
CITY OF VAUGHAN 
 

EXTRACT FROM COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES OF SEPTEMBER 9, 2014 
 

Item 1, Report No. 9, of the Finance, Administration and Audit Committee, which was adopted, as 
amended, by the Council of the City of Vaughan on September 9, 2014, as follows: 
 
By receiving the following Communications: 
 
C10. Commissioner of Planning, dated September 2, 2014; 
C20. Mr. Mike Rietta, Woodbridge Soccer Club, Martingrove Road, Woodbridge dated 

September 8, 2014; 
C25. Mr. Tony Browne, dated September 8, 2014; and 
C32. Mr. Elliott Silverstein, dated September 9, 2014. 
 
 
 
1 NORTH MAPLE REGIONAL PARK FINANCIAL ADVISORY REVIEW WARD 1 
 
The Finance, Administration and Audit Committee recommends: 
 
1) That the recommendation contained in the following report of the Commissioner of 

Planning and the Commissioner of Finance & City Treasurer, dated September 3, 2014, be 
approved, subject to amending recommendation 3. to read as follows: 

 
3. That staff be directed to review the options and considerations 

identified by the consultant and report back to a Finance, 
Administration and Audit Committee meeting in Q 2 of 2015, with a 
go-forward long term strategy; 

 
2) That once all commitments have been satisfied, that the balance of the funds in the 

Streetscape Phase 6 and 7 Capital Project PK-6130-07 be returned to the Keele Valley 
Reserve, and that the Keele Valley Reserve funds be used to fund a second artificial turf 
field in Phase 1 of the North Maple Park Plan when the capital costs for the second field 
are presented during the 2015 budget process; 

 
3) That the presentation by Mr. Sam Pickering, Partner, and Mr. David Bratton, Project 

Director, Grant Thornton, Montreal, Quebec, and Mr. Jamie Springer, HR&A Advisors Inc., 
New York, USA, and C1, presentation material, be received; and 

 
4) That the following deputations be received: 
 

1. Mr. Andrew Amorin, Registrar, Vaughan Soccer Club, Keele Street, Maple; and 
2. Ms. Marcella Di Rocco, Vaughan Cares, Gracefield Court, Maple. 
 
Recommendation 

The Commissioner of Planning and the Commissioner of Finance & City Treasurer, in 
consultation with the Senior Management Team, Director of Parks Development, Director of 
Development Finance & Investments and the Director of Legal Services recommend: 

1. THAT the presentation by the Grant Thornton consultant team be received;  
 

2. THAT the final written report provided by the Grant Thornton consultant team appended 
as Attachment 1 be received;  
 

3. THAT staff be directed to review the options and considerations identified by the 
consultant and report back to a Finance, Administration and Audit Committee in 2015 
with a go-forward long term strategy; 
 

4. THAT as a part of a short term strategy staff be authorized to undertake design for Phase 
1 park development as an interim measure to meet the needs and interests identified by 
community and stakeholder user groups; and  
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5. THAT funding up to $300,000 for the completion of Phase 1 park development design be 
allocated within the approved Capital Project 5961-2-03 and that any additional 
development and capital work requests be submitted through the 2015 Capital Budget for 
consideration through the budget process. 

 
Contribution to Sustainability  
 
Undertaking a review of financial partnership opportunities and alternative funding models 
demonstrates a responsible, sustainable approach to ensure the development and on-going 
operation of the North Maple Regional Park (NMRP) for use by residents and community user 
groups.  This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council in Green Directions 
Vaughan, specifically: 
 
Objective 2.2 To develop Vaughan as a City with maximum green space and an urban form 

that supports our expected population growth. 
 
Economic Impact 
 
Staff are not recommending to immediately adopt any of the consultant’s recommendations and 
therefore there is no direct economic impact arising from this study. Rather, staff believe that 
consideration needs to be provided to the outputs of this study as well as further internal due 
diligence performed on the feasibility of pursuing some of the funding/delivery strategies 
recommended by the consulting team. Staff will review and provide more substantial 
recommendations at a future FA&A meeting in 2015. 
 
In the interim, staff is recommending to conduct design work for a first phase of the park 
development and necessary funds can be accommodated within existing approved Capital 
Project 5961-2-03 Maple Valley Plan Design and therefore there is no immediate economic 
impact.  The current balance remaining in 5961-2-03 is $1,858,284 after actual expenditures and 
open commitments.  The cost for Phase 1 design is estimated to be in the range of $200,000 to 
$300,000 for facility layout, associated engineering and geotechnical investigations, detailed 
design and construction document development, which would leave a balance of approx. $1.5m 
available for the design of future phases of park development.  
 
There will be a future financial impact from carrying out the additional capital works associated 
with this design; however these costs will be submitted through the 2015 capital budget process 
for deliberation by Council at that time.  At this time preliminary estimates by staff indicate that 
approximately $4 to $5 million is required for interim park construction.  Actual cost estimates will 
be confirmed through the detailed design and engineering process.  
 
As part of the 2014 financial planning process, funding for Phase 1 park development was 
recognized for 2015 and supported by the DC Background Study, which is in-line with the 
suggested value. In addition, approved funding of $725,000 exists within Maple Artificial Turf 
Capital Project 5987-0-04. Although subject to budget prioritization deliberation, adequate funding 
is available for Phase 1 park development.   
 
Furthermore, the Vaughan Soccer Association (VSA) has indicated a desire to financially partner 
with the City on certain aspects of soccer facility development at NMRP in order to help facilitate 
construction as quickly as possible to meet the needs of their club members.  The City will be 
considering this early expression of interest from VSA as it conducts additional due diligence to 
inform development of the area.  Details on the proposed financial arrangements have yet to be 
determined and are planned to be addressed at the time of capital budget consideration and after 
additional due diligence work has been completed. 
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Communications Plan 

Additional community consultation and discussion with user groups and stakeholders will take 
place as plans for park development are implemented.   

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide Committee and Council with the results of the Financial 
Advisory Review for NMRP conducted by the Grant Thornton consultant team and to recommend 
a short term strategy to advance design for Phase 1 park development as an interim measure to 
meet the needs of community and stakeholder user groups.  Proposed Phase 1 works will be 
designed in a manner that does not limit the City’s future options and opportunities related to the 
potential Public-Private Partnership (PPP) lands identified along the Keele Street frontage. 
 
Additionally, the purpose of this report is to receive Council direction to continue due diligence 
work and provide consideration to the consultant’s recommendations with a view to providing 
Council with a long term internal financial/delivery strategy in 2015. 
 
Background - Analysis and Options 
 
On May 27, 2014 Council approved the retention of the Grant Thornton consultant team to 
undertake a Financial Advisory Review for NMRP.  The review was intended to identify and 
evaluate opportunities for mitigating the significant costs associated with the development and 
operation of the park since conventional funding sources (Development Charges and Tax Levy) 
are allocated to multiple park projects across the City, limiting funding for NMRP in the short-term.  
 
The scope of work for the financial review included: 
 

 Overview of PPP service delivery models 
 Commentary on the financial advantages/disadvantages of not pursuing PPP for the 

NMRP project. 
 Recommendations on other potential funding sources related to PPP’s 
 Provision of relevant examples/benchmarks of other PPP arrangements  
 Recommended service delivery models appropriate for the NMRP project 
 Review of risk assessment, funding source implications, revenue generation 

opportunities, operating and maintenance considerations, for the various options being 
proposed 

 
A copy of the consultant’s final written report is appended as Attachment 1.  The results of the 
consultant’s review generally conclude there is limited potential for PPP opportunities to assist 
with a project of the size and scope of NMRP (total park area approx. 81ha).  Through their 
experience and research, Grant Thornton identifies that traditional PPP projects, as executed by 
Infrastructure Ontario, have never been used for park development and operation projects in 
North America.  Other potential delivery models, including construction by the City and operation 
by a non-profit organization, and construction/operation through a recreation facility partnership, 
may provide some opportunity, however may also be challenging to establish because of the 
relatively limited revenues associated with the programming of park facilities. 
 
Due to the foregoing analysis, Grant Thornton identifies that the most significant financial 
opportunity for NMRP may exist with the potential sale of PPP lands along the Keele Street 
frontage (net area approx. 10ha).  The report indicates that subject to a further detailed valuation 
exercise the sale of PPP lands could secure sufficient funding to significantly, if not fully, fund the 
cost of park development works.  Annual operating, maintenance and lifecycle replacement costs 
would need to be funded through other, possibly more traditional, means such as property taxes.   
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Although sale of the PPP lands may be a viable option, staff require more time to adequately 
review and assess all options provided by Grant Thornton and to develop an appropriate go-
forward long term strategy for the ultimate completion of this project. 
 
Concurrent with the Financial Advisory Review by Grant Thornton, and at the request of the 
Vaughan Soccer Association (VSA), Parks Development staff reviewed the potential for a short 
term strategy focused on a Phase 1 park development project as an interim measure.  The VSA 
advises they are experiencing growing club participation which is expected to continue.  
Continuing growth in soccer participation within Vaughan is placing significant strain on the City’s 
supply of field time.  In addition to growing participation in general soccer programs, many of 
Vaughan’s soccer clubs were successful in joining the Long Term Player Development league 
(LTPD) which places pressure on the clubs to have fields and facilities that meet league-specific 
criteria such as field size and quality, longer playing seasons, supporting facilities such as 
washrooms and change rooms, and spectator seating.  The VSA has indicated a desire to 
financially partner with the City on certain aspects of the development of soccer facilities at North 
Maple Regional Park, but the scope and extent of these financial arrangements are undetermined 
and at the early stages of development. 
 
Based on the results of the consultant’s review and in consideration of the request from the VSA 
to advance Phase 1 park development as quickly as possible, staff recommend that existing 
capital funding be used to advance design works in 2014 with development to follow in 2015 
pending Council approval of further capital budget monies for construction through the 2015 
capital budget process.  The scope of Phase 1 would include sufficient works required to provide 
interim driveway access, parking and development of one artificial turf field.  In addition, 
improvements are also proposed for pedestrian access points, trails and signage so that the 
entire NMRP lands can be opened for public use and enjoyment. 
 
Advancement of Phase 1 design development works will be planned in a manner that does not 
limit or restrict potential future partnership or other financial opportunities, in keeping with the 
findings of the consultant’s report.  Phase 1 design and development works will take into account 
previous plans and consultations and work underway as part of the New Communities Secondary 
Plan for Block 27 which may have implications for access points and infrastructure onto Keele 
Street.   

 
Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020 / Strategic Plan 
 
This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council in the Vaughan Vision 2020 
Plan and the necessary resources have been allocated and approved.  Conducting a review of 
alternative funding and service delivery models for the development and operation of North Maple 
Regional Park supports the City’s commitment to enhancing natural and built environments 
through efficient use of resources, managing corporate assets through continuous assessment of 
infrastructure requirements, pursues excellence in service delivery and supports the goal of 
enhancing community health, safety and wellness through design and program opportunities.  
Taking steps to achieving the North Maple Regional Park plan demonstrates Council’s 
commitment to providing service excellence to citizens. 
 
Regional Implications 

Not applicable. 
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Conclusion 

The results of the consultant’s report generally conclude that opportunities for alternative service 
delivery models including PPP’s are limited for the NMRP project.  Staff will review and assess 
the options and ideas identified by Grant Thornton in further detail and report back to Committee 
and Council with recommendations on a go-forward long term strategy for the ultimate completion 
of the park.  In the interim, it is proposed that a short term strategy be pursued through the design 
of a Phase 1 park development project, which would be initiated in 2014 to meet the needs and 
interests identified by the community and stakeholder groups such as the Vaughan Soccer 
Association.  Implementation of Phase 1 park development works would include construction of a 
limited amount of park elements including interim driveway access, parking and one artificial turf 
field.  Improvements to pedestrian access, trails and signage is also proposed to open the entire 
park property for use and enjoyment by the public.  Funding for Phase 1 park design can be 
accommodated within existing approved Capital Projects and funding for Phase 1 construction 
will be included in the 2015 Capital Budget submission. 
 
Attachments 
 
1. Final Report August 21, 2014 by Grant Thornton  

Report prepared by: 

Jamie Bronsema, Director of Parks Development, Ext. 8858  
Lloyd Noronha, Director of Development Finance & Investments, Ext. 8271 

 
(A copy of the attachments referred to in the foregoing have been forwarded to each Member of Council 
and a copy thereof is also on file in the office of the City Clerk.) 
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1. Context 

2. Funding 

3. Delivery  

4. Recommendations 

5. Discussion 
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Timeline 

Start Date 
June 12 

Draft Report 
August 1 

Staff  
Presentation 

August 13 

City Council 
Presentation 
September 3 

Working 
Draft  

Report 
July 21 

Final Report 
August 21 
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Scope of Work & Objective of Session 

Scope of Work: 

• Review and assess funding 
sources. 

• Review and assess delivery 
models. 

• Report to City staff and Council. 
 

Objective of Session 

• Review funding sources and 
delivery models. 

• Present final recommendations 
on funding and delivery to the 
City. 
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Park Purpose: The park can meet recreational 
needs, attract investment, strengthen Vaughan’s 
identity, and make the city more competitive. 

Meet Recreational 
Needs 

Make Vaughan 
Competitive for 

Talent 
Attract Investment 

Strengthen 
Vaughan’s Identity 
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Challenge: The capital available for North Maple 
Regional Park is severely restricted. 

 

• The Active Together Master Plan (ATMP) identifies several priority 
parks across the City. 

• DC legislation restricts the City’s ability to fully fund the ATMP priorities 
in the contemplated timing. 

• A park system in the Vaughan Metropolitan Centre may also be a 
competing priority. 

• A large upfront conventional DC-funded capital expense on North 
Maple Regional Park would mean the deferral and reprioritization of 
parks city wide. 

Oakville Soccer Club, Oakville, Ontario 
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3. Delivery  
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Objective: Develop a strategy for developing and 
operating Vaughan’s largest park, serving all of 
Vaughan. 

• $36 million – capital 

• $1 m – annual operating 

 

$25-36 million 
Capital Costs 

Source: City of Vaughan, HR&A 

~$0.6-$1.2 million 
Annual O&M Costs 

Source: City of Vaughan, HR&A 
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Funding Options: A variety of funding options were 
assessed. Certain funding sources were more 
applicable for the park.  

Earned 
Income 

Value Capture PPP Lands 
Federal and 
Provincial 
Funding 

 Sponsorship 
&  

Philanthropy 
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Earned Income: Significant earned income could 
come from field rentals.  

$113,000 - $263,000 
Gross Annual Revenue (Source: City of Vaughan) 

Assumptions: 1 lit, turf soccer field with stadium seating, 1 lit, turf soccer field, 3 lit soccer  
                         fields, 2 baseball diamonds 
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PPP Lands: Proceeds from land sales could fund 
capital costs. 

$26-$35 million 
Estimated proceeds from land sale (roughly covers capital costs) 

Assumptions: 7.7 developable hectares, 11.8 single family homes per hectare (with 
minimal impact on character of park), ~$875,000 sale price per home, and $125/SF 
vertical construction cost  
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Capital Costs and Revenues: Selling the PPP 
lands could cover nearly all capital costs. DCs could 
cover any remaining capital costs.  

Capital Costs Revenue from PPP Land
Sales

$36 million 

$26 million 

$35 million 

$25 million 
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Operating Costs and Revenues: Fund operating 
gap through taxes.  

Costs Revenue

Fund gap through 
taxes (+ sponsorship 

& philanthropy in 
long-term) 

~$600,000  

$1.2 million 

~$113,000 
~$263,000 

$337,000 - 
$1.087 million 
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Delivery Models: There are several models for 
constructing and operating the park.  

City 
Recreation Facility 

Partner 
 Non-Profit  

Partner 
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Delivery Models: Each involves a different allocation 
of responsibilities between the partners.  

Model Development Operation 

Conventional City City 

City Construction and Non-Profit Operation City Non-Profit 

Recreation Facility Partnership City and/or Partner  Partner  

Alternative Finance and Procurement (AFP) Partner City and/or Partner 
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Recreation Facility Partnership: A recreation 
facility partnership, more commonly used for 
facilities, might offer value. 

 

• Capital contributions from the public and/or private partners. 

• Facility time and customers split between the partners. 

• Allocation of financial upside and downside between the partners. 

• Financial performance depends on facility demand and user fee levels. 

• Might introduce other recreational uses and more ancillary revenue. 

• Typically used on projects with larger, more reliable revenue streams. 

• Legally and financially less complex than AFP delivery. 

Oakville Soccer Club, Oakville, Ontario 
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Alternative Finance and Procurement: An AFP, or 
public-private partnership, appears to be without 
precedent in the parks space. 

 

• Ontario models: 

 

 

 

 

• No North American precedents, no established supplier market. 

• Capital cost small, possibly impacting value for money. 

Model Design Build Finance Maintain Funding 

DBFM Partner Partner City and/or Partner Partner City (over time) 

DBF Partner Partner City and Partner City City (over build) 
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Interim Park Development: Planned interim park 
development can occur within certain parameters. 

 

• CONVENTIONAL: Proceed as usual. Adopt a phased approach based 
on funding availability. 

• NON-PROFIT: A non-profit is likely to become involved only later in any 
event, and any agreement with a non-profit can be tailored to suit. 

• RECREATION: Any agreement can be tailored to suit. 

 

• PPP LANDS: 

– Do nothing to compromise all viable options for development. 

