use of the non-residential

development charge and its effect on the development of a commercial and

industrial base for a municipality, the effect of residential development charges

on the socio-economic development of a community were an issue as well:

" 'where development. . . .impact fees are assessed on non-

residential development, especially offices, the fees will push

tenants who are sensitive to rising rent levels out of the community

and will dissuade prospective tenants from choosing that

jurisdiction. The jurisdiction is then denied a certain amount of

40+u F'.8. F{uffman, Jr., A.C. Nelson, M.T. Smith, and M.A. Stegman,
Ibid, p.321.
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fufure economic development. "4l

on a larger scale, development charges may have a detrimental role in

exacerbating some of the disparities that are evident between regions in the

Province of Ontario and, if widely used across Canada, between provinces. In
the Canadian federal system, senior levels of govemment have traditionally

played an important role in the redistribution of wealth, through application of
consistent standards for various services throughout the country and through

funding of these services through direct program administration or grant

funding.

While regional disparities continue as an intractable problem in the Ontario and

Canadian economy, the redistributive efforts of these levels of govemments

serve to provide, to a great extent, a more corìmon level of services throughout

the Province of Ontario and throughout Canada than might otherwise be the

case. In Newfoundland, for example, a "have-not" province, the quality of
medical care may well rival that available in Alberta, one of the wealthier

provinces, while within the Province of Ontario, citizens in the Town of
Kincardineo' may make use of a sewer system which may only have

41

Stegman,
F.E. Huffman, Jr., A.C. Nelson, M.T. Smith, and M.A.

"Vtrho Bears the Burden of Development Impact Fees?",
Deve Fees: Poli le. Practi
321.

42 The Town of Kincardine, located on Lake Huron, had a 1997
population of 6,585 according to the Census. A municipality of this size is
unlikely to have ihe finarrcial resources fo unciertake deveiopment of a sewerage
system by itself and would receive Ministry of Environment grants.

p.
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realistically been afforded by towns with a much larger population.

Development charges are a financing mechanism, the authority of which to use

has been granted to lower levels of govemment by senior levels which are intent

on off-loading responsibility and program financing costs. As upper levels of

government play less and less of a role in "levelling" the services across the

Province andlor Canada, it appears likely that levels of service will be

dramatically different across the province, for example, or at least cost

significantly different amounts to end users depending on the fiscal health of the

local municipality.

5.2 A Comparative ,{nalysis of Residential Ðevelopment
Charges in Southern Ontario

5"2"1 Imtnoductioxr

The following two sections consider pattems which can be discemed in the

application of development charges in local municipalities in southem Ontario

since the passage of the Development Charges Act. 1989. The relationship

between the location of a municipality, the municipality's annual average

population growth rate between 1986 and 1991, and the total amount of

residential development charge which has been implemented has been

considered. As a result, four distinct categories of municipalities with

particular characteristics which influenced whether or not a residential

development charge was implemented and the amount of the residential

development charge implemented are discussed in the following sections.
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For the purposes of this analysis, only residential development charges in

southem Ontario jurisdictions have been considered in this chapter's discussion.

llhile residential and non-residential development charges are often included in

the same development charges by-law, residential development charges more

readily offer the opportunity for comparison since all residential development

charge amounts are described per single family dwelling. Non-residential

development charges, on the other hand, vary widely as to ttre method of
application. \Ã/hile in most jurisdictions, all non-residential property may be

subject to a unifonn non-residential development charge, in other jurisdictions

institutional, commercial and industrial lands may be subject to differing

charges. Further, while a non-residential development charge is commonly

levied per unit of building aÍea, some jurisdictions choose to levy the charge

against the gross land area, or, in a small number of jurisdictions, using a

combination of the two methods of calculation. Numerous other divergent

approaches to application of the non-residential development charge, in addition

to those described above, make comparison of non-residential development

charges in southern Ontario much more difficult than a comparison of residential

development charges; therefore, the following discussion of development

charges considers only residential levies.

Maps which identify the location of each of the local and regional municipalities

included in this chapter's analysis are provided in Figures A.1 to A.6 in

Appendix A. These maps have been prepared by the Minisrry of Municipal

Affairs and reprinted in this practicum with their permission.

Data pertaining to residentiai deveiopment charge amounts are derived from a
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development charges survey conducted by C.N. Watson and Associates Limited,

a Toronto consulting organization specializing in municipal finance. Frepared

during the first three months of 1992, the survey indicates residential and non-

residential development charges for over 360 of the largest municipalities in

Ontario, including all municipalities which are within "upper tier" regional

municipalities.a3

Since regional and local municipality responsibility for services such as water,

sanitary sewer and solid waste vary significantly between regional municipalities

in Ontario, in order to make comparisons between municipalities on a common

basis, development charges which have been levied by regional municipalities or

counties, local municipalities, and local utilities (under the jurisdiction of local

municipalities) have been combined. Since only two regions have school boards

which have implemented education development charges as of January 1993 and,

a number of others are anticipated within the next number of years, education

development charges have not been included with regional, local and utility

residential development charges for analysis in the following section.

As discussed in Section 4.2, residential development charges implemented by

local and regional municipalities do not necessarily reflect the development

charge amounts recorìmended in consultants' studies considered necessary to

offset growth-related infrastructure capital costs in the municipality over the

study period. Municipalities implementing residential development charges

43 C.N. Watson and Associates Limited, 1992 Surve]¡ of Ontario

1992.

Tltilitr¡ onrl Q 'f-^-^-+^ 
^ 

*-:1r \rt \_rllL\r, ¡1Pr rI
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lower than the amounts recofirmended in these studies did so with the

recognition that the net difference between the revenues collected from

residential development charges and the expenditures on growth-related

residential infrastructure development within a municipality will have to be paid

for out of the general revenue of the municipality, i.e, primarily from property

taxation.

Census population data for 1986 and I99l have been utilized from a Statistics

Canada publication released in 1992 which indicates population and dwelling

counts by census division and subdivision for Canada.aa In the case of
southem Ontario, these subdivisions conespond to local municipalities and

Indian reserves. On the basis of the census population data provided in the

publication, average annual population growth between 1986 and 1991 has been

calculated for 579 local municipalities in southem ontario.as

Residential development charges and average annual population growth rates

between 1986 and L997 for each of the local and regional municipalities in

southem Ontario which have implemented development charges are indicated in

44 statistics canada, Population and Dwelling counts: census
Divisions and Subdivisions, Catalogue No. 933a4, Ottawa, Minister of
Industry, Science and Technology, 1992, p. 60-78.

4s "Upper level" municipalities, including counties and regional
municipalities (which total 33 in southem Ontario) have not been had average
annual population growth rates prepared as these municipalities are comprised of
local municipalities. However, the development charges levied by these levels
nf rnrrninit.rql -^rro-manf 1r^*,o l-^^- :-^1,,J^l i.. +L^ ^-^I--^:^ ^f l^--^rv¡ r¡ru¡¡vrf,sr óvvvrrurrvrrL rr(lvw [JrsVrr urUrLlUçtl rU LllE 4ffrUySfS Uf UçVgIUpIIlCIlt
charges as indicated in Section 5.1.2.
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Table B-1 in Appendix B and summarized in Table 5-1 in this chaprer. Of the

612local and regional municipalities in southern Ontario considered in this

analysis, 413 had not implemented development charges as of Spring 1992.

Average annual population growth rates between 1986 and 1992 for these

municipalities are indicated in Table B -2 in Appendix B and summarized in

Table 5-1 in this chapter.

In order to illustrate more graphically the relationship between development

charges and population growth in the 1986-91 period, charts have been prepared

which indicate the corresponding average annual population growth rate between

1986 and 1991 for each individual local municipality which has implemenred a

residential development charge, by region or county. These data are indicated

in Charts B-1 to B-19 in Appendix B.

5"2"2 InfTr¡e¡rce of l-ocatiornaå, Gnowt[a axed Populatioxl Size Factors ira
CErarge Ðeterrninatio¡e

Residential development charges which have been levied in 199 local and

regional municipalities in southern Ontario as of Spring 1992 have been

evaluated in this chapter in addition to 413 local municipalities which did not

implement them. In local municipalities where both local and regional levels of

goveflìment have levied a residential charge, these charges have been combined

to indicate a total residential development charge applicable in the local

municipalities, as detailed in Section 5.1. Therefore, a total of 190 local

municipalities in southem Ontario ( whose residential development charges

include "upper level" regional residential development charges) have been

segregated into three categories as indicated in Table 5-1 while a fourth category
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considers municipalities which have not implemented a residential development

charge. These categories include:

1. Local municipalities which, as of Spring 1992, has no local or regional

residential development charge implemented in their jurisdictions. Many of

these municipalities had development charge studies underway at the time of the

development charge survey undertaken in Spring L992 and may have

subsequently passed development charge by-laws; however, as the C.N. Watson

and Associates study is the most recent comprehensive development charge

survey available, it has been utilized for the pu{poses of this analysis.

2. Local municipalities situated outside the Greater Toronto Area and the

Ottawa-Carleton Region which had either a local or regional residential

development charge, or both, implemented in their jurisdiction by Spring |ggz

and which experienced a low average annual population growth rate between

1986 and 199L.

3. Local municipalities situated in the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-

Carleton Region which had either a local or regional residential development

charge, or both, implemented in their jurisdiction by Spring 1992 and which

experienced a low average annual population growth rate between 1986 and

t99t.

4. Local municipalities located in close proximity to Metropolitan Toronto

and the City of Ottawa which had either a local or regional residential

development charge, or both" implemented in their iurisdiction hv ,snrino 1QQ?¡ -- o') -- L/J-
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and which experienced a high average annual population growth rate between

1986 and I99I.

5.2"2"î Categony Ome lVfln¡naücüpa[åÉåes

Municipalities which have not implemented development charge by-laws in the

Province of Ontario total 4I3, of which 389 are local municipalities and 24

regional municipalities. I.{one of these municipalities are located in close

proximity to the two most rapidly expanding urban centres in southem Ontario,

the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-Carleton Region.

As indicated in Table 5-1, annual population growth between 1986 and 1991

averaged 7.74Vo in these municipalities while population in 1991 in the 389

local municipalities averaged 5,235. Further data on individual municipalities

which had not implemented residential development charges by Spring 1992 is

indicated in Table B-2, Appendix B.

Generally, it can be assumed municipalities in this population range would not

have the necessary financial and manpower resources to undertake the minimum

ten years of capital budget forecasting required by the Development Charges

Act, 1989 for proper calculation of ari appropriate development charge, since,

historically, few municipalities prepare capital budget forecasts beyond three

years. In addition, the costs of the development charge study itself, estimated at

between $10,000 and $20,000 for rural municipalities with no major sewer and

waterworks, represents a substantial investment by the municipality relative to

its annual expendifures and to the revenues which would be raised annually by



DËVELüPMEruT Gü.{ARGES AND RATES OF GMOWTB-Ë AMTNG

MUNICIPALITIES WITH NO DEVELOPMENT CHARGE BY-LAW 1.47O/O

389 LOCAL MUNICIPALITIES, 24 REGIONAL MUNICIPALTTIES

MUNICIPALITIES WITH DEVELOPMENT CHARGE BY-LAWS 2.52%
MUNICIPALITIES WITH LOW POPULATION GROWTH

153 LOCAL MUNICIPALITIES AND 4 REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES

SO{jTF{ËRN TNT'ARåO MTJN åGgPALåTü ES

3 MUNICIP,ALITIES WITH DEVELOPMENT CHARGE BY-LAWS 0.75O/"

URBAN MUNICIPALITIES WITH IN METROPOLITAN TORONTO

AND OTTAWA-CARLETON REGION

7 LOCAL MUNICIPALITIES

4 MUNICIPALITIES WITH DEVELOPMENT CHARGE BY-LAWS 5.03%
HIGH GROWTH MUNICIPALITIES ON PERIPHERY OF

GREATER TORONTO AREA AND OTTAWA-CARLEÏON REGION

30 LOCAL MUNICIPALITIES AND 5 REGIONAL MUNICIPALII-IES

TABLE 5-1

AVERAGE ANNUAL RATE
OF POPULATION GROWTH

MEDIAN AVERAGE

SOURCES: C.N.WATSON AND ASSOCIATES LT

STATISTICS CANADA CATALOGUE 93.304 - POPULATION DATA FROM 1986 AND 1991 CENSUS

DEVELOPMENTCHARGE AVERAGE
(PER STNGLE FAMtly DWELLLING) 1991

MUNICIPALITY
MEDIAN AVERAGE POPULATION

1.74%

2.73%

$o

$3,563

0.67%

$o

$4,217

5.50% $11,804 $11,188 74,495

$5,120 $6,09t

5,235

19,278

308,611

{
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implementation of a development charge.a6

of the 389 local municipalities which are in category one, Z47 (63.5To) are

townships,96 (24.7Eo) are villages,38 (9.87o) are towns,T (l.BVo) are cities and

I (0.3Vo) is a borough. Overall, local municipalities in this category could be

characterized as rural municipalities with a relatively low population. Levels of

service provided by smaller municipalities in the Province of Ontario are

generally lower than those provided in larger urban areas and therefore capital

costs related to any growth occurring in these municipalities may be

considerably less than would be incurred in municipalities which have higher

levels of service.

