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The following witness statement is submitted by Jessica Bester, Senior Environmental Planner with
Conservation Halton, 2365 Britannia Road West, Burlington ON, L7P 0G3, Telephone: 905-336-1158 ext.
2317, Facsimile: 905-336-6684, and Email: jbester@hrca.on.ca.
A. QUALIFICATIONS
1. I am a senior environmental planner at Conservation Halton, and I have over 10 years of
professional planning experience in the public sector. I have also been qualified to provide
expert opinion evidence in environmental planning previously by the Local Planning Appeal
Tribunal (“LPAT”).
2. I hold a Bachelor of Environmental Studies, majoring in Honours Planning Co-op, minoring in
Geography, specializing in Urban Design and holding a diploma in Environmental Assessment
from the University of Waterloo. I also hold a certificate in Landscape Design from Ryerson
University. I am a Registered Professional Planner (RPP) and a full member of the Canadian
Institute of Planners (MCIP) and the Ontario Professional Planners Institute (OPPI).
3. My Curriculum Vitae is attached as Appendix A to this Witness Statement. Appendix B is my
completed Acknowledgement of Expert’s Duty Form.
4. I have held the position of Environmental Planner at Conservation Halton (CH) since December
2017, commencing as Senior Environmental Planner in January 2021. My experience at CH has
provided me with a range of relevant experience reviewing municipal planning applications and
working with Conservation Halton’s regulatory policies. Prior to joining Conservation Halton, I
worked as a Planner for the Toronto and Region Conservation Authority for 6.5 years and have a
wide range of experience reviewing Planning Act and permit applications under the
Conservation Authorities Act.
5. In my current role, I am a project manager responsible and accountable for plan input and
review, file administration and correspondence for various Planning Act, Niagara Escarpment
Planning and Development Act, Parkway Belt Planning and Development Act, Aggregate
Resources Act and Environmental Assessment Act applications, and application of Ontario
Regulation 162/06 with respect to Conservation Halton’s mandate. I am currently responsible
for reviewing complex applications including Official Plans and Comprehensive Zoning By-Laws,
Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments, Parkway Belt West Plan Amendments, Regional and
Local Official Plan Amendments, Zoning By-law Amendments, Plans of Subdivisions, Plans of
Condominium, Major Site Plans, Aggregate Resources Act applications and Environmental
Assessments throughout Conservation Halton’s Watershed. For additional details, please see my
appended Curriculum Vitae (Appendix A).
6. My interest in the subject matter of the hearing arises from my employment and Conservation
Halton’s role as a regulatory agency, with delegated authority from the Province to implement
Section 3.1, Natural Hazards of the Provincial Policy Statement and provide peer review and
technical clearance regarding planning applications affecting the natural environment as per our
Memorandum of Understanding with Halton Region.
7. As of January 2021, I have been the planner responsible for the review of the Local Official Plan
Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision applications by ClubLink
Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Limited which is subject to the Local Planning Appeals
Tribunal Hearing Case Nos. PL171084 and MM170004. This involves reviewing the application
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from an environmental planning perspective in accordance with applicable policies as well as
coordinating the internal review comments from engineering, ecology and hydrogeology staff.
As a Planner managing the file, it is also my responsibility to confirm and collect the applicable
review fees in accordance with the current fee schedule required for Conservation Halton staff
to review the application.
8. This witness statement outlines my evidence on the Conservation Halton plan review fees as it
relates to the Application Fee Appeal – LPAT Case No. MM170004. A subsequent witness
statement will be provided under separate cover with my opinion on the application itself
(LPAT Case No. PL171084).
B. ORGANIZATION OF THIS WITNESS STATEMENT
9. This Witness Statement includes both background information and a summary of the evidence I
intend to give at the LPAT hearing as it relates to the appeal of the Conservation Halton plan
review fees. This Witness Statement is structured as follows:
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.

QUALIFICATIONS
ORGANIZATION OF THIS WITNESS STATEMENT
CONSERVATION HALTON’S MANDATE AND INTERESTS
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION BACKGROUND
MATTERS RELIED UPON
THE ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED
FEES DISCUSSION
CONCLUSION

APPENDIX A – CURRICULUM VITAE
APPENDIX B – LPAT ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF EXPERT DUTY FORM
APPENDIX C – SURVEY WITH STAKED TOP OF SLOPE (NOVEMBER 2, 2015)
APPENDIX D – CONSERVATION HALTON’S REGULATORY MAPPING
APPENDIX E – SUBMISSION DOCUMENTS TO BE RELIED UPON AT THE HEARING
APPENDIX F – CONSERVATION HALTON’S JULY 31, 2017 COMMENT LETTER
APPENDIX G – CLUBLINK’S “GLEN ABBEY GOLF CLUB PLANNING APPLICATION FEE
CALCULATIONS” (2016 FEE SCHEDULE)
APPENDIX H – CONSERVATION HALTON’S BOARD REPORT DATED NOVEMBER 26, 2015
INCLUDING ATTACHMENT 3
APPENDIX I – PLANNING APPLICATION AND PERMIT FEES REVIEW, CONSERVATION HALTON,
FINAL REPORT, PREPARED BY WATSON & ASSOCIATES ECONOMISTS LTD.,
DATED FEBRUARY 11, 2019
C. CONSERVATION HALTON’S MANDATE AND INTERESTS
10. As per Section 20 & 21 of the Conservation Authorities Act, Conservation Authorities are local
watershed-based natural resource management agencies that can develop programs that reflect
local resource management needs within their areas of jurisdiction.
11. As per Section 28 of the Conservation Authorities Act, subject to the approval of the Minister, an
authority may make regulations applicable in the area under its jurisdiction. Conservation
Halton administers Ontario Regulation 162/06.
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12. Ontario Regulation 162/06 prohibits all development within and adjacent to the shoreline of the
great lakes and large inland lakes, river and stream valleys, hazardous lands, watercourses,
wetlands and areas that interfere with the hydrologic function of a wetland. If in the opinion of
Conservation Halton the control of flooding, erosion, pollution, conservation of land, and
dynamic beaches are not affected by development, permission may be granted by an authority.
13. Pursuant to the Planning Act, Conservation Authorities are ‘public commenting bodies’, and as
such are to be notified of municipal policy document and planning and development
applications. Conservation Authorities may comment as per their Board approved regulatory
policies as regulatory agencies and as local resource management agencies to the municipality
or planning approval authority on these documents and applications. Conservation Halton’s
Board approved policies are documented in the Policies and Guidelines for the Administration of
Ontario Regulation 162/06 and Land Use Planning Policy Document, dated April 27, 2006
(Revised November 2020), and were considered in the review of the application.
14. Section 3 of the Planning Act enables the Province to issue policy statements on matters related
to municipal planning that are of provincial interest. Among the provincial interests detailed in
the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 are Natural Heritage (Section 2.1), Water (Section 2.2) and
Natural Hazards (Section 3.1). The PPS states that all comments and decisions affecting planning
matters “must be consistent with” these policy statements.
15. As per the “Memorandum of Understanding on Procedures to Address Conservation Authority
Delegated Responsibility between the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH), the
Ministry of Natural Resources (MNR) and Conservation Ontario”, dated February 2001,
Conservation Authorities are delegated responsibility for the review of planning applications
with respect to the “Natural Hazards” policies of the Provincial Policy Statement. These policies
address the issues of public health and safety related to development in or adjacent to
hazardous lands impacted by flooding and or erosion hazards.
16. In addition, as per the above referenced Memorandum with the Province, Conservation
Authorities may provide Planning advisory services to municipalities through a service
agreement (Memorandum of Understanding). The Conservation Authority is set up as a
technical advisor to municipalities and the agreements cover the Authority’s area of technical
expertise.
17. Further to paragraphs 15 and 16, in reviewing Planning Act applications affecting the natural
environment, Conservation Halton provides plan review and technical clearance to the Town of
Oakville, as per the “Memorandum of Understanding between the Regional Municipality of
Halton, Town of Oakville, Halton Region Conservation Authority [et. al] For an Integrated Halton
Area Planning System”, Endorsed by Parties and in effect as of July 16, 2018 and the “Halton
Region Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (An Integrated Halton Area Planning System,
Memorandum of Understanding)”, dated February 12, 1999. The scope of Conservation Halton’s
plan review and technical clearance responsibilities as per Schedule G of the February 12, 1999
MOU includes: flood hazards, wetlands, requirements for Conservation Authority Permits, lakes
and rivers impacts, shoreline protection along Lake Ontario and the Burlington Bay shoreline,
erosion and slope stability limits, wildlife habitat, endangered and threatened species, fish
habitat, stormwater management, and sub-watershed planning/master drainage planning.
18. Given the above, Conservation Halton has delegated responsibility from the Province to ensure
that planning applications do not conflict with the Natural Hazard policies of the PPS.
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Conservation Halton also has commenting and technical clearance responsibilities as per the
MOUs in the review of planning applications as they relate to specific features referenced in the
Natural Heritage, Natural Hazards, and Water policies of the PPS. As such, these policies were
considered in the review of the application.
19. Conservation Halton regulates the subject property as it contains a section of the main Sixteen
Mile Creek valley with associated watercourse, flooding and erosion hazards, along with three
tableland wetlands less than 2 ha in size all of which are regulated by Conservation Halton. Glen
Oak Creek, south of the subject site, is also regulated by Conservation Halton, and is the
proposed location for a stormwater management pond outlet.
20. Conservation Halton has an interest in ensuring achievement of the appropriate Official Plan
designations and zoning as well as block sizes for the natural hazards and natural heritage
features on-site through the proposed Local Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law
Amendment, and Draft Plan of Subdivision applications.
21. Conservation Halton also has an interest in ensuring that the proposed development does not
cause an increase in risk to life and property from flooding and erosion hazards, will cause no
negative impacts to the existing natural heritage features and their ecological functions and
ensuring that water quality and quantity is protected, improved, or restored through the
development.
22. The evidence provided in this witness statement is specified to the Draft Local Official Planning
Amendment, Draft Zoning By-Law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision documents that
were received with the first circulation on December 23, 2016 Appendix E as the fees collected
were based on these submission documents.
D. DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION BACKGROUND
23. On November 2, 2015, Conservation Halton staff carried out a site visit at the Glen Abbey Golf
Club. The top of slope on the west side of the main Sixteen Mile Creek valley was staked on-site.
A copy of the survey showing the staked top of slope was received on March 26, 2021 and is
referenced in Appendix C. A separate fee was received by Conservation Halton for this site
visit/staking.
24. On November 18, 2015 Conservation Halton staff attended the pre-consultation meeting at the
Town of Oakville for the proposed redevelopment applications proposed by ClubLink
Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Limited (ClubLink). No fees were required by
Conservation Halton for staff to attend the pre-consultation meeting.
25. On December 23, 2016, Conservation Halton was provided a preliminary circulation of the
application submission documents from the Town of Oakville in support of the proposed Local
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision applications
(File Nos.: OPA 1519.09, Z.1509.09 and 24T-17003/O) by ClubLink. This circulation was
undertaken to advise the agencies of the pending applications, as at that time the applications
had been deemed incomplete by the Town.
26. A decision issued by the OMB on June 7, 2017, in response to a motion brought by ClubLink,
determined that the Town must accept the applications as complete as of that date. As such, a
formal circulation of the application from the Town was received on June 22, 2017 noting that
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the material provided in December 2016 was still applicable and that staff should refer to this
material in providing comments on the applications.
27. The applications were submitted to permit the redevelopment of the Glen Abbey Golf Course
lands totaling approximately 93 hectares at the southeast corner of Upper Middle Road and
Dorval Drive in the Town of Oakville. The proposal is for a mixed-use subdivision of low, medium
and high density residential and other community amenities. To support the development, three
stormwater management ponds are proposed. Two are proposed to outlet to the main Sixteen
Mile Creek and one to Glen Oak Creek south of Dorval Drive. Further the existing RayDor Estate
was identified as proposed to be retained but was identified as not being part of the application.
28. Conservation Halton regulates all watercourses, valleylands, wetlands, Lake Ontario and
Hamilton Harbour shoreline and hazardous lands, as well as lands adjacent to these features. As
mentioned in paragraph 19 above, the subject site contains a section of the main Sixteen Mile
Creek valley with associated watercourse, flooding and erosion hazards, along with three
tableland wetlands less than 2 ha in size all of which are regulated by Conservation Halton. Glen
Oak Creek, south of the subject site, is also regulated by Conservation Halton, and is the
proposed location for a stormwater management pond outlet.
29. ClubLink is proposing to redesignate and rezone as well as subdivide the lands to permit the
above referenced development. The following describes the existing and proposed designations
and zones as well as the proposed subdivision blocks as it relates to the natural hazards and
natural heritage features with associated allowances and buffers/setbacks/other areas on-site.
This is based on the most recent Draft Official Plan Amendment, Draft Zoning By-Law
Amendment and Draft Plan of Subdivision received with the second circulation as listed in
Appendix E.
30. Proposed Redesignation: The subject site is currently designated “Private Open Space with
Exception 27.3.4” and “Natural Area with Exception 27.3.5”. The proposed redesignation
includes:
• The Sixteen Mile Creek valley designated “Natural Area” and “Private Open Space”.
• The Sixteen Mile Creek valley allowance/buffer/setback (limits to still be accurately defined)
designated as “Parks and Open Space” with the exception of a portion of lands near the
RayDor Estate which are proposed to be designated “Private Open Space”.
• The large tableland woodlot containing two wetlands is to be designated as “Natural Area”
with the associated allowances/buffers/setbacks (limits to still be accurately defined)
designated as “Parks and Open Space”.
• The smaller tableland woodlot containing a wetland with associated
allowance/buffers/setbacks (limits still to be accurately defined) is to be designated “Parks
and Open Space” and may also partially be within the “High Density Residential” designation
as the limits of these natural features with associated allowances/buffers/setbacks still need
to be accurately defined.
31. Proposed Zoning By-Law Amendment: The subject site is currently zoned “O2 – Private Open
Space”, “O2 – Private Open Space SP. 114”, and “N – Natural Area”. The proposed re-zoning
includes:
• The Sixteen Mile Creek valley zoned as “N – Natural Area”.
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•
•
•

The Sixteen Mile Creek valley allowance/buffer/setback (limits still to be accurately defined)
zoned as “O1 – Park” except for a portion of lands near the RayDor Estate which are
proposed to be zoned as “O2 – Private Open Space” and “O2 – Private Open Space, SP:114”.
The large tableland woodlot containing two wetlands (limits still to be accurately defined) is
proposed to be zoned as “N – Natural Area” with the associated
allowances/buffers/setbacks (limits still to be accurately defined) to be zoned “O1 – Park”.
The smaller tableland woodlot containing a wetland with associated
allowance/buffers/setbacks (all limits still to be accurately defined) is to be zoned “O1 –
Park” and may also partially be within the “RH – Residential High” zone as the limits of these
natural features with associated allowances/buffers/setbacks still need to be accurately
defined.