– Keep alternatives for access from Keele as open as possible. 
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Phase Responsibility Funding Source 

Capital Construction City DCs + Sale of PPP Lands 

Short-Term Operations City Taxes + Earned Income  

Long-Term Operations City + Non-Profit 
Taxes + Earned Income + 

Emerging Philanthropy through 
Non-Profit 

Fund capital construction with PPP Land sale and 
consider partnering with a non-profit for long-term 
operations management and funding.  
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FINANCE, ADMINISTRATION AND AUDIT COMMITTEE - SEPTEMBER 3, 2014 

NORTH MAPLE REGIONAL PARK FINANCIAL ADVISORY REVIEW 
WARD 1 

Recommendations 

The Commissioner of Planning and the Commissioner of Finance & City Treasurer, in 
consultation with the Senior Management Team, Director of Parks Development, Director of 
Development Finance & Investments and the Director of Legal Services recommend: 

1. THAT the presentation by the Grant Thornton consultant team be received;  
 

2. THAT the final written report provided by the Grant Thornton consultant team appended 
as Attachment 1 be received;  
 

3. THAT staff be directed to review the options and considerations identified by the 
consultant and report back to a Finance, Administration and Audit Committee in 2015 
with a go-forward long term strategy; 
 

4. THAT as a part of a short term strategy staff be authorized to undertake design for Phase 
1 park development as an interim measure to meet the needs and interests identified by 
community and stakeholder user groups; and  

 
5. THAT funding up to $300,000 for the completion of Phase 1 park development design be 

allocated within the approved Capital Project 5961-2-03 and that any additional 
development and capital work requests be submitted through the 2015 Capital Budget for 
consideration through the budget process. 

 
Contribution to Sustainability  
 
Undertaking a review of financial partnership opportunities and alternative funding models 
demonstrates a responsible, sustainable approach to ensure the development and on-going 
operation of the North Maple Regional Park (NMRP) for use by residents and community user 
groups.  This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council in Green Directions 
Vaughan, specifically: 
 
Objective 2.2 To develop Vaughan as a City with maximum green space and an urban form 

that supports our expected population growth. 
 
Economic Impact 
 
Staff are not recommending to immediately adopt any of the consultant’s recommendations and 
therefore there is no direct economic impact arising from this study. Rather, staff believe that 
consideration needs to be provided to the outputs of this study as well as further internal due 
diligence performed on the feasibility of pursuing some of the funding/delivery strategies 
recommended by the consulting team. Staff will review and provide more substantial 
recommendations at a future FA&A meeting in 2015. 
 
In the interim, staff is recommending to conduct design work for a first phase of the park 
development and necessary funds can be accommodated within existing approved Capital 
Project 5961-2-03 Maple Valley Plan Design and therefore there is no immediate economic 
impact.  The current balance remaining in 5961-2-03 is $1,858,284 after actual expenditures and 
open commitments.  The cost for Phase 1 design is estimated to be in the range of $200,000 to 
$300,000 for facility layout, associated engineering and geotechnical investigations, detailed 
design and construction document development, which would leave a balance of approx. $1.5m 
available for the design of future phases of park development.  



 
There will be a future financial impact from carrying out the additional capital works associated 
with this design; however these costs will be submitted through the 2015 capital budget process 
for deliberation by Council at that time.  At this time preliminary estimates by staff indicate that 
approximately $4 to $5 million is required for interim park construction.  Actual cost estimates will 
be confirmed through the detailed design and engineering process.  
 
As part of the 2014 financial planning process, funding for Phase 1 park development was 
recognized for 2015 and supported by the DC Background Study, which is in-line with the 
suggested value. In addition, approved funding of $725,000 exists within Maple Artificial Turf 
Capital Project 5987-0-04. Although subject to budget prioritization deliberation, adequate funding 
is available for Phase 1 park development.   
 
Furthermore, the Vaughan Soccer Association (VSA) has indicated a desire to financially partner 
with the City on certain aspects of soccer facility development at NMRP in order to help facilitate 
construction as quickly as possible to meet the needs of their club members.  The City will be 
considering this early expression of interest from VSA as it conducts additional due diligence to 
inform development of the area.  Details on the proposed financial arrangements have yet to be 
determined and are planned to be addressed at the time of capital budget consideration and after 
additional due diligence work has been completed. 

 
Communications Plan 

Additional community consultation and discussion with user groups and stakeholders will take 
place as plans for park development are implemented.   

Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide Committee and Council with the results of the Financial 
Advisory Review for NMRP conducted by the Grant Thornton consultant team and to recommend 
a short term strategy to advance design for Phase 1 park development as an interim measure to 
meet the needs of community and stakeholder user groups.  Proposed Phase 1 works will be 
designed in a manner that does not limit the City’s future options and opportunities related to the 
potential Public-Private Partnership (PPP) lands identified along the Keele Street frontage. 
 
Additionally, the purpose of this report is to receive Council direction to continue due diligence 
work and provide consideration to the consultant’s recommendations with a view to providing 
Council with a long term internal financial/delivery strategy in 2015. 
 
Background - Analysis and Options 

 

On May 27, 2014 Council approved the retention of the Grant Thornton consultant team to 
undertake a Financial Advisory Review for NMRP.  The review was intended to identify and 
evaluate opportunities for mitigating the significant costs associated with the development and 
operation of the park since conventional funding sources (Development Charges and Tax Levy) 
are allocated to multiple park projects across the City, limiting funding for NMRP in the short-term.  

 

The scope of work for the financial review included: 

 

 Overview of PPP service delivery models 

 Commentary on the financial advantages/disadvantages of not pursuing PPP for the 
NMRP project. 

 Recommendations on other potential funding sources related to PPP’s 

 Provision of relevant examples/benchmarks of other PPP arrangements  

 Recommended service delivery models appropriate for the NMRP project 



 Review of risk assessment, funding source implications, revenue generation 
opportunities, operating and maintenance considerations, for the various options being 
proposed 

 

A copy of the consultant’s final written report is appended as Attachment 1.  The results of the 
consultant’s review generally conclude there is limited potential for PPP opportunities to assist 
with a project of the size and scope of NMRP (total park area approx. 81ha).  Through their 
experience and research, Grant Thornton identifies that traditional PPP projects, as executed by 
Infrastructure Ontario, have never been used for park development and operation projects in 
North America.  Other potential delivery models, including construction by the City and operation 
by a non-profit organization, and construction/operation through a recreation facility partnership, 
may provide some opportunity, however may also be challenging to establish because of the 
relatively limited revenues associated with the programming of park facilities. 

 

Due to the foregoing analysis, Grant Thornton identifies that the most significant financial 
opportunity for NMRP may exist with the potential sale of PPP lands along the Keele Street 
frontage (net area approx. 10ha).  The report indicates that subject to a further detailed valuation 
exercise the sale of PPP lands could secure sufficient funding to significantly, if not fully, fund the 
cost of park development works.  Annual operating, maintenance and lifecycle replacement costs 
would need to be funded through other, possibly more traditional, means such as property taxes.  
Although sale of the PPP lands may be a viable option, staff require more time to adequately 
review and assess all options provided by Grant Thornton and to develop an appropriate go-
forward long term strategy for the ultimate completion of this project. 
 
Concurrent with the Financial Advisory Review by Grant Thornton, and at the request of the 
Vaughan Soccer Association (VSA), Parks Development staff reviewed the potential for a short 
term strategy focused on a Phase 1 park development project as an interim measure.  The VSA 
advises they are experiencing growing club participation which is expected to continue.  
Continuing growth in soccer participation within Vaughan is placing significant strain on the City’s 
supply of field time.  In addition to growing participation in general soccer programs, many of 
Vaughan’s soccer clubs were successful in joining the Long Term Player Development league 
(LTPD) which places pressure on the clubs to have fields and facilities that meet league-specific 
criteria such as field size and quality, longer playing seasons, supporting facilities such as 
washrooms and change rooms, and spectator seating.  The VSA has indicated a desire to 
financially partner with the City on certain aspects of the development of soccer facilities at North 
Maple Regional Park, but the scope and extent of these financial arrangements are undetermined 
and at the early stages of development. 
 
Based on the results of the consultant’s review and in consideration of the request from the VSA 
to advance Phase 1 park development as quickly as possible, staff recommend that existing 
capital funding be used to advance design works in 2014 with development to follow in 2015 
pending Council approval of further capital budget monies for construction through the 2015 
capital budget process.  The scope of Phase 1 would include sufficient works required to provide 
interim driveway access, parking and development of one artificial turf field.  In addition, 
improvements are also proposed for pedestrian access points, trails and signage so that the 
entire NMRP lands can be opened for public use and enjoyment. 
 
Advancement of Phase 1 design development works will be planned in a manner that does not 
limit or restrict potential future partnership or other financial opportunities, in keeping with the 
findings of the consultant’s report.  Phase 1 design and development works will take into account 
previous plans and consultations and work underway as part of the New Communities Secondary 
Plan for Block 27 which may have implications for access points and infrastructure onto Keele 
Street.   

 
 
 
 



Relationship to Vaughan Vision 2020 / Strategic Plan 
 
This report is consistent with the priorities previously set by Council in the Vaughan Vision 2020 
Plan and the necessary resources have been allocated and approved.  Conducting a review of 
alternative funding and service delivery models for the development and operation of North Maple 
Regional Park supports the City’s commitment to enhancing natural and built environments 
through efficient use of resources, managing corporate assets through continuous assessment of 
infrastructure requirements, pursues excellence in service delivery and supports the goal of 
enhancing community health, safety and wellness through design and program opportunities.  
Taking steps to achieving the North Maple Regional Park plan demonstrates Council’s 
commitment to providing service excellence to citizens. 
 
Regional Implications 

Not applicable. 

Conclusion 

The results of the consultant’s report generally conclude that opportunities for alternative service 
delivery models including PPP’s are limited for the NMRP project.  Staff will review and assess 
the options and ideas identified by Grant Thornton in further detail and report back to Committee 
and Council with recommendations on a go-forward long term strategy for the ultimate completion 
of the park.  In the interim, it is proposed that a short term strategy be pursued through the design 
of a Phase 1 park development project, which would be initiated in 2014 to meet the needs and 
interests identified by the community and stakeholder groups such as the Vaughan Soccer 
Association.  Implementation of Phase 1 park development works would include construction of a 
limited amount of park elements including interim driveway access, parking and one artificial turf 
field.  Improvements to pedestrian access, trails and signage is also proposed to open the entire 
park property for use and enjoyment by the public.  Funding for Phase 1 park design can be 
accommodated within existing approved Capital Projects and funding for Phase 1 construction 
will be included in the 2015 Capital Budget submission. 
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Executive Summary 

The North Maple Regional Park site is located to the east side of Keele Street between Teston 
Road to the south and Kirby Road to the north. The site is approximately 81 hectares (200 
acres) in size. The targeted programming for the park includes a sports facility area generally on 
the northern end of the park, an active area and play zone generally south of the sports facility 
area, and woodland gardens and naturalized areas to the south of that in turn. The parcel on 
the west side of the park, fronting Keele, is associated with a potential public-private 
partnership, and is designated herein as the PPP Lands. 

Due to the physical size of the park and the range of possible uses, costs associated with 
developing and operating the park are significant. For that reason, the City of Vaughan (the 
City) initiated an Expression of Interest process to solicit and evaluate opportunities for a 
public-private partnership for the development and operation of the park, with the objective of 
balancing the public and private interests while achieving the City’s overall vision. However, 
the Expression of Interest process was cancelled pending a further review of options. It is in 
this context that the City engaged Grant Thornton as financial advisor to consider the financial 
implications of the various delivery models and financial arrangements associated with a 
public-private partnership or other delivery models. Grant Thornton, together with sub-
consultants HR&A, Goodmans and Parkridge, developed this report. 

The key findings of this report are as follows: 

 Plausibility of anticipated funding requirement. The City’s anticipated funding 
requirement for North Maple Regional Park, for both capital cost and operation and 
maintenance (O&M) cost, is broadly consistent with established precedents. 

 Sale of the PPP Lands as the recommended strategy for capital funding. Subject 
to a more thorough due diligence and valuation exercise and ultimately to an actual 
sale, it appears that the sale of the PPP Lands to a developer for single-family 
residential development could generate funds sufficient to pay for much of North 
Maple Regional Park development.  

 Value capture for North Maple Regional Park likely inapplicable. Value capture, 
that is, special levies and other mechanisms designed to capture a share of enhanced 
value generated by park development, has been applied in the United States and can 
contribute to park funding. In the case of North Maple Regional Park, however, the 
ability to do so is largely inapplicable. Apart from any new residential development on 
the PPP Lands, all residential development planned for the immediate vicinity of the 
park is long-term and speculative. Further, the City would need to design and approve 
new public policies to generate proceeds from value capture. 
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 Apart from earned income from field rentals, other typical funding sources not 
likely to be a major source of funds.  Sponsorship and philanthropy require broad 
constituency and high visibility, which is not currently in place for North Maple 
Regional Park, limiting their potential to be significant funding sources. 

 Senior government funding unlikely. New funding from senior government 
sources for development of North Maple Regional Park does not appear likely, based 
on sources examined in the development of this report. 

 Three potential delivery models. Three delivery models investigated in this report 
are conventional delivery (development and operation directly by the City), 
construction by the City and operation by a non-profit organization, and development 
and operation through a recreation facility partnership (often called a public-private 
partnership in the recreation space but differing in important ways from public-private 
partnerships as executed by Infrastructure Ontario). 

 Public-private partnerships as practiced by Infrastructure Ontario apparently 
without precedent in the parks space. Public-private partnerships as executed by 
Infrastructure Ontario (which uses the term Alternative Finance and Procurement for 
this delivery model), while in principle possible for North Maple Regional Park, 
apparently have never been used for park development and operation in North 
America, nor does there appear to be an existing supplier market. Moreover, while it is 
only a crude rule of thumb, often enough violated, public-private partnerships of this 
form tend to be applied on projects with a capital cost of at least $50 million, or in 
other words, on projects larger than North Maple Regional Park. 

 Sale of the PPP Lands likely to provide the most funds. While the three delivery 
models investigated in this report – conventional delivery, construction by the City 
and operation by a non-profit organization, and development and operation through a 
recreation facility partnership – could all in principle be applied, and while operation 
by a non-profit and a recreation facility partnership might both secure some 
efficiencies relative to conventional delivery, sale of the PPP Lands is likely to generate 
the most funds. That said, any of the three delivery models could be coupled with sale 
of the PPP Lands, as the funding source and the delivery model do not need to be 
linked. 
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Introduction 

Project Overview 
The North Maple Regional Park site is located in the east side of Keele Street between Teston 
Road to the south and Kirby Road to the north. The site is approximately 81 hectares (200 
acres) in size. An aerial photograph is the site is presented below and a park concept plan has 
been provided in Appendix 2. 

Exhibit: Aerial Photo 

 
 

The targeted programming for the park includes a sports facility area generally on the northern 
end of the park, an active area and play zone generally south of the sports facility area, and 
woodland gardens and naturalized areas to the south of that in turn. The parcel on the west 
side of the park, fronting Keele, is associated with a potential public-private partnership, and is 
designated herein as the PPP Lands. Proper due diligence on zoning, easements, Agreements 
of Purchase and Sale on parcels of land assembled for park development, restrictions relating 
to the Oak Ridges Moraine, and similar items, will need to be conducted as park development 
and consideration of delivery options progresses. 

Due to the physical size of the park and the range of possible uses, costs associated with 
developing and operating the park are significant. For that reason, the City initiated an 
Expression of Interest process to solicit and evaluate opportunities for a public-private 
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partnership for the development and operation of the park, with the objective of balancing the 
public and private interests while achieving the City’s overall vision. However, the Expression 
of Interest process was cancelled pending further review of options. It is in this context that 
the City has retained a financial advisor to consider the financial implications of the various 
delivery models and financial arrangements associated with a public-private partnership or 
other delivery models. 

Scope of Work 
On April 11, 2014, the City issued an RFP to solicit a financial advisor for North Regional 
Park, and on May 27, 2014, Council approved award of a contract to Grant Thornton, and its 
sub-consultants HR&A, Goodmans, and Parkridge. The scope of work pursuant to the RFP 
and the ensuing contract included a written report that: 

 Provides the City with an overview of various service delivery models for a public-
private partnership (PPP) and their related advantages and disadvantages, and advises 
of any other relevant or suitable financial arrangements that may be applicable outside 
the traditional PPP models. 

 Provides a commentary on the financial advantages and disadvantages of not pursuing 
a PPP. 

 Provides recommendations on other potential funding sources related to PPP’s, such 
as senior government grants. 

 Provides relevant examples and benchmarks of other PPP arrangements. 

 Identifies recommended service delivery models for the park and provides the 
following on those alternatives: 

o Overall risk assessment to the municipality. 
o Revenue generation and monetization opportunities. 
o Capital and operational funding implications. 
o Overall estimated financial impact of the service delivery model. 
o Additions or removals from the park that may affect the attractiveness of a 

PPP arrangement. 
o Overall complexity of the financial and legal arrangements to bring the model 

to fruition. 
o Effect of recommended service models on types of project proposals 

expected to be received. 
o A preliminary framework and criteria for assessing private partner proposals 

relative to each other. 
o Methods for measuring the success of such a model from a public sector 

perspective, a private sector perspective, and overall. 

 Provides discussion on the opportunity to use the “Municipal Facility” provisions 
under Section 110 of the Municipal Act, 2001 including as may be applicable and 
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appropriate, the powers of the City to give, lend, sell or lease property for less than fair 
market value, guarantee borrowing, provide services of its employees and exempt 
lands from taxation and development charges. 

The scope of work also included oral reporting through which City staff would be supported in 
the presentation to, and education of, Council. 

This report addresses these various scope items in turn, starting with an overview of park 
design considerations to help establish context. The last item, on Section 110 of the Municipal 
Act, appears in Appendix 3. 

Methodology 
Our work entailed a research phase, an analysis phase, and a reporting phase. While our work 
generally followed this sequence, in practice there was significant overlap between successive 
phases. 

Our research phase entailed the following: 

 Interviews with City staff at a kick-off meeting with representation from Parks 
Development, Parks Services, and Development Finance. 
 

