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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Altus Group Economic Consulting was retained by the Canada Home Builders’ 

Association (CHBA) to undertake a study of several factors that are contributing 

to housing affordability issues in major housing markets across Canada, such as 

municipal approval processes, resulting timelines for approvals, and government 

charges levied by municipalities. 

The study compares approaches that Canadian municipalities have in place to 

deal with the approval and ultimate development of new housing and highlights 

key features (and associated benefits of those features) in bringing new housing 

to approval and ultimate construction, as well as the cost implications of the 

municipal processes and policies. The analysis presented in the study was based 

on research done into 23 Canadian municipalities across the country. The 

research for this study was undertaken in late 2019 and early 2020, prior to the 

onset of the COVID-19 health crisis.  

 

Statistical and Demographic Overview 

A review of statistical and demographic data in the studied municipalities reveals 

several trends that are causes of, or effects of, housing affordability issues 

throughout Canada: 

• Population is increasing in each municipality studied, but in most cases, this 

trend is accompanied by falling average household sizes. Both of these 

effects add to housing demand – one from net new persons moving into a 

municipality, but also from more housing units being needed just to house the 

existing population; 

• There has been a significant increase in net immigration and net non-

permanent residents in recent years, adding to demand for new housing. 

• In some areas of the country, there has been a net out-migration of residents 

from these areas to other parts of their respective provinces, particularly by 

adults ages 25-44 (as well as children aged 0-14), suggesting that persons 

forming households (particularly families) are searching for locations with 

more affordable and/or suitable housing. The problem is particularly evident 

in the highest-priced markets in the country (Toronto and Vancouver) – on 

net, persons are leaving high-priced areas of regions to other municipalities 

where they’re able to better afford and/or more readily find their desired 

housing product.  

• There has also been a shift in the types of housing being built, with more 

emphasis on apartment housing units in most municipalities studied across 

the country. While these may produce equivalent units of housing, they are 

producing less capacity for persons to reside, due to generally smaller unit 

sizes, fewer bedrooms, etc. 
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Housing prices in the Canadian municipalities studied in this report have 

increased significantly. Over the 2006-2018 period, average prices of absorbed 

single-detached homes have increased by an average of 130%, which equates 

to average annual increase of 6.6%, compounded annually. 

Analysis of Municipal Processes 

To understand whether municipal processes could be improved to expedite the 

review of new housing applications, the review of planning approval processes 

has found that:  

• The method of implementation, level of transparency, and processes 

regarding decision-making can differ significantly from one province or 

municipality to the next.  

• Some features, which could potentially help reduce development approval 

timelines are not used extensively - such as mandated timelines for appeal 

decisions to be rendered, the triggering of appeal rights after a certain 

number of days, etc.  

• Other features that could assist with streamlining municipal processes and 

commenting periods, such as online submission portals, specific terms of 

reference for technical studies required for review of development 

applications, are not commonly used in all municipalities studied; 

• The number of studies that may be required by municipalities was found to 

be onerous, and in some cases could range from 20-30 studies for a single 

project, depending on the municipality, application type, and location of 

development. The required quantity and variety of technical studies, even if 

valid to ensure that developments are in the public interest, results in 

significant costs to the applicant – both directly in terms of retaining 

necessary experts to complete reports and studies, but also in time to allow 

municipal staff to review and comment on the findings of the various studies. 

Analysis of Approvals Timelines 

After building a robust database of recently approved development applications 

for most of the studied municipalities, it has been found that timelines for 

development approvals are taking an average of 1.5-to-2 years to obtain, and 

more in some cases. Applications requiring multiple application types were in 

some cases taking much longer than applications that required one application. 

Additional time associated with getting overarching land use designations 

approved, the pre-submission stage, and the construction approvals stages are 

also found to be significant and represent additional time over-and-above the 

timelines estimated for development application approval. 

Quantifying Municipal Charges on New Housing Development 

The government charges modelling for two hypothetical developments found that 

in many municipalities there are significant municipal-imposed charges on new 

development, but that these charges can vary significantly from one municipality 
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to the next. The charges imposed by municipalities on new housing development 

are generally the highest in the Greater Toronto Area. 