32. Proposed Draft Plan of Subdivision: The subject site currently includes parcels with separate
pins identified as the “Golf Club Lands”, the “Delta Lands” and the “Vranich Lands”. All lands are
currently owned by ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink Holdings Limited and are listed and
shown on the title summary and surveys provided respectively and received as part of the first
circulation documents (Appendix E). The proposed draft plan includes:
• The Sixteen Mile Creek valley to be within an “NHS” block (Block 182)
• The Sixteen Mile Creek valley (allowance/buffers/setbacks) to be within an “NHS Buffer”
block (Blocks 187 & 188) with the exception of a portion of lands near the RayDor Estate
which is proposed in a new dedicated block but is denoted as “Existing RayDor Estate (to be
retained) (not a part of application)”.
• The large tableland woodlot containing two wetlands to be within a “NHS (Woodlot)” block
(Block 183) with the associated allowances/buffers/setbacks within a “NHS Buffer” block
(Block 185).
• The smaller tableland woodlot containing a wetland to be within a “Greenway Park” block
(Block 174) and possibly within a “Townhouses and Apartments” block (Block 156) as the
limits of these natural features with associated allowances/buffers and setbacks still need to
be defined.
33. In a letter dated July 31, 2017, Conservation Halton comments were provided on the application
to the Town of Oakville. The letter identified that there were a number of outstanding technical
issues and planning matters. A copy of this letter can be found in Appendix F.
34. On September 26, 2017 and September 27, 2017, a special meeting of the Planning and
Development Council for the Town of Oakville unanimously voted to refuse ClubLink’s
applications for official plan and zoning by-law amendments for its Glen Abbey property. In
accordance with Planning Act requirements, ClubLink’s application for approval of its plan of
subdivision went to the Planning and Development Council for final decision on November 6,
2017, whereby Planning and Development Council refused ClubLink’s application for its Plan of
Subdivision.
35. ClubLink subsequently appealed the Town Council’s Decisions to the OMB on October 10, 2017
(herein referred to as the Appeal).
E. MATERIALS RELIED UPON
36. I will rely upon the following documentary material at the hearing:
• This witness statement.
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•
•

•
•
•
•

Witness statements, evidence and materials provided by or on behalf of other witnesses
and parties to the hearing.
Applicable land use planning documents, including:
a. The Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, C. P.13;
b. The Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27;
c. Ontario Regulation 162/06: Halton Region Conservation Authority: Regulation of
Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and
Watercourses (under the Conservation Authorities Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. C.27);
d. Conservation Halton (The Halton Region Conservation Authority) Policies and Guidelines
for the Administration of Ontario Regulation 162/06 and Land Use Planning Policy
Document, dated April 27, 2006 (Revised November 2020);
e. Memorandum of Understanding on Procedures to Address Conservation Authority
Delegated Responsibility between the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing,
Ministry of Natural Resources and Conservation Ontario, dated February 2001;
f. Memorandum of Understanding between the Regional Municipality of Halton, City of
Burlington, Town of Halton Hills, Town of Milton, Town of Oakville, Halton Region
Conservation Authority, Credit Valley Conservation Authority, and Grand River
Conservation Authority For an Integrated Halton Area Planning System, Endorsed by
Parties and in effect as of July 16, 2018;
g. Halton Region Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) (Integrated Halton Area Planning
System, Memorandum of Understanding), dated February 12, 1999;
MNRF’s Policies and Procedures for Conservation Authority Plan Review and Permitting
Activities, Final Version: May, 2010;
Planning Application and Permit Fees Review, Conservation Halton, Final Report, prepared
by Watson and Associates Economists Ltd., dated February 11, 2019;
Conservation Halton’s Board Report dated November 26, 2015 with Attachment #3 –
“Halton, Hamilton, Peel & Wellington County Plan Review Fee Schedule 2016” (Appendix H);
Glen Abbey Golf Club Planning Application Fee Calculations (Appendix G).

37. I will also rely upon submission documents included with the application and relied upon by the
appellants in support of their appeals, as appropriate and as listed in Appendix E.
F. THE ISSUES TO BE ADDRESSED
38. In this witness statement and my oral evidence before the Tribunal, I will be addressing the
following issues on the Consolidated Issues List as identified by ClubLink and Conservation
Halton as it relates to the appeals on Conservation Halton’s plan review fees:
Issue 123: What is the amount of the costs (both out-of-pocket expenses and staff-time
equivalents) that each of the Town of Oakville, the Regional Municipality of Halton and the
Halton Region Conservation Authority legitimately incurred for the processing of ClubLink’s
combined applications for an Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Plan of
Subdivision (collectively, the “Redevelopment Applications”) for the Glen Abbey property
between the date that the Tribunal issued its Decision confirming the Redevelopment
Applications to be complete (i.e., June 7, 2017) and the date that ClubLink appealed the
Redevelopment Applications to the Tribunal (i.e., October 10, 2017)?
Issue 124: Were the application fees that ClubLink paid for the Redevelopment Applications
excessive in the particular circumstances of this case?
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Issue 125: Should the Tribunal direct that a refund payment be made to ClubLink for the
application fees it paid for the Redevelopment Applications and, if so, in what amount?
Issue 126: Should the Town of Oakville, Regional Municipality of Halton and Halton Region
Conservation Authority be required to justify planning application fees through an accounting of
out-of-pocket expenses and staff time equivalents?
G. FEES DISCUSSION
39. The following discussion responds to Issues #123, 124, 125 and 126 as it relates to the required
Conservation Halton plan review fees for staff to review the application.
The ClubLink Application Fees and Application Review
40. On December 23, 2016, Conservation Halton was provided a preliminary circulation of the
application submission documents from the Town of Oakville in support of the proposed Local
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment, and Draft Plan of Subdivision applications
(File Nos.: OPA 1519.09, Z.1509.09 and 24T-17003/O) by ClubLink Corporation ULC and ClubLink
Holdings Limited. This circulation was undertaken to advise the agencies of the pending
applications, as at that time the applications had not been deemed complete by the Town. A
decision issued by the OMB (LPAT) on June 7, 2017, in response to a motion brought by the
applicant, determined that the Town must accept the applications as complete as of that date.
41. On July 31, 2017, Conservation Halton received $160,426 in application review fees under the
“Technical Review”, “Subdivisions – Residential/Condominiums”, “Official Plan Amendments”
and Zoning By-Law Amendments” fee categories as per the “Halton, Hamilton, Peel and
Wellington County Plan Review Fee Schedule 2016” (2016 Fee Schedule) for the review of the
technical studies, the Local Official Plan Amendment (LOPA), Zoning By-Law Amendment (ZBA)
and Draft Plan of Subdivision applications that were received in December 2016.
42. A copy of the 2016 fee schedule can be found in Appendix H included as Attachment 3 to the
November 26, 2015 Board Report along with ClubLink’s fee breakdown of what was provided in
Appendix G. The screen capture included in Appendix G was taken from a PDF showing all fees
the applicant intended to pay all agencies for the application. This PDF was provided to Sean
Norman, former Conservation Halton Environmental Planner via email on July 25, 2017 from
Mark Bradley, former Senior Planner & Project Manager with Glen Schnarr and Associates Inc.
(GSAI), representing ClubLink. The fee referenced in this table is the total fee that was paid by
ClubLink. The following paragraphs explain how the fee was calculated based on the 2016 fee
schedule.
43. As the subject site, is greater than 2 ha in size, the “Large” “Official Plan Amendment” fee of
$14,200 was applicable.
44. As the Zoning By-law Amendment application required the review of multiple technical studies,
it was considered “Major” and the fee of $4,000 was applicable. Note: the 2016 Plan Review Fee
Schedule defines “Major” where technical studies are required (e.g., Stormwater Management,
Geotechnical, Hydrological, Environmental Impact Assessment).

9

45. As per the 2016 Plan Review Fee Schedule, all Draft Plan of Subdivision applications require a
“base fee” and a “residential per unit/lot (see note 4)” fee. The base fee is $4,000. However,
“Note 4: Subdivision and Technical Review Fees” states, “The fee structure for subdivisions has
been modified. Prior to 2016, the cost of technical studies, such as, but not limited to, an
Environmental Implementation Report (EIR), Functional Servicing Study (FSS) Subwatershed
Impact Study (SIS) or Master Servicing Plan (MSP) was included in the fee for subdivision review.
A separate fee will now be required. Subdivision applications for which technical review fees
have not been submitted to Conservation Halton will require a per unit lot fee of $210 or a net
hectare fee of $4,000. Where technical review fees have been remitted, a per unit lot fee of
$195 or a net per hectare fee of $3,500 will be required”. As technical review fees have been
remitted with this application the $195/unit lot fee and the $3,500 per net hectare fee were
applied.
46. As a Technical Review of the studies was also required and since the total site area is
approximately 93 ha, the base fee (greater than 50.1 ha) of $30,000 applied along with the $400
per gross hectare fee.
47. As per “Note 10: Combined Applications” of the fee schedule, it states that, “combined
applications will be charged at 100% of the highest fee rate and 75% of the combined fee for
other review categories”. As the subdivision fee was the highest fee amount, the full fee amount
was charged and the OPA, ZBA and Technical Review fee was discounted and charged at only
75% of the required fee.
48. CH staff conducted a complete review of the 1st (received December 23, 2016) application
submission starting at the end of 2016 and up until July 31, 2017. This included a detailed review
of the following 7 reports totaling over 600 pages as well as additional plans and planning
instruments:
• Planning Justification Report, prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates; dated November
2016;
• Environmental Impact Assessment, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment, Town of Oakville,
Ontario; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016;
• Tree Vegetation Study and Tree Protection Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment,
Town of Oakville; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016;
• Geomorphic Assessment; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016;
• Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment Oakville,
Ontario; prepared by Golder & Associates; dated October 2016;
• Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment, Proposed Residential Development, Glen Abbey
Golf Course, Oakville, Ontario; prepared by Golder & Associates, dated October 2016;
• Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report, Proposed Re-Development of
the Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville; prepared by SCS Consulting; dated October
2016;
49. Other reports were also considered and referred to as needed (e.g. Phase 1 and 2
Environmental Assessment Reports).
50. As part of the review of the 1st submission, staff also attended internal meetings with agency
staff and their retained consultants as well as a meeting with the applicant on July 5, 2017.

10

51. The outcome of Conservation Halton’s review was a comprehensive 23-page letter commenting
on the submission to the Town by the required deadline of July 31, 2017 Appendix F.
Background on How Conservation Halton Fees Are Determined
52. The “Policies and Procedures for Conservation Authority Plan Review and Permitting Activities”,
Final Version: May, 2010 has established policies and principles that refer to the charging of
Conservation Authority fees. They outline the need to prepare a fee schedule, a process for
notifying the public about the preparation of and/or modification to a fee schedule, a welldefined review and revision process and an appeal process to an existing or proposed fee
structure. These policies further state that Section 69 of the Planning Act should also be
considered in designing and administering fees for planning services.
53. In general, a new Conservation Halton Plan Review fee schedule comes into effect at the
beginning of each year. This fee schedule is adopted by the Conservation Halton Board of
Directors at the end of the prior year to the current fee schedule coming into effect.
54. Each year and prior to introducing a new fee schedule, Conservation Halton consults with the
development community which includes the Halton Chapter of the Building Industry and Land
Development Association (BILD), as recommended in the guidelines provided by the Ministry of
Natural Resources and Forestry.
55. Once adopted, the fee schedules are posted to the Conservation Halton website and notices are
sent to the municipal planning departments, as well as to neighbouring Conservation
Authorities.
56. On November 26, 2015 Conservation Halton’s Board of Directors adopted the “2016 Plan
Review in Halton, Hamilton, Peel and Wellington County” fee schedule with an effective date of
January 1, 2016. A copy of the Board Report entitled, “Cost Recovery, Proposed 2016 Digital
Data & Custom Mapping and Planning & Regulation Services Fee Schedules, CH File: ADM 049”
including Attachment #3 with the fee schedule, from this meeting can be found in Appendix H.
57. Conservation Halton charges fees for the review of Planning Act applications and technical
studies with a Board-approved target of achieving 100% cost recovery for planning applications.
This is outlined in the 2015 Board Report (Appendix H) and in “Note 2: Fees” of the 2016 fee
schedule which states, “The application fee will be paid at the time of filing an application with
the municipality” (Appendix H under Attachment 3). As discussed below, the fee rates that
Conservation Halton charged in 2016 led to a significant shortfall.
58. Conservation Halton’s fee schedule has different fee categories with fixed amounts based on
application types.
59. The fixed fee approach, which is widely adopted, also promotes transparency and predictability
for applicants, as they know from the outset the fees that are involved. This also facilitates the
collection of fees at the outset of the application being received, instead of the spending of
valuable staff time in administering monthly billings and the collection of payment.
60. In establishing the fees, each application category is reviewed, and recovery costs are based on
the time it takes to process an “average” application of that type. This includes the direct
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(staffing, materials and supplies, peer review) and indirect (support costs and corporate
overhead costs) costs.
61. Given the above, actual processing costs are not assessed for each individual application or on
an hourly basis. As such, while each application may have variation in the time and resources
that were required to review the application, the intent is to achieve 100% cost recovery once
all of Conservation Halton’s planning applications within the same category are considered.
Further, refunds are not typically provided.
62. In 2018, Conservation Halton initiated a Rates and Fees Study (Watson Report) undertaken by
Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson) that was completed in January 2019 (Appendix
I). Based on the analysis undertaken by Watson using the above methodology for calculating
fees, Conservation Halton was at that time recovering an average of 74% of the annual review
cost for all categories of planning applications. As such, it was determined that fees were set too
low to achieve the 100% cost recovery target for the full cost of service.
63. We do acknowledge that “Note 11: Refunds” of the “2016 Plan Review in Halton, Hamilton, Peel
and Wellington County” fee schedule states that, “Conservation Halton may provide a refund
directly to the applicant if it is found that an application charged at the “major” rate only
required the level of review normally associated with a minor or intermediate rate. In such cases
the minor or intermediate rate will be retained and the difference refunded”. The definition of
“Minor” includes situations where the site is within an area of interest to Conservation Halton
but where no technical review studies are required and the definition of “intermediate” is when
only one technical study is required.
64. As ClubLink’s application required the review of multiple studies, it would have always been
considered “major” and therefore not subject to a refund as per Note 11. This note applies in
situations where an incorrect fee category was applied to an application based on the number
of required studies reviewed and would not be a refund to a portion of a specific fee category
itself.
65. To date, Conservation Halton staff has spent considerable staff time reviewing the applications
and continue to work with ClubLink to resolve outstanding issues on their application. This
further supports why a refund would not be appropriate.
H. CONCLUSION
66. Based upon the above, the following conclusion is provided as it relates to Issues 123 to 126
inclusive on the consolidated issues list as it relates to Conservation Halton’s review fees for this
application.
67. Conservation Halton charges fees for the review of Planning applications in accordance with the
Conservation Halton’s Board approved fee schedule. ClubLink’s applications were charged based
on the fee schedule in effect during the year the application was received (2016).
68. In determining the fees within the fee schedule the average costs required to review that
application type are considered. CH does not calculate fees based on actual out-of-pocket
expenses and staff-time equivalents for each individual application. Further, there would also be
no requirement to process a refund based on level of processing effort.
12