 Interviews with City staff at a series of meetings over the course of a day, with 
representation from Recreation and Culture, Development Finance, Parks 
Development, Development Planning, Engineering Services, Economic Development, 
and Parks Services. 
 

 Review of documents provided by some of the foregoing parties. 
 

 Follow-up email exchanges and telephone calls with a subset of the foregoing. 
 

 A tour of the site of the future North Maple Regional Park provided by City staff. 
 

 Phone interviews and email exchanges with potential funding agencies such as 
Infrastructure Canada, PPP Canada, the Federation of Canadian Municipalities, the 
Ontario Ministry of Finance, and Infrastructure Ontario. 
 

 Desk research and review of precedent information covering the various aspects of 
our report. 
 

 Legal research, with sources shown in detail in Appendix 3 to this report. 
 
Our analysis phase entailed assessing the foregoing information in light of the scope of work 
for the assignment based on the respective professional experience of the firms forming part 
of our team in public-private partnerships, parks and urban development, and law, and 
developing findings on that basis. 
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Our reporting phase entailed the following: 

 The development of this report in working draft, final working draft, and final forms. 
The final working draft evolved from the working draft based on additional research 
and analysis by us, and based on high-level comments from City staff. The final 
document evolved from the final working draft based on detailed comments from City 
staff. 
 

 In-person presentations supported by slide decks, to City staff and to Council. The 
slide deck used at the City staff presentation is included in this report as Appendix 2. 
 

We now turn to the substance of our report. 
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Park Design Considerations 

In recent decades, Vaughan has experienced rapid population growth and is now 
home to 315,000 people. It is slated for additional growth with the advent of the Spadina 
subway line extension that will bring new residents, workers, and companies to Vaughan 
Metropolitan Centre and its vicinity. With growth comes demand for parkland.  

Within Vaughan, Maple is a residential neighbourhood with vacant land available and 
planned for development. Development in recent years has brought not only new housing, 
but also new industrial and retail development. New development in Maple could occur in a 
conventional low-density format, but in order to differentiate itself from the rest of the GTA, 
it can also develop in a more compact fashion around a new GO Transit station and 
potentially framed by new parkland. 

North Maple Regional Park provides a unique opportunity to meet city-wide parkland 
needs, and to provide an open space that can distinguish the City as a competitive 
place to live with a high quality of life. Satisfying city-wide demand for parkland and 
delivering a high quality of life through parkland can be achieved in three ways: 

 Parks can provide respite offering visitors a physical environment that differs from 
the built-up environment in the surrounding area. Though a respite park is less 
programmed and more natural than a recreation and program park, it could provide 
trails, picnic areas, and other basic amenities. North Maple Regional Park can be 
shaped into a park that provides an expansive landscape for exploration and passive 
recreation.  

 Parks can provide facilities for active recreation and stimulation serving a range 
of community needs and creating a place to gather and enjoy sports, food, and culture. 
The park program can vary based on the size, mission, and constituency of the park, 
but could include sports fields, playgrounds, outdoor event spaces such as 
amphitheatres, or buildings for events and concessions. In addition to facilities, these 
parks often offer events, classes, or other activities catering to residents’ cultural 
interests and pursuits. 

 Parks can be an integrated amenity linking into the surrounding 
neighbourhood through smaller scale open spaces and trails into adjacent 
developments. These parks can catalyze new development, distinguish the area from 
other developments in the region without integrated parks, and help areas maintain 
value over time.  
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The following parks typify these opportunities (with illustrations on the following pages): 

 Stapleton in Denver, Colorado features a 200-hectare park network integrated 
into a new development that has catalysed investment and enhanced the City’s 
ability to compete for households that may otherwise live elsewhere in the 
region.  After the City of Denver closed Stapleton Airport in 1995, a 770-hectare 
parcel was available for redevelopment. Stapleton’s developers employed parks as an 
integrated amenity into a master planned project that included retail, office, and 
industrial space, and residential units for 15,000 people. Today, the Stapleton park 
network consists of nearly 50 parks and is one of the development’s signature 
characteristics, distinguishing Stapleton from the surrounding suburbs. While the park 
network serves as an integrated amenity, individual parks within the Stapleton park 
network fulfil the functions of active recreation and respite. The 32-hectare Central 
Park is a recreation and program oriented park, which features playgrounds, soccer 
fields and a picnic area, while the Sand Creek Greenway provides a 14-mile 
uninterrupted stretch of green space that links several neighbourhood parks. 

 Shelby Farms Park in Memphis, Tennessee is a 1,820-hectare park that 
deployed expansive programming in advance of a large scale master plan. 
While the park consists predominantly of forest and meadow areas, events such as the 
Greenline Half Marathon and seasonal festivals draw visitors to the park and 
encourage sponsorship and philanthropy. Through these events, the park has raised its 
profile, excited investors, and generated revenue for select capital projects identified in 
a master plan, like the recently built Woodland Discovery Playground, an innovative 
“play landscape.” Shelby Farms also serves as a connector among the surrounding 
neighbourhoods, ensuring a constituency that sees respite, recreational, and amenity 
value in the park. Shelby Farms Greenline, a 6-mile urban trail, brings bikers and 
runners from Midtown Memphis to Shelby Farms Park. 

 Downsview Park in Toronto, Ontario is a 230-hectare redevelopment of a former 
airbase in Toronto. The site, which is currently under development, includes 188 
hectare of parkland sustained by commercial uses and residential development. The 
site is owned by the Canadian Lands Company Limited, while Parc Downsview Park 
Incorporated (PDP) is responsible for managing the development of the site. PDP is 
currently implementing a five year plan, which includes the development of five 
neighbourhoods on the park periphery, new commercial space, and the ongoing 
construction of parkland. The new neighbourhoods will feature new medium- and 
high-density housing options, with some served by new GO Transit service. As part of 
the plan, PDP has negotiated long term leases with sports organizations to construct 
and operate a four-rink hockey arena and a soccer training facility. These organizations 
will invest over $80 million in capital construction and will operate the facilities after 
construction. 

North Maple Regional Park is an ambitious project, creating the City’s largest park 
with plans for an expansive program and a mission to serve residents citywide. It can 
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also be a boon for Vaughan overall, distinguishing it from the rest of the GTA. Funding 
its construction and operations will require building constituency and exciting sources 
of capital. As such, both the park’s “hardware” and “software” should be planned in a way 
that provides respite, active recreation, and connective tissue to surrounding neighbourhoods. 
In combination with a plan that encompasses these strategies, this report provides a framework 
for both funding and delivery of the park. 

Stapleton, Denver, Colorado 
 

 
A pocket park in a residential area in Stapleton.  
 

 
Sand Creek Greenway, a 14-mile trail system through Stapleton.  
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Central Park, Stapleton’s signature 32-hectare park.  

 
 
Shelby Farms Park, Memphis, Tennessee 
 

 
Open field, Shelby Farms.  
 



City of Vaughan 
Final Report 
August 21, 2014 

13

 

Audit • Tax • Advisory 
© Grant Thornton LLP. A Canadian Member of Grant Thornton International Ltd. All rights reserved. 

 
Shelby Farms Greenline, a 6-mile urban trail connecting Midtown Memphis to Shelby Farms Park.  
 

 
The Outback, a 40-hectare off leash area for dogs in Shelby Farms. Also used by cyclists, hikers, 
horses and runners.  
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Downsview Park, Toronto 
 

The Downsview event centre is home to large-scale events including concerts and festivals.  

 
Map depicting neighbourhood development on the Downsview Park site. 
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The Hangar sports area offers a variety of outdoor and indoor sports fields for soccer, lacrosse, 
field hockey and other sports. 

Illustrations for other parks and park amenities referenced in this report appear in Appendix 1.
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Funding Requirement 

In this section, we assess the plausibility of the capital as well as operating and maintenance 
(O&M) costs of North Maple Regional Park assumed by the City. 

Capital Costs 
The City’s Parks Department estimates the total development cost for North Maple Regional 
Park at approximately $35.5 million, assuming that the entire site would be allocated to the 
park. This reflects the cost to build a “City-wide or regional park” at $293,000 per hectare (the 
unit cost used in a cost estimate for the park provided by the City), plus the cost of special 
facilities and equipment at $7.3 million, and soft costs such as contingency and administration. 
Assuming a park size of 81.2 hectares, and excluding the PPP Lands at 14.7 hectares for a net 
developable park area of 66.5 hectares, the development cost estimate would decrease by 
approximately $5.2 million to $30.3 million.  

The plan for the 66.5 hectares of parkland includes three primary zones: a sports facility area 
(29% or 19.6 hectares), an active area and play zone (21% or 14.1 hectares), and a woodland 
garden and picnic area (49% or 32.8 hectares). 

 The 19.6-hectare sports area is proposed to include one lit artificial turf soccer field 
with stadium seating (1,000 to 1,500 capacity), one lit artificial turf soccer field, three lit 
premium soccer fields, two baseball diamonds, and one multi-use sports field. It will 
also feature two field houses with washrooms, changing rooms, storage and 
concessions. 

 The 14.1-hectare active area is proposed to include a tennis court area, a basketball 
court area, a skate park, an outdoor skating rink, a water play area, senior and junior 
playgrounds, a cricket pitch, an amphitheatre and lawn area, a wedding garden, and a 
field house with washrooms and a picnic shelter. 

 The 32.8-hectare woodland and picnic area is proposed to include trails, picnic areas 
with shade shelters, a “Celebration Forest,” an arboretum and an off-leash dog area. 

We have identified two precedent parks for each zone of North Maple Regional Park. The 
precedents are recently built or currently being built. 

Sports Facility Area Precedents 
MoneyGram Soccer Park at Elm Fork in Dallas Texas, built in 2014: Elm Fork is a soccer 
complex in Dallas, Texas, which is sponsored by MoneyGram. The 56-hectare site includes 14 
full size soccer fields, including a championship field with seating, and five junior size soccer 
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fields. In addition to the field facilities, the complex includes a central concession facility with 
restrooms, an office, and storage, as well as three satellite pavilions, playgrounds, and trails. 

Braeburn Glen Park and Lee LeClear Tennis Center in Houston Texas, currently under 
extensive renovation: Braeburn Glen and Lee LeClear Tennis Center is a 5-hectare park with 
27 tennis courts. The renovated site will include a new clubhouse, tennis courts, a centre court 
with seating and a shade structure, as well as landscaping, shade structures, and walkways 
throughout the site. 

The average capital cost for these parks is $910,000 per hectare, which if applied to the 19.6 
hectares of sports area at North Maple Regional Park represents a capital cost of $17.8 million. 

Active Area Precedents 
Marshbank Park in West Bloomfield, Michigan, extensively renovated in 2010: Marshbank 
Park, a 44-hectare park in the Detroit suburbs, underwent significant renovation in 2010 to add 
new facilities and make the park universally accessible. Renovation included the construction 
of a lodge with restrooms and meeting space, a central maintenance facility, two new 
playground areas, picnic pavilions, and a new park field area with baseball and soccer fields. 

E. Carroll Joyner Park in Wake Forest, North Carolina, built in 2009: E. Carroll Joyner Park, 
a 47-hectare park in suburban Wake Forest, has a diverse set of active areas, including a 1,000 
seat amphitheatre, gardens, picnic areas, and walking trails. 

The average capital cost for these parks is $125,000 per hectare which if applied to the 14.1 
hectares of active area at North Maple Regional Park represents a capital cost of $1.8 million. 

These precedents exclude signature features such as a skate park or playground equipment. 
Capital costs for these signature features can be estimated using the following precedents. 

Playground: Union Square Playground in New York City. Preliminary capital budgets show 
playground capital costs of approximately $3.8 million. 

Skate Park: Ann Arbor Skate Park in Ann Arbor, Michigan, built in 2014. Capital 
construction cost for the 0.4-hectare Ann Arbor Skate Park was approximately $1.3 million. 

Woodland Gardens & Picnic Area Precedents 
Red Mountain Park in Birmingham, Alabama built in 2012: Red Mountain Park in 
Birmingham is a 486-hectare park on a former mining site in southern Birmingham. The park 
is predominantly undeveloped; however, there are several miles of walking, hiking, and biking 
trails throughout the site, as well as several treehouses and scenic outlooks that serve as 
destinations for hikers. 

Shelby Farms Park in Memphis, Tennessee, renovation in planning: Shelby Farms is an 
existing 1,820-hectare park that is planning significant renovations. While the plan for the park 
includes some programmed and active areas, over 1,720 hectares of the park will remain forest 



City of Vaughan 
Final Report 
August 21, 2014 

18

 

Audit • Tax • Advisory 
© Grant Thornton LLP. A Canadian Member of Grant Thornton International Ltd. All rights reserved. 

and meadow. These woodland areas will include trails for walking, hiking, biking, and 
horseback riding. 

The average capital cost for these parks is $70,000 per hectare, which if applied to the 32.8 
hectares of woodland and picnic area at North Maple Regional Park represents a capital cost of 
$2.3 million. 

Summary 
The precedent analysis suggests that the capital cost for North Maple Regional Park may be 
between $25 million and $30 million, or between $380,000 and $450,000 per developable 
hectare. (This per hectare cost is inclusive of (most) facilities and equipment unlike the per 
hectare cost of $293,000 cited above.) This analysis provides a benchmark for capital costs and 
does not account for the features unique to North Maple Regional Park (such as the ice skating 
rink), or the price for labour and materials in the GTA. It also does not account for servicing. 

Below we make a tabular presentation of the above numbers. 

Figure 1: Capital Cost Precedent Analysis 

North Maple Regional Park “Zone” 
Planned 

Hectares
Low Unit 

Cost*
High Unit 

Cost* Estimated Cost

Sports Facility 19.6 $900,000 $1,000,000 $17.6 – 19.6 million

Active Area & Play Zone 14.1 $100,000 $150,000 $1.4 – 2.1 million

Woodland Gardens & Naturalization 32.8 $50,000 $100,000 $1.6 – 3.3 million 

Playground Equipment $3,500,000 $4,000,000 $3.5 – 4.0 million

Skate Park  $1,200,000 $1,300,000 $1.2 – 1.3 million

Total 66.5  $25.3 – 30.3 million 

*Average cost per hectare observed at precedent parks. Playground equipment and skate park are expressed in as lump sum 
amounts. 
Source: HR&A, July 2014 

 
Figure 2: Capital Cost Precedents 

Park  Location 
Size 

(Hectares) Capital Cost Completion Type 

Elm Fork Athletic 
Complex 

Dallas, TX 55.9 $33,200,000 2014 New 

Braeburn Glen Park/Lee 
LeClear Tennis Center  

Houston, TX  5.2 $6,400,000 Ongoing Reno 

Marshbank Park West Bloomfield, MI 43.7 $6,100,000 2010 Reno 

E. Carroll Joyner Park  Wake Forest, NC 47.4 $5,300,000 2009 New 

Red Mountain Park  Birmingham, AL 485.8 $53,500,000 2012 New 

Shelby Farms Park  Memphis, TN 1,821.9 $55,100,000 Projected Reno, 
Expansion 

Ann Arbor Skate Park Ann Arbor, MI 0.4 $1,300,000 2014 New 

Union Square Park 
Evelyn’s Playground 

New York, NY N/A $3,800,000 2009 New 

Source: HR&A, July 2014 
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O&M Costs 
Beyond capital expenses, North Maple Regional Park will have recurring O&M costs. This 
report provides two estimates of these costs. 

The first estimate is based on the City’s ground-up approximation for labour, materials and 
equipment needed to operate and maintain the park. This estimate does not include utilities, 
administrative costs, capital reserve contributions (which are typically 3% to 5% of total O&M 
expense), and some specialty equipment such as a Zamboni for ice rink maintenance. The City 
estimates an annual O&M cost of approximately $600,000, an average of $9,000 per hectare, as 
well as an upfront cost of $130,000 for maintenance equipment.  

The second method examines comparable city park operating costs per hectare. Figure 3 below 
presents the park operating cost per hectare for other North American cities. These show a per 
hectare operating cost between $14,000 and $25,000. At an average of $17,500 per hectare, the 
66.5 hectares of programmed areas at North Maple Regional Park would entail $1.2 million in 
annual O&M costs. 

Figure 3: Operating and Maintenance Cost Precedents 

Park Hectares Operating Expense O&M/Hectare  

Raleigh, North Carolina 3,986 $59,457,339 $14,917 

Minneapolis, Minnesota 2,730 $67,141,813 $24,591 

Ann Arbor, Michigan  828 $13,374,366 $16,146 

Cleveland Metroparks 9,312 $133,351,657 $14,321 

Source: HR&A, July 2014 

 
Taking both methods into account suggests O&M costs ranging between $600,000 and $1.2 
million annually. 

Assuming the upper end of this range, and netting off earned income (discussed later in this 
report), these new O&M costs would equate to an approximate increase in property tax levies 
of 1%. 
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General Funding Sources 

There are a range of funding sources that can help pay for the construction and operations of North 
Maple Regional Park. For each source, the analysis below provides a definition of the source, 
discussion of precedents, and a conceptual estimate of value as applicable: 

 Traditional park funding sources, specifically development charges and property 
taxes. 

 Earned income, that is, money generated by park operations such as field rentals. 
The analysis below provides an estimate for annual earned income at North Maple 
Regional Park based on discussions with the City and charges identified by the City’s 
Recreation and Culture Department. 

 Sponsorship revenues resulting from advertising, naming rights or other forms of 
revenue-generating displays. The analysis below discusses the value of advertising and 
naming rights at other parks. 

 Philanthropy including charitable donations to the park from individuals, 
organizations, and companies. 

 Proceeds from land disposition resulting from the sale or lease of the PPP Lands on 
the western edge of the park to a developer. The analysis below identifies the potential 
value of that property assuming it is rezoned to a residential use. 

 Value capture that provides revenues resulting from special taxes, charges and 
assessments on park-adjacent real estate. The analysis below describes these 
opportunities and provides precedents of their implementation in other cities. 