 

Development Scenario Average Government 

Charges per Unit 

Average Government 

Charges as % of 

Housing Prices 

Low-Rise Development $48,000 6.2% 

High-Rise Development $32,800 6.2% 

Indirect Costs of Time Spent Gaining Approval 

This report also quantifies the financial benefits of moving towards a more 

efficient, responsive and/or streamlined municipal approvals process – referred to 

in the report as the “indirect” costs of municipal approvals processes. The results 

of the modelling are expressed on the basis of ‘costs per month’ – this puts all of 

the various elements of this analysis onto one equal basis and allows for the 

calculation of impacts of time saved in the approvals process to be quantified. 

The costs modelled include: 

• Additional taxes payable on vacant land;  

• Increases to municipal charges and fees; 

• Carrying costs of loans;  

• Construction cost and wage inflation 

The costs stemming from each additional month a project spends in the 

approvals process can add significantly to total costs. 

Development Scenario Average Additional Costs 

Low-Rise Development $1.27 per square foot / month 

High-Rise Development $1.73 per square foot / month 

Best Practices 

Based on a scan of programs initiated by municipalities to improve their 

development review processes, there are several key themes involved in the 

process reviews underway, or recently completed: 

• Pre-zoning systems (community planning permit systems, form-based 

zoning) help reduce required statutory processes; 

• Delegated authority through development permit systems; 

• Simplifying certain planning amendments: 

Figure ES- 1 

Figure ES- 2 
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o in many cases municipal plans are becoming too detailed and 

prescriptive and go beyond detailing the general direction of land use 

in a municipality (urban structure, land use types, etc.); 

o Converting consecutive processes into concurrent processes to 

maximize efficiency for both the applicant and the authority reviewing 

the application. 

• Increasing transparency and predictability of application process through 

improved customer service and communication regarding municipal 

requirements. 

Conclusions 

The overall findings in the report incorporate the rankings from the three major 

elements studied that feed into housing affordability – providing tools and 

features to improve quality of submissions, ensuring approvals are done in an 

expedient manner, and housing costs stemming from government charges that 

get borne by buyers/renters.  

Overall, the cities of Regina, Edmonton, Calgary and London rank atop the list, 

each with strong rankings in at least two of the three categories. Generally, the 

municipalities in the Greater Toronto Area and Vancouver Area rank towards the 

bottom of the ranking, with most municipalities in those metropolitan areas 

having combinations of high municipal charges and slow approval timelines. 

Figure ES- 3 
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Planning 

Features

Government 

Charges

Approvals 

Timelines

Score 

(Average 

Rank) Rank

rank (1=best) rank (1=lowest) rank (1=best) lower=better

Regina 11                    9                    1                    7.0                 1

Edmonton 1                      17                  4                    7.3                 2

Calgary 7                      8                    9                    8.0                 3

London 5                      13                  6                    8.0                 3

St. John's 18                    3                    5                    8.7                 5

Charlottetow n 23                    1                    2                    8.7                 5

Winnipeg 15                    6                    7                    9.3                 7

Saskatoon 11                    14                  3                    9.3                 7

Oakville 1                      19                  8                    9.3                 7

Ottaw a 1                      11                  21                  11.0               10

Halifax 9                      4                    20                  11.0               10

Hamilton 7                      12                  15                  11.3               12

Moncton 21                    2                    13                  12.0               13

Toronto 1                      21                  17                  13.0               14

Pickering 9                      16                  14                  13.0               14

Surrey 19                    10                  11                  13.3               16

Delta 16                    7                    18                  13.7               17

Brampton 5                      22                  16                  14.3               18

Markham 11                    23                  10                  14.7               19

Burnaby 21                    5                    22                  16.0               20

BWG 11                    18                  19                  16.0               20

Coquitlam 17                    15                  n.a. 16.0               20

Vancouver 19                    20                  12                  17.0               23

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting

Government Charges based on average of low -rise and high-rise scenarios, as measured by 

government charges as % of housing prices

Overall Scorecard - Planning Features, Government Charges, Approvals Timelines
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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND & SCOPE OF STUDY 

Altus Group Economic Consulting was retained by the Canada Home Builders’ 

Association (CHBA) to undertake a study of several factors that may be 

contributing to housing affordability issues in major housing markets across 

Canada.  

The study looks at several factors such as municipal approval processes, 

timelines for approvals, and government charges levied by municipalities, and 

compares approaches that Canadian municipalities have in place to deal with the 

approval and ultimate development of new housing and highlights key features 

and associated benefits in bringing new housing to approval and ultimate 

construction. 