69. To date, Conservation Halton staff has spent considerable staff time reviewing the applications
and continue to work with ClubLink to resolve outstanding issues on their application. Further,
fees collected in 2016 were not at 100% cost recovery, so fees paid likely have not covered the
current cost of service provided to review the application.
70. Given the above a refund would not be appropriate.
Respectfully submitted,

Jessica Bester, B.E.S. (Planning), MCIP, RPP
Senior Environmental Planner, Conservation Halton
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APPENDIX A – CURRICULUM VITAE

CURRICULUM VITAE
OF
JESSICA L. BESTER, MCIP, RPP
EDUCATION
January 2017 – December 2020
Certificate in Landscape Design
Ryerson University, The Chang School of Continuing Education, Toronto, Ontario, Canada
September 2003 – April 2008
Bachelor of Environmental Studies (Planning - Honours Co-op)
University of Waterloo, Waterloo, Ontario, Canada
● Minor in Geography
● Specialization in Urban Design
● Diploma in Environmental Assessment (EA)
● Dean’s Honour List (All terms)
June – December 2006
International Exchange, Faculty of Environmental Design and Construction (School of Global Studies, Social
Science and Planning)
Royal Melbourne Institute of Technology (RMIT), Melbourne, Victoria, Australia

PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE
Senior Environmental Planner (January 2021 – present)
Conservation Halton, Planning and Watershed Management
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON
• Provide planning advice for complex development applications within Conservation Halton’s Watershed.
• Responsible and accountable for file administration, plan input and review for the following applications,
as required:
o Official Plans and Comprehensive Zoning By-Laws
o Official Plan Amendments/Area Specific Plans, Zoning By-law Amendments, Plans of Subdivision,
Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments, and Parkway Belt West Plan Amendments
o Subwatershed Studies and other studies and technical reports
o Aggregate Resource Act applications
o Environmental Assessments
• Project manage and coordinate the technical review of the above referenced studies and applications
with HRCA ecology, engineering and hydrogeology staff and provide correspondence, reports, and
recommendations.
• Organize and carry out site visits/feature stakings to inspect and evaluate site conditions in coordination
with technical staff, Halton Region, Municipal staff, other Provincial agencies, developers, and their
consultants for development-related matters.
• Liaise with Halton Region, Municipalities, as well as other Provincial agencies on various developmentrelated matters.
• Represent Conservation Halton at pre-consultation meetings and at Halton Region’s Joint Area Review
Team (JART) meetings for aggregate applications.
• Provide expert advice and act as the technical review team coordinator for the preparation of expert
planning and technical teams’ advice and opinions on behalf of Conservation Halton at the Local Planning
Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) as required.
• Prepare staff reports/memos on complex development planning matters for senior management and
Board of Directors as required.

•
•
•
•

Support the Manager, Environmental Planning in implementing and administering key change initiatives
to streamline development reviews and use new technology to enhance the review process.
Respond to inquiries regarding the status of development applications from a broad range of
stakeholders, including applicants and their consultants, agency staff, and from the general public.
Lead, manage, or support, as appropriate, special projects or policy planning initiatives and priority
applications as required.
Oversee, engage, mentor, and support Environmental Planning and Regulation Analysts.

Environmental Planner (December 2017 – January 2021)
Conservation Halton, Planning and Watershed Management
2596 Britannia Road West, Burlington, ON
● Provided planning advice for development-related inquiries and applications in the Town of Oakville.
● Reviewed Environmental Implementation Reports - Functional Servicing Studies (EIR-FSS) and Planning
Act applications (official plan amendments, zoning by-law amendments, and draft plans of subdivision)
including associated documents and studies and identify how they are affected by applicable Provincial
Plans (Greenbelt Plan, the Provincial Policy Statement, etc.), Official Plans (Livable Oakville, North Oakville
East and West Secondary Plans), Subwatershed Studies (North Oakville Creeks Subwatershed Study –
NOCSS), Conservation Halton’s Policies and Guidelines for the Administration of Ontario Regulation
162/06 and Land Use Planning Policy Document and Ontario Regulation 162/06: Halton Region
Conservation Authority: Regulation of Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to
Shorelines and Watercourses of the Conservation Authorities Act.
● Project managed and coordinated the technical review of the above referenced studies and Planning Act
applications with HRCA ecology, engineering and hydrogeology staff and provide correspondence, reports
and recommendations for approval.
● Organized and carried out site visits/feature stakings to inspect and evaluate site conditions in
coordination with technical staff, Halton Region, Town of Oakville, other Provincial agencies, developers,
and their consultants for development-related matters.
● Represented Conservation Halton at the Local Planning Appeal Tribunal (LPAT) as required. Previously
qualified as an expert Planning witness at the LPAT in November 2018 (Case No. PL170462) In the Matter
of 1463291 Ontario Inc. (Dunpar Developments Inc.), Proposed Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law
Amendment (File No. Z.1516.02), Application to Amend Zoning By-Law 2014-014 and Application to
Amend the Livable Oakville Official Plan.
● Liaised with Halton Region and Town of Oakville staff as well as other Provincial agencies on various
development-related matters.
● Represented Conservation Halton at pre-consultation meetings and the monthly North Oakville Agency
Review Meetings (NOARM).
Planner II (formerly Planner I) (June 2011 – December 2017)
Toronto and Region Conservation Authority (TRCA), Planning and Development Division, City of Toronto Team
101 Exchange Avenue, Vaughan, ON
● Reviewed City of Toronto Planning Act applications (official plan amendments, zoning by-law
amendments, small subdivisions, consents, site plan control and variances) and TRCA permit applications,
including associated documents and studies and identify how they are affected by the Provincial Policy
Statement (PPS, 2014), Greenbelt Plan (if applicable), City of Toronto Official Plan (OP, 2002), Authority’s
Development, Interference with Wetlands and Alterations to Shorelines and Watercourses Regulation
166/06, Living City Policies (LCP, 2014) (formerly the Valley and Stream Corridor Management Program
(VSCMP), 1994) and other program interests.
● Organized and carried out site visits/feature stakings to inspect and evaluate site conditions in
coordination with technical staff and City of Toronto Urban Forestry Ravine and Natural Feature
Protection (RNFP) staff as part of the review of planning and permit applications.
● Project-managed and coordinated the technical review of planning and permit applications with TRCA
ecology, engineering, archaeology as well as property services staff as required.
● Prepared formal comment letters to the City of Toronto and permit reports as part of the review of
Planning Act and TRCA permit applications under Ontario Regulation 166/06 respectively.

●
●
●
●
●
●

Provided verbal and written communication to property and development enquiries received by property
owners, consultants, and elected officials as they relate to Ontario Regulation 166/06 and LCP policies.
Attended pre-consultation meetings with City of Toronto staff and applicants to discuss development
proposals, identify TRCA requirements as well as potential issues and opportunities for ecological
improvements.
Met with internal departments as needed to discuss file history, obtain technical data, and discuss
development applications that are associated with TRCA lands or projects.
Provided guidance and assistance to Planner I’s in the review of Planning Act applications and TRCA
permit applications under Ontario Regulation 166/06.
Worked collaboratively with Planning and Development Policy staff to test the implementation of the
Living City Policies (LCP) prior to adoption in November 2014.
Helped prepare text for the Planning and Permits section of the new TRCA website to clearly and
effectively communicate TRCA permitting requirements.

Planning Officer (September 2008 – May 2011)
City of Medicine Hat, Planning, Building and Development Services Department,
580 First Street SE, Medicine Hat, AB
● Held pre-application meetings and consulted with developers, contractors, stakeholders, and landowners
for development proposals.
● Reviewed and prepared planning reports for a variety of development permits, change of use and smaller
subdivision (consent) applications in accordance with Alberta’s Municipal Government Act, Subdivision
Regulation and approved City plans, policies, and bylaws.
● Project-managed and coordinated the review of applications with internal City Departments.
● Administered the City’s Off-site Levy Bylaw (development charges) as required as part of the review of
development applications.
● Presented development applications to the City’s Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) as required.
● Prepared zoning and compliance certificates as required.
● Provided comments to Cypress County on development, smaller subdivision and land use bylaw
amendment applications that are within the Intermunicipal Development Plan (IDP) boundary.
● Provided comments to the Province as part of the development of the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan
for Alberta’s Land Use Framework.
● Provided comments on draft statutory plans including the River Flats Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP), the
Airport Area Structure Plan (ASP) and the Town of Redcliff Municipal Development Plan (MDP) to flag
potential concerns, questions and/or considerations for those preparing the plans.
● Carried out research, data collection and analysis to assist in the preparation of the City’s Municipal
Development Plan (The Medicine Hat Plan) and update of the land use bylaw.
● Provided exceptional customer service when responding to public planning and development inquiries.
● Used ArcGIS and Alberta Land Titles Spatial Information System to search land titles information, analyze
data, and create maps as needed.
● Attended meetings pertinent to current city planning issues and development proposals.
Assistant Project Officer (May 2007 – August 2007) (Co-op Work Term)
Ontario Ministry of the Environment (MOE), Environmental Assessment and Approvals Branch (EAAB),
Environmental Assessment Project Coordination (EAPC) Section, 2 St. Clair Avenue West, Toronto, ON
● Assisted Project Officers with review of draft and formal Environmental Assessment Act (EAA) related
documents to determine if requirements of the Act were met.
● Verified that EAA reports were in compliance with the proponent’s Terms of Reference (ToR) and Sections
of the EAA to enable Environmental Assessment (EA) approval.
● Assisted in the coordination and review of government, proponent, and stakeholder comments.
● Undertook research relating to EA review processes and EA legislation.
● Prepared letters and assisted in the preparation of agency and public comments.
● Responded to Individual and Class EA inquiries received from the public.

Historical Researcher (January 2006 – June 2006) (Co-op Work Term)
Regional Municipality of Waterloo, Planning, Housing and Community Services (PHCS) Department, 150 Frederick
Street, Kitchener, ON
● Conducted research in local libraries and archives and reported on Waterloo Region's significant heritage
bridges. Final report included “Spanning the Generations: A Study of Old Bridges in Waterloo Region –
Phase 3: A Heritage Assessment of Truss Bridges” that was used to determine which bridges should be
considered for heritage designation.
● Presented information and research to the Region's Heritage Planning Advisory Committee (HPAC)
monthly.
● Created, coordinated, and hosted an event in Wellesley Township promoting the preservation of one of
the Region's significant heritage bridges, Wellesley Bridge #6. This included contacting stakeholders and
community members, and creating invitations, brochures, and the presentation.
● Assisted in carrying out the research, design and layout for informational signage placed adjacent to
heritage bridges throughout the Region.
● Researched, documented, and mapped early historical archaeological potential for Waterloo Region using
MapInfo.
Planning/Redevelopment Assistant (May 2005 – August 2005) (Co-op Work Term)
St. Joseph's Health Centre (SJHC), Facilities Planning Department, 30 Queensway, Toronto, ON
● Met with various stakeholders involved in the hospital's redevelopment.
● Altered architectural plans and elevations using AutoCAD.
● Created way finding, warning and informational signage for the hospital using Adobe Illustrator.
● Worked with Adobe Photoshop to modify and add signage to photos for presentation purposes.