Traditional Park Funding Sources 
The City typically funds new parks development through a combination of residential 
development charges and property tax revenue. Legislation requires that development charges 
pay for only up to 90% of a capital project with the remainder funded through other sources. 
As such, the City typically uses development charges to pay for 90% of a park project with the 
remainder paid for by property taxes. 

The City is expected to raise approximately $196 million in General Service development 
charges (DCs) between 2013 and 2022 based on the application of current DC legislation. This 
collection is inclusive of services such as indoor recreation, fire, libraries, and parks, but 
exclusive of engineering related services. Of the $196 million, a maximum of $58 million is 
earmarked for growth-related parks development across the city. According to the City’s 2013 
Development Charge Background Study, the growth-related parks development capital 
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program recommended through the City’s 2013 Active Together Master Plan was in the order 
of $210 million over the same ten-year period. As of December 2013, the City had $17 million 
in uncommitted park development DC reserves. Combining the $17 million with the expected 
collections of $58 million and comparing it to the $210 million funding requirement, there is a 
funding shortfall of approximately $135 million over the ten year period. This demonstrates 
that the traditional funding source for North Maple Regional Park is severely constrained in 
light of the many parks development projects contemplated on a city-wide basis. Funding for 
the park may either simply not be available or would result in other park development being 
reprioritized.   

The City includes parkland operations as part of its standard operating budget. Parkland 
operations are typically funded through property taxes. 

Earned Income 
North Maple Regional Park will generate earned income through rental charges for use of park 
facilities. The City identified revenue assumptions for each of the features planned for North 
Maple Regional Park, anticipated to range between $113,000 and $263,000 per year in total. 
Figure 4 below presents the distribution of these revenues. The three largest sources of earned 
income from field rentals will be the soccer field with stadium seating (31%), the turf soccer 
fields (28%), and the premium baseball diamonds (13%). The arboretum and wedding garden 
will also generate a small amount of earned income. Figure 5 below presents key assumptions. 
It is unlikely that other park features like the basketball courts, tennis courts, the outdoor 
skating rink, and skateboard facility will generate any significant revenue. This revenue will be 
offset by the cost to administer the rentals which is not included in the City’s O&M estimate 
presented earlier in this report. 

Figure 4: Distribution of Earned Income Projection at North Maple Regional Park 

Lit, turf soccer field with stadium 
seating, 32%

Lit, turf soccer field  , 29%

Lit, premium soccer 
field, 10%

Lit, multi‐use field, 3%

International Cricket pitch, 3%

Field house concessions, 0%

Amphitheatre and lawn area, 0%

Conservancy / arboretum, 1%

Wedding garden, 1%

Picnic areas with shade 
shelters, 9%

Woodland Gardens, 1% Premium Baseball 
Diamonds, 9%

 
Source: City of Vaughan, July 2014 
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Figure 5: Earned Income Assumptions 

1 lit, turf soccer field with stadium 

seating 

$86,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $310 daily rental 
fee, 275 days per year 

1 lit, turf soccer field $78,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $283 daily rental 
fee, 275 days per year 

2 premium baseball 
diamonds 

$24,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $78 daily rental 
fee, 153 days per year 

3 lit, premium soccer 
fields 

$27,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $59 daily rental 
fee, 153 days per year 

Picnic areas with shade 
shelters 

$24,000 estimated annual revenue, based on revenues earned from Doctor 
Mclean shelter in 2013 

1 lit, multi-use field 
(rugby, football,  
lacrosse) 

$9,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $59 daily rental 
fee, 153 days per year 

1 international cricket 
pitch 

$9,000 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $59 daily rental 
fee, 153 days per year 

Wedding garden $3,000 estimated annual revenue from picture taking 

Arboretum $0 - $3,000 estimated annual revenue from picture taking 

Woodland gardens $0 - $3,000 estimated annual revenue from picture taking 

Field house concessions $500 estimated annual revenue, based on assumption of $100 per month for 
five months each year 

Amphitheatre and lawn 
area 

$100 estimated annual revenue, based on occasional bookings 

Source: City of Vaughan Recreation and Culture Department, July 2014. 

Sponsorship 
Parks can utilize a variety of sponsorship mechanisms to raise funds for capital or operating 
expenses. Revenue generated from sponsorship varies, depending on the visibility and 
permanence of the sponsorship. The analysis below describes different sponsorship types and 
precedents for their implementation after discussing the City’s own planned sponsorship 
policy. 

Vaughan Sponsorship Policy 
The City is in the process of developing a Marketing Partnership Strategy and Implementation 
Plan that will guide the use of private sponsorship, naming rights and financial support for 
special events or programs in the City. Based on conversations with City staff, a new 
sponsorship, marketing, and partnerships policy is currently under development, but has not 
yet been presented to or approved by Council. Based on further discussion with staff, it was 
noted that as a part of the development of the new policy, the City of Toronto’s policy was 
examined as a benchmark. The City of Toronto’s policy defines sponsorship as “a mutually 
beneficial business arrangement wherein an external party, whether for profit or otherwise, 
provides cash and/or in-kind services to the City in return for commercial advantage.” The 
City of Toronto’s sponsorship policy is guided by the principle that all sponsorships must be in 
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the public interest of the City of Toronto, and that the City of Toronto will retain control and 
ownership over all sponsored property. The policy establishes that sponsorships are intended 
to supplement, not replace, existing funding sources. The policy also explains the structure for 
administering sponsorships, specifying that sponsorships under $500,000 are to be 
administered at the division level, with division heads taking responsibility for ensuring that 
sponsorships adhere to the policy, while sponsorships over $500,000 require Council approval. 
In addition to the sponsorship policy, the City of Toronto also has a naming rights policy that 
establishes standards for corporate and individual naming rights. As the City develops its own 
sponsorship policy, the precedents below can also be taken into account. 

Event Sponsorship 
Event sponsorship is financial or in-kind support for an event on park property, such as a 
concert or seasonal market. A sponsor typically receives recognition through temporary 
signage and promotional materials for the event. For example, Singin’ in the Square in Pioneer 
Courthouse Square in Portland, Oregon is a community sing-a-long led by members of the 
Oregon Symphony Orchestra. The event is supported by in-kind donations from Wieden + 
Kennedy, and financial and in-kind donations from Portland umbrella company, ShedRain. 

Program Sponsorship 
Program sponsorship is financial or in-kind support for an ongoing program on park property, 
such as a soccer league or fitness class. A sponsor typically receives recognition through 
temporary signage at parks facilities where the program occurs and promotional materials for 
the program. For example, SyFy Movies with A View in Brooklyn Bridge Park is a summer 
movie series sponsored by the SyFy channel. 

Park and Facility Development Sponsorship 
Park and facility development sponsorship is financial or in-kind support for funding capital or 
operational costs of a park or park facility. Generally, the prominence of sponsor recognition 
varies based on the size of the contribution. While a small contribution, such as a tree or a 
bench, could be recognized through a plaque, a larger contribution to fund the capital cost of a 
building could be recognized by granting naming rights. Given the significant permanent 
impact of naming rights, cities general codify formal standards and policies for naming rights in 
parks. For example, the Portland Timbers, a Major League Soccer Team, recently contributed 
$200,000 to cover a portion of capital expenses for a futsal field in East Portland’s Montavilla 
Park. It will be named “Portland Timbers Field at Montavilla Park”. 

Philanthropy 
Philanthropy often provides funding for park capital and operating costs. The two precedents 
presented below raised 45% of capital funding from philanthropic sources. These parks are 
signature, world-class parks that are prominently located in the downtown of each city, 
capturing the attention of community and business leadership in those cities as a city-shaping 
economic development project warranting charitable investment. 

Discovery Green Park in Houston, Texas, raised $56 million or 45% of the $125 million 
capital construction cost from philanthropic sources. Of the annual operating expenses of $3.5 
million, $2 million comes from government grants and charitable contributions. 
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Philanthropists, particularly corporations, provided nearly $214 million or 45% of the $475 
million required to develop Millennium Park in Chicago. Millennium Park’s operating budget 
is supported in part by philanthropic donations, which account for 34% of overall operations 
funding. Chicago’s Department of Cultural Affairs and Special Events provides 50% of 
operational funds for the park, while another 8% comes from the Millennium Park Foundation 
Endowment and the remaining 8% comes from private event revenue. 

In Canada, the Weston Foundation has supported land conservation initiatives. 

Proceeds from Disposition of PPP Lands 
The plan for North Maple Regional Park includes a 14.7 hectares along Keele Street (the PPP 
Lands) that could be developed into private uses and provide a significant source of funds for 
park development and operation. The analysis below suggests the PPP Lands could generate 
$26 to $35 million in land sale proceeds that could be made available for park construction and 
operation. An Official Plan amendment and a rezoning bylaw amendment would be required 
for residential uses on the property. The analysis below assumes residential development, 
although it should be noted that industrial development has occurred in the vicinity and may 
be a more viable proposition. The analysis assumes that 30% of the total PPP Lands will be 
allocated to preserving the heritage building currently occupied by the Vaughan Soccer 
Association and creating access roads for the park, which creates a net 10.3 hectares of PPP 
Lands. The analysis also assumes that 25% of the net PPP Lands will be needed for internal 
site infrastructure (internal roadways, stormwater retention, setbacks from Keele Street), 
leaving 7.7 hectares for residential development. Lastly, the analysis assumes low-density 
residential, as offering a more conservative number than medium- or high-density residential, 
and as being more consistent with nearby development. 

There may also be offsite improvements required to support new development that may be 
passed on to the developer. This analysis does not take these costs into account. 

Two parcels within the PPP Lands were expropriated by the City, and the City will need to 
follow its regular property disposal processes in any proposed sale of the PPP Lands. It will 
also need to assess whether there are any encumbrances. 

We relied on two different methodologies to estimate the value of the land, presented below. 

Method 1 (Residual Land Value Analysis, HR&A) 
HR&A estimates land value by identifying the difference between the market value of 
developed property against the cost to develop that property and developer profit, otherwise 
known as residual land value. The analysis assumes the property could be developed as 
residential development with 91 single-family units. Based on a residential sale value of $319 
per square foot, a reasonable assumption based on HR&A’s scan of home prices in the 
vicinity, vertical construction cost of $125 per square foot from RSMeans, a global cost data 
provider, and several assumptions related to infrastructure costs, the analysis indicates that the 
parcel may have a value of approximately $35.3 million as detailed in Figure 6 below (all dollar 
values rounded to the nearest $100,000). 
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Figure 6: Method 1 (Residual Land Value Analysis, HR&A) 

Gross PPP Lands (hectares) 14.7 
Net PPP Lands (hectares) 10.3 
Total Developable Area (hectares) 7.7 
Dwelling Units @ 11.8 units/hectare 91 
Average Home Size (square feet) 2,750 
Gross Revenue ($319 per square foot) $79,800,000 

Development Cost ($125 per square foot) $31,300,000  
Soft Costs (20% of Development Cost) $6,300,000  
Site Preparation (12% of Development Cost) $3,800,000  
Developer Profit (10% of Development Cost) $3,100,000 

Residual Land Value $35,300,000 

Price per Hectare (Net PPP Lands) $3,400,000 
Sources: Vaughan Zoning By-Laws, Vaughan single-family home listings; RS Means 

Method 2 (Land Assessments, City of Vaughan, 2014) 
In 2014, D. Bottero & Associates (Bottero) provided the City with land value assessments for 
various blocks. The value assessments are subject to a number of qualifications and are not 
related to any particular property. Block 20, in which the proposed North Maple Regional Park 
and the PPP Lands both lie, was valued assuming residential development. Bottero accounted 
for a change in value per acre based on the size of the parcel; the larger the parcel, the fewer 
dollars per acre it would be worth. In order to capture the change in value by parcel size, 
Bottero grouped all parcels into three categories: between one and three acres, between four 
and six acres, and between seven and ten acres. Since the 11-hectare developable site is 
significantly bigger than any of these categories, HR&A assumed the seven to ten acre parcel as 
the assessed value per acre, indicating that the parcel at North Maple Regional Park may have a 
value of $25.7 million. See Figure 7 below. 

Figure 7: Method 2 (Land Assessments, City of Vaughan, 2014) 

Per Hectare Assessed Value Low High Average 
.4 - 1.2 Hectares (1-3 Acres) $2,593,500 $3,248,050 $2,920,775  
1.6 - 2.4 Hectares (4-6 Acres) $2,334,150 $2,988,700 $2,661,425  
2.8 - 4.1 Hectares (7-10 Acres) $2,074,800 $2,593,500 $2,334,150  
Source: D. Bottero & Associates for the City of Vaughan, February 2014. 

The disposition of the PPP Lands would need to take into account the heritage building on 
them and any leases associated with it. We understand that the heritage building must be 
preserved but that, provided it is structurally capable, it can be moved, preferably on the site 
itself but at least in the general area, subject to approval of the City. The specifics of any 
relocation would be determined as part of detailed planning for disposition of the PPP Lands 
and detailed design of North Maple Regional Park. 

Any lease of the heritage building should take into account a possible requirement to move or 
repurpose it. This could be accommodated through short-term leases with tenants, or 
provisions allowing lease termination with an appropriate notice period or appropriate 
compensation. We recommend legal review of any lease to take into account considerations 
such as these prior to execution by the City. Given that the current tenant is a strong advocate 
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of park development (and in particular soccer field development), the City will presumably 
wish to work as collaboratively as possible in negotiation of lease terms. 

The disposition of the PPP Lands will also need to take into account stakeholder views. In a 
summary of public consultation on North Maple Regional Park made to the Committee of the 
Whole on June 18, 2013, residents were “adamant that any development to occur on these 
lands should be complementary with the proposed park elements and should consider creative 
and innovative solutions” and “felt that big box stores and commercial uses would not be an 
ideal fit, unless it can be demonstrated that value can be offered to the community”, while 
there were “a small number of suggestions that the City sell the lands to assist with funding the 
park’s development”.  

Value Capture 
In 2001, John Crompton of Texas A&M University found that residential properties adjacent 
to parks were on average 20% more valuable than distant properties. A series of studies by the 
Trust for Public Land found that residential properties within 500 feet of a park in four large 
cities were between 3% and 5% more valuable than those more than 500 feet from a park, 
adjusting for other factors that affect home values. Capturing the value created by parks 
provides a possible source of funding for park construction and operation. Such value may be 
more available in areas characterized by very dense urban development, with more pent up 
demand for open space. 

Various forms of value capture for park investment are presented below. 

Special Assessment Districts 
In San Diego, California, maintenance assessment districts (MADs) provide funding for the 
city’s parks. Because the parks are scattered across the city, each park has its own MAD. These 
districts may be established by either the municipality or a developer. As many new 
developments are required to provide open space amenities, developers create MADs to 
support long-term management of these new open spaces. 

Special assessments may also exist in the form of a special citywide tax. Minneapolis, 
Minnesota, created a Park and Recreation Board to levy and collect park management taxes. 
City residents’ tax bills include a special line item for this assessment. In 2013, Minneapolis 
collected $48.6 million in tax assessments. 

Tax Increment Financing 
Tax increment financing is used by many municipalities in the United States to develop 
infrastructure and public amenities. The municipality issues a bond for the amount of funds 
necessary to complete a project and pays for the bond using revenues generated by incremental 
increases in tax revenues from the project or adjacent development. 

In Calgary, a form of tax increment financing is being used to pay for significant public realm 
infrastructure including parkland. East Village in Calgary is a 20-hectare master-planned 
neighbourhood undergoing development by the Calgary Municipal Land Corporation (CMLC). 
To develop this formerly industrial area, the City of Calgary established a Community 
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Revitalization Levy (CRL) on property in and near East Village. The CRL equals the 
incremental property tax revenue generated on CRL-affected property. The City has borrowed 
against CRL collections and allocated proceeds to CMLC for neighbourhood infrastructure 
investment. To date, CMLC has invested $180 million into neighbourhood infrastructure, 
which in turn has attracted over $650 million in mixed-use development, including 1,400 
condominium units. The neighbourhood features a new National Music Centre and the city’s 
Central Library, a pedestrian promenade to connect East Village to nearby neighbourhoods, 
and two urban parks. CMLC is also rejuvenating the 12-hectare St. Patrick’s Island into an 
amenity-rich park connected to East Village through a new pedestrian bridge. 

Special Area Development Charges 
The City also imposes special area development charges to raise funds for infrastructure in 
defined areas. These charges are layered on top of traditional development charges and, like 
traditional development charges, are one-time. These charges are typically used only for water 
and sewer infrastructure and must be justified as a way to maintain existing service levels. It is 
unlikely that they could be used for an alternative purpose, such as capital funding for new 
park development. 

Section 37 Agreements 
Section 37 of the Planning Act allows a municipality, by way of bylaw and Official Plan, to 
authorize increases in height and density beyond what is otherwise permitted by bylaw, in 
exchange for facilities (or other items) provided by landowners. Settlement by landowners can 
be in cash or in kind, and where in cash, payment is typically made prior to issuance of the 
above-grade building permit. Where landowners agree to such arrangements, the municipality 
may require them to enter into formal Section 37 Agreements (common in Toronto) that can 
be registered on title. There also needs to be a reasonable planning relationship between the 
increases in height and density and the benefits secured by a municipality, which includes an 
appropriate geographic relationship. 

Through this approach, known as “density bonusing”, the municipality can secure value from a 
landowner in the form of a facility, by conferring value on the landowner in the form of 
increased height and density and therefore increased development value. In order to create a 
win-win outcome, the municipality extracts only a portion of the value it confers. 

The rationale for securing benefits in this way includes sharing the wealth created by 
development, funding infrastructure upgrades triggered by development, and compensating 
those negatively affected by development. 

