Regional Clerk’s Office
Corporate Services Department

MEMORANDUM

TO: Cordelia Abankwa-Harris
Director, Policy & Program Support
Community Services and Housing

FROM: Barbara Bridle
Committee Coordinator

DATE: October 19, 2007

RE: York Region Transit

Update — Proposed Transportation Standard
Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 (AODA)

Regional Council, at its meeting held on October 18", 2007, adopted, without amendment, the
following recommendations of the Transit Committee regarding the above-noted matter:

1. Itis recommended that the Regional Clerk forward this report to the Region’s Accessibility
Advisory Committee for their information.

Attached please find the Council Extract of Clause No. 3, Report No. 7 of the Transit Committee.

Please confirm if you would like this communication placed on the next AAC Committee agenda
for November 28, 2007.

ORIGINAL SIGNED
Attachment (1)
Copy to: Don Gordon, General Manager, York Region Transit

Doc #478289



York'Region

Clause No. 3 in Report No. 7 of the Transit Committee was adopted, without
amendment, by the Council of The Regional Municipality of York at its meeting on
October 18, 2007.

3
YORK REGION TRANSIT
UPDATE — PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION STANDARD
ACCESSIBILITY FOR ONTARIANS WITH DISABILITIES ACT, 2005 (AODA)

The Transit Committee recommends the adoption of the recommendation
contained in the following report, September 25, 2007, from the General Manager,
Transit:

1. RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that the Regional Clerk forward this report to the Region’s
Accessibility Advisory Committee for their information.

2. PURPOSE

This report provides an update on the status of the development of the Transportation
Standard pursuant to the Accessibility for Ontarians with Disabilities Act, 2005 (AODA).

3. BACKGROUND

Under the AODA, the Province has appointed standards development committees to
develop core and sector specific standards. The committees include people with
disabilities or their representatives, representatives of industries or sectors, government
ministries, and professionals with relevant experience. To date, two standards
development committees have been established, one covering “Customer Service,” which
is one of the core group of standards, and the second being "Transportation,” which is
sector-specific. The three remaining core standard development committees are to
address the following areas:

. Information and Communication.

. Built environment.

. Employment.

The Accessibility Directorate provides management and administrative support and
direction to the standards development committees. These committees will make
recommendations to the Minister of Community and Social Services once the standards
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have been reviewed by the public. The Canadian Standards Association (CSA) has been
retained to facilitate/assist with the development of the standards.

The adopted standards will set out the measures, policies, practices and other steps
needed to remove and prevent barriers for people with disabilities. The standards will
include time periods for implementing accessibility requirements in stages of five years
or less, leading to a fully accessible Ontario by 2025.

York Region Transit (YRT) has been involved in this process through the Ontario Public
Transit Association. Staff have participated in the review of the draft standard and have
provided their feedback through the Ontario Public Transit Association’s “transit
resource team”.

On June 27, 2007, the Province announced that the proposed Transportation Standard
would be posted on its website for public review and feedback. The public review
process will be open to September 28, 2007. Once the public review period is complete,
the Transportation Standards Development Committee will reconvene to consider the
feedback. They may make changes to the proposed standard based on that feedback prior
to finalizing the proposed standard for submission to the Minister and being adopted into
regulation.

4. ANALYSIS AND OPTIONS

4.1 York Region Transit (YRT) Response

In general, YRT supports the Transportation Standard as it is currently proposed.

However, there are two key issues that require further clarification and will be needed to

assist in the interpretation and implementation of not only the Transportation Standard,

but subsequent standards as well:

e All AODA standards need to be consistent in application and compliance. This
includes definitions and terminology (eg. Personal Care Attendant in Transportation
Standard versus Accessibility Support Person in Customer Service Standard).

e There is a need for clear guidelines in implementing standards, in particular
interpretation, in order to ensure consistency in application between the transit
agencies and for compliance purposes.