PROFESSIONAL DESIGNATIONS
●
●
●

Registered Professional Planner (RPP) of the Ontario Professional Planners Institute (OPPI)
Full member of the Canadian Institute of Planners (MCIP)
Student Member of Landscape Ontario

APPENDIX B
LPAT ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF EXPERT
DUTY FORM

MM170004

Town of Oakville

Jessica Bester
Township of North Dumfries
Regional Municipality of Waterloo
Province of Ontario
Conservation Halton

May 17, 2021

APPENDIX C – SURVEY WITH STAKED
TOP OF SLOPE (NOVEMBER 2, 2015)

APPENDIX D – CONSERVATION
HALTON’S REGULATORY MAPPING

APPENDIX E - SUBMISSION
DOCUMENTS TO BE RELIED UPON AT
THE HEARING

1st Circulation Documents:
• Cover Letter for Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment, and Draft Plan of
Subdivision; prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates; dated November 10, 2016;
• Planning Justification Report, prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates; dated November 2016;
received June 23, 2017;
• Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report, Proposed Re-Development of the
Glen Abbey Golf Club, Town of Oakville; prepared by SCS Consulting; dated October 2016;
received June 23, 2017;
• Environmental Impact Assessment, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment, Town of Oakville,
Ontario; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Tree Vegetation Study and Tree Protection Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment, Town of
Oakville; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Geomorphic Assessment; prepared by Beacon Environmental; dated October 2016; received
June 23, 2017;
• Preliminary Geotechnical Investigation, Glen Abbey Golf Club Redevelopment Oakville, Ontario;
prepared by Golder & Associates; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment, Proposed Residential Development, Glen Abbey Golf
Course, Oakville, Ontario; prepared by Golder & Associates, dated October 2016; received June
23, 2017;
• Draft Plan of Subdivision ClubLink Corporation ULC & ClubLink Holdings Limited; prepared by
Glen Schnarr & Associates; dated November 1, 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Official Plan Amendment; prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc.; dated October 2016;
received June 23, 2017;
• Zoning By-Law Amendment; prepared by Glen Schnarr & Associates Inc.; dated October 2016;
received June 23, 2017;
• Figure 2, Existing Conditions (ELC communities), Glen Abbey Community; prepared by Beacon
Environmental; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Figure 5.1, Preliminary Grading Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-development; prepared by SCS
Consulting Group; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Figure 2.2. Post-Development Storm Drainage Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-Development;
prepared by SCS Consulting; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Figure 2.7, Storm and Sanitary Servicing Plan, Glen Abbey Golf Club Re-Development; prepared
by SCS Consulting; dated October 2016; received June 23, 2017;
• Phase 1 Environmental Site Assessment; prepared by Golder Associates; dated October 2016;
• Phase 2 Environmental Site Assessment; prepared by Golder Associates; dated October 2016;
• Title Summary, Glen Abbey Golf Club, 1333 Dorval Drive, Oakville, Ontario, As of October 28,
2016, received December 23, 2016;
• Surveyors Real Property Report, Plan of Part of Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20, Concession 2 (South of
Dundas Street) (Geographic Township of Trafalgar), Town of Oakville, prepared by FIddes
Clipsham Inc., dated August 23, 2016 (Page 1 of 2);
• Surveyors Real Property Report, Plan of Part of Lots 17, 18, 19 and 20, Concession 2 (South of
Dundas Street) (Geographic Township of Trafalgar), Town of Oakville, prepared by FIddes
Clipsham Inc., dated August 23, 2016 (Page 2 of 2).
2nd Circulation Documents received February 22, 2021:
• Draft Official Plan Amendment, dated January 25, 2021;
• Draft Zoning By-Law Amendment, dated January 25, 2021;
• Draft Plan of Subdivision, dated January 18, 2021;

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Updated Environmental Impact Assessment, prepared by Beacon Environmental, dated
February 2021;
Updated Beacon Geomorphic Assessment, prepared by Beacon Environmental, dated February
2021;
Geotechnical Investigation for Detailed Top of Stable Slope Assessment, prepared by Golder &
Associates, dated February 2021;
Letter, Re: Impact of Pond A Construction on Slope Stability, prepared by Golder & Associates,
dated February 2021;
Updated Preliminary Hydrogeological Assessment, prepared by Golder & Associates, dated
February 2021;
Updated Functional Servicing and Stormwater Management Report, prepared by SCS Consulting,
dated February 2021;
SCS Models:
o Sixteen Mile Creek HSPF
o McCraney Creek PCSWMM
o VO2

2nd Circulation Document received March 9, 2021:
• Glen Abbey Agency Comment and Response Matrix, Functional Servicing and Stormwater
Management, Geotechnical, Hydrogeology, Transportation, Acoustic, Natural Heritage and
Education, prepared by applicant, undated; and
2nd Circulation Document received March 26, 2021:
• Top of Bank and Dripline, Part of Lots 17-20, Concession 2 SDS, Town of Oakville, Regional
Municipality of Halton, prepared by Fiddes Clipsham Inc., dated November 17, 2015.
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ATTACHMENT #3
HALTON, HAMILTON, PEEL & WELLINGTON COUNTY
PLAN REVIEW FEE SCHEDULE 2016
Effective January 1, 2016

APPLICATION TYPE

CATEGORY

HST (13%)

TOTAL FEE

Subdivisions - Residential/Condominiums

Base fee
Residential per unit/lot (see note 4)
Clearances per phase (tech review required)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)

$
$
$
$

3,539.82
185.84
2,389.38
973.45

$
$
$
$

460.18
24.16
310.62
126.55

$
$
$
$

4,000.00
210.00
2,700.00
1,100.00

Subdivisions- Industrial/Commercial
Multi-Residential

Base fee
per net hectare (see note 4)
Clearances per phase (tech review required)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)

$
$
$
$

3,539.82
3,716.81
2,389.38
973.45

$
$
$
$

460.18
483.19
310.62
126.55

$
$
$
$

4,000.00
4,200.00
2,700.00
1,100.00

Subdivisions - Revisions/Redlines

Major/Intermediate
Minor

$
$

3,097.35
663.72

$
$

402.65
86.28

$
$

3,500.00
750.00

Technical Review
EIR/FSS/SIS/MSP

Base Fee (25ha or less)
Base Fee (25.1ha up to and including 50ha)
Base Fee (greater than 50.1ha)
Per gross hectare

$
$
$
$

8,849.56
17,699.12
26,548.67
353.98

$
$
$
$

1,150.44
2,300.88
3,451.33
46.02

$
$
$
$

10,000.00
20,000.00
30,000.00
400.00

Golf Courses/Campgrounds/
Trailer Parks

All Applications

$

9,292.04

$

1,207.96

$

10,500.00

EA Review- Municipal/Other

Master Plan
Individual EA
Schedule A
Schedule B
Schedule C
EA Addendum Reports

$
$
$
$
$
$

6,991.15
6,991.15
2,389.38
5,132.74
1,150.44

$
$
$
$
$
$

908.85
908.85
310.62
667.26
149.56

$
$
$
$
$
$

7,900.00
7,900.00
2,700.00
5,800.00
1,300.00

Official Plan Amendments

Large (greater than 2ha)
Major
Intermediate
Minor

$
$
$
$

12,566.37
3,539.82
2,212.39
707.96

$
$
$
$

1,633.63
460.18
287.61
92.04

$
$
$
$

14,200.00
4,000.00
2,500.00
800.00

Zoning By-Law Amendments

Major
Intermediate
Minor

$
$
$

3,539.82
1,946.90
707.96

$
$
$

460.18
253.10
92.04

$
$
$

4,000.00
2,200.00
800.00

Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments
Applicant Driven

All Applications

$

3,097.35

$

402.65

$

3,500.00

Parkway Belt Applications

All Applications

$

707.96

$

92.04

$

800.00

Consents

Major/Intermediate
Minor

$
$

1,681.42
707.96

$
$

218.58
92.04

$
$

1,900.00
800.00

Minor Variances

Major/Intermediate
Minor

$
$

513.27
247.79

$
$

66.73
32.21

$
$

580.00
280.00

Site Plans - Single Residential

Major
Intermediate
Minor (site visit required)
Minor (no site visit requried)
Clearance (technical review required)

$
$
$
$
$

513.27
353.98
176.99
75.22
176.99

$
$
$
$
$

66.73
46.02
23.01
9.78
23.01

$
$
$
$
$

580.00
400.00
200.00
85.00
200.00

Site Plans - Commercial/Industrial/
Institutional/Multi-Residential > 2ha

Major
Intermediate
Minor
Clearance (technical review required)
Clearance (no technical review required)

$
$
$
$

6,991.15
1,327.43
2,389.38
973.45

$
$
$
$

908.85
172.57
310.62
126.55

$
$
$
$

4,000/ha
7,900.00
1,500.00
2,700.00
1,100.00

Site Plans - Commercial/Industrial/
Institutional/Multi-Residential < 2ha

Major
Intermediate
Minor
Clearance (technical review required)
Clearance (no technical review required)

$
$
$
$
$

6,194.69
3,982.30
973.45
1,327.43
486.73

$
$
$
$
$

805.31
517.70
126.55
172.57
63.27

$
$
$
$
$

7,000.00
4,500.00
1,100.00
1,500.00
550.00

Site Alteration Applications

Major
Minor

$
$

973.45
345.13

$
$

126.55
44.87

$
$

1,100.00
390.00

Niagara Escarpment Development Permits

No Objections Letter (see note 7)
With site visit (staking bank or wetland); or
technical review
With site visit and technical review

$
$

79.65
353.98

$
$

10.35
46.02

$
$

90.00
400.00

$

575.22

$

74.78

$

650.00

No features of interest within 120 m of
license limit
Features of interest within 120m of
license limit

$

7,964.60

$

1,035.40

$

9,000.00

$

75,221.24

$

9,778.76

$

85,000.00

No features of interest within 120 m of
license limit
Features of interest within 120m of
license limit

$

707.96

$

92.04

$

800.00

$

75,221.24

$

9,778.76

$

85,000.00

Major changes
Minor changes

$
$

2,389.38
884.96

$
$

310.62
115.04

$
$

2,700.00
1,000.00

$

3,097.35

$

402.65

$

3,500.00

Aggregate Extraction Application
Below Water Table

Aggregate Extraction Application
Above Water Table

Applicant-Driven Amendments
(requiring re-circulation)
Resubmission due to incomplete
application
Resubmission of technical
analysis/studies

Second resubmission (see note 9)
Subsequest resubmissions/submission (see note 9)

$
$

3,097.35
6,194.69

$
$

402.65
805.31

$
$

3,500.00
7,000.00

File reactivation
(inactive 2 or more years)

Minor
Intermediate/Major

$
$

442.48
884.96

$
$

57.52
115.04

$
$

500.00
1,000.00

Notes to Fee Schedule on reverse

Definitions & Notes to Fee Schedule
Minor: an application is considered to be “minor” where the site is in the area of interest to Conservation Halton
(e.g., natural heritage, natural hazard areas), but no technical studies are required.
Intermediate: an application is considered to be “intermediate” where one technical study is required
(e.g. Stormwater Management, Geotechnical, Hydrological, Environmental Impact Assessment).
Major: an application is considered to be “major" where technical studies are required (e.g. Stormwater
Management, Geotechnical, Hydrological, Environmental Impact Assessment).

Note 1: Pre-consultation – Applicants are encouraged to consult with staff prior to submission of all applications to
determine the extent and nature of the information required to accompany the application, and to determine the appropriate
fee. Conservation Halton reserves the right to request a preliminary pre-consultation fee of $1,000.00 for major proposals.
This fee will be deducted from the application fee when a formal application is submitted. Conservation Halton also reserves
the right to request a review fee equivalent to the appropriate plan review fee for any technical review requested prior to the
formal submission of a planning application.
Note 2: Fees – The application fee will be paid at the time of filing an application with the municipality.
Note 3: Residential Site Plan Fees – Where a CH permit is required, the site plan fee will be reduced by 25%. The
applicable permit fee will be charged at the time a permit application is submitted.
Note 4: Subdivision and Technical Review Fees – The fee structure for subdivisions has been modified. Prior to 2016,
the cost of technical studies such as, but not limited to, an Environmental Implementation Report (EIR), Functional Servicing
Study (FSS) Subwatershed Impact Study (SIS) or Master Servicing Plan (MSP) was included in the fee for subdivision review.
A separate fee will now be required. Subdivision applications for which technical review fees have not be submitted to
Conservation Halton will require a per unit lot fee of $210 or a net per hectare fee of $4,200. Where technical review fees
have been remitted, a per unit lot fee of $195 or a net per hectare fee of $3500 will be required.
Note 5: Subdivision Revision and Clearance Fees – these fees will be paid directly to Conservation Halton and must be
paid prior to issuance of revised draft conditions or the final clearance letter (registration, pre-servicing and
assumption). A draft plan modification fee will be applicable to developer-driven amendments to a subdivision or
condominium application
Note 6: Additional Subdivision Fees – Where a subdivision has received prior draft plan approval, but conditions have not
been cleared for a number of years, Conservation Halton reserves the right to request an additional plan review fee which
represents the difference between the fee paid at the time of the initial review and the current fee
Note 7: No objections letters will be issued in association with NEC Development Applications where the site is in an area of
interest to Conservation Halton (e.g. natural heritage, natural hazards, and areas adjacent to those features), but the
proposed works are located outside of the portion of the area site considered to be regulated by Conservation Halton or, due
to their scope and size do not require a Permit or Letter of Permission. Where the above is not applicable, Conservation
Halton reserves the right to require the applicant to obtain a Permit or Letter of Permission and the appropriate fee as per
those categories would apply.
Note 8: Technical Review – A fee will be charged for the review of technical studies/analysis such as EIR/FSS/SIS/MSP
reports. This includes a base fee based on the extent of the study area plus a per hectare fee of $400.00.
Note 9: Technical Re-submission – A fee will be charged directly to the applicant when technical reviews of required
studies, plans, drawings and models go beyond the first submission and one re-submission. This includes detailed design
submissions following draft plan approval,
Note 10: Combined Applications – Combined applications will be charged at 100% of the highest fee rate and 75% of the
combined fee for other review categories.
Note 11: Refunds - Conservation Halton may provide a refund directly to the applicant if it is found that an application
charged at the “major” rate only required the level of review normally associated with a minor or intermediate rate. In such
cases the minor or intermediate rate will be retained and the difference refunded.
Note 12: Additional Fees – Conservation Halton reserves the right to request additional fees should the review require a
greater level of effort. Additional fees are required for all applicant-initiated revisions.
Note 13: Environmental Assessment Review Fees – Plan review fees for Environmental Assessments will not apply for
Region of Halton infrastructure projects as the Region is funding a Conservation Halton Regional Infrastructure Team.
Note 14: Peer Review Fees – The cost for peer review of technical submissions (e.g., geotechnical reports) will be borne
by the applicant.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
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1. Introduction
1.1 Background
Conservation Halton (CH) provides planning services and approvals to provincial
agencies, municipalities, and landowners throughout its watersheds within the Region of
Halton, City of Hamilton, County of Wellington, and Region of Peel. Additionally, CH
regulates the following through permits granted under O.Reg 162/06:
•
•

all development in or adjacent to river or stream valleys, wetlands, shorelines, or
hazardous lands;
alternations to a river, creek, stream, or watercourse; and

•

interference with wetlands.