Parks constitute about a fifth of all benefits secured through density bonusing by the City of 
Toronto. Half of the benefits secured through density bonusing by the City of Toronto are 
within five minutes walking distance of the affected development, and two-thirds are within 
fifteen minutes walking distance. 

In order to pursue density bonusing, the City would need to identify projected development in 
the area with a reasonable planning relationship to North Maple Regional Park, prepare any 
required Official Plan and bylaw amendments, and negotiate Section 37 Agreements to secure 
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cash for development of the park. To the extent the City does not wish to allow increased 
height or density, or already has generous height and density allowances in the existing Official 
Plan and in existing bylaws, then it would not be able to secure Section 37 Agreements. Also, 
to the extent that the relevant Section 37 Agreements would most likely be negotiated with 
respect to development across Keele Street, the associated benefit would accrue only many 
years from now, when development there is slated to occur. 

Conclusions on General Funding Sources 
Our conclusions on the general funding sources presented are as follows: 

 Traditional Park Funding Sources. The City already relies on traditional park 
funding sources. The purpose of this report is to identify alternative funding sources 
and alternative delivery models that might assist in lowering park cost and in allowing 
park development to occur earlier than it otherwise would. 

 Earned Income. The City should be able to collect earned income on North Maple 
Regional Park broadly consistent with its past experience, adjusting for differences in 
programming. Within the range of alternatives in play, we do not anticipate earned 
income to fully offset costs. 

 Sponsorship. While sponsorships can be pursued, based on past precedents we do 
not anticipate them to significantly offset park costs. 

 Philanthropy. While philanthropy can be pursued, in the United States where park 
philanthropy is more common, significant contributions tend to focus on parks that 
are several times larger than North Maple Regional Park. 

 Proceeds from Disposition of PPP Lands. Subject to a more thorough due 
diligence and valuation exercise and ultimately to an actual sale, it appears that a sale of 
the PPP Lands to a developer for low-density residential purposes could secure funds 
sufficient to pay for much of North Maple Regional Park development. While re-
zoning and a land sale could take some time to execute, and therefore may generate 
funds somewhat later than desired by the City, the sale of the PPP Lands could 
contribute much-needed funds.  

 Value Capture. Various forms of value capture in support of park development and 
operation have been applied in the United States and can contribute to park funding. 
In the case of North Maple Regional Park, however, the ability to do so is largely 
inapplicable. Apart from any new residential development on the PPP Lands, all 
residential development planned for the immediate vicinity of the park is long-term 
and speculative. Further, the City would need to design and approve new public 
policies to generate proceeds from value capture. 

For the foregoing reasons, while we believe it would be appropriate to pursue a range of 
general funding sources for North Maple Regional Park, we believe special consideration 
should be given to the sale of the PPP Lands, in light of the magnitude of the potential 
proceeds. 
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Senior Government Funding Sources 

In this section, we review senior government funding sources under these headings: 

 Infrastructure Ontario 
 “Ontario” Tax Increment Financing 
 Infrastructure Canada 
 PPP Canada 
 Federation of Canadian Municipalities 

At the end of this section, we make a high-level assessment of their respective applicability for 
funding of North Maple Regional Park. (In general, we do not anticipate new funding from 
any of the senior government funding sources presented.) 

Infrastructure Ontario 
Infrastructure Ontario is a provincial agency with several mandates: 

 Managing the Province’s real estate portfolio. Infrastructure Ontario manages the 
Province’s real estate portfolio, and enters into real estate transactions on behalf of the 
Province. As North Maple Regional Park is not part of the Province’s real estate 
portfolio, this does not apply. 

 Delivery of special commercial projects. Infrastructure Ontario delivers a range of 
commercial projects, including divestitures of provincial assets and procurements of 
long-term service contracts. As North Maple Regional Park does not fit into these 
categories, this does not apply. 

 Delivering public infrastructure projects by way of AFP. Whereas PPP Canada 
funds up to a quarter of the capital cost of eligible projects delivered by way of AFP 
(or by way of similar contract structures in non-Ontario jurisdictions), Infrastructure 
Ontario does not. Rather, Infrastructure Ontario delivers AFP and other projects on 
behalf of the Province, municipalities, and broader public sector entities, but does not 
fund them. Where provincial funding is provided to a public infrastructure project 
delivered by Infrastructure Ontario, that funding is provided by way of special 
appropriation or otherwise, but not by Infrastructure Ontario itself. For that reason, 
Infrastructure Ontario should not be perceived as a source of grant money for North 
Maple Regional Park. 

 Lending money to Ontario municipalities and other eligible borrowers. 
Infrastructure Ontario, with a multi-billion-dollar loan portfolio, is an optional source 
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of debt finance for Ontario municipalities and other eligible borrowers. (The British 
Columbia Municipal Finance Authority is, by contrast, a mandatory source for 
municipal borrowers.) Infrastructure Ontario provides long-term debenture financing 
as well as short-term construction financing, at reportedly competitive rates and terms, 
in cases offering more flexibility than might be common in private sector municipal 
bond markets (for example, it offers both serial and amortizing debentures). 
Commercial lending criteria apply. We understand that the City of Vaughan has 
accessed debt through York Region, and that York Region has already borrowed from 
Infrastructure Ontario. We raise this source here for completeness only. 

“Ontario” Tax Increment Financing 
Tax increment financing is a debt financing approach for public infrastructure wherein a 
project is funded with debt serviced out of incremental property tax revenue, or other tax or 
fee revenue, arising over time as a result of development of the project in question. The logic 
of this approach is that the project is in effect self-funding, because through debt financing it 
brings future revenue associated with the project forward to pay for the project before the 
revenue is actually realized. 

However, where the debt in question is secured only against the incremental revenue, the cost 
of debt and the debt service coverage required by lenders (the amount of incremental revenue 
as a multiple of the amount of debt service) tend to be high. This is because estimates of 
incremental revenue tend to be very uncertain at the time the debt is taken out, and beyond the 
comfort zone of lenders. This results in higher financing costs (because of the high cost of 
debt) and loss of financing room (because of the high debt service coverage which eats into 
debt service room for other projects). 

To avoid these problems, a municipality could issue debentures instead, not secured against 
incremental revenue arising as a result of the project. This results in an Infrastructure Ontario 
or bond market solution. 

However, tax increment financing in Ontario has a special meaning. Tax increment financing 
in Ontario, in this special meaning, is governed by the Tax Increment Financing Act and pending 
regulation under that Act. The Act allows a municipality to receive funding for a project from 
the Province based on education tax increments expected to occur as a result of the project. 

Based on a feasibility study prepared by the municipality, provincial Cabinet can approve a 
project for tax increment financing, establish the applicable tax increment finance district 
(which defines the area in which education tax increments are directed to the project), and 
authorize the Province to enter into a funding agreement with the municipality. As opposed to 
tax increment financing as it is more generally understood, in which the objective is to raise 
debt serviced out of future incremental tax revenue, the objective of tax increment financing 
under the Tax Increment Financing Act is for a municipality to access education tax increments 
which would otherwise accrue to the Province. The Spadina subway extension is a pilot project 
for tax increment financing in Ontario, but tax increment financing has not been aggressively 
pursued by the Province, and could be confined to transportation projects if and when it is. 
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Infrastructure Canada 
The Building Canada Fund comprises the following components: 

 National Infrastructure Component 
 Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component 
 Small Communities Fund 
 Gas Fax Fund 
 Public-Private Partnerships 

The public-private partnership component is described under the PPP Canada heading further 
below; the other four components are described under their respective sub-headings 
immediately below. There is significant overlap in eligibility criteria across components. 

National Infrastructure Component 
The Business Case Guide for the National Infrastructure Component of the Building Canada 
Fund, published by Infrastructure Canada and available on its website, identifies the following 
project types as eligible for funding (the Guide provides significantly more detail than is 
provided here): 

 Highways and Major Roads 
 Public Transit 
 Rail Infrastructure 
 Local and Regional Airports 
 Port Infrastructure 
 Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) 
 Disaster Mitigation Infrastructure 

As North Maple Regional Park falls into none of these categories, funding does not appear to 
be available under the National Infrastructure Component of the Building Canada Fund. 

Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component 
The Business Case Guide for the Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component of the Building 
Canada Fund, published by Infrastructure Canada and available on its website, identifies the 
following project types as eligible for funding (the Guide provides significantly more detail than 
is provided here): 

 Highways and Major Roads 
 Public Transit 
 Disaster Mitigation Infrastructure 
 Connectivity and Broadband 
 Innovation 
 Wastewater 
 Green Energy 
 Drinking Water 
 Solid Waste Management 
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 Brownfield Redevelopment 
 Local and Regional Airports 
 Short Line Rail 
 Short Sea Shipping 
 Northern Infrastructure 

As North Maple Regional Park falls into none of these categories, funding does not appear to 
be available under the Provincial-Territorial Infrastructure Component of the Building Canada 
Fund. (“Brownfield Redevelopment” is excluded for the same reason as cited in the discussion 
under the PPP Canada heading further below.) 

Small Communities Fund 
Ten percent of each province and territory’s funding allocation under the Provincial-Territorial 
Infrastructure Component is reserved to municipalities with fewer than 100,000 residents 
based on the 2011 census under the Small Communities Fund. With a population higher than 
that, the City is ineligible to receive Small Communities Fund funding. 

Gas Tax Fund 
Under the Gas Tax Fund, the Government of Canada has allocated $3.9 billion to the Province 
of Ontario over 2014 to 2019, with an $8 million to $9 million annual allocation to the City 
itself. 

Until March 2014, municipalities were permitted to use Gas Tax Fund Money towards projects 
in the following categories: 

 Public Transit 
 Wastewater 
 Drinking Water 
 Solid Waste Management 
 Community Energy Systems 
 Local Roads and Bridges 
 Capacity Building 

Since April 2014, municipalities were permitted to use Gas Tax Money towards projects in the 
following additional categories: 

 Highways 
 Local and Regional Airports 
 Short Line Rail 
 Short Sea Shipping 
 Disaster Mitigation 
 Broadband and Connectivity 
 Brownfield Redevelopment 
 Culture 
 Tourism 
 Sport Recreation 
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However, whether or not North Maple Regional Park meets the criteria under the Gas Tax 
Fund, applying monies under that fund to the park would constitute “robbing Peter to pay 
Paul”, as we understand that the City already fully consumes its Gas Tax Fund allocation. 

PPP Canada 
PPP Canada, a federal government agency, provides funding in the form of non-repayable 
grants, repayable grants (with repayment coming from project revenue), and loans and loan 
guarantees (with debt service coming from project revenue). 

The criteria for PPP Canada funding, in its most recent funding round, articulated in the 
Application Guide & Application Form available on PPP Canada’s website, included the following: 

 The project needs to be in the right sector. PPP Canada currently lists the following 
sectors as eligible: 

o Water Infrastructure 
o Wastewater Infrastructure 
o Public Transit Infrastructure 
o Core National Highway System Infrastructure 
o Green Energy Infrastructure 
o Disaster Mitigation Infrastructure 
o Solid Waste Management Infrastructure 
o Brownfield Redevelopment Infrastructure 
o Culture Infrastructure 
o Connectivity and Broadband Infrastructure 
o Local Road Infrastructure 
o Short Line Rail Infrastructure 
o Short Sea Shipping Infrastructure 
o Regional and Local Airport Infrastructure 
o Tourism Infrastructure 

Brownfield redevelopment infrastructure is defined as “remediation or 
decontamination and redevelopment of a brownfield site within municipal boundaries, 
where the redevelopment includes … [t]he construction of public infrastructure as 
identified in the context of any other eligible project category, and/or … [t]he 
construction of municipal use public parks and publicly-owned social housing.” While 
this definition does refer to “municipal use public parks”, we understand from the City 
that no remediation or decontamination, even in the form of capping, will be required 
at North Maple Regional Park, despite the previous waste management uses on its 
southern portions. As a result, the park would not fall into this category of eligible 
infrastructure. 

Tourism infrastructure is defined to mean community public attractions, convention 
or trade centres, and exhibition hall-type facilities, none of which appear to be planned 
for North Maple Regional Park. 
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The other sectors listed, on the plain reading of the more detailed criteria in the 
Application Guide & Application Form, do not appear to apply. 

Additionally, while a broad range of sectors is in principle eligible for funding, in 
practice only a smaller subset actually do receive funding. For these reasons, we do not 
anticipate that North Maple Regional Park is a candidate for PPP Canada funding on 
the basis of sector, nor therefore that it is a candidate at all, based on the current 
funding criteria. 

 The project needs to be sponsored by a municipal government or a public sector body 
established by provincial statute or regulation. The City appears to qualify under this 
criterion. 

 There will need to be meaningful private sector involvement in at least two of five 
structural elements (design, build, operate, maintain or finance), one of which must 
include operate, maintain or finance. On its face, this appears to be an easy criterion to 
meet. 

PPP Canada funds up to a quarter of the capital cost of eligible projects delivered by way of 
AFP. PPP Canada has recently closed its sixth application round. If the City applies under a 
subsequent round, it will be required to prepare a detailed business case that further 
substantiates the case for project funding, and that, among other things, establishes that value 
for money is demonstrated through the chosen delivery model. This process could take well 
into 2015 or even 2016 to reach a conclusion and, as PPP Canada rejects many applications, 
that conclusion could be negative. Further, as indicated above, it appears unlikely that PPP 
Canada would accept an application from the City for North Maple Regional Park, given its 
current funding criteria. 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities 
The Federation of Canadian Municipalities (FCM), an advocacy group representing Canadian 
municipalities, provides grants and low-interest loans to eligible recipients for eligible projects 
through its Green Municipal Fund, which was funded through a $550 million endowment 
from the federal government. 

FCM provides: 

 grants of up to the lesser of $175,000 and 50% of eligible costs for feasibility projects; 

 loans of up to the lesser of $10 million and 80% of eligible costs of capital projects; 
and 

 grants of up to the lesser of $1 million and 20% (and more typically, 10%) of the loan 
amount on capital projects. 
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Apart from eligibility (which is discussed below), we note that only up to $1 million in grants 
would be available for a project, a small fraction of the overall funding requirement for North 
Maple Regional Park, in addition to loans of up to $10 million. 

For funding to be secured, the proposed recipient and the proposed project need to be eligible. 
The City of Vaughan, as a municipal government, would appear to be eligible, but North 
Maple Regional Park would appear not to be (this is FCM’s current view based on information 
available to them to date). Parks per se, however green, are not eligible. 

Capital projects of the following types are eligible for funding: 

 Brownfields (projects that bring contaminated sites back into productive use and 
reduce the need for greenfield development); 

 Energy (projects that reduce energy consumption); 

 Transportation (projects that reduce fuel consumption for transportation); 

 Waste (projects that reduce waste sent to landfill); and 

 Water (projects that protect watersheds). 

While North Maple Regional Park might be interpreted as protecting a watershed, it does not 
appear to meet the more detailed criteria. The more detailed criteria include the following: 

 Water Conservation: The project must demonstrate the potential to reduce the use 
of potable water by residents of a neighbourhood or community by at least 20%, or 
the project must demonstrate the potential to reduce a municipal building’s potable 
water consumption by 30%. 

 Stormwater Management: The project must demonstrate the potential to eliminate 
all site runoff for the 90th percentile rainfall. 

 Wastewater Systems: The project must include at least one tertiary treatment 
process. 

 Septic Systems: The project must demonstrate the potential to capture and treat all 
septic system contents for a target area. 

The criteria present examples such as grey water systems, rainwater collection, fixture 
replacement programs, rainwater collection and reuse, green roofs, rain gardens for bio-
retention, infiltration initiatives (such as stormwater planters, infiltration trenches and 
permeable pavement), construction of a new tertiary wastewater treatment facility, retrofit of 
an existing facility to introduce a tertiary process, replacement of septic tanks with a more 
advanced septic treatment system, and construction of a decentralized wastewater treatment 
unit to service a group of septic systems. 
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We understand that North Maple Regional Park plans do not meet the foregoing criteria or 
contemplate inclusion of any of the examples cited and for that reason do not believe that 
FCM funding would be available for development of the park. 

Applications from eligible recipients for eligible projects are assessed against one another 
before funding decisions are made. The FCM balances funding awards regionally, and funds 
projects regardless of the size and financial strength of the sponsoring municipalities. Funding 
approvals take several months and are processed on a rolling basis. 

Conclusions on Senior Government Funding Sources 
Our conclusions on the senior government funding sources presented are as follows: 

 Infrastructure Ontario. While Infrastructure Ontario can act as lender to municipal 
entities, it is not a source of grant funding. 

 “Ontario” Tax Increment Financing. Tax increment financing, which could in 
principle allow the City to access education tax increments which would otherwise 
accrue to the Province, requires approval by provincial Cabinet, but tax increment 
financing has not been aggressively pursued by the Province, and appears to be an 
unlikely source of funding for North Maple Regional Park. 

 Infrastructure Canada. It appears that North Maple Regional Park does not meet the 
criteria under the National Infrastructure Component or the Provincial-Territorial 
Infrastructure Component of the Building Canada Fund, that the City does not meet 
the criteria under the Small Communities Fund, and that whether or not North Maple 
Regional Park meets the criteria under the Gas Tax Fund, applying monies under that 
fund to the park would constitute “robbing Peter to pay Paul”, as we understand that 
the City already fully consumes its Gas Tax Fund allocation. 

 PPP Canada. It appears unlikely that PPP Canada would accept an application from 
the City for North Maple Regional Park, given its current funding criteria. While those 
criteria could in principle change, PPP Canada has recently closed its sixth funding 
round, and an application under a future funding round could take well into 2015 or 
even 2016 to reach resolution and, as PPP Canada rejects many applications, the 
conclusion could be negative. 

 Federation of Canadian Municipalities. North Maple Regional Park does not 
appear to meet the criteria for funding under the Federation of Canadian 
Municipalities’ Green Municipal Fund. 