In addition to reviewing the direct costs municipalities place on new housing 

developments, the study also looks at the potential implications of approval 

processes and the typical approval timelines by estimating the indirect costs 

associated with time that applications may spend in the review and approval 

process.  

1.2 APPROACH 

1.2.1 Topics Covered 

This report looks at several areas that have direct links to issues related to 

housing supply and/or housing affordability, including factors that impact the 

timeliness in which developers and landowners are able to bring new housing 

supply onto the market, and the costs of developing new housing. 

Subject Area Approach 

Demographic and Statistical 

Overview 

Provide overview of trends in housing construction 

(tenure, form, prices), and shifts in population 

Analysis of Municipal Planning 

Approval Processes 

Review of the features of various planning systems in 

Canada, and associated benefits (or impacts) that these 

features may have on adding new housing supply. 

Review of Municipal Charges 

Imposed on New Development 

Using two hypothetical development scenarios, estimate 

the direct costs that municipalities levy on new housing 

developments, costs which are ultimately passed on to 

new home buyers (or renters) through higher prices (or 

rents). 

Figure 1 
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Sampling of Municipal Approvals 

Timelines 

Estimating the amount of time that typical development 

applications spend in the municipal approvals process 

Quantification of Indirect Costs of 

Time Associated with Approval 

Processes 

Estimating the indirect costs associated with each 

additional month a development application is being 

reviewed by municipal officials 

Analysis and Review of Best 

Practices 

Based on input from CHBA members, a high-level review 

of recent and ongoing initiatives that municipalities or 

Provincial governments are taking to streamline approvals 

processes, reduce costs of development, etc. 

The various sections of the report flow so as to create a picture of the potential 

causes, effects, and impacts of housing affordability. 

 

The section on municipal processes attempts to show how features present in 

provincial and municipal planning systems can and do impact approvals 

timelines. The analysis of municipal timelines examines a robust sample of 

recent development approvals in municipalities across Canada to understand 

what typical timelines are. The analysis of indirect costs associated with approval 

timelines expresses the costs that each month spent gaining approval can add to 

the development of residential projects.  

Housing 
Affordability

Approvals 
Timelines

Indirect 
Costs of 

Approvals 
Timelines

Government 
Charges

Municipal 
Processes

How Components of Report Relate to Each Other 

and Affect Housing Affordability

Figure 2 
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Both the indirect costs associated with approvals timelines and the government 

charges that are directly charged to developers and landowners, are quantified in 

this report - both impact housing affordability as developers and home builders 

seek to recover development costs through home prices. 

1.2.2 Geographic Scope 

The study looks at the planning approval systems in 23 municipalities, across 14 

metropolitan areas in nine (9) provinces.  

 

                          

 

1.3 CAVEATS 

This report does not include municipalities in Quebec, as the CHBA’s jurisdiction 

does not include the Province of Quebec.  

The information presented in this report is based on interpretation of various 

municipal policies, by-laws, rate schedules, etc. While every effort has been 

made to interpret these materials accurately, there can be no certainty that 

municipal stakeholders will apply their policies and rates in the same manner as 

interpreted here.  

altusgroup.com

2

Geographic Scope

Vancouver

Edmonton

Calgary

Saskatoon

Regina

Winnipeg

Ottawa

London
Toronto & 

Hamilton

Halifax

St. John’s

Charlottetown

Moncton

Within Metro Vancouver, the study

focuses on the municipalities of 

Vancouver, Burnaby, Surrey, Delta, 

and Coquitlam

Within Greater Toronto Area, the study

focuses on the municipalities of Toronto, 

Oakville, Brampton, Markham, Pickering, 

and Bradford West Gwillimbury

Figure 3 



    

 

CHBA Municipal Benchmarking Study Page 4 

Altus Economic Consulting Group  

The models at the core of this report frequently rely upon inputs and 

assumptions, such as assumed land values, estimated housing prices, and 

development yields from hypothetical development sites. These inputs and 

assumptions are intended for the purposes contained herein, and should not be 

used for any other purposes, or relied upon in any manner other than how they 

are used within this report. 