Recently CH has been experiencing an increase in the complexity of planning
applications received as well as greater volumes of permits, requiring increased staff
review efforts. In addition to an increase in planning application and permit review
activities, CH has also experienced an increase in involvement at the Local Planning
Appeals Tribunal (L.P.A.T.), formerly the Ontario Municipal Board, as well as increased
time requirements responding to Provincial and Conservation Ontario requests. In
response to these pressures, and other organizational initiatives, CH reorganized staff
in the Planning and Watershed Management Department and participated in a Process
Re-Engineering Study for reviewing and commenting on planning application and
permits.
CH has previously established policies of 100% cost recovery for planning application
review processes and 80% cost recovery for permit review. The objective of this
planning application and permit fee review seeks to assess the sufficiency of current CH
fees in achieving those cost recovery policies and to make recommendations to move
towards full cost recovery for permit review activities. The fee recommendations
contained herein are provided in conformity with legislation, seeks to balance the
interests of new and existing development, and provides evidence-based support for
any potential future planning application fee appeals.
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The primary objectives of the study are to:
•

Review CH’s current planning application and permit fees and determine
historical levels of cost recovery;

•
•

Determine full cost recovery fees;
Recommend new fees and fee structure improvements that:
o are defensible and conform with the polices of the Ministry of Natural
Resources and Forestry (MNRF) regarding planning and complianceoriented activities and the requirements of the Conservation Authorities
Act;
o balance CH’s need to maximize cost recovery with stakeholder interests,
affordability, and competitiveness;
o reflect industry best practices; and
o consider the administrative implementation of fees.

This technical report summarizes the legislative context for the fees review, provides in
detail, the methodology utilized to assess the full costs of processing planning
applications and permits, and presents the recommended fees.

1.2 Study Process
Set out in Table 1-1 is the project work plan that has been undertaken in the review of
CH’s planning application and permit fees.
Table 1-1
Planning Application Fees Review Study Work Plan
Work Plan
Component
1. Project Initiation
and Orientation

2. Review
Background
Information
3. Municipal Policy

Description
• Project initiation meeting with Project Team to review
project scope, work plan legislative context, fee review
trends, and Activity-Based Costing (A.B.C.) full cost
methodology.
• Review of cost recovery policies, by-laws, 2014-2017 cost
recovery performance and application patterns
• Municipal and Conservation Authority development fee
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Research
4. Development Fee
Application
Processing Effort
Review

•

5. Design and
Execution of Direct
Staff Processing
Effort Estimation

•

6. Develop A.B.C.
model to determine
the full costs
processes

•

7. Calculation of Full
Cost Recovery
Fees and Financial
Impact Analysis

•

•

•

•

•
•
•
•
•

8. Draft Report
9. Final Report

•
•
•
•

policy research regarding development fee structures and
implementation policies
Meetings with Project Team members to review and refine
fee design parameters and establish costing categories
In collaboration with CH staff, develop process maps for
categories/processes established through these
discussions.
Process maps populated by CH staff for review to
establish effort estimation data reflecting established
processes
Effort estimates were examined to quantify and test
overall staff capacity utilization (i.e. capacity analysis) for
reasonableness
Develop CH’s A.B.C. model to reflect the current cost
base (i.e. 2018$), fee costing categories, direct and
indirect cost drivers, and full cost fee schedule generation
Meet with CH Finance staff to confirm cost allocation of
budget for indirect step-down costing model.
Modeled costing results were used to generate full cost
recovery fee structure options
Prepare comparison survey for conservation
authorities/municipalities fees
Full cost recovery fee structure calculated and compared
to conservation authority comparators
Recommended fee structure developed to increase costs
recovery levels while maintaining market competitiveness
Overall financial impact and planning application fee
structure impact analysis was undertaken
Provided impact analysis for sample development types
and for conservation authority/municipal comparators
Draft fee structure and findings presented to the CH Staff
Preparation of Draft Report
Presentation of draft report to Senior Team
Final Report and Proposed Fee Schedules prepared for
Board of Directors consideration
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1.3 Legislative Context for Fees Review
The context for the fees review is framed by the statutory authority available to CH to
recover the costs of service. The statutory authority for imposing fees for services,
including plan review and O.Reg 162/06 permits is conferred through Section 21.1 of
the Conservation Authorities Act. Section 21.1 of the Act states the programs or
services in which an authority is required or permitted to provide, including “Mandatory
programs and services that are required by regulation” (paragraph 1). Furthermore,
Section 21.2 of the Act gives authorities the ability to impose fees for programs or
services provided.
Further policies and principles have been provided by the MNRF regarding the charging
of Conservation Authority fees. These policies and principles include the requirement to
develop a policy or guideline including:
•
•
•

A fee schedule;
A process for public notification about the establishment of or any proposed
changes to any fees schedule;
A clearly defined review and revision process; and

•

A process for appeals for fee structure proposed or in place.

The policies also state that for planning and compliance-oriented activities such as
regulatory or permitting services, the fee structures should be designed to recover, but
not exceed the full costs of administering and delivering the services on a program
basis. Moreover, fee for planning services should also be designed and administered in
accordance with Section 69 of the Planning Act, which are detailed in the following
subsection.

1.3.1 Planning Act, 1990
The Planning Act, 1990 governs the imposition of fees for recovery of the anticipated
costs of processing each type of planning application. The following summarizes the
provisions of this statute as it pertains to application fees.
Section 69 of the Planning Act, allows municipalities to impose fees through by-law for
the purposes of processing planning applications. In determining the associated fees,
the Act requires that:
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The council of a municipality, by by-law, and a planning board, by resolution, may
establish a tariff of fees for the processing of applications made in respect of
planning matters, which tariff shall be designed to meet only the anticipated cost to
the municipality or to a committee of adjustment or land division committee
constituted by the council of the municipality or to the planning board in respect of
the processing of each type of application provided for in the tariff.
Section 69 establishes many cost recovery requirements that municipalities imposing
fees under Section 69, must consider when undertaking a full cost recovery fee design
study. The Act specifies that municipalities may impose fees through by-law and that
the anticipated costs of such fees must be cost justified by application type as defined in
the tariff of fees (e.g. Subdivision, Zoning By-Law Amendment, etc.). Given the cost
justification requirements by application type, this would suggest that crosssubsidization of planning application fee revenues across application types is not
permissible. For instance, if Site Plan application fees were set at levels below full cost
recovery for policy purposes this discount could not be funded by Subdivision
application fees set at levels higher than full cost recovery. Our interpretation of Section
69 is that any fee discount must be funded from other general revenue sources.
The legislation further indicates that the fees may be designed to recover the
“anticipated cost” of processing each type of application, reflecting the estimated costs
of processing activities for an application type. This reference to anticipated costs
represents a further costing requirement for a municipality. It is noted that the statutory
requirement is not the actual processing costs related to any one specific application.
As such, actual time docketing of staff processing effort against application categories
or specific applications does not appear to be a requirement of the Act for compliance
purposes. As such our methodology, which is based on staff estimates of application
processing effort, meets with the requirements of the Act and is in our opinion a
reasonable approach in determining anticipated costs.
The Act does not specifically define the scope of eligible processing activities and there
are no explicit restrictions to direct costs as previously witnessed in other statutes.
Moreover, recent amendments to the fee provisions of the Municipal Act and Building
Code Act are providing for broader recognition of indirect costs. Acknowledging that
staff effort from multiple departments are involved in processing planning applications, it
is our opinion that such fees may include direct costs, capital-related costs, support
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function costs directly related to the service provided, and general corporate overhead
costs apportioned to the service provided.

1.3.2 Mediation of Fee Disputes
There is currently no formal fee appeal mechanism to an independent third party body,
however, where there is a dispute regarding the payment of Conservation Authority
fees, the applicant is entitled to request an administrative review of the fee by the
Conservation Authority General Manager or Chief Administrative Officer. If the
applicant is still not satisfied, an administrative review by the Conservation Authority
Board of Directors or Sub-Committee designated to hear fee-related matters may be
requested.
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Chapter 2
Activity Based Costing
Methodology
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2. Activity Based Costing Methodology
2.1 Methodology
An A.B.C. methodology, as it pertains to authorities, assigns an organization's resource
costs through activities to the services provided to the public. Conventional public
sector accounting structures are typically not well suited to the costing challenges
associated with development or other service processing activities, as these accounting
structures are department focussed and thereby inadequate for fully costing services
with involvement from multiple departments. An A.B.C. approach better identifies the
costs associated with the processing activities for specific user fee types and thus is an
ideal method for determining full cost recovery planning application and permit fees.
As illustrated in Figure 2-1, an A.B.C. methodology attributes processing effort and
associated costs from all participating departments to the appropriate planning
application and permit categories. The resource costs attributed to processing activities
and application categories include direct operating costs, indirect support costs, and
capital costs. Indirect support function and corporate overhead costs are allocated to
direct departments according to operational cost drivers (e.g. information technology
costs allocated based on the relative share of departmental IT hardware supported).
Once support costs have been allocated amongst direct departments, the accumulated
costs (i.e. indirect, direct, and capital costs) are then distributed across the various fee
categories, based on the department’s direct involvement in the processing activities.
The assessment of each department’s direct involvement in the planning application
and permit review process is accomplished by tracking the relative shares of staff
processing effort across each fee category’s sequence of mapped process steps. The
results of employing this costing methodology provides authorities with a better
recognition of the costs utilized in delivering fee review processes, as it acknowledges
not only the direct costs of resources deployed but also the operating and capital
support costs required by those resources to provide services.
The following sections of this chapter reviews each component of the A.B.C.
methodology as it pertains to the planning application and permitting fees review.
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Figure 2-1
Activity Based Costing Conceptual Cost Flow Diagram

2.2 Application Category Definition
A critical component of the full cost recovery fees review is the selection of the planning
application and permit costing categories. This is an important first step as the process
design, effort estimation and subsequent costing is based on these categorization
decisions. It is also important from a compliance stand point where, as noted
previously, the Planning Act requires application fees to be cost justified by application
type consistent with the categorization contained within the tariff of fees. Moreover, the
cost categorization process will provide insight into any differences in processing costs
for each costing category within an application type, which is informative to the fee
structure design exercise.
Fee categorization decisions were made using the CH’s existing fee structure and
discussions on the potential further disaggregation of application types to understand
differences in costs by application complexity and size. Through these discussions it
was determined that costing categories used in the fee review should reflect CH’s
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current application and permit fee types as well as additional categories for processes in
which there is currently no associated fee. These discussions and the fee
categorization process were undertaken during the initial working sessions with CH staff
at the outset of this review.
Given the cost justification requirements of the Planning Act and comments of the
L.P.A.T. with respect to marginal costing, this level of disaggregation within application
types is in direct response to the comments of the L.P.A.T. and reflects an evolution in
the costing methodology to exceed the statutory requirements and to better understand
the factors influencing processing effort.
Summarized in Table 2-1, are the planning application and permit fee costing categories
that have been included in the A.B.C. model and used to rationalize changes to CH’s
planning application and permit user fee schedule.
The following explains the rationale for the major planning application and permit
categorization decisions utilized in the fee review:
Planning Applications
•

Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-Law Amendments were disaggregated
between applications greater than 2 hectares and less than 2 hectares in size to
the processes undertaken and intensity of effort involved;

•

Subdivision and Technical Review (EIR/FSS/SIS) applications have been
included separately to reflect the occasions when a technical review is
undertaken separately from the Subdivision process;

•

Minor Variance have been assessed for minor applications not requiring a
technical review and major applications requiring a technical review; and

•

Additional application submissions above those allowed for within current fees
were identified to assess additional time/costs expended supplementary reviews.

Permits
•

CH Alteration/Development Permits have been assessed for minor, intermediate,
major, and major scale permits to assess differences in processes such as the
requirement for and intensity of pre-application consultation;

•

Letter of Permission and Clearance/No Objection letters have been assessed for
permits with and without the requirement for a technical review; and
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•

Additional permit submissions above those allowed for within current fees were
identified to assess additional time/costs expended supplementary reviews.

Other Conservation Halton Reviews
•

•

CH reviews with associated fees such as Municipal Environmental Assessments,
Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments, and Aggregate License Applications
were also assessed application were assessed; and
Other CH review with no current cost recovery mechanism such as
Subwatershed Studies, Official Plan Reviews, municipally initiated Secondary
Plans, comprehensive Zoning By-law Reviews, and Niagara Escarpment
Development Permits were also assessed to understand the level of effort and
associated costs being expended in this regard.