Lower levels of service (relative to those provided in large urban centres) may

prevail for roads, storm sewers, and fire protection while other services, growth-

related costs of which are considered eligible for inclusion in development

charges, may not be provided at all. These include sewage collection and

treatment, solid waste collection and disposal, water treatrnent and distribution,

transit, libraries, homes for the aged, ambulance services, and parks and

recreation.

Furthermore, low population growth rates in this category of municipalities,

averaging 1.74Vo per year between 1986 and 1991, in combination with a low

population base and low service standards, suggest that there are minimal

46 W.D. Russell, "Ontaio's Developrnent Charges Act: It,s a
'zinger!", Municipal World, March 1990, p 15.
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infrastructure investments which would necessitate taking advantage of the

development charge as a revenue-raising instrument.

In summary, this category of municipality is charactenzed by municipalities

which have a relatively small population and which are primarily rural, in that

they provide lower levels of services than would prevail in urban centres. These

municipalities experienced relatively low population growth in the 1986-91

period and subsequently have minimal growth-related capital costs related to

infrastructure development which would necessitate utilization of the

development charge as a revenue-raising instrument.

In addition, because of their low average population levels, these municipalities

lack financial and manpower resources to undenake the long term budgeting and

population forecasting necessary for development charge calculations and may

view the cost of undertaking a development charge study as a relatively

expensive proposition.

Municipalities in this category may have elected not to implement a residential

development charge for many reasons, as described above, including the

inability to prepare long-range capital budgets, the high costs of development

charge by-law preparation, low service standards (with fewer growth-related

capital costs), low population growth, or because of concerns about

competitiveness, i.e. that the development charge would make their municipality

less attractive for residential, commercial, andlor industrial development. These

municipalities may find themselves in an unfavourable position in the future as

grants, subsidies, and direct transfers, which in 1988 represented 30.5Vo of
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municipal revenue in Ontario, are reduced as part of an effort by the Province

control its expenditures and debt problem.aT

Municipalities which have implemented development charges accumulate

development charge reserves which are then used to cover all or a par| of the

cost of long-range growth related capital projects. For example, these projects

might include a sewage treatrnent plant, major roads, waterworks system, or

waste disposal site, all of which would be expensive projects plarìned for (and

collected for through development charges) in a ten or twenty year time frame.

Municipalities which do not have development charges in place may find that,

in the absence of provincial grants and subsidies and without development

charge reserves, they will not be capable of assuming the large amount of
debenturing required to cover the costs of such projects. As discussed in

Section 5.I.2, this situation may aggravate regional disparities which already

exist within the Province of Ontario.

5"2"2"2 Category Two ftlfluxricipa[itÍes

A second category of municipalities identified from local and regional

municipalities in southem Ontario surveyed in Spring 1992 include those which

have a relatively small population base, experienced moderate population growth

in the 1986-91 period and which implemented a residential development charge

since passage of the Development Charg .

47 Gary scandlan, "Municipal sources of Revenue", Municiæl_wqrkl,
October 1992, page 16.
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As indicated in Table 5-r, 157 development charges by-laws have been

implemented in l54locaI municipalities which can be characterized by the

above description.as Annual population growth in these municipalities

averaged 2.737o during the 1986-91 period, compared to an annual average

population growth rate of 2.077o in the Province of Ontario overall during this

period.

The residential development charge for municipalities within this category

averaged $4,2L7 per single family dwelling in 1991 while the median charge

was $3,563 per single family dwelling.ae A comparison of 1986-91 annual

average population growth rates with residential development charges is

indicated for each individual municipality in this category in Charts B-5 to B-t7

in Appendix B.

With a higher average l99l population than municipalities which have not

implemented a residential development charge, 19,278 compared to 5,234, and

higher average annual population growth in the 1986-91 period, these

municipalities clearly have growth-related infrastructure costs which would

justify preparation and implementation of development charges. Costs for

preparation of a development charge study and by-law by consultants for

48 Regional development charges apply in addition to local
development charges in some municipalities.

4e The median development charge is the development charge which is
situated in the middle of the range of development charges, i.e. one-half of all
rlpr¡clnnrnanf nhqrcac i- flrio nafaa^ñ' orÂ lacc +tr'^- +tr-^ *^Ji^- J^-,^I^*a^ÂLvvvvrvr¡r¡vr¡u vrrsróvu r¡¡ Lruù v(rLvó\rrJ 4rv rvùù L¡túl.ll LrrÞ lllvLllúltr Lrçvçrv![rrçllL

charge while one-haH are greater.
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municipalities in this size range are estimated at $15,000 to $35,000.s0

Of the 153 local municipalities which comprise this category,74 (4B.4Vo) are

townships, 47 (30.77o) are towns, 9 (5.97o) are villages, and 23 (I5.0vo) are

cities. A further breakdown of the data for this category of municipalities

indicates that average annual population growth between 1986 and 1997 for the

130 municipalities which could be characterized as rural in nature was 2.9LVo

while the average residential development charge was $3,974 in t992. Average

annual population growth for the 23 cities within this category was I.75Vo while

the average residential development charge was $5,588 in L992.

Of the municipalities within this category which are not cities (130 townships,

towns and villages), most are unlikely to provide the wide range of services

which would be offered in urban municipalities or provide relatively low levels

of service to their population for the services which do exist. However, as they

experienced average annual growth rates in the 1986-91 period which were

higher than the average growth experienced in the Province of Ontario during

that same period (2.917o compared to 2.07vo),, there are significant

infrastrucfure costs related to accommodating this growth which are eligible for

inclusion in a development charge.

Within this category of municipalities, 23 which are designated as cities (and

which had an average I99l population of 85,739) would provide higher levels

50 W.D. Russell, "Ontario's Ðeveloprnent Charges Act: It's a
'zingerl", N nicipal World, March 1990, p 15.
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of service and a wider range of services than those provided in rural areas.st

While these municipalities experienced lower average population growth than

the rural municipalities in this category because of the higher infrastructure costs

associated with provision of the services to accommodate this growth, the

residential development charge implemented averaged $5,588, slightly higher

than that implemented in rural municipalities within this category.

With respect to the effect of development charges on the housing market and

housing prices within the municipalities in this category (in light of the

discussion about the relationship between development charges and housing

prices above), one would conclude that both homebuyers and developers would

share the burden of the fee. In the present housing market in the municipalities

located away from the Ottawa-Carleton Region and the Greater Toronto Area,

homebuyers are sensitive to price changes while the low costs of land, low

development charges, and the relatively low level of land use regulation present

few barriers to developer entry into ttre housing market. Development charges

are likely to have a minimal impact on housing prices in this group of

municipalities, given the average residential charge in this category of

municipalities and the sensitivity of homebuyers to changes in housing prices.

In summary, this category of municipalities is located away from high growth

si These services provided in urban areas in category two
municipalities may be extensive and include sewage collection and treatrnent,
water treatment and distribution, recycling, solid waste collection and disposal,
fire nrnfeefinn ernhrrlenne cerr¡inec lihrotioo rna.lo f¡onoir ^^*Lo ^-'{ -^^*^^+i^*' ¡vvut rrvrq¡vor ¡vssù, Lr(nlùlU, P4r¡\ù úU.rlf f \/UllJltLl\rll,

and homes for the aged, among others.
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urban municipalities in the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-Carleton Area

and includes both rural and urban municipalities which have experienced a

moderate average annual growth rate in the 1986-91 period, comparable to that

experienced by the Province of Ontario overall. Higher service standards and

wider range of services offered in the 23 cities within this category are offset by

lower than average population growth rates such that the residential development

charges implemented are similar in amounts to those implemented in the 130

rural municipalities, where levels of service are lower but average population

growth rates higher.

Overall, there are moderate growth-related infrastructure costs being incurred in

this category of municipality. Clearly, however, these municipalities have

opted to take advantage of the opportunity to have development assume the

infrastructure costs associated with the growth which they are experiencing,

through implementation of the residential development charge.

5"2"2"3 CaÉegony T'hnee &zluxaicåpaåitåes

A third category of municipalities identified in this analysis include those

municipalities within the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-Carleton Region

which have implemented development charges and experienced relatively low

average annual population growth between 1986 and 1991. As indicated in

Table 5-1, seven municipalities fall into this category. These municipalities,

illustrated in Figures A-2 and A-6 in Appendix A, include the Cities of

Etobicoke, North York, Scarborough and York, within Metropolitan Toronto,

and the Cities of Vanier and Ottawa, and the Village of Rockcliffe Park within
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the Ottawa-Carleton R.egion.

These municipalities experienced population growth averagng 0.677o annually

in the 1986-9L period compared to average arurual population growth in the

Province of Ontario of 2.077o ovü the same period.

Excluding the two smallest municipalities, the Viltage of Rockcliffe Park

(population 2,1.13) and the City of Vanier (population L8,426), whose

populations were substantially lower than other municipalities in this category,

population in these municipalities averaged 308,611 in 1991.

As indicated in Table 5-1, residential development charges in the seven

municipalities in this category averaged $6,091 per single family dwelling in

1992, with a median development charge of $5,120 per single family dwelling.

A comparison of 1986-91 annual average population growth rates with

residential development charges is indicated for each individual municipality in

Charts B-1 and B-4 in Appendix B.

The amounts of the residential development charges implemented in these

municipalities primarily reflect the low population growth rates which have been

experienced in these municipalities which translate to low levels of growth-

related capital costs projected for infrastructure development over the ten year

period considered in development charge calculations.

rñIhile municipalities within this category provide high service standards and an

extensive range of services to their residents, infrastrucfure for these services has
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been in place for some time since they are well-established urban areas. What

population growth is taking place is generalty being directed to areas which are

already serviced, ie. infilling and intensification, rather than to new subdivisions

as in outlying suburban communities.

While these municipalities may have ongoing programs to extend their extensive

range of services to their residents, no capital costs which are related to

improvement of the levels of service (over the existing levels of service) may be

included in development charge calculation. Moreover, while municipalities in

this category have extensive infrastructure developed which entails considerable

expenditure to maintain and replace, such costs are specifically prohibited from

inclusion in a development charge by the Development Charges Act. 1989.

With respect to the effect of development charges on the housing market and

housing prices within the municipalities in this category, one would conclude

that most of the costs of development charges would be passed on to

homebuyers through higher housing costs, although not as high a portion as in

the 1987-1991housing market during which there was little buyer sensitivity to

prices in this region. In addition, developers may be changing their market

orientation and catering more towards higher income households which provide

a greater profit margin. In the present housing market in the Ottawa-Carleton

Region and the Greater Toronto Area, homebuyers are sensitive to price changes

while the high costs of land, development charges, and the extensive land use

regulation present barriers to developer entry into the housing market. While

development charges will be reflected in higher housing prices in this group of
municipaiities, given the average residential charge in this category of
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municipalities, they would have less of an impact on housing prices within this

group of municipalities than they would on municipalities in the fourth category

of municipalities.

In summary, this category of municipality include well-established urban centres

in the Greater Toronto Area and in Ottawa-Carleton Region which have

experienced extremely low population growth rates over the L986-91period and

have a high standard of services and wide range of services which are delivered

through an infrastructure which has been in place for a considerable number of
years. While residential development charges have been implemented, in terms

of the overall capital budgets of these municipalities (which are primarily

oriented to maintenance and replacement of the infrastructure), the charges do

not play as significarfi a role as in the municipalities which are included in

category two or four.

q). j a Categony Foun &áumicipa[ities

The fourth category of municipalities considered in this analysis include local

municipalities located in close proximity to Metropolitan Toronto and the City

of Ottawa which had either a local or regional residential development charge,

or both, implemented in their jurisdiction by Spring L992 and which experienced

a high average annual population growth rate between 1986 and 1991.

Municipalities within this category experienced annual growth rates during this

period averaging 5.507o compared to an average annual growth rate of 2.07Vo in

the Province of Ontario overall during the same period.



84

The thirty municipalities within this category are situated on the periphery of the

two southem Ontario urban areas which experienced substantial development

during the 1986-91 period, the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-Carleton

Region and, as a result, are experiencing intense development pressures.