The data presented in this report is based on the latest data available as of the 

writing of the report, but given the types of data used, the most recent iteration of 

data may vary from one chart, table, or figure to the next. For example, CMHC 

data on housing starts is available to the end of 2019, while Statistics Canada 

Census data is only current as of 2016. 
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2 MUNICIPAL DATA 

This section of the report provides a high-level overview of key demographic 

characteristics in the studied municipalities, and presents some key statistics 

related to housing development and affordability in these markets. 

2.1 CENSUS DATA 

2.1.1 Population Change 

Figure 4 shows the population in each of the studied municipalities, and the 

average annual change over the past two Census periods. The average annual 

population change in these municipalities has been 1.58% per year for the 2006-

2011 period, and 1.50% for the 2011-2016 period. 

 

2.1.2 Average Household Size 

Figure 5 shows the number of private occupied dwellings in each municipality, 

and the average household size. In many municipalities, the average household 

2006 2011 2016 2006-2011 2011-2016

Municipality

St. John's 100,646     106,172      108,860      1.07% 0.50%

Halifax 372,858     390,328      403,390      0.92% 0.66%

Moncton 64,128       69,074        71,889        1.50% 0.80%

Charlottetow n 32,174       34,562        36,094        1.44% 0.87%

Ottaw a 812,129     883,391      934,243      1.70% 1.13%

Pickering 87,838       88,721        91,771        0.20% 0.68%

Markham 261,573     301,709      328,966      2.90% 1.74%

Toronto 2,503,281  2,615,060   2,731,571   0.88% 0.88%

Brampton 433,806     523,906      593,638      3.85% 2.53%

Oakville 165,613     182,520      193,832      1.96% 1.21%

Bradford West Gw illimbury 24,039       28,077        35,325        3.15% 4.70%

Hamilton 504,559     519,949      536,917      0.60% 0.64%

London 352,395     366,151      383,822      0.77% 0.95%

Winnipeg 633,451     663,617      705,244      0.93% 1.22%

Regina 179,246     193,150      215,106      1.51% 2.18%

Saskatoon 202,340     222,246      246,376      1.89% 2.08%

Calgary 988,193     1,096,833   1,239,220   2.11% 2.47%

Edmonton 730,372     812,201      932,546      2.15% 2.80%

Surrey 394,976     468,251      517,887      3.46% 2.04%

Delta 96,723       99,863        102,238      0.64% 0.47%

Vancouver 578,041     603,502      631,486      0.87% 0.91%

Burnaby 202,799     223,218      232,755      1.94% 0.84%

Coquitlam 114,565     126,804      139,284      2.05% 1.90%

Total 9,265,939  10,019,169 10,792,227 1.58% 1.50%

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on 2006, 2011 and 2016 Census Data

Population

Average Annual Population 

Change

Percent ChangePersons

Population and Average Annual Population Change, Selected Municipalities, 2006-

2016
Figure 4 
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size has declined over the 2006-2016 period. A decline in average household 

size can be due to demographic factors including declining fertility rates, empty 

nesters remaining in their homes, an increase in the number of persons living 

alone, etc.  

Regardless of the reasons, declining average household sizes has the effect of 

increasing demand for new housing units even in a scenario where there is no 

net population growth. The decline in average household size is seen in each 

Atlantic municipality studied, and in most of the municipalities studied in Ontario 

(except Brampton and BWG) and British Columbia (except Surrey). In the five 

municipalities studied within Manitoba, Saskatchewan and Alberta, average 

household sizes increased over the 2006-2016 period. 

 

2.1.3 Migration Data 

Using Statistics Canada data on migration, the sources of population change 

within each of the census divisions the studied municipalities lie within are 

evident. Beyond things such as births and deaths, there are four key flows of 

people into and out of municipalities and regions: 

• Intraprovincial migration - persons moving in/out of the municipality or 

metropolitan area, but staying within the same province; 

• Net immigration - persons arriving from outside of Canada (as permanent 

residents) minus persons that were living in Canada leaving the country; 

• Net Interprovincial migration - persons moving from one province to 

another; 

Change in Average Household Size, 2006-2016
Persons per Unit

Source: Altus Group based on 2006 and 2016 Census data
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Figure 5 
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• Net non-permanent residents – net inflow or outflow of persons such as 

temporary workers, students, etc. 

For example, over the 10-year period ending mid-year 2019, the City of Toronto 

has seen several distinct movements of population in and out of the City:  

• An additional 411,400 persons residing in the City from net immigration 

(persons coming from outside of Canada);  

• An additional 22,700 persons residing in the City from interprovincial 

migration – persons moving from other places in Canada.  