4.2  Transit Industry Response

The Ontario Public Transportation Association (OPTA) has submitted a co-ordinated
transit industry response, focusing on how specific requirements of the proposed standard
will impact the provision of public transit services in the Province. The Association’s
submission also notes how all AODA standards need to be harmonized and considered in
unison to provide a consistent approach to accessibility issues. The detailed Ontario
Public Transit Association’s response is attached to this report as Attachment 1.
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4.3 Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO) Response

Similarly, the Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMO), via the Barrier-Free

Working Group, has prepared a response, also attached (see Attachment 2), with respect

to the public transit issues. The AMO response also deals with other elements of the

transportation standard including those relating to taxi, limousine, and booked services.

Some of the AMO’s primary concerns relate to the following:

e Support for full accessibility in a reasonable and fiscally appropriate time frame.

e Support for the proposed Transportation Standard as it recognizes the unique
differences and/or capacity of municipalities across the Province.

e The need for harmonization of all standards developed under the AODA.

e Compliance with the standard has to be balanced against the fiscal capacity of those
expected to comply.

e Similar to the harmonization of all AODA standards, the standards also need to be
harmonized with related existing legislated requirements/standards (e.g. Ontario
Building Code, Highway Traffic Act, Ontario Human Rights Code). Reconciliation of
competing requirements should not be left to the judicial process to be determined
subsequent to the standards being legislated.

e The process for assessing/determining compliance with all standards has to be
defined and communicated.

4.4  AODA Alliance Response

The AODA Alliance is a voluntary collation of individuals and organizations and is the
successor to the Ontarians with Disabilities Act Committee. The Alliance has expressed
serious concern with the proposed Transportation Standard and is especially critical of
what is perceived to be the Standard’s lack of “clear, enforceable standards, of what has
to be done to remove and prevent these, and to fix far more prompt reasonable
timelines...”

4.5 Ontario Human Rights Commission Response

The Ontario Human Rights Commission commends the Ministry for establishing the
Transportation Standards Development Committee and its intention to improve
accessibility to transportation in Ontario. However, the Commission notes that the
proposed Standard needs to be harmonized with the Human Rights Code both in terms of
regulation and compliance. The Commission also noted concern with the Standard’s
‘alternative services’ approach, the timelines for implementation of accessibility
initiatives, the lack of clarity and specificity of the Standard.

4.6 Relationship to Vision 2026

Regional Council has taken a strategic approach to accessibility planning that is grounded
in Vision 2026. One of the guiding principles of Vision 2026 is the notion that
accessibility should be inclusive and provide services and facilities to all, regardless of
location or personal mobility. This approach has enabled the Region to focus its efforts in
a way that supports and balances the needs of all York Region residents.
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5.

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

YRT made a commitment several years ago to move toward a fully accessible transit
system. As such, YRT has already made significant changes to its system with regard to
accessibility and our cost estimate for complying with the standard reflects this. YRT
estimates a total incremental cost of $8.3 million (in 2007 dollars) to be spent to achieve
full accessibility as prescribed by the Standard by 2025. An additional $200,000 per year
will be spent in maintaining accessibility for the system. The balance of these costs is
reflected in upgrading of fareboxes and increasing door-to-door service hours.

As part of the Ontario Public Transit Association’s submission, it is estimated for the
transit industry as a whole, $500 million incremental investment will be required within
the 2025 timeframe. An additional annual cost of $16 million is expected to be required
for ongoing sustainability of the standard.

LOCAL MUNICIPAL IMPACT

The public transit component of the proposed Transportation Standard will be of primary
interest to the Region as it has jurisdiction over the provision of transit. The local
municipalities will likely be commenting on the section of the standard that relates to the
taxi industry, as licensing of that industry is under local municipal jurisdiction.

CONCLUSION

As the development of a Transportation Standard progresses, YRT continues to move

towards a more accessible system by:

e Purchasing only low floor wheelchair-accessible buses.

e Upgrades to bus stops and terminal facilities to meet accessibility standards.

e Implementation of Computer-Aided Dispatch/Automatic Vehicle Location
(CAD/AVL), which provides for audible bus stop announcements and vehicle
monitoring.

e Development of a Travel Training program.

e ‘Family of services’ approach to service delivery which provides for a variety of
service options to accommodate all riders, regardless of mobility.