These municipalities, illustrated in Figures A-2 and A-6 in Appendix A, are

located in Halton, Peel, York and Durham Regions in the Greater Toronto Area,

and in ottawa-Carleton Region. Of the 30 municipalities, 9 (30.07o) are

townships, 13 @3.3Vo) are towns, and 8 (26.77o) are cities. Population in 1991

in this category of municipalities averaged 74,495.

As indicated in Table 5-1, residential development charges in the 30

municipalities in this category averaged $11,188 per single family dwelling in

L992 with the median development charge of $11,804 per single family

dwelling. A comparison of 1986-91 average annual population growth rates

with residential development charges is indicated for each individual

municipality in this category in Charts B-1 to B-4 in Appendix B.

Communities within these municipalities are incorporating or have incorporated

high service standards which mirror those offered in neighbouring developed

urban areas, including sewage collection and treatrnent systems, water treatment

and distribution, roads (with high standards), waste collection and disposal,

recycling systems, transit, libraries, homes for the aged, parks and recreation,

ambulance, and fire protection.

V/ith relatively iow populations in 1991 compared to the neighbouring urban
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municipalities which are described in category three (74,495 compared to

308,611), municipalities in this category are expanding the level of services

described above to new communities. However, this development is undertaken

in the absence of the large property tax bases and high annual levels of

expenditures which larger mature urban municipalities rely upon in order to

gain approval for extensive debenture financing of capital works. s2

Furthermore, growth in these municipalities is taking place in the context of
continued reductions in the level of growth of transfer payments from senior

levels of government.

With respect to the effect of development charges on the housing market and

housing prices within the municipalities in this category, one would conclude

s2 Municipalities in Ontario are limited by the Ministry of Municipal
Affairs in terms of the debenture financing which they may undertake for cãpital
projects. The total debenture financing for capital projects may nor exceed 20Vo
of the total municipal expenditures budgeted for in a year.

Since this restriction is based on total expenditures by the municipality and
consequently includes transfers from senior levels of govemment, recent
substantial increases in welfare costs to municipalities have resulted in higher
levels of allowable levels of debenture financing. Welfare costs are financed
80Vo by the provincial goverTìment and 20Vo by municipalities, resulting in
inflated "expenditure" levels achieved by local municipalities.

Changes to the system of calculating debenture financing limits on Ontario
municipalities which are being considered would limit the expenditures
considered as the basis for calculating debenture financing as exclusively those
derived from "own source " revenue, i.e. revenues raised by the municipality
itself, rather than derived from other levels of governments. However, in terms
of overall authority to borrow for capital projects, local municipalities in the
Province of ontario have consistent controls placed upon them.
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that most of the costs of development charges would be passed on to

homebuyers through higher housing costs, although not as high a portion as in

the 1987-199I housing market during which there was little buyer sensitivity to

prices in this region. In addition, developers may be changing their market

orientation and catering more towards higher income households which provide

a greater profit margin. In the present housing market in the Ottawa-Carleton

Region and the Greater Toronto Area, homebuyers are sensitive to price changes

while the high costs of land, development charges, and the extensive land use

regulation present barriers to developer entry into the housing market. Given

the high average development charge in this category of municipalities, of all

categories of municipalities discussed in this analysis, development charges

would have the most impact on housing prices within this group.

5"2"2"5 Conc[usions

Generally, municipalities which have not utilized the development charge

mechanism are municipalities which have a relatively small population and

which are primarily rural, in that they provide lower levels of services than

would prevail in urban centres. These municipalities experienced relatively low

population growth in the 1986-9L period and subsequently have minimal

growth-related capital costs related to infrastructure development which would

necessitate utllization of the development charge as a revenue-raising instrument.

In addition, because of their low average population levels, these municipalities

lack financial and manpower resources to undertake the long term budgeting and

population forecasting necessary for development charge calculations and may
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view the cost of undertaking a development charge study as a relatively

expensive proposition. As such, then, growth-related infrastrucfure costs which

are incurred by these municipalities are borne by existing residents.

Moderate growth municipalities which are located away from high growth urban

municipalities in the Greater Toronto Area and the Ottawa-Carleton Area

include both rural and urban municipalities. With a higher average population

than municipalities which have not implemented a residential development

charge (I9,278 compared with 5,235) this category of municipalities provide

slightly higher service standards and wider range of services. Overall, there are

moderate growth-related infrastructure costs being incurred in this category of

municipality; enough, however, that these municipalities have opted to take

advantage of the opportunity to have development assume the infrastructure

costs associated with the growth which they are experiencing, through

implementation of the residential development charge.

Large urban centres in the Greater Toronto Area and in Ottawa-Carleton Region

(average population 308,611) which have experienced extremely low population

growth rates over the 1986-91 period have also implemented moderate

residential development charges. These municipalities provide a high standard

of services and wide range of services to their residents which are delivered

through an infrastructure which has been in place for a considerable number of

years. While levies have been implemented, in terms of the overall capital

budgets of these municipalities (which are primarily oriented to maintenance and

replacement of the infrastrucfure), the charges do not play as significant a role

in their municipai finance system as in other municipalities which are



88

implemented them in southem Ontario.

Rapidly growing municipalities on the periphery of the largest urban areas in

Ontario have a relatively low population in 1991 compared to the neighbouring

urban municipalities described above (74,495 compared to 308,611); however,

these municipalities are undertaking the expansion of high level of services and

a wide range of services to new communities. This infrastructure development

is being undertaken in the absence of the large property tax bases and high

annual levels of expenditures which larger mature urban municipalities rely upon

in order to gain approval for extensive debenture financing of capital works.

Furthermore, growth in these municipalities is taking place in the context of

continued reductions in the level of growth of transfer payments from senior

levels of govemment, necessitating heavy reliance on the development charge

financing instrument (the median development charge level in the thirty

municipalities in this group was $11,804 per single family dwelling, excluding

education development charges).

Assuming a continuing trend towards lower growth in overall transfer payments

from senior levels of governments, it can be conjectured that, unless other

revenue-raising financing mechanisms are made available to upper and lower

level municipalities in southern Ontario, development charges will see wider

application in this region, especially in municipalities which experience

population growth and are not willing to have existing ratepayers assume the

full costs of this growth. The patchwork application of residential development

charges across this region of Ontario may have wider implications in terms of
community development and regional disparities, as discussed in Section 5.1.2..
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6"Ø The Future of Ðeveloprmerat Charges ixn

txatanio

6" 1 lntroduction

Legislation enabling application of development charges can be seen as part of a

larger move by the provincial government in Ontario to grant wider taxation

powers to municipal governments. Accompanying these new taxation powers is

the responsibility for raising of revenues from their own sources, in place of the

grants and transfers from upper levels of govemment, which made up 30.5Vo of

municipal revenues in Ontario in 1988.s3 The development charges is only

one of many revenue raising tools which are under consideration for

implementation in order to allow for increased revenue to municipalities as

provincial and federal govemments reduce the rate of transfers to them. A

number of revenue-raising measures and instruments which have considered by

the public and private sector as alternatives to the development charge are

discussed in Section 6.2.

This final section in this chapter, Conclusions, considers the role of

development charges in the Province of Ontario in the future in light of the

trends in financing at provincial, local and regional municipality and school

board levels. The implications of this in terms of housing provision and pricing

and community development are drawn from the discussions on housing and

s3 Gary Scandlan, "Municipal Sources of Re./enue", Municipal World,
October L992, page 16.
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from the comparative analysis undertaken in Chapter Five.

6"2 Alternative Revenue-R.aising V[echanisms

6"2"ß, ã¡afnoducÉtom

A number of altemative financing mechanisms to development charges are

discussed below in order to place development charges in the context of other

revenue-raising mechanisms available to municipal govemments. While at

present the development industry is the segment of society primarily in

opposition to development charges and responsible for enunciating altematives

to them, this section discusses both public and private initiatives in altemative

municipal financing mechanisms.

Development charges have been greeted uniformly by the development industry

in the Province of Ontario with a great deal of negative publicity, primarily

organized by the Home Builders Association of Ontario and the Urban

Development Instirute, organizations primarily responsible for appeals of local

and regional development charges to the Ontario Municipal Board and of the

education development charges to the Divisional Court of Ontario. In other

areas of North America, there is less consistency in the way in which the

development industry views this levy as indicated below:

"Paradoxically, developers in many areas have been among the

strongest supporters of the use of development charges and other

non-property tax forms of revenue to finance infrastructure

r{ar¡olnnma-+ 'r.1"^.' f^^- *^-^+^-.1..*^ *i-L¿ t-^ -l- ^^ I -,^uwvvr.\-ryruvrrL . . . rrrçJ rçd.r rlr\rl¿lturrurlls rrrrBut ug präugu olr
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development if there are insufficient public facilities to

acconìmodate new developments. In addition, many developers

view development charges as a form of leverage: they can then

demand the necessary public facilities they need in order to develop

this land in a timely and orderly fashion.sa

6"2"2 A[tenxaative Fåna¡¡cixag &Æechamisraas

Three financing approaches which would have relevance in the Province of

Ontario are discussed in the following sections. One of these approaches, the

Value Capture financing mechanism, was identified in a Province of Ontario

Ministry of Municipal Affairs study and has been considered as a means of
infrastructure financing such as the subway facility extension. A financing

mechanism which especially lends itself to redevelopment areas, Special

District Financing, has been developed in a discussion paper provided by the

Urban Development Institute while a financing mechanism with special

application in the financing of educational institutions, Leaseback Financing,

discussed in a report prepared by the Urban Analysis Group is considered.

6.2"2"2 Value CapÉune

Value Capture refers to situations where coÍunercial value created by the

infrastructure, or by rezoning of land, is obtained by govemment and used to

help finance the infrastrucfure. The value created usually results from the

s4 Snyder, T.P. and Stegman, M.4., Pal¡ing For Growth : Using
Develooment Fees to Finance trnfrastnrchrre- The Tlrhan T.enrl Tnctihrte lqRR n
- 

- 
v-vÉ-€ . v \^gÚ9^$vÙs^v

7.
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ability to develop land for commercial or residential purposes and therefore is of

most relevance where the infrastructure results in increased land value, or the

ability to generate new cofirmercial revenues. 55 The Lion's Gate Bridge in

Vancouver, British Columbia was financed through this method and the Ontario

Provincial Govemment considers it one of the potential financing arrangements

for the subway transit extensions.

Value capture is most appropriate in situations where surrounding land value is

enhanced through an infrastructure project. This value can be "captured" in a
variety of ways by govemment, through selling of commercial development

rights or through the levying of a special tax on property that has acquired

added value because of the infrastructure development.

Typically, government would initiate the infrastructure project and acquire

necessary land, through expropriation as necessary. Specific parcels of land

would be transferred to the private sector and long term rights to conduct

cofilmercial activities on government property would be granted. The private

sector raises the necessary financing, assuming whatever risk is involved, and

develops the infrastructure to govemment specifications. Government is

responsible for operation of the infrastructure once it is developed while the

private sector is free to develop commercial potential on the property and/or sell

the land (ie. the specific parcels which have been transferred) or commercial

rights or it may operate cofiìmercial activities associated with the infrastructure.

Ministry of VÍunicipal Affairs, tive Fi
Ontario Munici ies : Final R March, 199I, p.22.
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Clearly this type of financing an'angement would have limited application and

would only be appropriate where there is significant potential commercial

activity andlor demand for residential accommodation. As such, there would be

limited application possible in smaller communities where there is less potential

for concentrated commercial and residential development. In addition to

transportation infrastructure development in medium-sized and larger

communities, applications where it could potentially be used include recreational

facilities such as community centres or community swimming pools.

The advanfage to goverutment of a financing arrangement of this nature lies in

the guarantee of minimal risk since the private sector assumes financing risk

(raising capital and carrying interest rate and foreign exchange risk), project risk

(committing to facility development at a fixed price), and commercial risk

(assumes the risk that commercial rights will not be as valuable as anticipated).

In addition, the cost of the infrastructure will be significantly reduced since the

major costs associated with the project are land acquisition costs, with the

private sector responsible for infrastructure development costs. At the same

time, the government waives the opportunity for reaping any of the rewards

from increased value in the land or commercial development rights, which could

be significant in a expanding economy.

A major disadvantage of the value capture financing mechanism lies in its

limited application since, as described above, it is best suited to transportation

infrastructure projects and recreational facility projects such as community

centres, rinks or parks. Since it depends on the desirability of commercial

andlor residential development rights, it has limited application in smaller
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potential in large urban centres
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limits its usefulness although it has major

which are growth-oriented.