• A net outflow of 277,200 persons that have left the City for other parts of the 

province of Ontario; and 

• An additional 124,600 net new non-permanent residents. 

 

A similar trend is seen in Greater Vancouver, which gained 220,900 persons from 

net immigration, and had significant inflows from other provinces, and non-

permanent residents, but lost 72,200 persons to other parts of the province of 

BC.  

Significant outflows of intraprovincial migration can be due to households leaving 

an area due to a lack of desired housing options in a municipality, and/or the 

unaffordability of the housing options that are available.  

Figure 7 provides a breakdown of two of the largest sources of intraprovincial 

outflows among the studied municipalities – showing outflows by age group in 

the City of Toronto and Greater Vancouver. The source of the outflows in Toronto, 

using data for the year 2018-20191, when broken out by age group, is heavily 

oriented to adults aged 25-44, and children aged 0-14, suggesting that more 

young families (who were living in Ontario) are leaving the City than moving into 

 
1 Statistics Canada, Annual Demographic Estimates, 2018-2019 

Migration by Census Division, 2009-2010 to 2018-2019, Ranked by Net Intraprovincial Migration

Amount Rank Amount Rank Amount Rank Amount Rank

Census Division Persons Persons Persons Persons

Simcoe County BWG 71,112 1 2,714 19 (6,864) 14 6,120 10 73,082

Durham Region Pickering 53,487 2 14,061 16 (8,029) 15 4,731 13 64,250

Halton Region Oakville 43,342 3 18,936 13 455 7 5,687 11 68,420

Alberta - Division #11 Edmonton 38,738 4 121,389 5 38,628 1 1,447 18 200,202

Alberta - Division #6 Calgary 30,426 5 139,841 4 29,481 2 (7,585) 19 192,163

Sask - Division #11 Saskatoon 18,351 7 42,409 8 (9,498) 17 3,195 15 54,457

Ottawa Ottawa 16,441 8 42,356 9 23,045 4 22,971 4 104,813

Middlesex County London 19,071 6 15,782 14 (1,490) 10 17,531 6 50,894

Hamilton Hamilton 15,251 9 21,052 12 (2,838) 11 9,492 9 42,957

Halifax Halifax 12,351 10 22,063 11 2,817 6 9,933 8 47,164

Nfld/Lab - Division #1 St. John's 9,942 11 4,865 18 (3,833) 13 4,126 14 15,100

NB - Westmorland Moncton 8,131 13 8,443 17 (173) 8 3,010 16 19,411

Sask - Division #6 Regina 8,193 12 38,904 10 (10,779) 18 5,060 12 41,378

York Region Markham (2,373) 15 73,122 7 (510) 9 12,977 7 83,216

PEI - Queens Charlottetown 2,495 14 15,727 15 (3,020) 12 2,981 17 18,183

Manitoba - Division #11 Winnipeg (5,504) 16 112,268 6 (39,077) 19 21,942 5 89,629

Greater Vancouver Greater Vancouver (72,174) 17 220,912 2 26,202 3 78,637 2 253,577

Peel Region Brampton (110,545) 18 189,668 3 (8,420) 16 53,720 3 124,423

Toronto Toronto (277,222) 19 411,423 1 22,715 5 124,639 1 281,555

Source: Statistics Canada, 2018-2019 Annual Demographic Estimates

Contains Study 

Municipality

Net Intraprovincial 

Migration Net Immigration

Net Interprovincial 

Migration

Total

Net Non-Permanent 

Residents

Figure 6 
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the City, particularly when children are introduced into the family, and a more 

suitable home is sought within a desirable price range. In Greater Vancouver, 

there are net outflows of children aged 0-14, and adults older than 25, although 

the net outflows among the adult age groups are more widespread than they are 

for the City of Toronto. 

 

Within the Greater Toronto Area, the City of Toronto, as well as York Region and 

Peel Region (each of which border onto the City of Toronto, to the immediate 

north and west, respectively), have seen significant net outflows of persons aged 

25-44 and children aged 0-14, while farther outlying areas Durham, Halton, 

Hamilton and Simcoe have seen positive inflows of persons in those age groups.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intraprovincial Migration by Age Group, 2018-2019, 

City of Toronto and Greater Vancouver

Source: Altus Group based on Statistics Canada, Annual Demographic Estimates, 2018-2019
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2.2 HOUSING TENURE 

An analysis of the tenure of occupied dwellings shows that there has been an 

increase in the share of renter households in most of the studied municipalities, 

except for Burnaby, Edmonton and Saskatoon (see Figure 9). 