For more information on this report contact Irene McNeil, Manager, Service Planning
(Ext. 5628) of the Transit Branch in the Transportation and Works Department.
The Senior Management Group has reviewed this report.

(The attachments referred to in this clause are attached to this report.)



COUNCIL ATTACHMENT 1

" C U Ontario Public Transit Association
CANADIAN URBAN TRANSIT ASSGCIATION
ASSOCIATION CANADIENNE DU TRANSFORT URBAIN

August 16, 2007

The Honourable Madeleine Meilleur

Minister of Community and Social Services
Province of Ontario

80 Grosvenor Street, Hepburn Block 6" Floor
Toronto, Ontario

M7A 1EQ

Dear Madam Minister:
Re: Industry Response - Initial Proposed Transportation Standard

The Ontario public transit industry is on record as supporting the principles of the Accessibility for
Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA) and is committed to helping build a fully accessible Ontario by
2025. This commitment is predicated on providing clear, measurable and fiscally sustainable progress in
providing accessible public transit services, while balancing the needs of all customers.

The industry’s commitment is evidenced by:

1) Significant progress over the last 10 years (a period which represented very difficult economic times)
in dealing with issues of accessibility. For example, in the ten year period from 1995 to 2005, the
proportion of Ontario’s conventional transit bus fleet that is accessible grew from 0 to 55%.

2) Participation of 5 public transit service representatives on the Transportation Standards Development
Committee (T-SDC).

3) Establishment of an industry Resource Team in support of the T-SDC members. The Resource Team
was comprised of 26 representatives from across the Province covering specialized, conventional,
commuter bus and rail services as well as the Canadian Urban Transit Association, the Ontario Pubic
Transit Asscciation (previously Ontario Community Transportation Association) and the Association
of Municipalities of Ontario.

4) A one day industry wide workshop to provide the transit industry with the proposed Transportation
Standard, during which each component section of the Standard relating to the provision of
accessible public transit services was reviewed in detail, including how each section should be
assessed in terms of operational and cost impacts.

On balance, when viewed in its entirety, we believe the public transit service section of the Standard
constitutes a reasonable approach. This view recognizes the following considerations:

1) The recognition in the Standard of an Ontario best practice with reference to the concept of a family
of accessible public transit services versus simply adopting the historic view of delivering
conventional transit and para transit as separate and distinct services.

2) The Standard offers service providers flexibility, working in concert with their advisory committees and
other stakeholders to determine how best to address the issues of accommodation with respect to
accessible public transit service delivery in their communities. This flexibility recognizes the unique
differences and capacities of municipalities and the corresponding challenges each will have in
addressing the Transportation Standard, as well as all common standards to be developed under the
AODA.



The Standard provides a variety of implementation timeframes, noting the 5 year assessment period
provides the opportunity to ensure reasonable and measurable steps are taken by the Province,
municipalities and service providers toward attaining the overall goals of the AODA.

The Standard and associated implementation timeframes address all disabilities collectively, in a fair
and equitable manner which will result in better, more accessible services for communities at large
versus the focused, one-off approach resulting from Ontario Human Rights complaints, which often
result in resources being allocated to addressing the needs of one specific disability.

While the industry is generally supportive of the Transportation Standard, there remain a number of
issues that warrant comment and consideration. In terms of specific comments regarding the Standard
requirements as currently drafted, such comments will be identified in responses from individual service
providers. The industry’'s commentary will focus on issues that apply equally to the Transportation
Standard as well all common standards and/or the standard development process.

1)

It is our view that all common and sector specific standards developed under the AODA be
harmonized. The current standard development process provides for a phased intreduction of the
respective standards, which further underlines the critical need for harmonization. The challenge of
harmonization would be mitigated if all standards were finalized and reconciled prior to becoming
legislation. This requirement is supported by the need to:

- provide a clear link or interdependency of the standards, e.g. compliance requirements under the
Transportation Standard will be impacted by a requirement under the Built Environment Standard,
e.g. accessibility standards relating to sidewalks, passenger amenities etc. which have a direct
impact on providing accessible public transit services.