For the foregoing reasons, we do not anticipate new funding from any of the senior 
government funding sources presented.
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Delivery Models 

There are several delivery models that could in principle apply to North Maple Regional Park: 

 Conventional park design, construction, operation and maintenance by the City. 

 City Construction and Non-Profit Operation, in which the City builds the park and 
a separate non-profit organization serves as the park’s steward in partnership with the 
City by supporting park operation, maintenance, programming and long-term 
planning. 

 A Recreation Facility Partnership, often called a public-private partnership in the 
recreation space, but differing in important ways from public-private partnerships as 
executed by Infrastructure Ontario. 

 The Alternative Finance and Procurement (AFP) contract structure (or structures) 
applied by Infrastructure Ontario (typically Design-Build-Finance (DBF) or Design-
Build-Finance-Maintain (DBFM)), and similar contract structures used in other 
jurisdictions, generally referred to as public-private partnerships. 

Figure 8 below summarizes the allocation of responsibility for development and operation 
across these delivery models. 

Figure 8: Allocation of Responsibility 

Model Development Operation 
Conventional City City 
City Construction and Non-Profit Operation City Non-Profit 
Recreation Facility Partnership City and/or Partner  Partner  
Alternative Finance and Procurement Partner City and/or Partner 

 
In this section, we address these in turn, address the implications of interim park development, 
and conclude with a high-level assessment of their respective appropriateness for development 
and operation of North Maple Regional Park. 

We have not addressed integrating North Maple Regional Park development into a residential 
development deal for the PPP Lands, as in our experience, based on park precedents, such 
arrangements have been pursued only where the proposed park development is much smaller 
than the proposed residential development, unlike North Maple Regional Park and the PPP 
Lands. Moreover, such an agreement would likely be very complex, attempting to form a 
“marriage of convenience” between a residential developer and a park construction-
management firm, neither of which would be conversant with the hybrid delivery model. 
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Conventional Delivery 
As noted above, conventional delivery includes park design, construction, operation and 
maintenance by the City. We understand this to be the City’s default plan. 

City Construction and Non-Profit Operation 
In this model, the City would build the park and partner with a non-profit organization to 
operate and maintain the park. The division of operating and maintenance responsibilities 
varies in this model. In some cases, such as the High Line in New York City, the non-profit 
partner manages nearly all aspects of operations and maintenance. In other cases, the non-
profit partner plays a more limited role, fundraising and running public programs and events. 

The sole mission of the non-profit partner is to be a steward of the park. In this role, the non-
profit can be effective at not only operating and maintaining the park to high standards, but 
also fundraising and long-term planning and execution of major initiatives such as upgrades 
and expansions. 

A non-profit’s independence will allow it to easily deploy funds entirely to the park and 
procure service providers more nimbly than the City. In contrast, any third-party funds raised 
by the City through North Maple Regional Park sponsorships or philanthropic contributions 
may be needed for other City needs.  

North Maple Regional Park will be a new park. After the park is built and as both the 
population nearby the park grows and citywide interest in the park increases, a non-profit 
partner may emerge. Until then, the passionate constituency that tends to be required may not 
yet be in place. 

We identify the following precedents: 

 Stanley Park Ecology Society is a non-profit organization that produces 
educational programs and contributes to research, conservation, and habitat 
restoration in Vancouver’s Stanley Park. The organization is operated by a board of 
directors and has 13 staff members, whose responsibilities range from fundraising and 
communications to environmental education. Working in concert with the Vancouver 
Parks Board, the publically-elected body that manages Stanley Park, the Ecology 
Society accepts donations on behalf of the park and coordinates volunteers within the 
park.  

 The Esplanade Association is a non-profit partner to the Massachusetts 
Department of Conservation and Recreation in the operation of the Esplanade, 
a state-owned riverfront park in Boston. The Massachusetts’ Department of 
Conservation and Recreation manages and operates the park, while the Esplanade 
Association, a 501(c)3 non-profit organization with seven staff members, raises funds 
for programming and capital improvements, administers free public programs, 
provides some maintenance, and advocates for additional state and city funding. 
(501(c)3 organizations are tax-exempt non-profits in the United States. 501(c) is the 
general Internal Revenue Service code for tax-exempt non-profits, while the 3 denotes 
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the category of these non-profits, which includes charitable organizations, and 
religious, educational, and scientific institutions. 

 The Piedmont Park Conservancy provides the vast majority of maintenance for 
Piedmont Park, and oversaw the predevelopment of the park’s recent 
expansion. The Conservancy, a non-profit organization, manages more than 90 
percent of the park’s operations and maintenance with the remainder provided by the 
City of Atlanta. The Conservancy led the planning and fundraising for the 21 hectare 
expansion of the park in 2008 and has supported ongoing improvements in both new 
and old areas of the park in accordance with the Conservancy’s master plan. These 
improvements include the construction of an event venue, an outdoor pool and 
aquatic centre, several sports fields and playgrounds, a dog park, and fountains, and 
the restoration of several wetland areas and historic structures. Guided by the master 
plan, the Conservancy has raised funds for these improvements incrementally over the 
past 20 years. The Conservancy has a staff of 24, which includes landscape and 
facilities workers, as well as administrative and fundraising staff.  

Recreation Facility Partnership 
A recreation facility partnership is a partnership between a public partner (such as a 
municipality) and a private partner for the development and operation of a recreation facility 
such as a hockey arena (with one or multiple pads) or an indoor soccer facility, and can be 
limited to O&M only (without facility development). Generally speaking, these partnerships 
involve: 

 capital contributions from both the public partner and the private partner; 

 the divvying up of facility time between the partners (the public partner might get 
weekday evenings and some weekend time (for a fee) with the private partner getting 
the remainder); 

 the divvying up of customers (the private partner might get all adult users); and 

 an allocation of financial upside and downside between the partners. 

Where the partnership is limited to O&M only, there can still be the divvying up of facility time 
between the partners, the divvying up of customers, and an allocation of financial upside and 
downside between the partners. 

The overall financial performance of a partnership of this type depends fundamentally on 
demand for the facility and the level of user fees. Demand is heavily influenced by competing 
supply. User fees are heavily influenced by legacy rates, with complaints from user groups if 
they increase, but reportedly willingness to pay higher rates if facilities will not otherwise 
become available. We have not conducted a detailed demand and supply analysis relating to 
potential facilities at North Maple Regional Park, nor have we investigated current or potential 
levels of user fees. It appears, however, that revenue from facilities such as these generally do 
not cover the associated capital and operating costs. 
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An implication of this last point is that the construction of facilities at North Maple Regional 
Park not already contemplated in the park plan are likely to result in a net overall increase in 
cost to the City (albeit with an increased service offering). Moreover, the capital cost of such 
facilities could be significant compared to the cost of the overall park. Executing a partnership 
on facilities already contemplated might however reduce the net overall cost to the City, again 
depending on demand for the facilities and the level of user fees. 

Subject to aesthetic and other considerations, turfed facilities could be bubbled over the winter, 
to extend the playing season and bring in wintertime revenue. (Smaller fields would allow for 
smaller bubbles to help make the bubbles less conspicuous.) Bubbled facilities could house 
soccer, baseball, cricket, field lacrosse, and golf (a driving range), and could mix uses during the 
day (for example, a driving range during the day when there is little demand for other uses, and 
other uses in the evening). There would be a cost associated with building footings for the 
bubbles and for the bubbles themselves, and for putting up the bubbles in preparation for the 
winter season and taking them down again after. There is an active market in bubbled fields. 

There is also an active market in management of outdoor fields, including the management of a 
geographically distributed portfolio of fields. While a contract could be limited to the fields 
(and associated amenities) at North Maple Regional Park, it could also apply to a much broader 
area, including the entire portfolio of the City. The extent to which the City would want to 
consider or pursue a city-side initiative is beyond the scope of this report. 

Also to be considered is the potential for ancillary revenue from food and beverage 
concessions, which could be rolled into a partnership deal. Sports and family restaurants could 
also be situated at the park, for example on the PPP Lands, that might benefit from demand 
generated by park users. 

We identify the following precedent: 

 In Oakville, Ontario the Oakville Soccer Club, a local recreational organization, 
operates a major town-owned recreation facility. In addition to running soccer 
leagues and training programs for over 12,000 players, the Oakville Soccer Club 
operates the town-owned 100,000 square-foot indoor soccer facility at Pine Glen Park. 
Capital costs of the facility were shared between the town and the Oakville Soccer 
Club, with the town contributing $1.1 million, the Oakville Soccer Club contributing 
$300,000, and debenture financing issued by the town in the amount of $9.6 million 
financing the remainder. The town then entered into an agreement with the Oakville 
Soccer Club to manage and operate the Pine Glen Soccer Centre. In 2013, the 
Oakville Soccer Club spent $1.36 million or 21% of its $6.49 million operating budget 
on facility operations. 

Alternative Finance and Procurement 
AFP, more generally known as public-private partnership (PPP), is a procurement and 
contracting approach whereby a public partner (such as a province or a municipality) 
competitively procures and then enters into a contract with a private partner (such as an 
infrastructure developer) to deliver public infrastructure. In Ontario there are two typical 
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approaches to PPP applied by Infrastructure Ontario, which have delivered an impressive and 
sizable capital program over the past decade or so, consisting of dozens of projects easily 
exceeding $50 billion in combined capital cost: 

 DBFM, wherein the private partner designs, builds, finances and maintains a piece of 
infrastructure for 30 years, in exchange for payments from the public partner at 
completion of construction and on a monthly basis over the 30-year term, designed to 
cover O&M, debt service and other costs. 

 DBF, wherein the private partner designs, builds and finances a piece of 
infrastructure, in exchange for payment in full by the public partner at substantial 
completion. 

In Ontario, the private partner generally earns revenue exclusively through availability 
payments from the public partner, and not from third-party revenue. The availability payments 
are tied to whether (and what proportion of) the piece of infrastructure is available for its 
intended use, and not to the volume of use. This creates commercial incentives for the private 
partner to ensure that the piece of infrastructure is fully available for use on a continual basis, 
which it can control, without passing on risk relating to volume of use, which it generally 
cannot. The payment mechanism also provides for payment deductions in the event that any of 
a series of other performance standards are not met, creating commercial incentives to perform 
in these other respects as well. These other standards could relate, for example, to maintenance 
of furniture, fixtures and equipment. 

One implication of this payment approach, because the private partner does not earn third-
party revenue, is that any savings to be derived from this approach relate solely to efficiencies 
inherent in the procurement and contracting model itself (discussed later) and not from the 
introduction of new or more aggressively pursued sources of revenue. 

All that said, there are cases in Ontario in which third-party revenue is earned by the private 
partner: 

 The Highway 407 divestiture, which predated Infrastructure Ontario, is one notable 
example, where toll revenue accrues to the owner of the 99-year highway concession 
and not to the Province of Ontario. However, for the extensions to Highway 407, 
executed by Infrastructure Ontario, it is the Province and not the private partner that 
earns the associated toll revenue, allowing the Province to set toll rates for the 
extensions and take the associated revenue risk, while still creating high-quality 
highway capacity. Whether third-party revenue is transferred to the private partner is a 
function both of the characteristics of the specific project and, even for a given 
project, of the policy objectives of a given transaction. 

 Retail concession revenue from the On Route service centres on Highways 400 and 
401 accrues to the private partner. (There may also be revenue sharing with the 
Province of Ontario.) Executed by Infrastructure Ontario, transferring retail 
concession revenue for this project to the private partner creates commercial 
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incentives to provide better concession options and service. Analogous considerations 
could apply to North Maple Regional Park. 

 The Pan Am Games Athletes’ Village in Toronto is a complex infrastructure 
transaction with a significant residential real estate component, unlike the typical PPP 
transaction which involves exclusively institutional real estate. The Athletes’ Village, 
currently under construction for the 2015 Pan Am Games, is designed to provide 
accommodation for athletes during the games, and then revert to residential uses 
immediately thereafter. The private partner earns revenue from sale of residential units 
following the games. However, while this project involves residential real estate, which 
could form part of the funding solution for North Maple Regional Park through 
development of the PPP Lands, it does not appear to be a relevant precedent, because 
of the dissimilarities between the projects. 

In Ontario, at least at the provincial level, a piece of infrastructure is delivered by way of AFP 
when what is known as value for money analysis demonstrates that AFP delivery can deliver a 
project at a lower all-in risk-adjusted cost than conventional delivery. AFP delivery transfers 
specific risks from the public sector to the private sector in cases where the private sector can 
bear and manage the risk more effectively. To secure value for money, the higher project-
specific financing and transaction cost of AFP delivery needs to be more than offset by the 
value of the risk transferred to the private sector. Generally significant risk can be transferred 
with respect to on-budget on-schedule construction completion and with respect to optimal 
lifecycle cost management. AFP delivery can secure an estimated 10% or more in savings in all-
in risk-adjusted cost, depending on the project. Whether it does and by how much depends on 
the outcome of the value for money analysis. If that analysis shows negative value for money 
(or, in practice, low value for money), conventional delivery is preferred. 

The Ontario AFP approach and similar contract structures in other jurisdictions can defer the 
cash outlay for infrastructure development in part to completion of construction and in part 
over the 30-year project term. However, in the absence of significant third-party revenue or 
significant realized risk under conventional delivery, AFP does not significantly reduce the cash 
outlay overall, it simply re-profiles it. Similar re-profiling of cash outlay can be secured through 
debenture financing of a project delivered conventionally. If the sponsors have ample Annual 
Repayment Room (the provincially-mandated cap on annual debt service obligations Ontario 
municipalities are permitted to incur), such debenture financing is an option. In that case, the 
argument for AFP delivery relates to value for money, and not to deferral of cash outlays. (We 
have not investigated whether payments under AFP delivery consume Annual Repayment 
Limit room.) 

AFP delivery might be possible for this project but based on high-level indicators it does not 
appear likely for the following reasons: 

 Typically, $50 million in capital cost is cited as a floor on AFP delivery, because, below 
this point, the higher financing and transaction costs of AFP delivery often outweigh 
its other financial benefits, generating negative value for money. North Maple 
Regional Park appears to have a capital cost well under $50 million. In some cases, to 
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improve the value for money of an AFP project, DBF or DBF+O&M delivery is 
applied instead of DBFM delivery. (DBF+O&M delivery is like DBF delivery, except 
that the same private partner takes on long-term O&M responsibility as well, without 
also taking on long-term financing responsibility; the private partner is paid for design 
and construction on substantial completion and for O&M over the remaining term of 
the contract.) This replaces the more expensive 30-year debt taken out by the private 
sector under a DBFM with less expensive municipal debentures. However, this then 
no longer offers an innovative financing solution, and may or may not wind up 
sufficiently improving value for money, depending on the project. 

In particular, value for money from AFP delivery would be lower where deferring 
parks operation and maintenance spending is more likely to weaken service quality 
while the spending is being deferred, than to induce high catch-up maintenance costs, 
exceeding past deferred spending, when spending stops being deferred. If AFP 
delivery is applied with the intent of avoiding deferred spending and keeping 
consistently high service quality, then service quality would be higher than under 
conventional delivery, but costs to the City might correspondingly increase rather than 
decrease. 

 Perhaps more tellingly, we are not aware of a single precedent in Canada or the United 
States for AFP delivery for a project similar to North Maple Regional Park, nor are we 
aware of an existing supplier market conversant with the AFP approach. 

Implications of Interim Park Development 
The delivery model that is applied will need to accommodate interim park development that 
occurs before the delivery model is put into effect, because the City has an interest in early 
development of selected sports fields within North Maple Regional Park as existing funding 
allows and demand dictates. With minor tweaks, this can be accommodated under any of the 
delivery models presented here: 

 Conventional. Under conventional delivery, the City is free to progressively develop 
and operate North Maple Regional Park as it sees fit. 

 City Construction and Non-Profit Operation. Under non-profit operation, the City 
is also free to progressively develop and operate North Maple Regional Park is it sees 
fit, because, to the extent non-profit operation is introduced before overall completion 
of park development, any agreement with a non-profit organization can be tailored to 
suit. 

 Recreation Facility Partnership. Again, under recreation facility partnership 
delivery, the City is also free to develop portions of the park early, as any agreement 
with a recreation facility partner can be tailored to suit. To the extent the City does 
develop portions of the park early, it would lose the benefit of innovative commercial 
and design input into park development from a recreation facility operator. 
Additionally, to the extent there are potential latent defects in park features that the 
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recreation facility partner would not be able to detect, or therefore to price, when 
considering North Maple Regional Park as a business opportunity, any contract with 
the recreation facility partner should allocate cost responsibility for addressing latent 
defects to the City.  

 Alternative Finance and Procurement. The situation under Alternative Finance and 
Procurement is similar to that for recreation facility partnership delivery, although 
contractual resolution may be more complex. It would be cleaner to avoid interim 
park development, but transfers of existing assets into new Alternative Finance and 
Procurement projects do occur, typically with the public partner taking back 
appropriate risk relating to the transferred assets. 

We do make one caveat: until the disposition of the PPP Lands is determined, interim park 
development should do nothing to compromise all viable options. Alternatives for access to 
the park from Keele Street should be kept as open as possible, and park design should 
accommodate any reasonably likely uses within the PPP Lands. 

Conclusions on Delivery Models 
Our conclusions on the four delivery models are as follows: 

 Conventional. This delivery model is viable and is the default park development 
model. As the default, it does nothing in itself to reduce park cost or raise or accelerate 
funding for park development. 

 City Construction and Non-Profit Operation. This is a potential contender as a 
delivery model for North Maple Regional Park, and has been applied on numerous 
precedent parks, especially in the United States. 

 Recreation Facility Partnership. This is a potential contender as a delivery model 
for North Maple Regional Park, although it has more typically been applied to 
structures such as arenas. 