An increased share of renter households does not necessarily mean that there 

has been an increase in the amount or share of housing built as “purpose-built 

rental”, Instead, this could also mean that there has been an increase in the size 

of the secondary rental market (rented single-detached, semi-detached and 

townhouse units, and condominium apartment units put on the secondary rental 

market). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Intraprovincial Migration for Age Group 25-44, 2018-2019, Greater Toronto Area

Source: Altus Group based on Statistics Canada, Annual Demographic Estimates, 2018-2019
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2.3 HOUSING STARTS & COMPLETIONS 

Over the 2010-2019 period, among the studied municipalities, there has been an 

increasing proportion of housing starts that apartment units, while ground-related 

housing forms (single-detached, semi-detached and row houses) have combined 

to decline in share (see Figure 10). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2006 2016

Change in 

Pct. Points Ow ner Renter

Municipality Province

Vancouver BC 51.9% 53.1% 1.2            9% 15%

Charlottetow n PEI 47.2% 51.8% 4.6            7% 29%

Toronto Ontario 45.6% 47.2% 1.6            10% 18%

Moncton NB 40.8% 41.3% 0.6            15% 18%

Halifax Nova Scotia 36.0% 39.9% 3.9            5% 24%

London Ontario 37.7% 39.9% 2.2            8% 19%

St. John's Nfld & Lab. 36.4% 38.6% 2.2            11% 22%

Burnaby BC 38.5% 37.9% (0.6)          19% 16%

Edmonton Alberta 37.1% 35.7% (1.4)          24% 17%

Winnipeg Manitoba 34.9% 35.1% 0.2            7% 8%

Ottaw a Ontario 34.0% 34.3% 0.3            16% 17%

Saskatoon Sask. 36.1% 33.2% (2.9)          22% 7%

Hamilton Ontario 31.7% 32.4% 0.7            8% 11%

Regina Sask. 31.6% 32.1% 0.5            16% 19%

Surrey BC 24.8% 28.8% 4.1            23% 51%

Calgary Alberta 27.2% 28.6% 1.4            19% 27%

Coquitlam BC 25.1% 28.3% 3.3            19% 41%

Delta BC 18.7% 21.2% 2.4            3% 20%

Brampton Ontario 18.5% 20.0% 1.5            31% 44%

Oakville Ontario 15.9% 18.3% 2.4            14% 35%

Bradford West Gw illimbury Ontario 17.2% 17.3% 0.1            46% 47%

Markham Ontario 11.3% 13.9% 2.7            29% 64%

Pickering Ontario 10.9% 12.6% 1.7            7% 26%

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on 2006 and 2016 Census of Canada

% Increase in 

Households by Tenure Share of Renter Households

Percent ChangePercent Share

Household Tenure in Studied Municipalities, Ranked by Highest Share of Renter 

Households in 2016

Figure 9 
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Among the municipalities studied, 18 of the 23 municipalities saw the combined 

share of housing starts in ground-related housing forms decline from the first half 

of the 10-year period (2010-2014) second half (2015-2019). The five largest 

declines in share of ground-related housing were seen in the following 

municipalities: 

• Pickering (ground-related starts fell from 84.7% share in the 2010-2014 

period to 52.1% share in the 2015-2019 period, or a decline of 32.8 share-

points); 

• Burnaby (decline of 18.5 share points) 

• Calgary (decline of 16.3 share points); 

• Markham (decline of 14.0 share points); and 

• Hamilton (decline of 13.8 share points). 

There were four municipalities that saw an increase in the share of ground-

related housing forms between the two five-year periods: 

• Halifax (an increase of 9.0 share points); 

• Charlottetown (an increase of 5.8 share points); 

• Ottawa (an increase of 3.2 share points); and 

• Oakville (an increase of 2.9 share points). 
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In terms of housing starts by tenure, there has been an increase in the share of 

annual housing starts that are purpose-built rental units, with share increases 

seen in 20 of the 23 municipalities studied from the 2009-2013 period to the 

2014-2018 period. The only municipalities that have seen declines in share of 

rental-tenure housing starts are Brampton, Charlottetown, and Hamilton (see 

Figure 12). 