- ensure consistency (or reconciliation) of “class” definitions for respective standards
- ensure consistency in compliance dates for linked standards

- ensure consistency in terms of terminology, definitions, requirements and presentation for all
standards, for example the existing difference in definitions in separate standards for persons or
items having the same role, i.e. “personal care attendant” per the Transportation Standard versus
“accessibility support person” per the Customer Service Standard

- ensure consistency in the many potential compliance reporting and administrative tasks that will
be associated with the common and sector specific standards

- consider the cumulative financial impact of all standards, particularly in determining compliance
dates and class definitions, and the expected resulting need to pricritize competing standards.

Similar to the reconciliation and/or harmonization of the standards as a collective, the standards
should be harmonized with related existing legislated requirements/standards, e.g. Ontario Building
Code, Highway Traffic Act, Ontario Human Rights Code. Reconciliation of competing requirements
and/or inconsistent enforcement processes should not be left to the judicial process to be determined
after the Standards are legislated.

The process for assessing/determining compliance with all standards must be defined. There has to
be a clear understanding of what the process entails by those expected to comply, prior to the
standards coming into force.

Compliance with the standard has to be balanced against the issues of :
— safety; and,

— fiscal capacity, competing demands for resources, local priorities and current initiatives, and the
requirement to comply with all common standards as well as sector specific standards.

We believe there is a need tc develop and distribute “standard interpretation guidelines” for each
standard prior to being adopted into regulation. Guidelines are critical to ensuring consistent
understanding, clarification and application of all standards, particularly with respect to how each
standard relates to other accessibility standards, existing legislation and diverse operating
environments. As such, the proposed interpretation guidelines should only be developed with input
and participation from the respective stakeholders. The transit industry is pleased to take a lead role



in the development and distribution of “standard interpretation guidelines” as they relate to the
provision of accessible public transit services, and looks forward to Provincial support in this effort.

We question whether the related Transportation Standard Readiness Assessment and Estimated
Cost Report accurately assesses the true cost and related impacts associated with Standard
compliance. Based upon a representative sampie of detailed costing completed by individual
member transit systems (services) from across the Province, the estimated incremental cost of $290
million for public transit services is significantly understated, with the actual incremental cost being
approximately $500 million or 1.7 times higher than provided in the report. Further, the post 2025
annual ongoing cost is estimated at $16 million per year. While referencing the importance of
investing in accessibility (a position not in dispute), the document does not comment on the
cumulative impact of having to comply with common and sector specific standards, and the current
and planned investment in accessibility over and above those components identified as incremental
cost. Further, the comparison of the incremental cost to planned industry expenditure could create
expectations that are not sustainable. The projected expenditures to furthering accessible public
transit services will require long term sustainable funding.

Specific to the funding issue, municipalities are currently faced with a significant “fiscal imbalance’.
Present cost pressures exceed the capacity of the municipal property tax base. In light of the current
fiscal realities facing municipalities, it is essential that any new legisiated standards creating a
requirement beyond that which is currently planned and timed, be accompanied by new, dedicated
and sustainable funding. Without such funding it will be very difficult for transit systems to implement
the provisions of the standards without some degradation of service.

In closing, thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the Standard development process. We are
eager to continue the partnership that has been established during the standards development process
and look forward to working with your Ministry to bring the standards into place. Should you have any
questions regarding the above comments, we would ask that you contact either Béatrice Schmied of
OPTA at 905-271-6663, schmied@octa.on.ca or Michael Roschlau of CUTA at 415-365-9800, ext 104,
roschlau@cutaactu.ca

Sincerely, ,
Larry Ducharme David Onodera
Chair, Ontario Committee Chair, OPTA
CUTA

Cc. - Honourable Dorna Cansfield — Minister of Transportation

- Doug Reycraft.- President — Association of Municipalities of Ontario
- Accessibility Directorate of Ontario
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September 12, 2007

Hon. Madeleine Meilleur

Minister of Community and Social Services
80 Grosvenor Street

Hepburn Block, 6™ Floor

Toronto, ON M7A 1ES

Dear Minister:
Re: AMO Response to the Initial Proposed Transportation Standard

The Association of Municipalities of Ontario (AMQO) appreciates the opportunity to provide
comments on the proposed Transportation Standard (T-S) as developed under the Accessibility
for Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA).