6"2.2"3 FacilüÉy H-easebacl<

An alternative to capital expenditures by school boards on new school structures

and thus subsequent necessity of reliance on educational development charges is

the leaseback concept discussed in a report prepared by the Urban Analysis

Group.s6

School boards in the Greater Toronto Area today face high land values; in

Durham Region, to the east of Toronto, land was valued at $200,000 an acre in

1990 while in Peel Region, to the west of Toronto, land values approached

$400,000 an acre in 1990.57 Schools become redundant as a community

matures, especially in newly developed suburban areas which are particularly

homogeneous with young families predominant. As a community matures,

school enrollment drops until the facility becomes underutilized.

In this type of financing arrangement, the private sector constructs a school

according to school board specifications on private land and then leases it to

local school board. The board is thus relieved of large initial expenditures and

can finance lease payments from local tax revenues and govemment grants.

Developers, after a specified period of time when school enrollments are

Urban Analysis, ibid, page 53.

Orland French, Globe and Mail, May 22, L990.
57
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expected to decline, are free to redevelop the land for other appropriate uses.

Facility leaseback is an arrangement which has been recently proposed to Peel

Board of Education which is the largest school board in Canada. Provincial

government restrictions on financing for new schools and school expansions has

translated to increasing use of busing in this region as a means of
accommodating students in new subdivisions where schools cannot be

constructed. Facility leaseback offers the opporfunity for a school board to

provide educational facilities faster and for substantially less capital investment.

Over the long term, the construction and provision of educational facilities is

achieved at lower cost since the private sector is encouraged to construct

facilities at lower cost since it will reap larger profits if it can achieve greater

cost efficiencies. In addition, there is incentive to construct facilities quickly

and provide leasing arrangements which are greeted favourably by school

boards, since the presence of a new school in a subdivision may attract more

homebuyers to other properties owned by the private sector in the

neighbourhood. Greater efficiencies in land usage are achieved since the

property will be redeveloped for other needs as the school becomes redundant.

Altemately, the school board may assume greater total costs if an unfavourable

leasing alrangement is negotiated with the private sector. In addition there may

be considerable public resistance to an arrangement which would see potentially

see public institutions in private hands and reuse of schoolyards as development

sites after a specific time period has elapsed. In addition, there is the potential

for resistance from the Ministry of Eclucation which has specific capital grant
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funding formulas and standards for schools throughout the Province of Ontario.

6.2"2.4 Specåa[ ÐisÉnücÉ FñnnaxacËxag

Special district financing is a method financing which has been discussed in

detail by the Urban Development Institute Pacific Region.ss Proponents of this

financing alrangement offer that it allows property owners to collectively access

financing to pay for new infrastructure at lower than conventional rates in areas

where new development or redevelopment is being proposed. Its proponents

suggest that it ensures that property owners pay a proportionate share of costs

associated with new facility infrastrucfure. This method of financing is best

suited for application where the boundaries and benefits of a growth area can be

clearly delineated.

Special district financing has seen increasing usage in American states which are

experiencing rapid growth and in states which have imposed tax or expenditure

limitations.se In cities where it has seen application, the greatest use has been

to finance local streets, lateral sewers, and sidewalks; however, cities have also

used them to finance at least a portion of the cost of infrastructure with a more

regional application.

s8 Urban Development Institute Pacific Region, "Discussion Paper on
Development Cost Charges and Levies: Alternative Financing Mechanisms for
lnfrastructure", November , 1990, p.9.

Thomas P. Snyder and Michael A. Stegman, pa)¡ing for Growth :

Usin TT.Éro- T o-r{ Tnc+ir-,'+o 1ôOZv I ucur Lcttr\l lrIùLrLLtLw, L 2 lJw,
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Types of facilities which lend themselves to special district financing include:

i. water and sewage facilities,

ii. roads and highways,

iii. recreational facilities and program services, and,

iv. landscaping and sidewalks.

Special districts are often referred to as a Local Improvement Area, a

Community Facilities District or a Community Rehabilitation District. The

district may be any size and may exclude any property. It is thus considered an

efficient means of determining public infrastructure and facilities requirements

and apportioning of the costs fairly to property owners. Once formed, a district

is a legally constituted entity the sole purpose of which is to finance facilities

and services. Bonds, debentures, and mortgages can be secured by the levy of

specified special taxes which must be approved by the property owners within

the proposed district.

Two methods are available for application of special district financing to large

scale projects or determinable areas. The first method is by:

i. establishing infrastructure requirements for a local area
or development site,

ii. designating a portion of the public facilities as general
and benefiting the whole community,

iii. financing this with general revenue, and

iv. designating the remaining benefits as special and
financing this tirough special district financing.
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The second method is achieved through extension of the boundaries of the

district to include all those who benefit from the public facilities inespective of
the amount of the benefit.

An advantage of special district financing over the development charge lies in

the time frame over which the costs of each are spread. While the development

charge is an up-front cost before development of land takes place, the special

district financing costs are derived from bonds, debentures and other financing

mechanisms which are spread over a longer period of perhaps twenty or thirty
years. Additionally, the special district financing anangement is alleged to have

less impact on local real estate markets than development charges, especially if
the development charges are high.

Special district financing, however, does not appear capable of generating the

large revenues necessary for complete development of new areas of a

municipality and would appear to lend itself to specific infrastructure projects or

areas of redevelopment. In addition, with this method of financing it is
necessary to have a clearly defined area of benefit in order to apportion the

costs to those who benefit. Where a number of new services are provided to a
community, especially soft services such as libraries, homes for the aged, and

cultural and recreational programs, boundaries of "benefit" may be different

for each service.
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6.3 Conclusions

Development charges already play a significant role in municipal finance in the

Province of Ontario as discussions in preceding chapters illustrate. Considering

some of the ramifications of this levy on housing prices and provision, the

development of communities, and regional development patterns, as well as the

opposition to it from the development industry, it would seem that

implementation of charges would proceed cautiously. However, the desperate

need for revenue sources for municipalities other than the property tax coupled

with the lack of any clearly superior altemative financing mechanism suggests

that they will play an even more significant role in municipal finance in the

future.

As discussions in Chapter Five demonstrated, housing pricing and selection, the

nature of community development and disparities between regions are important

issues which are closely related to development charge implementation. In all

types of housing markets most, if not all of the costs of residential development

charges are passed on to the homebuyer in the form of higher prices. While this

has implications for all new homebuyers, in particular this has significance for
the provision of affordable and non-profit housing. Increasing 1imitations in

housing choice and selection may be an unintended consequence of development

charges as the development industry favours larger firms with the capital

necessary to work in the real estate market. Pressures towards development of
more homogeneous coÍununities which exclude lower income groups may be an

additional consequence as developers change their market orientation towards

higher income groups and as communities with charges in place and
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corresponding high levels of service become more exclusively affluent.

The issue of regional disparities is clearly related to development charge

implementation as well, since the use of the charges has been precipitated by a

desire by upper levels of govemment to devolve more responsibility for

provision of services to municipal levels of government. The role of upper

levels of government in helping to providing a standard level of services across

the province and nation is being undermined by their respective financial

constraints.

The comparative analysis of municipalities in southern Ontario, undertaken in

Chapter Five, underscores the patchwork application of residential development

charges across this region and illustrates clear delineations between

municipalities. Municipalities which have not utilized the development charge

mechanism lack financial and manpower resources to undertake the long term

budgeting and population forecasting necessary for development charge

calculations and may view the cost of undertaking a development charge study

as a relatively expensive proposition. As such, then, growth-related

infrastructure costs which are incurred by these municipalities are bome by

existing residents. These municipalities may find themselves in an unfavourable

position in the future as grants, subsidies, and direct transfers, which in 1988

represented 30.57o of municipal revenue in Ontario, is reduced as part of an

effort by the Province to control its expenditures and debt problem.60

60 Gary Scandlan, "fuIunicipal Sources of Revenue", Municipal World,
October 1992, page 16.
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Municipalities which have implemented development charges accumulate

development charge reserves which are then used to cover all or a part of the

cost of long-range growth related capital projects. Municipalities which do not

have development charges in place may find that, in the absence of provincial

grants and subsidies and without development charge reserves, they will not be

capable of assuming the large amount of debenturing required to cover the costs

of such projects and the level of services provided by the municipality will
remain low. As discussed in Section 5.1.2, this situation may aggravate regional

disparities which already exist within the Province of onrario.

On the other hand, municipalities which have implemented higher development

charges (as in the fourth category of municipalities analyzed in Section 5.1.2)

are incorporating or have incorporated service standards which include

extensive and high levels of services for their residents. V/ith fewer provincial

transfers and grants available to offset the cost of provision of these services,

high development charges are being implemented to help pay for them. As

indicated above, these charges are likely to be reflected in higher housing prices,

with the result that lower income groups are squeezed out of these communities

and they become more exclusive. Property tax bases in these communitities will
be higher as a reflection of higher home values and, as affluent occupants

displace lower income occupants, cofiununity expenditures for welfare services

fall. other communities therefore will bear the burden of displaced

development and increased fiscal burden further contributing to the problems of
communities segregated by income levels and overall problems of regional

disparity.
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Flaving considered potential consequences of development charge

implementation, it seems clear, however, that the altemative methods of
municipal financing discussed in Section 6.1 above are inadequate and

incapable of providing the levels of revenue necessary to fund the infrastructure

required for new development, especially outside of the largest urban areas. The

Value Capfure, District Financing, and Leaseback Financing municipal financing

arrangements are all innovative and equitable revenue-raising measures under

consideration by governments. However, all are limited in the oppornrnities for
application and in the amounts of revenue which they could raise. Certainly

none would be able to finance the growth-related infrastructure which

municipalities are presently preparing capital budgets for.

As discussed in Chapter Four, the increasingly serious financial difficulties

faced by

charges.

ontario municipalities provide a strong impetus for use of development

Property tax revolts in parts of the United States and a high rate of
tumover of elected officials illustrate the public disaffection with the property

tax. Transfer payments from senior levels of govemment are being reduced

while, in some instances, these levels of government continue to off-load

responsibility for additional government programs to municipalities.

In 1978, for example, Ontario municipalities spent $4.1 billion to provide

services to their residents. Over the next ten years, frorn lglç to 1988, these

expenditures rose by over l60Vo to $10.8 billion, while transfer payments from

senior levels of government and payments in lieu of taxes declined, on a
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ofpercentage basis, from 33.67o to 30.5Vo total municipal revenue.6t

Recent rates of increase of unconditional grants (the largest component of major

transfers) from the Province of Ontario to municipalities, hospitals, universities,

and school boards in Ontario provide an indication of the trends in municipal

finances:62

r99U92
1992193
1993194
199419s

5.jVo
7.ÙVo

2.j%o

Grants retum to 1992193 levels

Figures provides by the Province of Ontario Treasury Board Division point to an

actual decline in capital rransfers between lggrllggz and lg9zll993. These are

indicated in Table 6.I.63

The trend towards off-loading of provincial government responsibility has

continued, if not accelerated, under the NDP administration of Bob Rae.

Negotiations underway at present between the Province and Metropolitan

Toronto suggest that a further off-loading of provincial government

61 Gary Scandlan, "Municipal Sources of Revenue", Municipal World,
October L992, page 16.

62 Interview with Janice Olando, Communications Branch, Ministry of
Treasury and Economics, Province of Ontario, February 1993.

63 Increases in operating transfers from province to municipalities
between I990l9I and 1992193 primarily reflecr the rising costs of welfare
during the most recent recession in ontario. WeHard costs are paid by
municipalities but funded 70Vo by the province.
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responsibility for funding of provincial government for funding of infrastructure

projects (roads, bridges, waterworks, etc.) may take place in exchange for

assumption by the Province of full social welfare costs in the Metropolitan

Toronto area. \Alhile the trade-off in responsibility may appear roughly equal at

present in terms of financial costs, the costs of provision and maintenance of

infrastrucfure in Metropolitan Toronto are anticipated to continue to increase

while welfare costs in the area will presumably decrease as the economy

recovers from the current economic recession.

Unlike local and regional municipalities, which faced a November 22, I99l
deadline if they wished to replace their existing charges with updated

development charges under the Development Charges Act. 1989, school boards

considering imposition of education development charges were free to prepare

development charge by-laws according to their own schedules. In fact, school

boards generally have proceeded cautiously since there is little previous

experience to guide them in development of the charge and by-laws and since

the tfueat of court challenge hung over the first of those to implement such a

by-law.