 

Change in Share of Ground-Related Housing Starts by Municipality
2010-2014 vs. 2015-2019

Source: Altus Group based on CMHC Housing Now data
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The trends depicted in Figure 12 reveal the significant lack of rental tenure 

housing construction in the Greater Toronto Area & Hamilton (GTAH). Within the 

seven municipalities in the GTAH, only the City of Toronto has a share of rental 

housing starts greater than 10%.  

2.4 HOUSING PRICES 

Housing prices in the Canadian municipalities studied in this report have 

increased significantly. Over the 2006-2018 period, based on CMHC data, 

average prices of absorbed single-detached homes have increased by an 

average of 130%, which equates to average annual increase of 6.6%, 

compounded annually. There are six municipalities that have seen increases 

greater than 150%, five of which are in the Metro Vancouver (Vancouver, 

Burnaby, Coquitlam, Surrey and Delta), and the other is the City of Markham. 

Figure 12 shows the changes in absorbed single-detached housing prices over 

the 2006-2018 period. 

 

2.5 MUNICIPAL STAFF PER CAPITA 

A key factor allowing municipalities to get development applications approved in 

an expedient fashion is having the staffing resources available to review and 

process applications.  

Based on a review of available municipal data (typically from municipal budget 

documents) on the number of staff (expressed as Full-Time Equivalent or FTE) 

Change in Absorbed Single-Detached Housing Prices
2006-2018

Source: Altus Group based on CMHC Housing Now data
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that municipalities have available to review development applications as a 

significant element of their day-to-day work.2 

To compare municipal staffing across municipalities of varying sizes, the 

employee counts are expressed on a “per 1,000 housing starts” basis.3 The 

average among the studied municipalities (excluding Delta, B.C., for which data 

was not found) is just over 60 municipal planning staff per 1,000 annual housing 

starts. Over half of the municipalities are within 20% of (above or below) this 

average. 

Among the municipalities with below average rates of municipal planning 

employees, the lowest are Burnaby, Surrey, Moncton and St. John’s – all four of 

these municipalities have 41 or fewer municipal planning employees per 1,000 

annual housing starts. 

 

Of the municipalities with significantly above average rates of staffing (much 

greater number of employees than average) the highest rates are found in 

Regina, Hamilton, Halifax, Markham, and Oakville – all five of these 

municipalities have at least 74 municipal planning employees per 1,000 annual 

housing starts. This could suggest that these municipalities have significant 

 
2 For areas where there is a multi-tiered government structure, a share of the upper-tier planning staff 

is included in staffing counts proportionate to the lower-tier municipality’s share of the overall 

population in the upper-tier region. 

3 It is acknowledged that not all planning staff are oriented towards processing and reviewing 

development applications, and so the metric used to compare municipal staffing levels is not 

necessarily indicative of staffing directly dealing with development applications. 

Municipal Planning Employees per 1,000 Housing Starts

Source: Altus Group based on CMHC Housing Now data, municipal data
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available capacity in their planning departments and may be able to process 

planning applications in a timely fashion. 

2.6 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Based on a review of demographic and statistical information for the studied 

municipalities, the findings are as follows: 

• Population is increasing in each municipality studied, but in most cases, this 

trend is accompanied by falling average household sizes. Both of these 

effects add to housing demand – one from net new persons moving into a 

municipality, but also from more housing units being needed just to house the 

existing population; 

• In areas with the most significant issues with affordability (Toronto, 

Vancouver), there has been a net out-migration of residents from these areas 

to other parts of their respective provinces, particularly by adults between 

ages 25 and 44 (as well as children aged 0-14), suggesting that persons 

forming households (particularly families) are leaving high-priced areas of 

regions to other municipalities where they’re able to better afford and/or more 

readily find their desired housing product.  