 Alternative Finance and Procurement. This delivery model, while often effective in 
enhancing value for money on public infrastructure projects, is not a strong contender 
for North Maple Regional Park. We are not aware of any precedents for its use in a 
regional park context in North America or of an existing supplier market conversant 
with the AFP approach. Moreover, North Maple Regional Park is comparatively small 
in capital cost for this delivery model, and while this is not an absolute bar to 
proceeding, it could further lessen market interest. 

For the foregoing reasons, we examine City Construction and Non-Profit Operation and 
Recreation Facility Partnership, but not Alternative Finance and Procurement, against 
Conventional delivery of North Maple Regional Park in the following section of this report. 
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Comparison of Models 

In this section, we examine City Construction and Non-Profit Operation and Recreation 
Facility Partnership against Conventional delivery of North Maple Regional Park, all as 
characterized in the previous section. We present our discussion under the following headings: 

 Risk Assessment 
 Revenue Generation and Monetization 
 Capital Funding Implications 
 O&M Funding Implications 
 Overall Estimated Financial Impact 
 Additions to or Removals from Park Program 
 Complexity of Legal and Financial Arrangements 
 Types of Project Proposals Expected to be Received 
 Framework for Assessing Proposals Received 
 Measures of Success 

Risk Assessment 
Conventional The City will already be very familiar with project risks under 

conventional delivery because of ongoing experience with the 
model. The important thing to consider in assessing risks under 
alternative delivery models is that they need to be compared against 
risks under conventional delivery, because all delivery models have 
inherent risks, and it is how they compare against one another that 
should support project decision-making, and not the fact that one 
or another has this or that risk. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

For design and construction, risks under this model are the same as 
those under conventional delivery. Thereafter, the degree of risk 
depends heavily on the specifics of the arrangement with the non-
profit organization and its ongoing capabilities. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

If a recreation facility partnership involves only operation and 
maintenance, risk tends to be small, as the contract can generally 
be terminated quite easily, and project execution reverts to the 
conventional method. Where the partnership is more complex, 
involving financial contributions from the private partner and 
repayment over time, risk increases, as both the public partner and 
the private partner become locked into an arrangement for an 
extended term, and unwinding that arrangement can be costly and 
difficult. It is for reasons such as these that procurement of private 



City of Vaughan 
Final Report 
August 21, 2014 

46

 

Audit • Tax • Advisory 
© Grant Thornton LLP. A Canadian Member of Grant Thornton International Ltd. All rights reserved. 

partners for recreational facility partnerships should follow sound 
practices, such as those outlined later in this Section. That said, 
because a park generates limited revenue, it is unlikely that there 
would be a significant financial contribution from a private partner 
in any case. 

 
Revenue Generation and Monetization 
Conventional The City has the opportunity to generate revenue from North 

Maple Regional Park through earned income, philanthropy, 
sponsorship, and proceeds from the sale of the PPP Lands. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

Non-profit organizations have the focus, flexibility and mission to 
raise money for a park through fundraising and creating revenue-
generating programs. Because of this capacity, a non-profit 
organization may be able to increase earned income, philanthropic 
contributions, and sponsorship value above and beyond the City’s 
baseline. 

However, the non-profit organization is unlikely to be involved in 
a sale of the PPP Lands. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

Private partners under a recreation facility partnership can be more 
innovative in identifying and securing revenue streams. Ancillary 
revenue opportunities can include food and retail concessions, 
such as ice cream parlours, bike rental shops, and sporting goods 
stores. The amount of retail attracted to the area specifically 
because of park development is likely to be small (compared, for 
example, to what the PPP Lands as a whole could accommodate). 
Private partners may also be more aggressive in securing revenue 
directly from sports facility rentals. However, there would not 
appear to be significant monetization opportunities, especially as it 
is likely that earned income from park services and ancillary 
revenue generation will not exceed park O&M costs. 

We do not anticipate a private partner under a recreation facility 
partnership to be involved in the sale of the PPP Lands, although 
in principle one could be. 

 
Capital Funding Implications 
Conventional Under conventional delivery, sale of the PPP Lands is likely to be 

the best source of park funding, apart from the baseline plan of 
relying on development charges and property taxes. 
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City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

Non-profit organizations have the ability to raise revenue for 
ongoing capital upgrades and expansion, particularly through 
effective marketing to government agencies and solicitation of 
philanthropic contributions. However, in the case of North Maple 
Regional Park, a new non-profit organization is unlikely to form in 
the absence of a built-in constituency, which is more likely to occur 
only once the park is in operation, too late for initial capital 
investment. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

The amount of capital a private partner under a recreation facility 
partnership would be willing to contribute will depend on the 
economics of the project. For an arena, quite often the private 
partner will finance the facility supported by a guarantee from the 
public partner (even though the debt may be more expensive than 
municipal debt), either because of real or self-imposed restrictions 
on municipal debt capacity. However, this approach would be less 
appropriate for a park (compared to an arena), because a park 
doesn’t have the same revenue potential; for such an arrangement 
to be financially supportable, the public partner would have to 
grossly overpay for its share of field time in order to provide the 
private partner with enough revenue to support project debt. 

 
O&M Funding Implications 
Conventional Park O&M costs are typically funded by property taxes and earned 

income. North Maple Regional Park may be able to generate up to 
$263,000 in earned income, which would cover a substantial 
portion of O&M costs. The remaining costs, $937,000 ($1.2 
million less $263,000, assuming the upper end of the O&M cost 
estimate and the earned income estimate), would translate to a 1% 
increase in property tax levies. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

A non-profit organization may be able to generate money above 
and beyond the City’s capacity through earned income, 
philanthropic contributions, and sponsorship value. An effective 
non-profit organization, however, might not be in place until the 
park is in operation and has an excited constituency to provide 
leadership. The non-profit organization could oversee certain park 
O&M components and might be able to execute those functions at 
a lower cost than the City. This will need to be balanced against 
City costs incurred in overseeing the non-profit organization. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

A private partner under a recreation facility partnership can 
generally operate somewhat more efficiently and generate 
somewhat more revenue because it has financial incentives to do 
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so. The extent to which this occurs will depend on the economics 
of the specific project and comparative performance of the public 
partner under the conventional model. At the same time, the 
private partner will seek reasonable profits, and the public partner 
will incur contract management costs, which offset potential 
savings from a recreation facility partnership. Cost responsibility 
for capital replacement can lie with either the public partner or the 
private partner depending on the terms of the specific project, and 
whether that ultimately saves or costs the public money as against 
conventional delivery will also depend on the specific project. 

 
Overall Estimated Financial Impact 
Conventional Under conventional delivery, the City should incur capital and 

operating costs on the order of those presented earlier in this 
report. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

A partnership between the City and a non-profit may improve the 
financial picture of North Maple Regional Park on an operating 
basis. The non-profit can execute certain park O&M functions at a 
lower cost and may be able to generate more revenue than the City. 
A partnership is unlikely to reap any benefit for the upfront 
development of the park, as a partnership is not likely to be viable 
until later. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

A recreation facility partnership is unlikely to contribute to capital 
funding because park economics are generally insufficient. A 
recreation facility partnership may, however, decrease park O&M 
costs somewhat and may increase park revenue somewhat. 

 
Additions to or Removals from Park Program 
Conventional We do not have a basis for changes from the proposed park 

program under conventional delivery, except insofar as demand for 
specific types of facilities may dictate. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

A non-profit organization has limited prospects for near-term 
application to North Maple Regional Park. There do not appear to 
be clear additions or removals from the proposed park program 
that would have a bearing on non-profit operation downstream. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

Active park uses would be of more interest to private partners 
under a recreation facility partnership than passive park uses, 
because active park uses in general generate revenue while passive 
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park uses in general do not. However, there would be an advantage 
to including all uses under a single contract, rather than splitting 
park responsibility between active park uses managed by a private 
partner and passive park uses managed by the City, because of 
economies of scale, and to avoid finger-pointing about cross-
jurisdictional issues (such as responsibility for parking lots and 
washrooms and garbage collection). Including passive park 
components in an overall recreation facility partnership deal would 
also allow the private partner to run and collect revenue from 
concerts, if such a use were acceptable to the City. 

 
Complexity of Legal and Financial Arrangements 
Conventional Under conventional delivery, legal and financial arrangements are 

straightforward: the City enters into contracts for the design and 
construction of the park, and operates the park using its own staff. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

A non-profit would likely need to enter into an agreement with the 
City to identify operating responsibilities, defining parameters for 
programming, maintenance, marketing, long-term planning, 
fundraising, sponsorship, and other functions. The City would 
incur cost and effort in negotiating such an agreement and in 
overseeing the non-profit organization once an agreement is in 
place. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

Recreation facility partnership contracts can be fairly simple, with 
main bodies on the order of 50 pages, and operating specifications 
up to 200 pages, depending on the project. The City would need 
legal and especially technical support in the development and 
negotiation of an agreement with a private partner. If the private 
partner contributes financing to the project, then the deal becomes 
more complex, and the City would require correspondingly more 
support. Contracts tend to include sharing in financial upside and 
downside, generating incentives for effective commercial 
operation, but not financial penalties for failures to meet operating 
specifications. This is in contrast to contracts for Alternative 
Finance and Procurement projects, which run into the many 
hundreds of pages and which have very complex performance 
standard and penalty regime systems, and are very costly to 
develop. 

 
Types of Project Proposals Expected to be Received 
Conventional In conventional delivery, the City will receive proposals from park 

design firms and tenders from park construction firms, and will 
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operate the park directly. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

The City is unlikely to find a competitive field for non-profit 
partners, unlike hiring a contractor for construction purposes or 
partnering with a recreational facility operator. Non-profit park 
organizations typically emerge when a community or developers 
have a strong stake in the future success of a park. The City could 
then partner with this non-profit or, alternatively, the City could 
establish a non-profit, quasi-public organization to maintain and 
manage the park. The latter would feature a strong degree of public 
control, likely through City appointments to the board of directors, 
and would enable community participation. In either model, the 
City would enter into an agreement with the organization and 
establish roles, responsibilities, financial terms, and other incentives 
to ensure the non-profit organization performs to specified 
standards for operating and maintaining the park. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

Depending on the approach to procurement the City takes, 
proposals can be simple (a financial offer in response to a 
prescriptive park program), or quite complex (where respondents 
to a competitive process can offer creative solutions to high-level 
requirement definitions from the City). Park developers prefer the 
latter approach, as it is where they believe they can add the most 
value, and differentiate themselves from competitors. There will 
generally also be a pre-qualification process prior to proposals 
being solicited, to ensure that only financially and technically 
strong players participate. 

 
Framework for Assessing Proposals Received 
Conventional Under conventional delivery, assessing proposals follows standard 

municipal procurement practices. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

In selecting a non-profit partner or helping to establish a non-
profit partner for North Maple Regional Park, the City should 
ensure that the non-profit partner has the financial and human 
capacity to execute its mission. For example, should a non-profit 
organization be granted the ability to run programs at North Maple 
Regional Park, the City should ensure that it will be appropriately 
funded and staffed with relevant experts to create successful 
programs. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

In the case of price-driven procurements, which are not the norm 
for recreation facility partnerships, assessing proposals is essentially 
mathematical. In the ordinary course, however, the framework is 
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more complex. Typically a small group of firms or consortia are 
pre-qualified, and then are invited to submit preliminary drawings 
and a commercial proposal. 

Having more flexible procurement allows more room for 
innovation, which can improve project outcomes. This is 
particularly the case for facilities such as arenas, as private partners 
under recreational facility partnerships tends to have a significant 
experience advantage over public partners, as individual 
municipalities tend to develop recreational facilities only rarely and 
operate very few of them, whereas private partners develop them 
frequently and operate many of them. In the case of parks such as 
North Maple Regional Park, the City may have an advantage, in 
that it already operates numerous parks, and develops them on an 
ongoing basis (even through they are typically much smaller than 
North Maple Regional Park). 

 
Measures of Success 
Conventional Ultimately the measure of success for a park is meeting design 

objectives and satisfying park constituents, on time and on budget. 
Measures can include field utilization rates, usage levels by 
Vaughan (and non-Vaughan) residents, capital and O&M cost 
against benchmarks, capital maintenance cost against reserves, 
earned income against benchmarks, degree of philanthropic and 
sponsorship interest, and park maintenance against specified 
standards. 

City Construction and Non-

Profit Operation 

Depending on what functions the non-profit partner oversees at 
North Maple Regional Park, a range of performance measures can 
be deployed. For operations, one of the advantages of a non-profit 
structure is that the park could be maintained at a cost lower than 
other City parks. The City could make a per hectare contribution to 
the non-profit organization to maintain the park. A non-profit 
organization could also be responsible for public programs and its 
success could be gauged by attendance and the degree to which the 
programs serve residents from across the City. 

Recreation Facility 

Partnership 

In addition to the measures of success noted above, a good 
recreation facility partnership entails good project economics, good 
service delivery, and good on-the-ground working dynamics 
between the partners. 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

Our key conclusions and recommendations are as follows: 

Project Overview 

 In recent decades, Vaughan has experienced rapid population growth and is now 
home to 315,000 people. Within Vaughan, Maple is a residential neighbourhood with 
vacant land available and planned for development. North Maple Regional Park 
provides a unique opportunity to meet city-wide parkland needs, including for the 
Vaughan Metropolitan Centre, and to provide an open space than can distinguish the 
City as a competitive place to live with high quality of life. 

 The City’s anticipated funding requirement for North Maple Regional Park, for both 
capital cost and O&M cost, is broadly consistent with established precedents. The 
City’s capital cost estimate is $30.3 million (adjusting out the PPP Lands), while 
benchmarks suggest a capital cost of $25 million to $30 million. The City estimates 
O&M costs of $600,000 annually, excluding utilities, administrative costs, capital 
reserve contributions (which are typically 3% to 5% of total O&M costs), and some 
speciality equipment, while benchmarks suggest $1.2 million annually all-in. 

General Funding Sources 

 Earned income for North Maple Regional Park is anticipated to range between 
$113,000 and $263,000 annually based on the currently proposed program. 

 Sponsorship and philanthropy require broad constituency and high visibility, which is 
not currently in place for North Maple Regional Park, limiting their potential to be 
significant funding sources. 

 Subject to a more thorough due diligence and valuation exercise and ultimately to an 
actual sale, it appears that the sale of the PPP Lands to a developer for single-family 
residential development could generate funds sufficient to pay for much of North 
Maple Regional Park development. The underlying analysis assumes low-density 
residential, as offering a more conservative number than medium- or high-density 
residential, and as being more consistent with nearby development. 

 Two methods suggest potential proceeds from the sale of the PPP Lands of $26 
million and $35 million respectively, the higher number being greater than the City’s 
capital cost estimate and the capital cost benchmarks. (The underlying analysis does 
not address the cost of potential required improvements to off-site municipal 
infrastructure.) 
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 Two parcels within the PPP Lands were expropriated by the City, and the City will 
need to follow its regular property disposal processes in any proposed sale of the PPP 
Lands. It will also need to assess whether there are any encumbrances. 

 The disposition of the PPP Lands would need to take into account the heritage 
building on them and any leases associated with it. We understand that the heritage 
building must be preserved but that, provided it is structurally capable, it can be 
moved, preferably on the site itself but at least in the general area, subject to the 
approval of the City. The specifics of any relocation would be determined as part of 
detailed planning for disposition of the PPP Lands and detailed design of North 
Maple Regional Park. 

 Any lease of the heritage building should take into account a possible requirement to 
move or repurpose it. This could be accommodated through short-term leases with 
tenants, or provisions allowing lease termination with an appropriate notice period or 
appropriate compensation. We recommend legal review of any lease to take into 
account considerations such as these prior to execution by the City. Given that the 
current tenant is a strong advocate of park development (and in particular soccer field 
development), the City will presumably wish to work as collaboratively as possible in 
negotiation of lease terms. 

 The disposition of the PPP Lands will also need to take into account stakeholder 
views. In a summary of public consultation on North Maple Regional Park made to 
the Committee of the Whole on June 18, 2013, residents were “adamant that any 
development to occur on these lands should be complementary with the proposed 
park elements and should consider creative and innovative solutions” and “felt that 
big box stores and commercial uses would not be an ideal fit, unless it can be 
demonstrated that value can be offered to the community”, while there were “a small 
number of suggestions that the City sell the lands to assist with funding the park’s 
development”. 

 Value capture, that is, special levies and other mechanisms designed to capture a share 
of enhanced value generated by park development, has been applied in the United 
States and can contribute to park funding. In the case of North Maple Regional Park, 
however, the ability to do so is largely inapplicable. Apart from any new residential 
development on the PPP Lands, residential development planned for the immediate 
vicinity of the park is long-term and speculative. Further, the City would need to 
design and approve new public policies to generate proceeds from value capture. 

Senior Government Funding Sources 

 New funding from senior government sources does not appear likely, based on 
sources examined in the development of this report, generally because North Maple 
Regional Park does not fall into the type of project various programs are targeted at. 
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Delivery Models 

 Three delivery models investigated in this report are conventional delivery 
(development and operation directly by the City), construction by the City and 
operation by a non-profit organization, and development and operation through a 
recreation facility partnership (often called a public-private partnership in the 
recreation space but differing in important ways from public-private partnerships as 
executed by Infrastructure Ontario). 

 Public-private partnerships as executed by Infrastructure Ontario, while in principle 
possible for North Maple Regional Park, apparently have never been used for park 
development and operation in North America, nor does there appear to be an existing 
supplier market. Moreover, while it is a crude rule of thumb, often enough violated, 
public-private partnerships of this form tend to be applied on projects with a capital 
cost of at least $50 million, or in other words, on projects larger than North Maple 
Regional Park. 

 We have not addressed integrating North Maple Regional Park development into a 
residential development deal for the PPP Lands, as in our experience, based on park 
precedents, such arrangements have been pursued only where the proposed park 
development is much smaller than the proposed residential development, unlike 
North Maple Regional Park and the PPP Lands. Moreover, such an agreement would 
likely be very complex, attempting to form a “marriage of convenience” between a 
residential developer and a park construction-management firm, neither of which 
would be conversant with the hybrid delivery model. 