In addition to the effort expended on the above activities, CH staff expend substantial
effort on other reviews and activities not included in the fee review such as, Provincial
reviews, CH policy development and public consultation, provincial and federal EA
reviews, CH internal reviews for other departments, administration, etc.).
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Figure 2-1
Planning Application and Permit Fee Types and Costing Categories
Planning Applications
Subdivision
Technical Review (EIR/FSS/SIS)
Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment (Greater than 2 ha.)
Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment (Minor)
Parkway Belt Applications
Consents
Minor Variance (Major, with technical review)
Minor Variance (Minor)
Site Plan (Greater than 2 ha.)
Site Plan (Minor)
Minor Site Alteration
Additional Submissions
O.Reg 162/06 Permits
Alteration/Development Permit (Minor)
Alteration/Development Permit (Intermediate)
Alteration/Development Permit (Major)
Alteration/Development Permit (Major Scale)
Large Fill Placement (less than 30 m3)
Large Fill Placement (30 m3 or greater, but les than 200 m3)
Large Fill Placement (200 m3 or greater)
Environmental Project (Technical Review Req'd)
Letter of Permission (No site visit or technical review)
Letter of Permission (With site visit or technical review)
Clearance/No Objection Letters (No site visit or technical review)
Clearance/No Objection Letters (With site visit or technical review)
Fish Timing Window Extension
Solicitor/Real Estate/Appraiser Inquiries
Additional Submissions
Other Conservation Halton Reviews
EA Review (Master Plan)
EA Review (Simple)
EA Review (Complex)
Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendment
Aggregate Extraction Application (Below water table)
Subwatershed Studies
OP Reviews
Comprehensive Zoning By-Law Reviews
Secondary Plan/OPA (Municipally Initiated)
NEC Development Permit - major with technical review
NEC Development Permit - minor no technical review
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2.3 Processing Effort Cost Allocation
To capture each participating CH staff member’s relative level of effort in processing
planning applications and permits, process templates were prepared for each of the
above-referenced costing categories. The process templates were generated using
sample templates based on processes in Halton Region municipalities and then refined
and modified to reflect the planning application review process as provided by CH. The
process mapping decisions also assessed potential inefficiencies that may exist in
current practices so that the process maps reflect the desired process.
The individual process maps were populated by CH staff in internal working sessions.
The effort estimates used reflect the time related to the planning application processing
activities by participating staff within each department by application type. These effort
estimates were applied to average historical planning application and permit volumes,
by application type, to produce annual processing effort estimates by CH staff position.
Annual processing effort per staff position was compared with available processing
capacity to determine overall service levels. Subsequent to this initial capacity analysis,
working sessions were held with the CH staff to further define the scope and nature of
staff involvement in planning application and permit fee review activities to reflect
current staff utilization levels. These refinements provided for the recognition of efforts
within the fees review ancillary to direct processing tasks, i.e. departmental support
activities, management and application oversight activities by departmental senior
management, general inquiries, and pre-application consultation. Effort related to
planning policy, preparation for and defence of applications at L.P.A.T., and special
projects related to planning applications were not included in the definition of planning
application processing activities.
The capacity utilization results are critical to the full cost recovery fee review because
the associated resourcing costs follow the activity generated effort of each participating
staff member into the identified costing categories. As such, considerable time and
effort was spent ensuring the reasonableness of the capacity utilization results. The
overall departmental fee recovery levels underlying the calculations are provided in
Chapter 3 of this report.
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2.4 Direct Costs
Direct costs refer to the employee costs (salaries, wages, and benefits), supplies,
materials, and equipment, and purchased services, that are typically consumed by
directly involved departments. Based on the results of the resource capacity analysis
summarized above, the proportionate share of each individual’s direct costs is allocated
to the respective fee categories. The direct costs included in CH’s costing model are
taken from CH’s 2018 Operating Budget and includes cost components such as:
•
•

Labour Costs, e.g. salary, wages and benefits;
Other Materials & Supplies; and

•

Consulting Services; and

It should be noted that transfers to reserves funds and capital costs have been excluded
from the direct service costs, as these been provided for separately within the analysis.
Internal charges (support services chargebacks) have also been excluded from direct
costs as these costs are accounted for within the indirect cost allocation.
Based on the modelling results, the following departments and divisions have direct
participation in the review and approval of planning applications and permits:
•

Science and Partnerships
o Watershed Stewardship

•

Planning and Watershed Management
o Development Planning
 Environmental Planning
 Regulations Program
 Water Resources Engineering
o Coastal Programs
o Source Water Protection

•

Engineering

2.5 Indirect Cost Functions and Cost Drivers
An A.B.C. review includes both the direct service cost of providing service activities as
well as the indirect support costs that allow direct service departments to perform these
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functions. The method of allocation employed in this analysis is referred to as a stepdown costing approach. Under this approach, support function and general corporate
overhead functions are classified separate from direct service delivery departments.
These indirect cost functions are then allocated to direct service delivery departments
based on a set of cost drivers, which subsequently flow to planning application and
permit fee categories according to staff effort estimates. Cost drivers are a unit of
service that best represent the consumption patterns of indirect support and corporate
overhead services by direct service delivery departments. As such, the relative share of
a cost driver (units of service consumed) for a direct department determines the relative
share of support/corporate overhead costs attributed to that direct service department.
An example of a cost driver commonly used to allocate information technology support
costs would be a department’s share of supported IT Hardware. Cost drivers are used
for allocation purposes acknowledging that these departments do not typically
participate directly in the development review process, but that their efforts facilitate
services being provided by the CH’s direct departments.
The indirect cost allocation to the front-line service departments was prepared using
indirect and corporate overhead cost drivers reflective of accepted practices within the
municipal and Conservation Authority sector. Indirect and corporate overhead costs
from the following CH departments have been considered in this review:
•
•

Office of the CAO
Information Technology

•
•
•

HR, Health, Safety & Wellness
Administration Office Facility
Finance

•
•

Marketing & Communications
Vehicles and Equipment

•

Security

2.6 Capital Costs
The inclusion of capital costs within the full cost planning application and permit fees
calculations follow a methodology similar to indirect costs. The annual replacement
value of assets commonly utilized to provide direct department services has been
included to reflect capital costs of service. The replacement value approach determines
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the annual asset replacement value over the expected useful life of the respective
assets. This reflects the annual depreciation of the asset over its useful life based on
current asset replacement values using a sinking fund approach. This annuity is then
allocated across all fee categories based on the capacity utilization of direct
departments.
The annual capital replacement contribution has been calculated based on the
replacement of the CH administration facility, equipment, computer hardware, and nonCH parks vehicles utilized in the provision of planning application and permit review
services. These annual capital cost estimates were then allocated to the fee categories
based on resource capacity utilization.
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Chapter 3
Planning Application and
Permit Fees Review
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3. Planning Application and Permit Fees Review
3.1 Staff Capacity Utilization Results
The planning application and permit review process considered within this assessment
involves to varying degrees, staff from multiple departments across the organization.
The planning application and permit processing effort estimates in this report reflect
CH’s current business processes, 2014-2017 average application/permit volumes, and
staffing allocation patterns currently in place across CH departments. Moreover, the
processing effort estimates were developed with regard to the typical application/permit
types within the 2014-2017 period.
Table 3-1 summarizes the staff capacity utilization and number of full time equivalent
(F.T.E.) positions attributable to planning application and permit review processes
considered as part of this review (i.e. excluding policy review, provincial and federal
EAs, etc.) Currently, CH planning application and permit processes consume the efforts
of approximately 21 F.T.E.s annually across the organization.
Table 3-1
Planning Application and Permit Resource Utilization by Department/Division

Description

Science & Partnerships
Planning & Watershed Management
Regional Infrastructure
Environmental Planning
Regulations Program
Water Resources Engineering
Planning Ecology
Development Planning Subtotal
Coastal Programs
Source Water Protection
Planning & Watershed Management Total

FTE
17

Total Annual
Capacity
Utilization

F.T.E.

<0.1%

<0.1

4
6
5
6
7
29
1
3
35

0.0%
63.9%
12.8%
31.6%
35.8%
31.4%
0.1%
7.6%
28.5%

0.0%
0.0%
53.3%
29.6%
19.0%
20.5%
0.0%
0.0%
18.7%

0.0%
11.2%
0.0%
12.2%
16.3%
9.1%
0.0%
4.6%
8.4%

0.0%
4.7%
1.6%
4.6%
5.0%
3.5%
0.0%
0.2%
3.1%

0.0%
79.8%
67.7%
78.0%
76.1%
64.6%
0.1%
12.3%
58.7%

4.8
3.4
4.7
5.3
18.7
0.0
0.3
20.3

7

6.8%

4.5%

2.0%

0.8%

5.8%

0.4

147

6.8%

4.5%

2.0%

0.8%

14.1%

20.7

Engineering
Total Conservation Halton

Subtotal Subtotal Subtotal Subtotal Other
Planning
O.Reg 162/06 Conservation Additional
Applications
Permits
Submissions
Halton
Reviews
0.0%
<0.1%
0.0%
0.0%
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The following observations are provided based on the results of the capacity analysis
presented in Table 3-1:
• Approximately 10 F.T.E. positions are consumed annually processing planning
applications, with 60% of these efforts provided for processing permits, 30%
provided for conducting other CH reviews, and 10% related to additional planning
application and permit submissions.
•

On average approximately 60% of all available staff resources (20 F.T.E.s) within
the Planning & Watershed Management Department are fully consumed annually
processing planning applications, permits, and other CH reviews. This level of
involvement does not reflect the significant amount of non-processing effort
provided by staff for other provincial review, corporate management, policy
initiatives, and review of fees, consistent with the approach utilized in other
Ontario municipalities.

•

Staff from the Planning and Watershed Management Department provide the
majority of effort within the organization (i.e. 98% of overall organizational
involvement).
o Within this department the Planning Ecology, Environmental Planning and
Water Resources Engineering contribute similar amounts of staff
involvement annually (i.e. approximately 5 F.T.E.s annually from each
division), followed by staff in the regulations program at approximately 3
F.T.E.s annually.

•

Staff within the Science and Partnerships and Engineering Departments provide
minor amounts of processing involvement (i.e. approximately 2% of the total level
of effort or 50% of one F.T.E. annually).

3.2 Impacts
As presented in the introduction, the Planning Act requires fees to be cost justified at
the application type level. Moreover, recent L.P.A.T. decisions require that there is
consideration given to the marginal costs of processing applications of varying size and
complexity. In this regard, planning application review processes have been costed at
the application type and sub-type level. This level of analysis goes beyond the statutory
requirements of cost justification by application type to better understand costing
distinctions at the application sub-type level to provide the basis for a more defensible
fee structure and fee design decisions.
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Application costs reflect the organizational direct, indirect and capital costs based on
2018 budget estimates. Fees for O.Reg. 162/06 permits and other CH reviews under
the authority of the Conservation Authorities Act are imposed for services provided and
are cost justified for the service provided vs. the individual application type as per the
Planning Act. The following subsections summarize the overall cost recovery levels for
planning applications, permits, and other CH reviews. Annual cost impacts include the
direct, indirect, and capital costs by application type and costing category. The overall
recovery levels are based on the weighted average annual historical application and
permit volumes over the 2013-2017 period and current 2018 application fees.

3.2.1 Planning Applications
As summarized in Table 3-2 below, the annual processing costs of planning
applications is $1.6 million. Current planning application fees are recovering 74% of the
total cost of processing compared to the CH’s current cost recovery policy of 100%. All
application fees are recovering less than the full cost of service, ranging from 24% cost
recovery for Minor Variance applications to 97% cost recovery for Technical Review
Studies.
Table 3-2
Planning Application Impacts (2018$)
Annual Costs
Costing Categories
Planning Applications Total

Total Direct
Cost
1,210,102

Indirect
Costs
366,295

Capital
Total Costs
Costs
26,226
1,602,623

2018 Fees
Annual
Cost
Revenue
Recovery %
1,181,310
74%

Subdivision review represents the greatest share of annual processing costs at $1.1
million, or 68% of the total costs of processing.
The impacts for additional submissions have not been included within the overall cost
recovery levels for planning applications as these fees have historically not been
imposed consistently on all applications received. Effort related to additional planning
application submissions is estimated to contribute $153,000 annually to the total costs
of service.
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3.2.2 Permits
Historically CH has set a cost recovery target for permit review of 80%. Current permit
fees are recovering 72% of the full costs of service annually, 10% below the policy
target, as shown in Table 3-3.
Table 3-3
Permit Review Impacts
Annual Costs
Costing Categories
O.Reg 162/06 Permits Total

Total Direct
Cost
798,620

Indirect
Costs
240,902

Capital
Total Costs
Costs
17,237
1,056,759

2018 Fees
Annual
Cost
Revenue
Recovery %
762,038
72%

Within the spectrum of permit fees, only Solicitor, Real Estate, and Appraiser Inquiries
are recovering greater than the full costs of service. Furthermore, similar to additional
submissions for planning applications, additional permit submissions have not been
included within the total impacts for permit review and would contribute an additional
$25,000 to the total annual costs of $1.1 million.

3.2.3 Other Conservation Halton Reviews
The total costs of other CH reviews included in the costing exercise is approximately
$479,000 annually. The majority of these costs (77%) relate to subwatershed studies,
for which CH currently does not impose fees. CH currently charges fees for municipal
EA Reviews, Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments, and Aggregate Extraction
Applications included in other CH reviews. Based on the average application volumes
over the 2014-2017 period, the current level of cost recovery for other CH reviews is
approximately 4% annually.
Table 3-4
Other Conservation Halton Review Impacts
Annual Costs
Costing Categories
Other Conservation Halton Reviews Total

Total Direct
Cost
364,743

Indirect
Costs
107,314

Capital
Total Costs
Costs
7,685
479,743

2018 Fees
Annual
Cost
Revenue
Recovery %
19,296
4%

3.2.4 Summary
In aggregate, the processing costs for planning applications, permit review, and other
CH reviews totals $3.3 million (including costs for additional submissions). The total
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annual level of cost recovery, assuming full application of additional submission fees,
would be 67% for the processes considered herein.

3.3 Rate Structure Analysis
Fee structure recommendations were developed in regard to the cost and revenue
impacts presented in Tables 3-2 to 3-4. The recommended fee structure, presented in
Tables 3-5 to 3-7, seeks to align the recovery of processing costs to application
characteristics to balance Planning Act compliance, applicant benefits and affordability,
and municipal revenue certainty. CH’s current fee structure has been generally
maintained within the recommended fee structures, with the exception of revising the
variable per unit fee structure for Subdivision applications in recognition of the
decreasing marginal costs of processing within larger applications.
The fee structure recommendations are anticipated to increase overall planning
application cost recovery performance from 74% currently to 99% cost recovery levels.
Fees for consent applications have been set at levels below full cost recovery, in line
with municipal fees, resulting in less than full cost recovery for planning application fees.
Recommended fees for O.Reg 162/06 permits have been designed to move towards full
cost recovery levels as compared to the current CH policy of 80% cost recovery for
these services. Moreover, the fee recommendations have been made with input from
CH staff to consider applicant affordability for individual landowners and other
stakeholder interests (e.g environmental/stewardship projects which enhance/restore
the environment). Based on the 2014-2017 average permit volumes and
characteristics, the fee recommendations are anticipated to recover the full costs of
service.
In addition to the applications and permits discussed above, CH currently imposes fees
for complex Municipal Environmental Assessment reviews, Niagara Escarpment Plan
Amendments, and Aggregate Extraction Applications (whether associated with a
Planning Act application or not). Full cost fee recommendations are provided herein, as
well as potential fees for Subwatershed Studies and Niagara Escarpment Development
Permits for which CH does not currently impose fees.
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Overall, the recommended fee structure has been calculated in 2018$ values and
inflated to 2019$ values assuming 3.0% annual inflation. Furthermore, the
recommended fees exclude HST.