As you are aware, Alex Milojevic, Manager, Business Strategies, Works and Transportation,
City of Brampton had the privilege to participate on the Transportation Standard Development
Committee. We are pleased that the Ministry of Community and Social Services has
acknowledged the value and importance of municipal input to this process. As you know,
municipalities remain at the forefront of providing barrier free access to citizens with disabilities
in their communities.

To begin with, we are pleased that you extended the period for which to develop the Standard.
We are hopeful that this indicates your commitment to clear, measurable and sustainabie
(fiscally responsible) progress in providing accessible services while balancing the needs of
all-customers and stakeholders alike.

As such, we believe that our comments are invaluable 1o ensuring that municipalities are able to

sustain their efforts in creating accessible communities and to achieving the long term
objectives of the AODA.
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Key Considerations

While previously communicated to you in our submission on the Proposed Customer Service
Standard, we believe it is important to reassert the principles and key considerations by which
to move forward on in the implementation of the AODA.

AMO supports the principles of accessible customer service for persons with disabilities: dignity,
equity, inclusion, independence, responsiveness and sensitivity, as we support the spirit and
intent of the AODA. What we recognize as being essential {0 .achieving these principles and the
long-term objectives of the Act, is a balanced, measured and sustainable approach that can
maintain the progress necessary to fulfill the desired vision.

The challenge ultimately lies in some of the decisions that shape the path to the vision; the key
one being that the AODA is not supported by a realistic means to realizing it - specifically,
sustainable funding. As it stands, municipalities, who are leaders in laying the foundations for
accessibility and barrier free communities may now be hampered and sanctioned in their
efforts.

Specific to the Transportation Standard as currently proposed, AMO is very concerned that
certain aspects of the Standard (for example, section 6.3.2) will have detrimental impacts on
municipalities, resulting in not only service reductions, but in some areas, potentially, the
cessation of public transit services. This probable outcome runs contrary to your Government’s
understanding that transit services need to be improved and increased not eliminated or
reduced. It would be difficult to rationalize increased spending on one hand, while on the other
hand, proposed regulations under the AODA would undermine achieving higher levels of transit
accessibility.

In the absence of long-term sustainable funding, it is imperative that the cost and benefits of
this Standard be weighed against the objective of the AODA and, most importantly, the
recognition that this Standard is one of a number under the legislation that municipalities must
bear full responsibility for implementing. The Government of Ontario must carefully consider the
current fiscal capacity of municipalities and how this will impact community sustainability,
economic progress and vulnerable Ontarians, including seniors, low-income Ontarians, new
immigrants, youth and those this legislation is aiming to help, persons with disabilities.

Municipal Context

Municipalities are currently faced with a significant “fiscal imbalance”. Municipalities are
challenged with infrastructure deficit, expectations for service standard compliance
requirements and the untenable provincial requirement of funding social and health services
from the municipal property tax base. The current arrangements are not sustainable and do not
work for people in our communities. It is difficult to imagine that adding the cost of implementing
this important piece of legislation to the overburdened property tax payer has been clearly
thought out. In light of the current fiscal realities facing municipalities, it is essential that new
legislated standard requirements be accompanied by sustainable funding. In the absence of
funding support, as stated, the Government should anticipate the reduction if not elimination of
transit services in some municipalities across the province.
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Through the current Provincial-Municipal Fiscal Review and the recent, important
announcement of the $935 million Ontario Drug Benefit and Ontario Disability Support Program
upload, the Government has recognized the fiscal strain under which municipalities must
currently operate to provide services. To implement this Standard alone, the municipal cost is
anticipated to be approximately $500 million (1.7 times higher than the provincial costing) with
an additional $16 million annually in ongoing costs. Again we caution against decisions that will
result in perverse ocutcomes, for example, the benefits of an important upload of costs being
muted by the municipal costs to implement provincial legislation - the AODA.