 While the three delivery models investigated in this report – conventional delivery, 
construction by the City and operation by a non-profit organization, and development 
and operation through a recreation facility partnership – could all in principle be 
applied, and while operation by a non-profit and a recreational facility partnership 
might both secure some efficiencies relative to conventional delivery, sale of the PPP 
Lands is likely to generate the most funds. That said, any of the three delivery models 
could be coupled with the sale of the PPP Lands, as the funding source and the 
delivery model do not need to be linked. 

 The delivery model that is applied will need to accommodate interim park 
development that occurs before the delivery model is put into effect. This is of 
concern because the City has an interest in early development of selected sports fields 
within North Maple Regional Park as existing funding allows and demand dictates. 
With minor tweaks, this can be accommodated under any of the delivery models 
investigated in this report. 
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Appendix 1 – Precedent Parks



City of Vaughan 
Final Report 
August 21, 2014 

56

 

Audit • Tax • Advisory 
© Grant Thornton LLP. A Canadian Member of Grant Thornton International Ltd. All rights reserved. 

 

MoneyGram Soccer Park at Elm Fork in Dallas, Texas 
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Braeburn Glen Park/Lee LeClear Tennis Center in Houston, Texas 
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Marshbank Park in West Bloomfield, Michigan 
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E. Carroll Joyner Park in Wake Forest, North Carolina 
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Red Mountain Park in Birmingham, Alabama 
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Appendix 2 – Park Concept Plan
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Appendix 3 – Legal Issues
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TO: Grant Thornton July 30, 2014 

FROM: Robert Howe and Anne Benedetti FILE NO: 
141641 

SUBJECT: City of Vaughan: Legal Review of the “Municipal Facility” Provisions 
under Section 110 of Municipal Act, 2001 

 

I. Introduction: 

As part of the report entitled “City of Vaughan: North Maple Regional Park” 
prepared by a team of consultants led by Grant Thornton (the “Report”), we have 
been tasked with providing: 
 

a discussion of the opportunity to use the “Municipal Facility” provisions 
under Section 110 of the Municipal Act, 20011 including as may be 
applicable and appropriate, the powers of the City to give, lend, sell or lease 
property for less than fair market value, guaranteed borrowing, provide 
services of its employees and exempt land from taxation and development 
charges. 
 

II. Background: 

Section 110 of the Act (“Section 110”) permits municipalities to enter into 
agreements that provide financial assistance, and grant various tax, development 
charge and education development charge exemptions to persons providing 
municipal capital facilities; the purpose of which is to encourage public private 
partnerships and inter municipal partnerships.2 
 
Section 110 contains specific municipal powers and is found under the “economic 
development services” heading of Part III of the Municipal Act. According to the 
Act, “economic development services” include “promotion of the municipality by 
the municipality for any purpose by the collection and dissemination of information 

                                                      
1 Municipal Act, 2001 S.O.2001, c.25 (“the Act”). 
2 Auerback and Mascarin, The Annotated Municipal Act, 2d ed, vol 1 at p.MA3-277 (“The Annotated Municipal 
Act”). 
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and the acquisition, development and disposal of sites by the municipality for 
industrial, commercial and institutional uses.”3 
 
The concepts found in Section 110 were originally introduced in 1993 by the 
Community Economic Development Act 4 in order to encourage the provision of 
municipal capital facilities through the use of public private partnerships and 
undertakings.5  Section 110 of the Municipal Act continues the municipal capital 
facilities provisions found in Section 210.1 of the former Act which allowed 
municipalities to enter into agreements for the provision of municipal capital 
facilities with any person.6 
 
III. Municipal Capital Facilities: 

The provision of financial assistance and exemptions from specific taxes and 
development charges by a municipality pursuant to Section 110 is specific to 
persons who are providing “municipal capital facilities”. 
 
The Regulation7 generally defines “municipal capital facilities” as including land8, 
works, equipment, machinery and related systems and infrastructure.9 The term 
“municipal capital facilities” is then refined by a specific list of classes of facilities 
set out in the Regulation that may be exempted from taxation,10 and are eligible for 
financial assistance and exemption from development charges by the 
municipality.11 
 
The classes of municipal capital facilities set out in the Regulation that may be 
applicable to the North Maple Park Project (the “Park”) include: 
 

 municipal community centres; 
 parking facilities ancillary to municipal community centres; 
 municipal facilities used for cultural, recreational or tourist purposes; and 

                                                      
3 The Act at s.1(1) definition of “economic development services”. 
4 Community Economic Development Act, 1993, S.O.1993, c.26. 
5 Mascarin and Williams, Ontario Municipal Act and Commentary, 2013 ed. at p.40 (“Ontario Municipal Act and 
Commentary”) 
6 The Annotated Municipal Act at p.MA3-277. 
7 O-Reg 603/06 - Municipal and School Capital Facilities – Agreement and Tax Exemptions (the “Regulation”). 
8 As defined by the Assessment Act, R.S.O. 1990, c.A.31 which defines  “land”, “real property” and “real estate”  to 
include, 
(a) land covered with water, 
(b) all trees and underwood growing upon land, 
(c) all mines, minerals, gas, oil, salt quarries and fossils in and under land, 
(d) all buildings, or any part of any building, and all structures, machinery and fixtures erected or placed upon, in, 
over, under or affixed to land, 
(e) all structures and fixtures erected or placed upon, in, over, under or affixed to a highway, lane or other public 
communication or water, but not the rolling stock of a transportation system. 
9 O-Reg 603/06 - Municipal and School Capital Facilities – Agreement and Tax Exemptions at s.1. 
10 The Regulation at s.2 and 3. 
11 Ontario Municipal Act and Commentary at p.40 and Regulation s.3(1). 
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 municipal general parking facilities and parking facilities ancillary to 
municipal facilities used for cultural recreational or tourist purposes.12 

There are specific restrictions that are applicable to these classes of municipal 
capital facilities that will be examined in more detail later in this memorandum. 
 
IV. Agreements For Municipal Capital Facilities: 

Section 110 only applies to agreements entered into by municipalities for the 
provision of municipal capital facilities, as defined above, if the agreement provides 
for one of the following: 
 

 lease payments in foreign currencies13; 
 financial and other bonusing assistance; 
 exemptions against tax levies for municipal and school purposes; and 
 development charge exemptions (but not education development charges 

exemptions14).15 

Procedurally, a municipality is required to pass a by-law to permit the municipality 
to enter into an agreement under Section 110 and is required to give written notice 
of the contents of the by-law to the Minister of Education.16 
 

a. Financial and Other Bonusing Assistance: 

A municipality cannot directly or indirectly assist any manufacturing business, or 
other industrial or commercial enterprise through the granting of bonuses.17  
Although there is no fixed definition of the term “bonus” it is generally used to 
denote a benefit conferred by a municipality on an individual or a class over and 
beyond any benefits given to others.  There are a number of express exceptions 
which permit a municipality to provide assistance that would otherwise be 
considered a bonus.18 
 
Subsection 110 overrides the prohibition against bonusing by stating that in specific 
circumstances a municipality can provide, at less than fair market value or at no 
cost, various kinds of assistance including: 
 

 giving and lending of money and charging interest; 
                                                      
12 Regulation at ss.2(1) 14, 15, 16 and 17. 
13 Although it is likely not relevant to the North Maple Regional Park project, Section 110(2) of the Act states that 
municipal capital facility agreements may allow for the lease, operation and maintenance of facilities and for the 
lease payments to be expressed and payable partly or wholly in one or more prescribed foreign currencies. 
14 The Education Development Charge Exemption can be granted by the School Board but cannot be granted 
directly by the Municipality. The Act ss.110(7) and 110(13). 
15 The Act at s.110(1) and Ontario Municipal Act and Commentary at p.40. 
16 The Act at s.110(5). 
17 The Act at s.106(1). 
18 Ontario Municipal Act and Commentary at p.39. 
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 giving, lending, leasing or selling property; 
 guaranteeing borrowing; and 
 providing services of employees of the municipality.19 

Assistance for municipal capital facilities is only applicable to persons who have 
entered an agreement to provide facilities under Section 110 and is given only in 
respect of the provision, lease, operation and maintenance of the facilities subject to 
that agreement.20 
 
It is essential that all of the requirements of Section 110 are followed in order for a 
municipality to provide a “legal” bonus.21 
 

b. Tax Exemptions: 

A municipality may enter into an agreement under Section 110 to grant a full or 
partial exemption from the payment of taxes levied for municipal or school 
purposes provided the land or a portion of land on which municipal capital facilities 
is or will be located: 
 

 is the subject of an agreement under Section 110(1); 
 is owned or leased by a person who has entered an agreement to provide 

facilities under Section 110(1); and 
 is entirely occupied and used or intended for use for a service or function 

that may be provided to the municipality. 

Procedurally, in addition to giving written notice of the contents of the by-law to the 
Minister of  Education, the municipal clerk is required to give written notice of the 
context of a by-law which will provide a tax exemption to:22 
 

                                                      
19 The Act at s.110(3). 
20 A municipality may further provide financial assistance through bonusing in respect of a housing capital 
facilities even if it is not a party to a municipal capital facilities agreement.  Additional information on this power 
is available but based on the information provided to date it is not relevant to the North Maple Regional Park 
Project. 
21 1085459 Ontario Ltd. v. Prince Edward (County), (2005) 14 M.P.L.R. (4th) 1 (Ont. S.C.J.) (“1085459 Ontario Ltd. v. 
Prince Edward (County)”).  
In 1085459 Ontario Ltd. v. Prince Edward (County) a municipality and a developer entered into an agreement for the 
provision of a municipal telecommunications facility.  The municipality did not provide the required notice of the 
related by-law to the Minister as required by Section 110(5) and did not restrict the use of an up-front payment 
contemplated in the agreement as required by Section 110(4). 
Although the court was of the opinion that what constituted a bonus should be strictly construed so as not to 
unduly limit the potential parameters of public/private joint ventures, it determined that the municipality had 
conferred an “obvious advantage” on the developer which amounted to a bonus.  The County had failed to 
comply with Section 110 of the Act and was in technical violation of the Act as it had conferred a bonus contrary 
to Section 106. Despite this finding, and fortunately for the County, the Court, for a number of unrelated reasons, 
exercised its discretion not to grant the relief sought by the developer’s competitor and the application was 
dismissed. 
22 The Act at s.110(5). 
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 the Assessment Corporation; 
 the clerk of any other municipality that would but for the by-law have had 

authority to levy rates on the assessment of the lands exempted by the by-
law; and 

 the secretary of any school board with jurisdiction over the lands exempted 
by the by-law. 
 

c. Development Charges Exemptions: 

Regardless of the Development Charges Act23 a municipality may enter an 
agreement under Section 110 to grant a full or partial exemption from all or part of 
the development charges imposed by a municipality in respect of land on which 
municipal capital facilities are or will be located that: 
 

 is the subject of an agreement under Section 110(1); 
 is owned or leased by a person who has entered an agreement to provide 

facilities under Section 110(1); and 
 is entirely occupied and used or intended for use for a service or function 

that may be provided to the municipality. 
 

V. Reserve Funds: 

The council of a municipality may establish a reserve fund for the exclusive 
purpose of renovating, repairing or maintaining facilities that are provided under a 
municipal capital facilities agreement.24 
 
VI. Specific Additional Restrictions Re: Granting of Assistance and 

Exemptions to Classes of Municipal Capital Facilities: 

The Regulation sets out specific restrictions on the granting of tax exemptions 
pursuant to subsection 110(6), assistance pursuant to 110(3) and development 
charge exemptions under 110(7) related to municipal community centres and 
municipal facilities used for cultural, recreational and tourist purposes and their 
associated parking facilities. 
 

a. Additional Restrictions Re: Municipal Community Centres: 

In order to be eligible for financial assistance, tax exemptions, and development 
charge exemptions, a municipality may only enter into an agreement respecting 
municipal community centres and associated parking facilities if: 
 

 the municipal community centre is primarily used for local community 
activities; and 

                                                      
23 Development Charges Act23, 1997, S.O.1997, c.27. 
24 The Act at s.110(10). 
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 the council has declared by resolution that the municipal community centre 
is for the purpose of the municipality and for public use.25 
 

b. Additional Restrictions Re: Facilities Used for Cultural, 
Recreational or Tourist Purposes: 

A municipality may enter into an agreement providing financial assistance, tax 
exemptions and development charge exemptions respecting facilities used for 
cultural, recreational or tourist purposes and the associated parking facilities if: 
 

 the municipality, or another municipality or defined public sector entity,26 
owns or agrees to purchase or will own on reversion of the property, the 
municipal capital facilities including the land where they are situate; and 

 the council has declared by resolution that the municipal capital facilities are 
for the purposes of the municipality and for public use.27 
 

VII. The City of Vaughan North Maple Regional Park Options: 

In accordance with the framework set out above, the City of Vaughan may provide 
financial assistance, and grant various tax and development charge exemptions to 
persons providing municipal capital facilities at North Maple Regional Park. 
 
As noted above, the classes of municipal capital facilities that may be applicable to 
the Park are restricted by both the requirements of Section 110 and the Regulation. 
 
The Report recommends three options for the proposed development of North 
Maple Regional Park: 
 

 Business as usual, City construction and operation; 
 City construction and non-profit operation; and 
 Recreation facility development and operation partnership. 

 
a. Option 1: Business as Usual: 

As the first option recommends a business as usual approach whereby the City 
would continue to own the lands and will construct, operate, maintain and manage 
the park and the park facilities without the involvement of another entity at any 
stage, Section 110 is not applicable. 
                                                      
25 Regulation at s.5. 
26 Regulation at s.6(2).The following are public sector entities for the purposes of clause (1)(a): 

 The Crown. 
 A local board as defined in Section 1 of the Municipal Affairs Act. 
 A university in Ontario that is authorized to operate as described in section 3 of the Post-Secondary 

Education Choice and Excellence Act, 2000. 
 A college established under the Ontario College of Applied Arts and Technology Act, 2002. 

27 Regulation at s.6(1). 
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b. Option 2: City Construction and Non-Profit Operation: 

In this option, the City would build the park and then partner with a non-profit 
organization to operate and maintain the park.  It is not anticipated that the non-
profit entity would own or lease the park facilities or the park lands.   As the park 
and any related facilities will not be owned, leased or developed by the non-profit 
entity the exemptions from specific taxes and development charges are not 
applicable. 
 
Based on the description of this option in the Report, it is unlikely that the City will 
be providing financial assistance to the non-profit entity.  Further, as the non-profit 
entity described would not be a manufacturing business, or other industrial or 
commercial enterprise, the prohibition against bonusing would not apply and it 
would not be necessary to make use of Section 110.   
 
We would note that Section 107 applies to this option which permits a municipality 
to make grants, to any person or group, on such terms as council considers 
appropriate, for any purpose council considers to be in the interest of the 
municipality.28  
 

c. Option 3: Recreation Facility Development and Operation 
Partnership: 

According to the third proposed option, the City would partner with a private entity 
for the development and operation of a recreational facility.  The partnership could 
include the development of the facility or may be limited to the operation and 
maintenance of the facility. 
 
Section 110 is commonly used in this situation and would permit the City to 
provide assistance including: 
 

 giving and lending of money and charging interest; 
 giving, lending, leasing or selling property; 

                                                      
28 The Act at s.107.  Subject to Section 106, (which would not apply to a non-profit entity that is not a 
manufacturing business, or other industrial or commercial enterprise) Section 107 allows a municipality to make 
grants on such terms as the municipality considers appropriate to any person or group for any purpose that the 
council considers to be in the interest of the municipality.  The power to make a grant includes the power: 

 to guarantee a loan and to make a grant by way of loan and to charge interest on the loan; 
 to sell or lease land for nominal consideration or to make a grant of land; 
 to provide for the use by any person of land owned or occupied by the municipality upon such terms as 

may be fixed by council; 
 to provide for the use by any person of officers, employees or agents of the municipality upon such 

terms as may be fixed by council; 
 to sell, lease or otherwise dispose of at a nominal price, or make a grant of, any personal property of the 

municipality or to provide for the use of the personal property on such terms as may be fixed by council; 
and 

 to make donations of foodstuffs and merchandise purchased by the municipality for that purpose. 
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 guaranteeing borrowing; and 
 providing services of employees of the municipality29 

related to the development, operation and maintenance of the recreational facility as 
a municipal capital facility.  The City could also provide exemptions from specific 
taxes and development charges.30 
 
In order for the City to provide this assistance, the City and the private entity must 
enter into a municipal capital facilities agreement related to the recreation facility 
including the provision of financial and bonusing assistance and exemptions from 
applicable taxes and development charges.   
 
In addition, the City would be required to declare, by resolution, that the recreation 
facility is for the purposes of municipal and public use.  The Regulation sets out 
specific ownership requirements in this scenario.  The City, or another municipality, 
or defined public sector entity,31 must own, or agree to purchase, or will own on 
reversion of the property, the municipal capital facility including the land on which 
it sits.  This requirement should factor into the negotiation of any agreements with a 
private partner related to the ownership of the recreational facility to be developed, 
operated and/or maintained. 
 
6350546 

 

 

 

                                                      
29 The Act at s.110(3). 
30 We would note that any exception against development charges would potentially need to be indirectly funded 
through other sources. 
31 Regulation at s.6(2). The following are public sector entities for the purposes of clause (1)(a): 

 The Crown. 
 A local board as defined in Section 1 of the Municipal Affairs Act. 
 A university in Ontario that is authorized to operate as described in section 3 of the Post-Secondary 

Education Choice and Excellence Act, 2000. 
 A college established under the Ontario College of Applied Arts and Technology Act, 2002. 
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