Province of Ontario Ministry of Education officials indicate that, at present, all

school boards in the high growth regional municipalities in close proximity to

the largest Ontario urban areas (Greater Toronto Area and Ottawa-Carleton)

have implemented or are considering implementation of education development
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TABLE 6-1

F[ruAruClAL TffiAruSFEMS

PROVINCE OF ONTARIO TO SCHOOL BOARDS, LOCALAND REGIONAL MUNICIPALITIES

YEAR

CAFIT'AL TR,AruSFERS

AMOUNT ANNUAL
(000's $) |NcREASE

OPEHAT'¡ruG TRAruSFERS

AMOUNT
(ooo's $)

ANNUAL
INCREASE

1990/1991

1991/1992

1992/1993

$1,224.0

$1,395.0

$1,299.0

13.97o/"

-6.95%

$3,316.0

$4,415.0

$5,066.0

33.14%

14.75%

PROVIDED BY TREASURY BOARD DIVISION , PROVINCE OF ONTARIO MINISTRY OF MUNICIPAL AFFAIRS
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charges by-1aws.6o A survey of 57 school boards in southem Ont¿rio

undertaken by C.N. Watson and Associates in F'ebruary 1992 provides further

. indication of the interest in education development charges in the areas of the

province experiencing high population growth rates. 6s This information is

illustrated in Table 6.2.

Indications are, then, that local and regional development charges will see much

wider application in the Province of Ontario in the future. Depending, of course,

on the outcome of the court challenge of the York Region School Boards

Education Development Charges to the Divisional Court of Ontario, education

development charges, as well, will likely see wider application in the Province

of Ontario in the next decade. Municipalities and school boards will require

access to new sources of revenue as transfers from upper levels of govemment

are increasingly limited. Clear, concise legislation is now in place which

provides an appropriate framework for calculation of development charges and

implementation of development charge by-laws. To date, no appeals of

development charge by-laws to the Oh4B or the Divisional Court of Ontario

have resulted in any rulings against municipalities.

As indicated in Chapter Five, municipalities within the Province which have

experienced a higher than average rate of population growth in the 1986-1991

64 Inærview with Leon Brumer, School Capital Program, Province of
Ontario Ministry of Education, February L993.

6s C.N.Watson and Associates Ltd., Economists, 1992 Survey of
Ontario Municipal. Utility and School Board Development Charges, April 1992,

page 5-2.
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TABLE 6.2

ËDtJGAT'NÕzu MEVffi LÜPMËruT ÕF*ARGË åruT'ËREST
üzu 57 SÕUTHËMru ÕruTAR8O SGHÕOL BGAffiÞS

SCHæL BOARDS OTHER

IN GREATERTORONTO SOUTHERN ONTARIO TOTAL
AREA (GTÊ,) OR SCHOOL BOARDS

OTTAWA,CÂRLETON

1 EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT CHARGE
SruDYUNDERWAY

2 EDUCAT1ON DEVELOPMENTCHARGE
SruDY COMPLETE

3 EDUCATION DEVELOPMENT BY{-AW
UNDER CONSIDERATION

4 EDUCATION DE\IELOPMENT BY,LAW
PASSED

5 NO INTEREST II.I EDUCAT]ON
DEVFLOPMENT CHARGFS

TOTAL

I

40

57

0

a7

43

2

3

14

" SIJRVEYOF 5/ SOUTHERT,¡ ONTARffC SCHOOL BOARDS BY C.N. WATSoN A¡{D ASSOCIATES LTD., FEBRI,JARY 1s92.
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period have already proceeded to implement development charges while

numerous others have studies underway which may result in development charge

by-laws. Further persistent municipal financial pressures, discussed above, and

the unpopularity of property tax increases, force municipalities to increasing

utilization of this type of indirect tax which, relative to the property tax, has low

political cost.
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TABLE B-1.

DEVE{-OPMENT' CF{A.R.GE ANÐ GR,OWT'F{ R.AT'E BV M{JNTCTPALIT'V

T,OCAI- MUNNCTPÁ.LXTV

TOT'A.n

ÐEVELOPMENT
CÍ{AR,GE

AVERAGE
ANNUA,I,

GR,OWTH R.ATE

1986-199tr

METROPOLITANTORONTO CITYOFETOBICOKE
CITY OF NORTH YORK
CITY OF SCARBOROUGH
CITY OF YORK

DTJRFIAM

HALTON

PEEL

YORK

$4,378

$5,120
$4,610

$3,763

$11,051

$12,811

$7,096
s11,678

$ 1l,975
$9,184

$11,369
$11,074

$4,606
$10,569

8rz,t97
$11,115

812,812

8r2,770
$13,419

$15,015

$11,929

$3,479

$7,536

$21,071

$10,448

$3,479

$3,987

$17,448

0.467o

0.227o

1.607o

0.7570

0.907o

9.437o

7.75Vo

6.99Vo

5.991o

2.027o

3.2170

3.457o

0.U2Vo

5.657o

2.127o

0.697o

14.62Vo

4.38Vo

3.3570

ll.35Vo
7.1070

4.63Vo

5.76Vo

II.37Vo

3.9470

2.58Vo

5.427o

6.MVo

CITY OFOSHAWA
TOWN OF AJAX
TOV/N OF NEWCASTLE
TOWN OF PICKEzuNG
TO}VN OF WHITBY
TOWNSHIPOFBROCK
TOWNSHIP OF SCUGOG

TOWNSHIP OF U)ßRIDGE

TOWN OF MILTON
TOWN OFOAKVTÍ T.E

CITY OF BURLINGTON
TOWN OF HALTON HILLS

CITY OF BRAMPTON
CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
TOWN OF CALEDON

CITY OFVAUGHAN
TOWN OF AURORA
TOWN OF EAST G}VILLIMBURY
TOWN OF GEORGINA
TOWN OF RICHMOND HILL
TOWN OF WHITCHURCH-STOUFFVILLI
TO}VNSHIPOF KING
TOWN OF NEWMARKET
TOWN OFMARKFIAM
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TABNÆ 8.1
ÐEVE{,TPMÐNT' CÉ{AR.GE ANÐ GROWT'F{ R,ET'Ð BY M{.JN[C[P,A[,XT'V

LOCAI. MUTqTCNPAT.ITV

T'OTAX,

DEVE[,OPMENT'
CHARGE

AVÐR.4GE
ANNUA,ã,

GR.OWT'T{ R,.A,T'E

1986199L

HAMILTON-WENTWORTH

NIAGARA

HALDIMAND-NORFOLK

BRANT

CITY OF HAMILTON
CITY OF STONEY CREEK
TOWN OF ANCASTER
TOWN OFDUNDAS
TOWN OF FLAMBOROUGH
TOWNSHIP OF GLANBROOK

CITY OF NIAGARA FALLS
CITY OF PORT COLBORNE
CITY OF ST. CATHARINES
CITY OFTHOROLD
CITY OF WELLAND
TOWN OF FORT ERIE
TOWN OF GRIMSBY
TOWN OF LINCOLN
TOWN OF MAGARA.ON-TFIE-LAKE
TOWNOFPELI{AM
TOWNSHIP OF WAINFLEET
TOWNSHIP OF WEST LINCOLN

CITY OF NANTICOKE
TOWN OF DUNNVILLE
TOWN OF HALDIMAND
TOWN OF SIMCOE
TOWNSHIP OF DELHI
TOWNSHIPOF NORFOLK

CITY OF BRANTFORD
TOWN OFPARIS
TOWNSHIPOF BRANTFORD
TOWNSHIP OF BURFORD
TOWNSHIP OF OAKLAND
TOV/NSHIP OFONONDAGA
TOWNSHIP OF SOUTI{ DUMFzuES

$10,346

$10,346

$9,534
$7,740
$8,702
s7,870

$5,325
$3,670

s6,443
$4,510

$3,600

$7,525

M,828
$5,409

s7,567

$4,703

$70

$3,508

s6,228
$6,731

$6,668

s5,729

$5,386
$s,381

s4,763

$5,184

$4,550

$800

s475
$1,050

$3.2s0

0.767o

2.797o

4.96Vo

1.687o

2.53Vo

0.28Vo

0.907o

0.537o

0.93Vo

1.697o

1.247o

2.26Vo

1.787o

3.57V0

0.7l.Vo

l.89Vo

0.82Vo

l.MVo

2.38Vo

0.92Vo

3.057o

l-697o

l.ZIVI
l.73Vo

l.49Vo

1.247o

0.707o

1.877o

2.54Vo

3.187o

2.84Vo
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TABTÆ E-l
ÐE,VET-OPMENT' CM¿,N,GÐ A.NÐ GR,OWT'F{ R,ET'E BV M{JNTCTPAT,I'T'V

LOC A X, M{jNXCXP.AI,XTY

TOTA[,
DEVELOPMENT'

CHAR.GE

AVERAGÐ
ANNUAI,

GROWTE{ RÁ."[E

1986-1991

WATERLOO

WELLINGTON

PERTH

ELGIN

MIDDLESEX

CITY OFCAMBRIDGE
CITY OF KITCFIENER

CITY OF WATERLOO
TOWNSHIP OF NORTH DUMFRIES

TOWNSHIP OF WELLESLEY
TOWNSHIP OF WILMOT
TOWNSHIP OF V/OOLMCH

CITY OFGI-]ELPH
TOWN OF FERGUS

TOWN OF HARzuSTON

TOWN OF MOUNT FOREST

TOWN OF PALMERSTON
VILLAGE OF ARTHI.IR

VILLAGE OF DRAYTON
VILLAGE OF ELORA
VILLAGE OF EzuN

TOWNSHIP OF ARTHUR
TOWNSHiP OF ERIN
TOWNSHIP OFGUELPH
TOWNSHIP OF MARYBOROUGH

TOWNSHIP OF MINTO
TOWNSHIP OF NICHOL
TOWNSHIP OFPEEL
TOWNSHIPOFPILKINGTON
TOWNSHIP OF PUSLINCH

TOV/NSHIP OF WEST GARAFRAXA
TOWNSHIP OF WEST LUTFIER

CITY OF STRATFORD
TOWN OF ST. MARYS
TOWN OFLISTOWEL
TOWNSHIP OF ELLICE

CITY OF ST. THOMAS
VILLAGE OF BELMONT

CITY OFLONDON
TOWN OF PARKHILL

$8,593

$9,4&
$9,898

$8,068
$4,818

$9,599

s9,813

$6,500

$5,978

82,221

$4,206

$1,935

$3,000

$3,563

$4,140

$3,390

$1,043

82,428
$6,925

$ 1,567

$750

$2,008
$2,721

$1,700

$r,242
$2,723

$1,000

$2,500

$i,850
$1,744

$1,000

$3,000

$9,500

65,475

$4,945

3.03Vo

2.247o

392Vo

5.497o

3.lIVo
3.30Vo

0.757o

2.37Vo

4.827o

0.U27o

3.497o

2.319o

2.88%
7.571o

3.1070

1.427o

4.3l%o

3.50Vo

1.767o

2.267o

2.l7Vo

1.977o

l.89Vo

3.72Vo

2.0r?o

6.36V0

1.71?o

0.90Vo

1.637o

l.l47o
0.8I7o

0.717o

6.l7Vo

2.407o

3.807o
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TABãÆ B-N

DEVET.OPMENT' CH^A.R,GE ANÐ GR,OWT'F{ R*ATE BY M{JNTCTPA{,ffi'V

LOCAI, M{jNXCTPAN,NTY

TOT'AT.
DEVE[,OPMENT

CHAR.GE

A\iER.4,GE
ANA{UÁ,T.

GR,OWTH R,AT'E

1986-1991

DUFFERIN

OTTAWA-CARLETON

LANARK

TOWN OF STRATHROY
TOWN OF WESTMINSTER
VILLAGE OF GLENCOE
TOWNSHIP OF NORTH DORCHESTER

TOWNSHIP OF WEST NISSOURI

TOWN OFORANGEVTTT E

TOWN OF SHELBURNE
VILLAGEOFGRAND VALLEY
TOWNSHIP OF AMARANTH
TOWNSHIP OF EAST G AIìAIIRJÐKA
TO1VNSHIP OF EAST LUTHER
TOWNSHIP OF MELANCTHON
TOTVNSHIPOFMONO
TOìVNSHIP OF MI.JLMUR

CITY OF GLOUCESTER
CITY OF KANATA
CITY OF NEPEAN
CITY OF OÏTAWA
CITY OF VANIER
VILLAGE OF ROCKCLIFFE PATU(

TOWNSHIP OF CUMBERLAND
TOWNSHIP OF GOULBOURN
TOWNSHIP OF OSGOODE

TOWNSHIP OF RIDEAU
TOWNSHIP OF IVEST CARLETON

TOWN OF CARLETON PLACE
TOWN OFPERTH
TOWNSHIP OF BECKWITH
TOWNSHIP OF RAMSAY

$4,580

$3,182

$1,500

$5,073

s2,193

$8,830

$7,830

$8,880

$4,591

$4,792

$4,858

ç4,5M
M,630
$4,395

$14,363

$16,087

$17,1 10

$9,807

97,478
$7,478
$t2,694
812,572

$6,263
$7,084

$7,084

s4,740
s3,237

$2,500

$2,800

3.I6Vo

2.85To

4.8870

2.4l%o

l.5l7o

4.39V0

2.&47o

5.197o

2.&7o
1.697o

2.687o

2.67o
6.2570

4.437o

2.5lVo

6.301o

2.427o

0-86Vo

0.NVo

0.77To

8.55Vo

5.597o

4.537o

2.787o

4.377o

2.5970

0.@7o

5.34Vo

3.737o
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TABTÆ B-1

ÐÐVEE,OPMENT' CF{.4R.GE .{ND GR,TWT&{ R'AT'E EV M{JNTCWA[-['T'V

LOCAI. MUNTCNPÁ.X.XTV

T'OT'AX.