A related concern is the cost of compliance, particularly when one considers the cumulative
cost impact of complying with all the common and sector specific standards. It is an important
concern even though it is argued that the cost will be incurred over time and that pay back, both
in terms of economic activity and having a more inclusive society is assumed. The impact will
vary depending on the operating and fiscal environment of each municipality. Fundamentally
however, the Province is placing expectations - fulfilled through compliance and enforcement -
on municipalities without reasonableness or funding. As indicated above, AMO is concerned
with the accuracy of the related Transportation Standard Readiness Assessment and Estimated
Cost Report with respect to the true cost and the related impacts associated with Standard
compliance. There is no dispute to the Readiness Assessment’s position on the importance of
investing in accessibility, however it fails to comment on the cumulative impact of having to
comply with common and sector specific standards and the current and planned investment in
accessibility over and above those components identified as incremental costs. Further, the
comparison of the incremental cost to planned industry expenditure has the potential to create
unreasonable expectations in that it fails to recognize that such planned expenditure also
requires long term sustainable funding.

it is questionable whether the related Transportation Standard Readiness Assessment and
Estimated Cost Report accurately assesses the true cost and related impacts associated with
Standard compliance. Based upon a representative sample of detailed costing completed by
individual transit systems from across the province, the estimated incremental cost of $290
million for public transit services is significantly understated, with the actual incremental cost
being approximately $500 million or 1.7 times higher than provided in the report. Further, the
2025 annual ongoing cost is estimated at $16 million per year. While referencing the
importance of investing in accessibility (a position not in dispute), the document does not
comment on the cumulative impact of having to comply with common and sector specific
standards, and the current and planned investment in accessibility over and above those
components identified as incremental cost. Further, the comparison of the incremental cost to
planned industry expenditure could create expectations that are not sustainable. The projected
expenditures to furthering accessible public transit services will require long term sustainable
funding.

Comments and Recommendations
It should be noted, that AMQO’s response and recommendations support and reflect those put

forward by the transit industry. As such, you will be familiar with the comments and
recommendations outlined below.
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On balance, when viewed in its entirety, we believe the public transit service section of the
Standard constitutes a reasonable approach. This view recognizes the following
considerations:

1)

2)

3)

4)

The recognition in the Standard of an Ontario best practice with reference to the concept of
a family of accessible public transit services versus simply adopting the historic view of
delivering conventional transit and para transit as separate and distinct services;

The Standard offers service providers flexibility, working in concert with their advisory
committees and other stakeholders to determine how best to address the issues of
accommodation with respect to accessible public transit service delivery in their
communities. This flexibility recognizes the unigue differences and capacities of
municipalities and the corresponding challenges each will have in addressing the
Transportation Standard, as well as ail common standards to be developed under the
AQDA,;

The Standard provides a variety of implementation timeframes, noting the 5 year
assessment period provides the opportunity fo ensure reasonable and measurable steps are
taken by the Province, municipalities and service providers toward attaining the overall goals
of the AODA,; and

The Standard and associated implementation timeframes address all disabilities collectively,
in a fair and equitable manner which will resuit in better, more accessible services for
communities at large versus the focused, one-off approach resulting from Human Rights
Complaints, which often results in resources being allocated to addressing the needs of one
specific disability.