3.3.1 Planning Applications
The major changes to the planning application fees are summarized as follows:
Subdivision
The current fee for Subdivision applications is $4,535 plus $204 per lot/unit for the first
750 units and $173 per unit for units in excess of 750 units per application, or $4,425
per net hectare. Additionally, clearance fees for each application phase are also
imposed.
The fee structure recommendations for Subdivision applications have been designed to
have consideration for applicant affordability, fee structures imposed in neighbouring
municipalities, and the decreasing marginal costs of processing applications as they
increase in size. The recommended fees are anticipated to recover the full costs of
Subdivision review.
•

Fee Recommendations:
o Impose base application fee of $5,967 plus
o A decreasing block per unit/lot fee to recognize the decreasing marginal
costs of processing as applications increase in size:
 0-25 Units/Lots - $268 per unit/lot
 26-100 Units/Lots - $214 per unit/lot
 101-200 Units/Lots - $171 per unit/lot
 200+ Units/Lots - $137 per unit/lot
o A decreasing block per net hectare fee:
 0-2 net hectares - $6,225 per net hectare
 2-5 net hectares - $4,980 per net hectare
 5-10 net hectares - $3,984 per net hectare
 10+ net hectares - $3,187 per net hectare
o Inflationary increases to Clearance fees and Revision fees
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Technical Review
Technical reviews are recommended to increase by 5.7%, including inflation to recover
the full costs of service.
•

Fee Recommendations:
o Base Fee (25 ha or less) - $10,210
o Base Fee (25.1 ha up to and including 50 ha) - $20,420
o Base Fee (greater than 50.1 ha) - $30,634
o Per gross hectare - $421

Consent
Consent fees have been recommended to increase from $774 for minor applications
and $1,814 for major applications to $1,850 and $3,500 respectively.
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Table 3-5
Recommended Fee Structure
Planning Applications

APPLICATION TYPE

Subdivisions Residential/Condominium Multi
Residential/Mixed Use

CATEGORY

Base fee
Residential per unit/lot
*2018 per unit/lot fee reduced to $173 for units in excess
of 750 per application

Per net hectare (note 4)

Clearances per phase (tech review required) (note 5)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)
Subdivisions Base fee
per net hectare (note 4)
Industrial/Commercial
Clearances per phase (tech review required) (note 5)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)
Subdivisions - Revisions/Redlines Major/Intermediate (note 5)
Minor (note 5)
Technical Review - EIR/FSS/SIS Base Fee (25ha or less)
Base Fee (25.1ha up to and including 50ha)
(or equivalent)
Base Fee (greater than 50.1ha)
Per gross hectare (note 7)
Official Plan Amendments
Large (greater than 2ha)
Major
Intermediate
Minor
Zoning By-Law Amendments
Large (greater than 2ha)
Major
Intermediate
Minor
Parkway Belt Applications
All Applications
Consents
Major/Intermediate
Minor
Minor Variances
Major/Intermediate
Minor
No Objections Letter
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2018 FEE (Excl.
HST)
$4,535
$204 Per unit/lot
0-25 units/lots
26-100 units/lots
101-200 units/lots
200+ units/lots
$4,425 Per net hectare
0-2 ha
2-5 ha
5-10 ha
10+ ha
$3,186
$1,084
$4,535
$4,425
$3,186
$1,084
$3,341
$726
$9,659
$19,319
$28,982
$398
$13,540
$3,982
$2,478
$774
$13,540
$3,982
$2,478
$774
$774
$1,814
$774
$615
$265
$89

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)
$5,967
$268
$214
$171
$137
$6,225
$4,980
$3,984
$3,187
$3,281
$1,117
$5,967
$5,821
$3,281
$1,117
$3,441
$747
$10,210
$20,420
$30,634
$421
$16,000
$5,750
$3,800
$1,100
$16,000
$5,750
$3,800
$1,100
$3,000
$3,500
$1,850
$1,600
$520
$105
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Table 3-5 (Cont’d)
Recommended Fee Structure
Planning Applications

APPLICATION TYPE

CATEGORY

Site Plans - Single Residential

Major
Intermediate
Minor (site visit required)
Minor (no site visit requried)
Site Plans Major (per gross ha)
Commercial/Industrial/Institutiona Intermediate
Minor
l/Multi-Residential > 2ha
Clearance (technical review required) (note 5)
Clearance (no technical review required)
Site Plans Major
Commercial/Industrial/Institutiona Intermediate
Minor
l/Multi-Residential < 2ha
Clearance (technical review required) (note 5)
Clearance (no technical review required)
Municipal Site Alteration
Major/Intermediate
Minor
Applications
Prior to draft plan approval (note 17)
Applicant-Driven Amendments
Major changes (% of current fee)
(requiring re-circulation)
Minor changes (% of current fee)
Resubmission due to incomplete
% of the current applicable application fee
application
Technical Study/Design
Third Submission (note 8)
Resubmission

File reactivation (inactive for 2 or
more years)
Additional/Pre-consultation Site
Visit
Pre-application Technical Review

Subsequest Submissions (per submission) (note 8)
Minor (note 16)
Intermediate/Major (note 16)
Single residential/Single farm (private landowner)
Commercial/Industrial/Institutional/Residential
Per submission (single residential) (note 15)
Per submission (other) (note 15)
Terms of Reference review per submission

2018 FEE (Excl.
HST)

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)

$615
$385
$212
$89
$4,425
$7,584
$1,447
$3,186
$1,084
$7,584
$4,292
$1,062
$1,447
$615
$1,770
$442
$8,515
75%
25%
25% up to
$9,292
25% up to
$10,500
50% up to
$21,000
$487
$996
$217
$1,261
$615
$1,770
$1,447

$875
$550
$300
$125
$5,500
$9,600
$2,000
$3,710
$1,260
$9,540
$6,200
$1,336
$1,685
$715
$3,475
$850
$8,700
75%
25%
25% up to
$9,571
25% up to
$10,815
50% up to
$21,630
$501
$1,025
$223
$1,299
$633
$1,823
$1,490

3.3.2 O.Reg. 162/06 Permits
Permit fee structures have been largely maintained with the most significant fee
increases imposed for Major and Major Scale Alteration and Development Permits.
Minor and Intermediate Alteration and Development Permits as well as Major permits
for private landowner single residential/single farms have nominal fee increases in
recognition of stakeholder affordability concerns.
Pre-Application Fees
In consultation with CH staff, the imposition of a Pre-Application fees is recommended
equal to 50% of the minor permit fee for private land owner single residential/single farm
permits. This fee would be intended to recover the costs associated with technical
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analysis occurring prior to permit applications being received. Moreover, a PreApplication Technical Review fees equal to those for planning applications is also
recommended. These fees, which would be credited against permit fee, once the
application is received, are:
•

Per submission (single residential) - $633

•
•

Per submission (other) - $1,823
Terms of Reference Review per Submission - $1,490
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Table 3-6
Recommended Fee Structure
O.Reg. 162/06 Permits
CATEGORY
Private Landowner
Single Residential/Single Farm
Industrial/Commercial/ / Institutional

Residential
Multi-Units/Lots

Local Municipality, Utility

Large Fill Placement
(not associated w ith a planning
application)

Environmental Projects
Letter of Permission (see note 9)

Fish Timing Window Extension
Red-Line Revisions by CH

TYPE
P(3a)
P(3i)
P(3b)
ICI(3a)
ICI(3i)
ICI(3b)
ICI(3c)
RM(3a)
RM(3i)
RM(3b)
RM(3c)
G(3a)
G(3i)
G(3b)
G(3c)
LF(a)
LF(i)

Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Minor (less than 30m 3 )
Intermediate (greater than 30m 3 but less than 500
m3)

LF(b )

Large

EP
PL(a)
PL(b )
PL(c)
FTW

Stewardship Projects (Technical Review Required)
No site visit or technical review
Site visit or technical review
Site visit and technical review

Client-Driven Revisions
(of current fee schedule)

(equal to or greater than 500 m3 )

Minor (see note 10)
Major (see note 10)
Minor revisions to permit applications in
progress
Major revisions to permit applications in
progress
Minor revisions to approved permits
(see note 11)

Technical Resubmissions

Compliance Monitoring

Percentage of current fee for each additional
technical sub mission (after 1 st resubmission)
Restoration Agreement (see note 12)
Compliance Agreement (see note 13)

Additional Site Visit
(Single Residential/Single Farm )

Additional Site Visit
(Major; Major Scale)

Solicitor/Real Estate/Appraiser
Inquiries
Clearance/No Objection Letters

No site visit
With Site Visit (visual inspection)
With Site Visit (staking top of b ank or
wetland)
With Site Visit & Technical Review
(geotechnical report etc.)
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RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$)
$490
$1,600
$5,210
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$490

2018 FEE

$475
$1,380
$3,425
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$475
$ 3,000.00 + $0.50/
$3500 + $0.55/m3
m3

$10,000.00 + $1.00/
$12000 + $1.05/m3
m3
$85
$230
$385
$615
$465
25%
$1,500

$125
$250
$490
$1,540
$500
25%
$1,500

35%

35%

75%

75%

50%

50%

50%

50%

Varies
Varies
100% Surcharge
100% Surcharge
$215

$225

$1,250

$1,300

$320

$330

$85
$215

$125
$225

$385

$400

$615

$650
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3.3.3 Other Conservation Halton Reviews
Table 3-7
Recommended Fee Structure
Other Conservation Halton Reviews

APPLICATION TYPE

EA Review- Municipal/Other

Niagara Escarpment Plan
Amendments - Applicant Driven
Aggregate Extraction Application
Below Water Table
Aggregate Extraction Application
Above Water Table
Subwatershed Studies
NEC Development Permit

CATEGORY

Master Plan
Individual EA
Schedule A
Schedule B
Schedule C
EA Addendum Reports
All Applications
- No features of interest within 120 m of license limit
Features of interest within 120m of license limit
- No features of interest within 120 m of license limit
Features of interest within 120m of license limit
Per gross hectare
Major with Technical Review
Minor - No Technical Review

FEE (Excl. HST)

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)

$7,965
$7,965

$36,144
$36,144

$2,655
$5,398
$1,858
$3,385

$12,409
$37,173
$2,163
$16,000

$7,965
$75,221
$708
$75,221

$8,204
$77,478
$729
$75,221
$160
$4,089
$730

The changes to the other CH review fees are summarized as follows:
•

Fee recommendations for NEC Development Permits include $4,089 for major
applications including a technical review, and $730 for minor applications with no
technical review

•

Municipal Environmental Assessments - EA Reviews are recovering between
14%-21% of the full costs of service (Table 3-4). As such, significant fee
increases have been recommended in Table 3-7 to achieve full cost recovery.

•

Niagara Escarpment Plan Amendments - Fees for applicant driven Niagara
Escarpment Plan Amendments are recommended to increase from $3,385 to
$16,000 per application.

•

Aggregate Extraction Applications - Only inflationary increases are
recommended to Aggregate Extraction Applications as these applications are
currently recovering the full costs of service.

•

Subwatershed Studies - CH does not currently impose fees for the required
review of Subwatershed Studies. Based on the average costs of processing of
$189,000 (2019$) and the average size characteristics of Subwatershed Studies
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(i.e. 1,180 gross hectares per review), CH could impose a fee of $160 per gross
hectare for the review.
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Chapter 4
Impact Analysis of
Recommended Planning
Application Fee Structure
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4. Impact Analysis of Recommended Planning
Application Fee Structure
4.1 Impact Analysis
In order to understand the impacts of the recommended planning application fee
structure (in 2019$), an impact analysis for sample developments has been prepared.
Six development types have been considered, including
•

Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan of Subdivision
application for a residential subdivision of 50 single detached units;

•

Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan of Subdivision
application for a residential subdivision of 200 single detached units;
Zoning By-Law Amendment and Site Plan application for a retail development of
1,000 m2;

•
•
•
•

Site Plan application for an industrial development of 30,000 m2;
A residential Consent application; and
A residential Minor Variance application.

In addition to providing the fee impacts for CH, Figures 4-1 through 4-6 provide
development fee comparisons for developments occurring in selected municipalities and
the following conservation authorities:
•

Central Lake Ontario

•
•

Toronto and Region
Credit Valley

•
•

Hamilton
Grand River

The development fee comparison includes planning application fees, building permit
fees and development charges. The comparison illustrates the impacts of the CH
planning application fee structure recommendations in the context of the total
development fees payable to provide a broader context for the fee considerations.
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The positions of the Halton Region area municipalities within the broader comparison
are highlighted with blue arrows for the Town of Oakville, green arrows for the City of
Burlington, orange arrows for the Town of Halton Hills, and black arrows for the Town of
Milton.

4.1.1 Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan
of Subdivision Application for a Residential Subdivision of 50
Single Detached Units
A 50 single detached residential unit development within the CH watershed would pay
$15,300 for each of the required Official Plan Amendment and Zoning-By-Law
Amendment and $16,625 for the Subdivision application under CH’s current fee
structure.
Under the recommended fee structure, Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-Law
Amendment fees would increase by 18% to $18,080. Subdivision fees would increase
to $20,194 (21% increase). In total CH application fees would increase by 19% or
$9,129. Including municipal planning application fees, building permit fees and
development charges, total development fees for this type of applicant would increase
by 0.2% in the Region of Halton. The changes in planning application fees would not
change the area-municipalities position within the overall ranking of the municipalities
surveyed. Figure 4-1 displays this comparison graphically with all four Halton Region
municipalities maintaining their position in the mid range of the comparison.
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Figure 4-1
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan of Subdivision application for a residential subdivision of
50 single detached units
Survey of Fees Related to a Residential Development (50 Single Dwelling Units, 167 m2 GFA)
Development Charges

Municipal Planning Fees

Building Permit Fees

Conservation Authority OPA

Conservation Authority ZBA

$6,000,000

$5,000,000

$4,000,000

$3,000,000

$2,000,000

$1,000,000

$-
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Conservation Authority Subdivision

4.1.2 Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan
of Subdivision Application for a Residential Subdivision of 200
Single Detached Units
A 200 single detached residential unit subdivision in the CH watershed would pay $76
per unit in Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-Law fees, and $255 per unit in in
Subdivision fees under CH’s current fee structure.
Under the recommended fee structure, Official Plan Amendment and Zoning-By-Law
Amendment fees would increase to $90 per unit (+18%) and Subdivision fees would
increase to $258 per unit (+1%). In combination the applicant would see a 7% increase
in CH planning application fees. In comparison to the relative increases in Subdivision
fees for a 50-unit application, this 225-unit application would experience less of an
increase due to the recommended decreasing variable per unit rate. Including
municipal planning application fees, building permit fees, and development charges,
total development fees for this type of applicant would increase by 0.05%. Again, the
changes in planning application fees would not change the area-municipalities position
within the overall ranking of the municipalities surveyed, maintaining the position in the
mid -range of the comparison below other municipalities such as the City of Markham,
City of Mississauga.