DEVE[,OPMENT'
CH.4.RGE

AVÐR,AGE
.A.MNUAT,

GR,OWTE{ R.AT'E

1986-199X.

NORTHUMBERLAND

PETERBOROUGH

VICTORTA

ESSEX

TOWN OF BRIGHTON
TOIWN OFCOBOURG
TO}VN OF PORT HOPE

VILLAGE OF COLBORNE
TOWNSHIP OF BzuGHTON
TOWNSHIP OF HALDIMAND
TOWNSHIP OF HAMILTON
TOWNSHIPOFHOPE
TOWNSHIP OF MURRAY

CITY OFPETERBOROUGH
TOWNSHIP OF CAVAN
TOWNSHIP OF ENMSMORE
TOWNSHIP OF HARVEY
TOWNSHIPOFSMITH

TOWN OF LINDSAY
TOWNSHIP OF EMILY
TOWNSHIP OF FENELON
TOIWNSHIP OF MAÌ.IVERS
TOWNSHIP OF MARIPOSA
TOWNSHIPOFOPS
TO}VNSHIP OF VERULAM

CITY OFWINDSOR
TOWN OF AMHERSTBURG
TOWN OF BELLERIVER
TOWN OFLA SALLE
TOWN OF LEAMINGTON
TOWNSHIP OF MAIDSTONE
TOWNSHiPOF

SANDWICH SOUTH

$1,800
$4,254

$3,500
$2,500

$1,0m
$2,687

$2,296
s5,477
s1,500

$2,777
s2,328
s2,432

s2,262

$1,980

$3,280

$1,400

$1,224

$3,000

$1,689

$2,058
$750

$ 1,3 t4
$5,236

$1,393

$2,558

$1,355

s2,370

s2,682

3.961o

2.7j%o

1.7470

1.597o

2.967o

3.637o

4.727o

2.347o

2.501o

2.297o

4.90Vo

3.4OVo

5.777o

2.327o

2.927o

4.377o

3.l3%o

3-947o

4.8970

3.t97o
4.25V0

-0.1870

I.tBTo

2.517o

NOTAVÆI.ÁAL8

l.66Vo

3.147o

2.23Vo



REGÏONAI, M{jNTCTPA{,NTV
OR COIJNTY

LOCAI, MUNNCNPALTTV

B-6

T"ABTÆ B-1
DEVEX, T PMENT' CË{.ER,GE .AND GR,O WT'F{ R*AT'E BV M{JNTCTFAX,NT'Y

TOTAI- AVERÅGE
DEVET,OPMENT ANNUAI,

CF{AR,GE GROW"['E{ RAT'E
1986.tr991

SIMCOE

STORMONT, DUNDAS, &
GLENGARRY

I FF,DS AND GRENVI I E

RENFREW

BRUCE

FRONTENAC

CITY OF BARRIE
CITY OFORILLIA
TOWN OF COLLINGWOOD
TOWN OF MIDLAND
TOWN OF PENETANGUISHENE
TOWNOFSTAYNER
TOWN OF WASAGA BEACH
TOWNSHIPOF ADJALA
TOWNSHIP OF ESSA
TOWNSHIP OF MARA
TOWNSHIP OF ORILLIA
TOWNSHIPOFORO
TOWNSHIPOFTAY
TOÏVNSHIP OF VESPRA

TOWNS HIP OF CHARLOTTENB URGH

CITY OF BROCKVTT T E
FRONT OF LEEDS & LANSDOV/NE
TOWNSHIP OF O>GORP.ON-zuDEAU

TOIVNSHIP OF MCNAB

TOWN OF KINCARDINE
TOWN OF PORT ELGIN
TOWN OF SOUTHAMPTON

TOWNSHIPOF
LOUGHBOROUGH

TOTVNSHIP OFPORTLAND

$7,000

$7,000

$5,579
$13,114

$6,567
$2,625

$6,284

$4,32t
$6,262

$3,497

$8,396

$8,855

s2,463

82,490

$6,931

$2,500

$1,248

$1,087

$3,049

$3,500

$6,632
$3,800

$1,037

$1.250

5.34Vo

l.36Vo

2.ljVo
2.77Vo

3.56Vo

3.817o

3.9770

2.087o

2.457o

2.597o

2.747o

3.807o

1.407o

5.877o

2.ZlVo

0.67o
l.76Vo

5.347o

2.857o

2.397o

2.ÙlVo

2.73V0

5.357o

1.887o



B-7

TABXÆ B-N

ÐEVET,OPMENT' CFI.AR,GE ANÐ GR,OWT'F{ R,AT'Ð BV MUN{CW.ET.TT'Y

TOTAX. AVERÁ.GE

REGNONAL MUNTCNPAI,{TV T,OCAT, MUNNCIPAI,ITV DÐVEI,OPMENT A,NN{JÁ,I.

OR. COIJNTY CE{AR.GÐ GR.OWT'F{ RÁ'T'E

19M-n991

GREY

HASTINGS

LAMBTON

PRESCOTT AND RUSSELL

HURON

CITY OF OWEN SOUND
TOWN OF MEAFORD
TOV/N OF THORNBURY
VILLAGE OF DUNDALK
TOWNSHIP OF COLLINGWOOD
TOWNSHIP OF KEPPEL

CITY OF BELLEVILLE
TOWNSHIP OF THIJRLOW

TOWNSHiP OF MOORE

TO}VNOFROCKLAND
TOWNSHIP OF CAMBRIDGE
TOWNSHIP OF CLARENCE
TOWNSHIP OFRUSSELL
TOWNSHIPOF

NORTH PLANTAGENET

TOWN OF EXETER

$4,500

$3,822
$4,0m
$3,000
$5,313

$480

s2,775

$2,999

$1,750

$5,000

s2,032
$2,900

$5,739

$657

$1,500

I.75lo
0.627o

1.897o

5.317o

3.90Vo

5.LIVo

0.67o
2.6370

0.717o

6.717o

2.887o

3.637o

6.52Vo

2.087o

2.8570



E-E

TAETÆ B-2
GR.OW{ R,.ATE EY M[,]NNM,AT.[TY

N M{JNTCTPALITMS WTTH NT ÐEVET.OPE{ENT" CT{ARGE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
OR COUNTY

LOCAL MUNICIPALITY
AVERAGE
ANNUAL

GROWTTTRATE

19861S1

GREY

HASTINGS

TO1trNSHIP OF ARTEMESTA

TOWNSHIP OF BENTI¡{CK
VILLAGE OF CFIATSWORTTT

TOVúNSHIP OF DERBY

TO\ryN OF DURHAM
TOlüNSHIP OF EGREMONT

TOWNSHIP OF ETJPHRAS¡I.A

VILLAGE OF FLESHERTON

TOWNSHIP OF GLENEIG

TOWNOFHANO\¡ER
TOWNSHIP OF HOLLAND
VILLAGE OF IVÍARKDALE

VTLLAGE OF NEUSTADT
TOlryNHIP OFNORÀ{ANEY
TOWN8HIP OF OSPREY

TOIWNHPOFPROTON

TO1WNHIP OF ST. VINCENT

TOWNSHIP OF SARAWAK

VIL[.{GE OF ST{ALLO1tr LAKE

TOWNSHIP OF SULLIVAhI

TO1VNSHIP OF SYDENHA¡,{

VILLAGE OF BA¡{CROIIT
TO1wNBHIP OF BA¡[C'OR" IVTCKLO\M

A¡{D MCCLIIRE

TOWNSHIP OF CARLOIV
VILLAGE OF ÐEI,ORO

TOW}Í OFDESERONTO

TOIWNSHIP OF DTTNGA}INON

TOWNSHIP OF EI¿EVIR A¡{D GRIMSTHORPE

TOTVNSHÎP OF FARAÐAY
VILLAGE OF'FRANKFORD

TOWNgIflP OF HSRSCHEL

TOWNSHIP OF HUNGER¡ORD

TOWNSIüP OF T{UNTINGMN
TOWNSHIP OF LTMERICK

TOWN8HIP OF MAMC
VILI"AGE OF MADOC

4.48%

2,00%

3,670/lÐ

2.5t96

0.320,!o

3.73o/o

r,18%
.1.38%

4.08%

0.91o/o

3.350,6

2.25o/o

L,L3O,6

2.20%

2.350/6

4.4t%
3.660,4

2.790/o

3.80%

2.9491Ð

3.L6Vo

0.IlVo
2. OVo

z.\6%
5.260/0

4,ZOo'10

3,48%

l,90or1o

1.670/o

0.72o/o

c toa¿

2.360,6

2.19Vo

2.28o¡fÐ

239e'6

2,L1VA



E-9

T'AMÆ B-2
GROWTH R,.ATE EY MT.]NTCWAT"TTY

TN M{JNTCTPALTTWS WTTH NO T}EVM,OPWNT' CT{"ARGE

REGIONAL MTINICIPALITY
OR. COUNTY

LOCAL MT}NICIFALTTY
AVERAGE
ANNUAL

GROWTHRÂTE
1986r991

PRTNCE EDWARE

RE,NFREW

TOWNSHIP OF E.AST TTAWffiSEURY
TOW}q OF HAWffiSBURY
VILT,AGE OF LORIGNAL
TOltrl:¡8IIIP OF LONGUEUIL
VILT.AGE OF PLAhITAGENET

TOltrN8HIP OF AÀ{E[I"AS EURG}T

TOWNgHIP OF AIT{OL
VILLAGE OFBÍ,OOMFTELD

TOWNSHIP OF HALT,oItrELL
TOItrNSHIP OF HILI.EIR,

TOWNSHTP OF NORTIT MARYSBURGH
TOltrNOFPICTO¡¡
To\ñT¡Í STSP OF SOPHIASBURG}T

TOltr¡¡gHIP OF SOIJTH IvfARYSELJ"RGH

VILI,AGE OF 1VEI¿INGTON

TOTVNSHIPOF AÐM.ASTON
TOU¡¡I8I{IP OF AL¡CE A¡{D FRr{SEII
TCNff'¡{ OF AÀ{PRTOR.

TO1VNSHIP OF BAGOT A},fD BLYTHFTET,D

VTIJ.AGE OF B.ARR1flS EAY
VTLT.AGE OF BEACT{BURG

VÏLlÀGE OF BRÀE8TDE

TOU¡}¡SIüP OF BROMI,EY
TOIWNSIflP OF BROUGT{AM

TOWNgHIP OF ERIJDENET,I .AND LYNDOC}T
VÏLI.AGE OF CTTALK RIIÆR.

VILT*AGE OFCOBDES{

TOWN OF DEEP RT\¡ER

VTLI.AGE OF EGANVTIJ,E

TOWNEHIP OF cR.ÀmÆ\¡
TO\ilN8HIP OF GRTFFTTH AÌ-¡D

MAT.qWATCHAN
TO1VNSIfiP OF HAGARTY AhTD

RICTT¡¡RÐ

TOWNSHE OF HEAD, CI,ARAAND
MÅRIA

TOWNSHIPOF ETOR,TÐN

2.3396

4.0196

2.4996

1.06%

2.32Va

t.llve
2.8996

{.09oi6

0,07%

2.LSo/e

t.24%
o.269$

2,890,,6

0.48%

3.43%

0.470Á

1.380/6

2.0396

r.6296

4,95%
zSg%
4.700/6

1.01%

1.96%

0.50%
.1.09%

4.04%
{.14%
4,370/6

4.06%
1,25o,6

L7Y,6

-2.66Vø

t,7ïVe



E-I0

GR**ïHtr##t*****t
IN M{JNICWAX-ÏTffiS WffiH Nt X}EVffi,OPMENÏ CX{ARCTE

REGIONAL MUNICIÍ PALITY
OR. COUNTY

LOCAL MUMCIPALITY
AVER.AGE

ANNUAL
GROWTHR.AIE

198G1991

STMCOE

VTLI,AGE OF KILT.AI.OE

TO1WNSHIP OF NORTT{ .ALGO'N^4.