While AMO is generally supportive of the Transportation Standard, a number of issues remain
that warrant comment and consideration:

1)

All common and sector specific standards developed under the AODA must be
harmonized. The current standard development process provides for a phased introduction
of the respective standards, which further underlines the critical need for harmonization.
The challenge of harmonization would be mitigated if all standards were finalized and
reconciled prior to coming into force. This requirement is supported by the following:

« the need to consider the cumulative financial impact of all standards, particularly in
determining compliance dates and class definitions, and the expected resulting need to
prioritize competing standards;

e the clear link or interdependency of the standards, e.g. compliance requirements under
the Transportation Standard will be impacted by a requirement under the Built
Environment Standard; accessibility standards relating to sidewalks, passenger
amenities etc. which have a direct impact on providing accessible public transit
services;

» the need to ensure consistency {(or reconciliation) of “class” definitions for respective
standards,;
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s the need to ensure consistency in compliance dates for linked standards;

« the need to ensure consistency in terms of terminology, definitions, requirements and
presentation for all standards, for example the existing difference in definitions in
separate standards for persons or items having the same role. i.e. “personal care
attendant” per the Transportation Standard versus “accessibility support person” per
the Customer Service Standard; and

+ the need to ensure consistency in the many potential compliance reporting and
administrative tasks that will be associated with the common and sector specific
standards.

2) Similar to the reconciliation and/or harmonization of the standards as a collective, the
standards should be harmonized with related existing legislated requirements/standards,
e.g. Ontario Building Code, Highway Traffic Act, Ontario Human Rights Code.
Reconciliation of competing requirements and/or inconsistent enforcement processes
should not be left to the judicial process to be determined after the Standards are
legisiated.

3) The process for assessing/determining compliance with all standards must be defined.
There has to be a clear understanding of what the process entails by those expected to
comply, prior to the standards coming into force.

4) Compliance with the standard has to be balanced against the issues of :
e« safety; and
» fiscal capacity, competing demands for resources, local priorities and current initiatives,
and the requirement to comply with all common standards as well as sector specific
standards.

5) There is a need to develop and distribute “standard interpretation guidelines” for each
standard prior to being adopted into regulation. Guidelines are critical to ensuring
consistent understanding, clarification and application of all standards, particularly with
respect to how each standard relates to other accessibility standards, existing legislation
and diverse operating environments. As such, the proposed interpretation guidelines
should only be developed with input and participation from AMO and respective
stakeholders.

6) There needs to be consideration of and processes developed to address issues concerning
cross boundary service provision. This is an issue of concern not only to Standard
implementation but also compliance.

In Conclusion

Finally, while AMO has expressed its support for the principles and spirit of the AODA, we have
indicated that the success of the legislation hinges on the need for a realistic means to
implementation - sustainable funding. We have also stated the importance for harmonization
and coordination of the standard development and implementation process, which should
include employee training requirements. We are concerned that the difficulty a staggered
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process will pose for municipalities, both fiscally and regarding human resource commitments,
has not been recognized within the Customer Service Standard regulation. One example of this
disregard is the reduced training timeframes to 2 years for public sector organizations and 4
years for private sector.

We are troubled that the recommendations captured in our submission on the Customer
Service Standard have not been taken into consideration thereby resulting in multiple training
cycles for employees on one piece of legislation. This is untenable and will have significant cost
and time impacts. This is especially troubling given that municipalities remain unsupported in
the implementation of this provincial legislation.

With standard development in three significant areas - employment, information and
communications and the built environment - currently underway, we are extremely concerned
that the implementation of the AODA will continue in a siloed and fractured manner without
regard to the broader political and fiscal context. AMO is hopeful, that in the absence of
provincial support through long-term sustained funding, our recommendations will be given due
consideration in future decisions on the implementation of the AODA.

On behalf of AMO, we thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed Standard and
anticipate that our comments and recommendations can support you in implementing the
legislation as it fully deserves and needs to be. We welcome any comments or questions on our
submission.

Sincerely,

L, Gt

Doug Reycralft
President

cc. Hon. John Gerretsen, Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing
Andrew Posluns, Director, Urban Affairs & Stakeholder Relations Branch, MMAH
Scot Weeres, Director, Standards, Development and Compliance Branch, MCSS
Nadia Temple, Director, Education & Partnership, MCSS
Cliodhna McMullin, Assistant Deputy Minister, Service Deilvery Accountability Table,
MCSS
Transportation Public Review Feedback, Accessibility Directorate of Ontario
AMO Barrier Free Access Working Group