4.1.3 Zoning By-Law Amendment and Site Plan application for a
Retail Development of 1,000 m2
Under the current CH fee structure a retail development of 1,000 m2 would pay $4,500
in Zoning By-Law Amendment fees and $8,570 in Site Plan fees. The recommended
fees for 2019 will increase the total application fees payable for this applicant by $4,208
($1,998 for Zoning By-Law Amendment, and $2,210 for Site Plan) or 32%.
When considering the impact of other municipal development fees (planning
applications, building permits, and development charges), a 32% increase in CH
planning application fees would result in a 0.8% increase in total development fees.
The impact on the positioning of the Halton Region area municipalities would be
relatively minor with only the City of Burlington moving upward in the comparison above
that of The Town of Oakville (within the Credit Valley Conservation Authority).
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Figure 4-2
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment and Plan of Subdivision application for a residential subdivision of
200 single detached units
Survey of Fees Related to a Residential Development (200 Single Dwelling Units, 167 m2 GFA)
Development Charges

Municipal Planning Fees

Building Permit Fees

Conservation Authority OPA

Conservation Authority ZBA
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Conservation Authority Subdivision

Figure 4-3
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Zoning By-Law Amendment and Site Plan application for a retail development of 1,000 m2 GFA

Survey of Fees Related to a Retail Development (1,000 m2 GFA)
$1,000,000
$900,000
$800,000
$700,000
$600,000
$500,000
$400,000
$300,000
$200,000
$100,000
$-

Development Charges

Municipal Site Plan Fees

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
H:\Conservation Halton\2018 Fees Review\Report\Public Planning report.doc

Building Permit Fees

Conservation Authority Site Plan Fees
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Conservation Authority ZBA Fees

4.1.4 Site Plan Application for an Industrial Development of 30,000
m2
CH planning application fees for this type of development would be $50,000 under the
current fee structure. The proposed fee structure includes a 10% increase in applicable
site pan fees, increasing the CH Site Plan application review fees by $5,000.
Similar to the comparisons for the other development types, the impact on this applicant
would be relatively nominal, with total development fees increasing by less than 0.1%.

4.1.5 Residential Consent Application
Consent application fees for CH are proposed to increase by $1,905 (+113%).
Including municipal consent application fees in the Halton Region, total Consent fees
would increase between 14% in the Town of Halton Hills on the low end to 27% in the
City of Burlington on the high end.
The proposed fee increase would see the rank of the Halton Region local municipalities
increase towards the upper end of the surveyed comparators with the Town of Halton
Hills being below only that of the City of Markham in the Toronto and Area Conservation
Authority.

4.1.6 Residential Minor Variance Application
CH Minor Variance application fees are currently $695. The recommended fee
increases would see those fees increase by 160% to $1,808. In combination with
municipal Minor Variance fees, the impacts are less significant, with Halton Region
area-municipality fees increasing between 15% in the Town of Milton and 31% in the
City of Burlington.
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Figure 4-4
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Site Plan application for an industrial development of 30,000 m2 GFA

Survey of Fees Related to an Industrial Development (30,000 m2 GFA)
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Figure 4-5
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Consent Application Fees

Survey of Fees Related to a Consent Application
$25,000
$20,000

Municipal Consent Fees

$15,000
$10,000
$5,000
$-

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.
H:\Conservation Halton\2018 Fees Review\Report\Public Planning report.doc

PAGE 4-9

Conservation Authority Consent Fees

Figure 4-2
Development Fee Impacts Survey
Minor Variance Fees

Survey of Fees Related to a Minor Variance Application
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Conservation Authority Minor Variance Fees

4.2 Impact Analysis Summary
Based on the survey results, the recommended fees produce development fees greater
than those provided under the current fee structure. However, the ranking of the Halton
Region municipalities within the CH watershed amongst the municipal comparators
remains largely unchanged, except of Committee of Adjustment Fees (Minor Variance
and Consent) where the increases are more significant. Finally, while the isolated
planning impacts are significant in some cases, when measured on a total development
cost basis, including building permits and development charges, the overall cost
impacts are nominal.
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Chapter 5
Conclusion
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5. Conclusion
Summarized in this technical report is the legislative context for the planning application
and permit fees review, the methodology undertaken, A.B.C. results and full cost of
service, and fee structure recommendations. In developing the recommended fee
structure, careful consideration was given affordability, market competitiveness, and to
the recent trends pertaining to planning fees, including recent comments of the L.P.A.T.
concerning planning application fees. The recommended fee structures contained in
Tables 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7 herein are provided below for convenience.
The recommendations of the planning application and permit fees review have been
designed to provide CH with a recommended fee structure for CH’s consideration to
increase the planning application and O.Reg. 162/06 permit cost recovery levels by
recovering the full costs of service from benefiting parties. CH will ultimately determine
the level of cost recovery and phasing strategy that is suitable for their objectives.
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Table 5-1
Recommended Fee Structure
Planning Applications

APPLICATION TYPE

Subdivisions Residential/Condominium Multi
Residential/Mixed Use

CATEGORY

Base fee
Residential per unit/lot
*2018 per unit/lot fee reduced to $173 for units in excess
of 750 per application

Per net hectare (note 4)

Clearances per phase (tech review required) (note 5)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)
Subdivisions Base fee
per net hectare (note 4)
Industrial/Commercial
Clearances per phase (tech review required) (note 5)
Clearances per phase (no tech review required)
Subdivisions - Revisions/Redlines Major/Intermediate (note 5)
Minor (note 5)
Technical Review - EIR/FSS/SIS Base Fee (25ha or less)
Base Fee (25.1ha up to and including 50ha)
(or equivalent)
Base Fee (greater than 50.1ha)
Per gross hectare (note 7)
Official Plan Amendments
Large (greater than 2ha)
Major
Intermediate
Minor
Zoning By-Law Amendments
Large (greater than 2ha)
Major
Intermediate
Minor
Parkway Belt Applications
All Applications
Consents
Major/Intermediate
Minor
Minor Variances
Major/Intermediate
Minor
No Objections Letter
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2018 FEE (Excl.
HST)
$4,535
$204 Per unit/lot
0-25 units/lots
26-100 units/lots
101-200 units/lots
200+ units/lots
$4,425 Per net hectare
0-2 ha
2-5 ha
5-10 ha
10+ ha
$3,186
$1,084
$4,535
$4,425
$3,186
$1,084
$3,341
$726
$9,659
$19,319
$28,982
$398
$13,540
$3,982
$2,478
$774
$13,540
$3,982
$2,478
$774
$774
$1,814
$774
$615
$265
$89

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)
$5,967
$268
$214
$171
$137
$6,225
$4,980
$3,984
$3,187
$3,281
$1,117
$5,967
$5,821
$3,281
$1,117
$3,441
$747
$10,210
$20,420
$30,634
$421
$16,000
$5,750
$3,800
$1,100
$16,000
$5,750
$3,800
$1,100
$3,000
$3,500
$1,850
$1,600
$520
$105
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Table 5-1(Cont’d)
Recommended Fee Structure
Planning Applications

CATEGORY

APPLICATION TYPE

Site Plans - Single Residential

Major
Intermediate
Minor (site visit required)
Minor (no site visit requried)
Site Plans Major (per gross ha)
Commercial/Industrial/Institutiona Intermediate
l/Multi-Residential > 2ha
Minor
Clearance (technical review required) (note 5)
Clearance (no technical review required)
Site Plans Major
Commercial/Industrial/Institutiona Intermediate
Minor
l/Multi-Residential < 2ha
Clearance (technical review required) (note 5)
Clearance (no technical review required)
Municipal Site Alteration
Major/Intermediate
Applications
Minor
Prior to draft plan approval (note 17)
Applicant-Driven Amendments
Major changes (% of current fee)
(requiring re-circulation)
Minor changes (% of current fee)
Resubmission due to incomplete
% of the current applicable application fee
application
Technical Study/Design
Third Submission (note 8)
Resubmission

File reactivation (inactive for 2 or
more years)
Additional/Pre-consultation Site
Visit
Pre-application Technical Review

Subsequest Submissions (per submission) (note 8)
Minor (note 16)
Intermediate/Major (note 16)
Single residential/Single farm (private landowner)
Commercial/Industrial/Institutional/Residential
Per submission (single residential) (note 15)
Per submission (other) (note 15)
Terms of Reference review per submission
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2018 FEE (Excl.
HST)

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)

$615
$385
$212
$89
$4,425
$7,584
$1,447
$3,186
$1,084
$7,584
$4,292
$1,062
$1,447
$615
$1,770
$442
$8,515
75%
25%
25% up to
$9,292
25% up to
$10,500
50% up to
$21,000
$487
$996
$217
$1,261
$615
$1,770
$1,447

$875
$550
$300
$125
$5,500
$9,600
$2,000
$3,710
$1,260
$9,540
$6,200
$1,336
$1,685
$715
$3,475
$850
$8,700
75%
25%
25% up to
$9,571
25% up to
$10,815
50% up to
$21,630
$501
$1,025
$223
$1,299
$633
$1,823
$1,490
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Table 5-2
Recommended Fee Structure
O.Reg. 162/06 Permits
CATEGORY
Private Landowner
Single Residential/Single Farm
Industrial/Commercial/ / Institutional

Residential
Multi-Units/Lots

Local Municipality, Utility

Large Fill Placement
(not associated w ith a planning
application)

Environmental Projects
Letter of Permission (see note 9)

Fish Timing Window Extension
Red-Line Revisions by CH

TYPE
P(3a)
P(3i)
P(3b)
ICI(3a)
ICI(3i)
ICI(3b)
ICI(3c)
RM(3a)
RM(3i)
RM(3b)
RM(3c)
G(3a)
G(3i)
G(3b)
G(3c)
LF(a)
LF(i)

Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Alteration/Development - Minor
Alteration/Development - Intermediate
Alteration/Development - Major
Alteration/Development - Major Scale
Minor (less than 30m 3 )
Intermediate (greater than 30m 3 but less than 500
m3)

LF(b )

Large

EP
PL(a)
PL(b )
PL(c)
FTW

Stewardship Projects (Technical Review Required)
No site visit or technical review
Site visit or technical review
Site visit and technical review

Client-Driven Revisions
(of current fee schedule)

(equal to or greater than 500 m3 )

Minor (see note 10)
Major (see note 10)
Minor revisions to permit applications in
progress
Major revisions to permit applications in
progress
Minor revisions to approved permits
(see note 11)

Technical Resubmissions

Compliance Monitoring

Percentage of current fee for each additional
technical sub mission (after 1 st resubmission)
Restoration Agreement (see note 12)
Compliance Agreement (see note 13)

Additional Site Visit
(Single Residential/Single Farm )

Additional Site Visit
(Major; Major Scale)

Solicitor/Real Estate/Appraiser
Inquiries
Clearance/No Objection Letters

No site visit
With Site Visit (visual inspection)
With Site Visit (staking top of b ank or
wetland)
With Site Visit & Technical Review
(geotechnical report etc.)
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RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$)
$490
$1,600
$5,210
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$1,900
$4,000
$20,665
$27,500
$490

2018 FEE

$475
$1,380
$3,425
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$1,750
$3,250
$10,500
$16,000
$475
$ 3,000.00 + $0.50/
$3500 + $0.55/m3
m3

$10,000.00 + $1.00/
$12000 + $1.05/m3
m3
$85
$230
$385
$615
$465
25%
$1,500

$125
$250
$490
$1,540
$500
25%
$1,500

35%

35%

75%

75%

50%

50%

50%

50%

Varies
Varies
100% Surcharge
100% Surcharge
$215

$225

$1,250

$1,300

$320

$330

$85
$215

$125
$225

$385

$400

$615

$650
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O.Reg 162/06 Permit Pre-Application Fees
In consultation with CH staff, the imposition of a Pre-Application fees are recommended
equal to 50% of the minor permit fee for private land owner single residential/single farm
permits. This fee would be intended to recover the costs associated with technical
analysis occurring prior to permit applications being received. Moreover, aPreApplication Technical Review fees equal to those for planning applications is also
recommended. These fees, which would be credited against permit fee, once the
application is received, are:
•

Per submission (single residential) - $633

•
•

Per submission (other) - $1,823
Terms of Reference Review per Submission - $1,490
Table 5-3
Recommended Fee Structure
Other Conservation Halton Reviews

CATEGORY

APPLICATION TYPE

EA Review- Municipal/Other

Niagara Escarpment Plan
Amendments - Applicant Driven
Aggregate Extraction Application
Below Water Table
Aggregate Extraction Application
Above Water Table
Subwatershed Studies
NEC Development Permit

Master Plan
Individual EA
Schedule A
Schedule B
Schedule C
EA Addendum Reports
All Applications
- No features of interest within 120 m of license limit
Features of interest within 120m of license limit
- No features of interest within 120 m of license limit
Features of interest within 120m of license limit
Per gross hectare
Major with Technical Review
Minor - No Technical Review
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FEE (Excl. HST)

RECOMMENDED
FEES (2019$,
Excl. HST)

$7,965
$7,965

$36,144
$36,144

$2,655
$5,398
$1,858
$3,385

$12,409
$37,173
$2,163
$16,000

$7,965
$75,221
$708
$75,221

$8,204
$77,478
$729
$75,221
$160
$4,089
$730
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