CTTY OF PEMBR,OKE

TOlffNSTfiPOF FEÀÄEROKE

TOIVNSHTP OF FETA1HAWA

VILI.AGE OF PETAWAWA
TO1V}¡8HIP OF TADCLIFFE
TOWNS}fiP OF RAGIÄ¡.I

TOWNOFRESIFRE1tr

TOWNSHIP OF ROLPE BUC}IANAN
WYLIE A¡lD McK.AY

TOT/NBHIP OF ROSS

TO1VNSHIF OF SEBASTOPOL

TOWNBHIPOF SHERSTOOD, JONBS

/,NDgUR¡[8
TOU'NSHIP O SOUTIT ÆÆO}.[A

TOWN8TIIP OF STAFFOR.D

TOWNSHIP OF WE$TI|iíEATH

TO1VN8HTP OF Ï'IIåERFOR,CE

TOltrN OF ALLISTON, BEETON,

TECUMñ¡BTH AS{D TOTTE¡-IIIAM
TOWN OF BR.ADFORÐ ltrEST

GWTLT.IMBURY

VTLT,.AGE OF COLDWATER

VTI.T.AGE OT CREEMORE

VILLAGE OF ELI\TÍVALE

TOVfNSTflP OF FT,OS

TOWN OF INNISFIL
TOIMN8HIP OF Iì{ATCHEÐA$¡I
TO1¡ÍNSHIP OF MEDONTE

TOWNSHIP OF NOTAVTASAGE

VILLAGE OF PORT MchIICOLL
î!'ì.t¡.rÀtGlL¡TD 

^E 
Þ rrlr,a

a v i! ¡is¡u va ÀsY^õ

TOWNSHIP OF SUhIaIIDALE

TOU'NSHTP OF TTTtr
TOW?.{8!IIP OF TOS¡OROnÍnO

VILI.AGE OF VICTORI,A }TARBOUR

1,45@,6

0.99%

4.19olo

3.72%

4.01%
0,75%

4.60%

4.26Vo

4.Melo
-L.540,â

0.70%

l.6LoÁ

1,30%

-t.10%

{.68%
1.6896

3.130/6

3.BEe/6

6.057e

2s6V6

2.2æ,6

2.60Ve

3.17%

7,L696

3.76Ve

5.13%

2.13%

4.20%
5.7ffi
4,t8%

?.98%

4.03%

6.03%



B-T.N

TAETÆ B-2
GR.OWIH RATE BY MUNTCTPÂLTTV

rN EflUNNCTPAN-TTreS WTTH NO DEVET.OPþ{EMT AXãARGE

REGIONAL MLIIüCIPALITY
OR COUNTY

LOCAL MUNICÏPALITY

AVERAGE
Ab{NUAL

GR.OWTTTR.ATE

198É191

KENT

T.,AÀ4BTON

TOI¡/N OF BIIES{I{EIM

TOUßI OF BOTITtrELL
TO'Itr¡I8HIP OF CATáDE3{

CTTY OF C}TATI{AM

TOWNSHFOF CHATT{å¡,Í

TOWNSHTP OF DO\¡ER

TO1VNOFDRESDEN
VTLI.AGE OF ERIE BEACI{
VILI*AGE OF ENEAU

TOIWNSHIP OF HARWICH
VTLT.AGE OF TIIGHGATE

TOWNgIfiP OF HO1Â¡ARD

TCIWNSHIP OFOXFCIRI'
TOUn{SHIP OF R.AI.EIGI{

TOWN OF RTDGETO]¡/N

TOU¡NSIIIP OF ROMNEY
VILIAGE OF TTÍAMESVTLI.E

TOItrNOFTII.BT]RY
TOWNSHIP OF TILBURY EA8T
TOV¡'N OF IVALLACEEURG
VTIJ.AGE OF WI{EAN,EY
TOWhISHIPOFUONE

VILI,.AGE OF .ALVINSTON
VÏI,LAGE OF ARKONA
TOWNSHTP OF BOS.ANQUET

TOWNSHIPOF BROOKE

TO1WNBHIP OF DAWN
TOWNSI{IP OF ENNTSKtrI.E¡T

TOU'NSHIP OF EUPHEh{IA

TOltrNOFFOREST
VÏLLr'"GE OF CRAÈID EEhTD

VTLI,AGE OF OIL SPRINGS

TOlryN OF PETROI,IA

TO1VNSHIP OF PLYNÍ PTCIT{

VTLI,AGE OF POINT EDltrARD
CTTY OF SARNIA4T.EAR''üI¡ATER,

TO1VNSHIP OF SOMER¡.
VTIJ"AGE OFTI{EDFORD

1.5296

0.?5%

0.L7o/e

0,620,â

0.10%

0.20%

0.56%
-a.7696

L33Vo

0.54%

r.14%

0.51%

0.00%

0.2W,6

0.65%

2.52+6

t.50%

0.8r%
{.35%
0.83%

o,z4E6

.1.08%

3.92Yo

2,L7ø'6

3.489o

0.?5%

4.75o/o

0.04%

4.204,$

0.959e

3.57Vþ

g.AWo

i.ii%
t.0z%

0.399ó

0.4n6
4.?5%
4.049!û



B-12

GR*wrHäff#.ït*"**^r*"
IN &fiINTCWALITffiS WETH F{@ DEVELTPÞø{ENï ffi{ÅRGE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
ORCOTINTY

LOCAL MI.JMCIPÂLTTY
AVERAGE
ANNUAL

GR.OWTHR.åTE
1986.181

I,.ANARK

LEEDS ANDGREhIVÏLTå

TOlñrlrEI{Ip OF W.åRU¡ICÍI
VILLACIE OFWATFORÍ)
VTI,T"AGE OF WYOMING

TOWN OF ALMONTE,

TOItrNSHIPOF B.ATHURST

TOWNSTTIP OF D.ARLJ¡{G

TOWN8ITTP OF'DRUMMON

TOS¡NBIIIP OF I*ANAR,K
VTLT.AGE OFLANARK
TOWNSHTP OF I^åVAhIT, DAL¡TOIJETE

A¡{DNORTTT SHTRBROOKE

TOSINSI{TPOF MONTASUE
TOWI{ÍIHIP OF NORT}T SURGESS

TOU¡S{8HIP OF NORTTT ELMSLE T
TOWNBI{IP OF PAI(ENHåIì,I

TOWNOF Sn$THg FALLS
TO]ñßISHIP OF SOUTH SHERER@8íE

VTLT"AGE OF ÀTHENS

TO1VNSITTPOF AUGUST.Â

TOWNSHIP OF BÁSTARÐ AND
SOUTTTBURCESS

VTLT"AGE OFCARDTNAL

TOWNS!{IF OF EDWARDSEURGT{

TOUßISHIP OF ELTUABBTHTO1VN

TO]ñßISITIP OF FRONT OF ESCOTT
TOWTgHPOF FRONT OF YONGE
TUWITOF G.AI{AN@IJE
TOM{ OF KEMPTVILLE
TOWNSHIP OF KTTT,EY

VÏT,T-AGE OF MERRTCK\TILLE

VILI.AGE OF NEWBCIRO

TOSTM¡I¡IP OF NORTH CROSBY
TO\4rhI OF PRESCOm
TOVIINSTTIP OF RBAROF

r .F'EDg AS{D LAt\ff}SDt1W1{E

TOlñ[NgTflPOF REÁ8.OF

YO}ÍGE A¡{D ESCOTT

0.54%

0.00%

2.6686

1.2396

1.94%

3.54Ve

3.39%

4.2996

1.83%

r.96%

0.01%

4.6996

3.68%

2.4496

0.50%

2.97%

0.00%

0.95%

1.45%

-I.08%

1.13%

0,60%

t,æ96
1.68%

1.0796

4.30%
z.6L%

4.t0%
0.00%

J.JU)ó

4.51%
r.90%

4.78V6



B-13

TÂBTÆ 8.2
GR.OWTH R.ATE EY Efl{N{TCTP^ATJTV

NN fufiJT{TCXPATf[ffiS WTTH N@ DEVET,OPMENT CT{ARGE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALTTY
ORCOUNTY

LOCAL MUMCIPALITY
AYERÁGE
ANNUAL

GROWTHRATE
1986-191

I.ET.{NOX .AND ADDINGTON

MIDDLESEX

TEWÌ{SFÍTP OF 8OUfi{ CROSEV

TO\ffiqgHIP OF SCIUTT{ SLM$LEY
TOTThISHIp OF SOUTH GOltrER

VILT-AGEOFI|MESTTRT
TO1VNSIfiPOF WÛT,FORÞ

TOIñß{$üP OF ADOLPT{USTOUm

TOS'NSHP OF Àh,{ITERST ISLAND
VILT.AGE OF BATTT

TOWNSHP OF CAhÁDEN EA.ST

TO\I/NSIüP OF DENBIGII, AEWGER
A¡8D AS}TW

TOWS{SHP OF gh,tEgTOUrN

TO}VNSHP OF KALAÐAR. .ANGI.E¿SEÅ

.d¡{DEFFINGI{Âh/f

TOU¡NOFNAFA}TEE

VÍLI"AGE OF NEWBURGÍ{
TOlüiÌ{gHIP OF NORÏH TR,EDERICKSBURGTT

TOU¡NSHTPOF RICHMONÐ
TOWNE}TTP OF STTEFFTET.Ð

TOWN6I{IF OF SOUTTT FR.EDERTCKSHIIRG}T

TOIüTNEHIP OF ADEI..åIDE
VÏLIAGE OF AT,IÁA CR.AJG

T$WÌ{SITIPOF BTDDULM{
TOWNSHTP OF CAR.å,æC
TO}VN8I{IP OF DET.,{W.ARE

TO$TNgHÏP OF EAST WTT¿TAME

TOWNSHP OF ET.DRSD

TOWNSHIPOF I.OBO

TOWNSHTP OF T.ONDON

l¡IL¡¿GE OF LTJCAN

TO1VNSHIP OF McFTLLT\RAY
f alÃr6m^DtÆFaÄ?r¡ v w ¡\Þ¡¡¿tr \r¡f ¡vLE Å LftI¡.Flú

TOU¡¡rgHIp OF MOSA
VÏLT,AGE OF NEN¡BT,.IRY

VTLI.AGEOFWARÐSVILLE
TOWNSHP OF ltrEfi'T IVTLLTA${E

0.78%

?,30%

3.86%
,ô.88%

2.63q6

?.66%

o,Two

3.76%

3.M&
.1.59%

0.33%

2.7896

t.52%

2.09%

2,6996

2.32Ve

?.t696

1.Bt%

0.60%

1.1196

4.M%
2.L6V'o

3.7396

t.0?%

o.7496

2.33i6
0,34Vø

1.34%

0.674/6

2,239A

0,71%

0.98%

4.0$Ys

0.0096



B-14

TAtsTÆ B-2
GROWIH RATE gY M{.]NICPALITY

rN M{.N{XCM^ATJTMS WTTH NO DEVM-OPMENT ffi{ARGE

REGIONAL MUNICIP.ALTTY
OR COUNTY

I-OCAL MTINICIPALTTY

AWR.AGE
ANNUAL

GROWTT{R.ATE

1986-rB1

STT]RAÁONT, DUND.å8

ANDGLENGARRY

METROPOLTTAN TORONTO

VfCTOR,IA

TOWNOFÁL;EXAS{DRT.¡"

VÏTI-AGB OF CHESTER,VTLT.E

CITY OF CORN¡'WAT¿

TOWNST{IP OF CORh¡]trALL

TOWNSHIPOF Ff}.TC}f

VITJ"AGE OF FINCH

VTLI.AGE OF TRqUOß
TOWNSI{TP OF KENYON
TOWNSHIP OF T-A}.ICASTER

VTLLAGE OF LANCASTER

TOW}ÍsHIP OF I,OCHIEL
TOWNSHIP OF MATILDÀ
VIIJ.AGE oF SvÍAX\¡ILLE

VILI¿GB OF MORRTSSTÃ,G

TSWNBI{IP OF MOUNTAIN
TOU¡h¡8HIP OF OSNABRUCK

TO1trS{SHIP OF ROXKIROUGH
TOWN 8 HIP OF 1trII¿TAMSBURGT{

TOWNBHIP OF WINCI¡ESTER
VTLT-AGE OF WTNCITEÍ¡TER.

BORO{JGIIOF EASTYORK
CTTYOFTORONTCI

TOWNSHF OF BHffi,EY
VÏLT.AGE OF EOEC.AYGION

TO'1trN8HIP CIF CARDES{

TO1PN8}TIP OF DALTON
TOWNSHæ OF ELEÐN
VTI¿AGE OF FSNEI,ON FAI¿S
TOII'N8HIP OF T.A}ffON, ÐIGgT AND

T,ONGFORD

VTT,I-AGE OF OMEMEE

TOU¡hISHIP OF SOMERVILLE
VTT¿.{GE OF STTJRGEON POINT
VTLI.AGE OF }VOODVILLE

VÏLT,AGE OFCLIFFORD

TOWNSHÎP OF ERAMOSA

o.4ffi6
0.80%

0.309o

3.8996
.8.69%

3.0zvo

0,550,6

t.83}6

1.31%

0,220,10

t.64%
0.8896

0.61%

0.65eÁ

23496

t.919å

1.22i36

1.30%

0.8096

?.21%

032Va

0.74%

3.83øÁ

7.4996

6.249râ

3.7496

4.44%

0.99%
4.M%

4.76Y6

3,539É

7,3996

2.60eß

3,4796

4.tr,â
WELLINGTON



B-n5

T"ABT.E B-2
GR.OWH RATE EY M{ÏqXCTPANJTY

TN M{JNTCTPATJ'TMS WrrW N@ DEVM"OPWN'Ï ffi{ARGE

REGIONAL MUNICIPALITY
OR. COUNTY

IÆCAL MtJMgtrALITY
AVERÁ,GE

ANNUAL
GR,OWTHR.ATE

r9@lÐr

HIJRON

VÏI,I.AGE OF M.åR,EdAR"å

TOTffgHIP OF Má,RMOR.E AND LAKE
TOWNSHTPOF&fiAYO

TOÎù/NgMP OF MONTEAGLE

TþWNSTfiP OF R.AWÐON

TOI#NSHP OF STDNEY

VTI¿AGE OF STIR,LING

CTTYOFTRENTON
TOVUNSHIP OF TUæR. ASID CASETEL

VTIJ¿GE OF TWEED

TOUT¡{$trP OF TI.EhTDIÌ{AG.A,

TOTVNSTflP OF llf OLT¿STON

TO1trNSTTIPOF ágHFIBLD
VIIJ.AGE OF B.åYFIST^Ð

VTLT^AGE OF BLYTTT

VTLI-AGE OF BRUE¡SET.S

TOItrI{OFCLTNTON
TOU¡NSHP OF COLEOR¡{E

TO\ryN8T{IP OF EAST IXT.ASfANOSH

TOWN OF GODERICH

TOIüNSHIP OFGODBRTCH

TOWNSHIPOFGRSY
TOIUNSHIPOF ITÀY
VTLI¿ÍiE OF HENg.ALL

TO$VNs}TIPOF TTOItrICK

TOTñßIBHIP OF ITULLETT

TOIVN$HF OF McKILLOP
Towru8srp oF MoRRIg
TOW}IOF SE.AFORTT{

TOWN8HTP OF STA¡ILEY
TOIVNSISP OF STSP}EN
TOWNSHIP OF TUCTCERSMTTH

TOWNSTflP OF TURNBERRY

TOWNSHIP OF USBOR}IIE

TOUTNSIüP OF WEST WA1üA3{OSÍ{
TOIWNOFltrfNHAM
VII,I.AG8 OFUTJRTCIT

1.4F.f8

3,8796

2.20Vø

2.80%

1.80€,6

0.5396

2.83%

2.00%

4,1æ,/6

0.85%

2.&Lo/e

t.49%

0.83%

2,47o'6

l.37Yo

4.80%

0.40%

2.L496

l.4l9o
O,ZTÁ

t.67%
l.l50/6

2.Ì8%
2.58%

2.65%

4.60%
0.980/å

0.72%

1.489é

.1,52Vø

0.24%

1.3 10/6

ñ 6noa

4.$Wo
0.35%

0.M96
0,8696



B-n6

TABLE E-2
GR.OWITT R*&TE BY E{UNTæALrÏY

NN M{.N{TffiPAT-TT]ES WTH N@ ÐEVM,OFE6EMT ffi{ARGE

REGIONAL MUMCIPALITY
OR.COIINTY

LOCAL MI,IMCIPALTTY
AW"&GE
ANNUAL

GROWTHRATE
19861991

NORTT{UMEffiT"AND

PERTT¡

PETERMR,OUGT{

TOWNS}IIFOF AI,NWTCK

TOWN OF CAMPEET.;Í,FORT}

TOWNSHIP OF C.ARAdåT{E

VII,I,ÀGE OF I{.À8TINC'8

TOU/N8T{IPOF PERCY

TOIIdNSHIP OF SEYMOUR,

TOTTNSIIIP OF BLANST{ARD

TOUT$ISHTPOF DOWNIE
TOVTNSHIP OF ET,h{A

TOWNSHTP OF zuLT*AR'TON

TOTVNSHD OF I{IBBERT
TOltrNSt$P OF fÆcA$r
VILI"AGE OF MILV:ERTON

TOIñI-N OF MTTCHST,t

TOWNBIIIP OF MORNINGTON
TO1ñ'3[8HIP OT $¡ORTIT EåÁ¡THOPE

TOWNSHP OF SOTJTTT Eå$¡TTIOPE

TO\ryNgHIP OF ltrALI-ACE

TOWNF¡IUPOF ASET¡ODEL

TOW}ISHTP OF EELMOh{T .ANT} METT{UEßü

TOlüNSIflP OF BURI-EIGT{ AND .ANSTRUTHER

TOU¡N8I{IP OF CHÀNÞ0S
TOVfNgHF OF MURO
TOWNSHIP OF DTJMMER,

TOIA/N8I{TP OF G.ALWAY AhTÐ C.ATÆNÐ[8I{

VILT.AGE OF T{AV'EI,OCK

VTLT"AGE OF T.AKE^FTEÍ.,D

VÏL[.{GE OF MILLBROOK
TOWNSHIP OF NORTH MON.AGT¡AN

VÏL¡.AGE OF NORTVæD
TOWNSHU OF OTONAEEE
TG"ffi[SiilP OF SOI'TH MO¡{AGHÅN

TOWNSHTP OF ALFRED
VTLI"AGE OF AT.FRED

TOUN\¡SHIP OF CALET}ONI.A

VTIJ.AGE OF C"ASSET.ñd.AN

3.8896

0.r.396

4.4996

t.70%

3.6796

3.50%

0,61Vo

0.310,6

0,79Ue

0.8?%

{.01%
0.39%

1.34%

2.48V6

l.t59å
0.6996

0.6896

t.2t%

6.t5%
1.99%

r.\n6
3.6Wo

t,M%
4,0E%

8.210/6

0,t69é

1.14%

4,88%

t.lt%
2,6ilVo

2,73o,1o

4.30%

1.879å

t,8796

0,22o,6

536Vø

PRESCO]:T AND RTJSSELL



B-17

TAETÆ B-2
GR.CIWTTT R,ATE BV MI,]NTCTPALTTY

rN M{JNTCNFALTTMS WTTH NO ÐEVM"OPWNT'ffi{ARGE

REGIONAL MUNISPALITY
OR. COUNTY

I.OCAL MUMCIPALITY
^AVERAGE
ANNUAL

GROWTTTR.ATE

19861Sr

BRUCE

ELGi}¡

TO]ñ¡¡T8ruP OF AI.SER¡dAR.I,E
TOIVNSHTPOF.4}4ÁBEL

TO1ilNBHIPOF ARRAN
TOIVNSMP OF BR,ÀNT

TOII'T{sHIP OF BRUCE
TOU/NSHIP OF CARRICK
TOU¡NOFCHSSI,EY

TOIWNSIII! OF CÌ.rLROSE

TOWN8HTP OF EASTT{OR

TOIVNSHIP OF ELDERSLIE
TOWNSHIP OF GREENOCK
TOWNSHIP OF T{EF\['ORTÎ{
TOWNSHIP OF HURON
TO1VNBHIP OF KIA¡CARDTNE
TOWNSHIP OF KINI.OSS
TOWNSIIIP OF LB¡DSAV
VIIJ.AGE OF LTONS TTE.AD

VTLLAGE OF LTrcKNOW
VTLI-AGE OF MILDMAY
VTI,LAGE OF PAISLEY
VILI-ACE OF RTPLET
TO1VNBHIP OF ST. EÐMIJNDS
TOIVT{8HIP OF SAUGEEN
VÏLT.AGE OFT.ÀRA
VILT-AGE OF TEES\trATER
VILI.AGE OF TTTERTON

TOWN OF 1trAI.KER.TON

TO1VN OF IVIARTO¡{

TO\Ã¡¡ISHIP OF ALDBOROUGH
TOltrNOFAYLMER
TOWNSHIP OF BAYI{AT4
TOWNSHIP OF DUN\trICH
VILI.AGE OF DU]:TON
TnwNSIÍrn aìE À,f Âr 

^ÈrrrrE.vÀ Àrffi¡uÃ

VILLAC'Ë OF PORT BURWELL
VILI.AGE OF PORT STANLEY
VILI.AGE OF ROÐNEY
TO1VNSHIP OF SOUTTT DORCT{ESTER

2.259t
4.59%

2,330,6

0.0Ð%

0.69%

434V6

0.12ç/e

0.920,6

3,950Ä

1,550/6

4,87o'l

3.69Vo

3.63Vo

0.43V6

1.11%

7,129ft

4.62øi6

1.23V6

2.260/6

1.34o/o

1.2496

4.15%

2,97o/6

3.07ert

1.35%

t.7tYa

0.89%

2.40o/o

1.620/o

3.54%

L.52o/o

2.IlVo
1.880,6

¿. ¡ö70

3.94%

2,23e/o

l.?8e,6

0.680/6



B-TB

TABTÆ B-2
GROWffi{ RÂTE EY &ffi.N{rCIPANJT'Y

W M{J}TCTPATJTTES wl,ET{ h[@ ÐEVffi,C}PE{EMr ffi{ÁRGE

REGIONAL MUMCIÍPALITY
OR COI]NTY

LOCAL MTJMCIP.ALITY
AVER.AGE

ANNUAL
GR.OWTTTRATE

19861991

ESSEX

FRONTENAC

TOWNSTflP OF SOUTTÍWOR,T.D

VÏI&{GE OF SPRE{GFI'6LD

VTIJ.AGE OF VIE¡{NA
VTLI.AGE OF WEET LORI.{E

TOWNSHIP OFYARS4OUTH

TOWNSHF OF A}IDERMN
TOWNSHIP OF COrcHESII'ER NORTT{

TOWNSHIP OF COLCHESTER SOUTH
TOWNOFESSEX
TO\ryNSHIP OF GOSFIELD NORTH
TOTUNSHIP OF GOSFIELD SOIJTI{

TOTVNOFIIARROW
TOWNOFKINC8VILLIIE
TOIVI.{SHIP OF MATDEN

TOWNSHIP OF MgRSEA

TOTVNSHIPOF PELEE

TO1VNSHIP OF ROCHESTER

VILI-AGE OF BT. CLA¡R BEACH
TOltrNSIflP OF g,ôrNDMCH ìñ/EgT

TOItrNOFTECUMSEH
TOIVNSHIP OF TILBURY NOR,TH

TOWNSHP OF TTLSURV WEST

TOIWNSHIP OF BARRIE

TO1VNSHIP OF BEDFORÐ

TOU¡Ns}IIP OF CT.ARENMN Ah¡D MITLER
TOWNSTfl P OF T{INETTINBROOKE

TEUINSHIP OF HOI#E ISLAND
TOWNSHTP OF KENNEBEC

CTTYOFKTNGSTON

TO\ryNSHIP OF KING8TON
TOIVNSHTP OF OLDEN

TOUr¡{SHIP OF O.90
,rfl.lÜ}'lclulD flE DÂ1 A/rtElc''T,ñËr -aÈfhÀvvY¡rÞ¡4À vÀ truY¡Þ¡w¿vtt ru\u

NORTTT A¡ID SOTJTT{ CA¡{ONTO
TOWNSHTP OF PTTTSBURG

TOltrNSHÏP OF STORRßIGTON

TOWNSHTP OF lMOIlrE ISLA}.TD

1.2396

1.96%

3,05%

1.660,6

0.4:7,6

2.49o/q

l.24Vo

T,ZIVO

1.96%

l,ßo/o

0.16%

1.98%

L,LIVO

4.02o/o

4.19%
4,86%
0,41o'4Ð

1.989o

3.50%

6,300/6

1.20%

Q,75VO

0.56%

1.00%

0.00o/o

4.28%
5.94i4
-1.046/o

0.560ó

4.76Vo

2.960/o

2.L40.6

{.55%
2,9æ,$

4.000/6

0.099o
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