• Most municipalities have seen increases in the number of renter households, 

and in most cases the number of purpose-built rental units has increased in 

recent years. The one exception to this trend is the Greater Toronto Area, 

where purpose-built rental housing has lagged behind that in most other 

parts of the country; 

• There has also been a shift in the types of housing being built, with more 

emphasis on apartment housing units in most municipalities studied across 

the country; 

• The staffing levels at municipalities are generally consistent when expressed 

on a ‘per 1,000 housing starts’ basis, though there are a few outliers (high 

and low), which may indicate municipalities that are able to respond (or not) 

to surges in housing development activity. 
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3 MUNICIPAL PROCESSES 

This section of the report reviews, in each province being studied, the legislated 

processes that may be applicable to development applications, and the 

mandated timelines for each process, where available. A comparison is also 

made among the various processes and approaches to yield a list of key features 

of each system, and the perceived benefits of those features. 

3.1 OVERVIEW OF COMMON PLANNING PROCESSES AND 

TERMINOLOGY 

Planning in Canada between provinces is not uniform in practice, nor does it use 

a singular naming convention for many of the same processes or procedures. 

The following sections are intended to familiarize readers with the terms used 

across the country, as well as provide a broad explanation of the terms. 

3.1.1 Municipal Plan 

A “municipal plan” is a statutory (legal) document that municipalities are required 

by provinces to produce that outline their vision for how they will meet the needs 

of current residents and grow into the future. The plan they create must also 

respect various provincial policy objectives that apply to land development (e.g. 

greenbelt, growth plans, affordable housing, etc.). Municipal plans typically 

include land-use designation maps that broadly outline intended uses (e.g. 

industrial, commercial, residential, mixed use) for different parts of the 

municipality.  

While municipal plans are typically broad in nature, they may also include area-

specific plans for places of importance (e.g. downtown, business district, 

waterfront, etc.) that provide greater policy details. Such details could include 

where future roads or parks are expected to be placed or outlying the future 

intended nature of a site or area to be developed. These more specific plans are 

referred to as site-specific plans, secondary plans, district plans or area plans.  

Municipalities are often required by provinces to periodically review and update 

their plans so that they stay relevant to current conditions, as the assumptions 

and forecasted trends (e.g. demographic / employment growth, household size 

changes, land consumption needs etc.) used to create the policies within the plan 

may become outdated over time. Some municipalities may have a self-imposed 

period in which they choose to review their municipal plan. 

Developers will sometimes request that municipalities amend their plan so that 

they can build a structure or add a land use to a site or an area that wasn’t 

envisioned for such structures or uses when the plan was first created. 

Applications to amendment municipal plans are often considered to be a 

significant request and can result in extended review periods. The cost of the 

review process can be quite high for the developer in terms of both time and 

money. 
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3.1.2 Zoning 

While a municipal plan sets the vision and objectives for land development 

through broad policies, municipalities create zoning by-laws as a mechanism to 

provide specific implementation of the plan’s policies. Zoning by-laws will often 

provide each property within a municipality’s boundaries a “code” (e.g. R-1, RD, 

etc.) that would often include the following: 

• Permitted (allowing specific uses), prohibited (allowing any use not 

specifically prohibited) and/or discretionary uses (uses that may be allowed, 

subject to municipal approval)4; 

• Types of structures that are allowed (e.g. single detached, stacked 

townhomes, apartments, etc.); 

• Where on the site the building can be located (setbacks from street, 

neighbouring buildings, etc.) 

• The height the building can be;  

• The ground coverage they can have (building footprint relative to site area); 

• Density of the building (gross floor area relative to site area); 

A developer may need to apply for a rezoning amendment for a multitude of 

reasons, however, most typical applications are one of the three types: 

1. Joint Municipal Plan / Zoning Amendment Applications: A 

developer needing to apply for rezoning along with an application for 

a municipal plan amendment. Changing a municipal plan land-use 

designation for a property does not automatically confer changes to 

the zoning code. For example, a redesignation of a property from 

industrial to residential would require an amendment to the municipal 

plan, but also would require the application of new zoning rules to 

specify what form the residential uses shall take. Some 

municipalities offer application fee discounts for joint municipal plan 

and zoning by-law amendment applications, due to the economies of 

scale that can arise from planning staff reviewing two applications 

associated with the same property.   

2. Conformity with General Land Use, but Significant Changes 

Required to Permitted Built Form from Existing Zoning: A 

developer may need to apply for a rezoning application, even if the 

general land use conforms to the municipal plan, as zoning by-laws 

often do not necessarily align with municipal plans. 

3. Conformity with General Land Use, but Minor Changes 

Required to Existing Zoning: A developer may request a zoning 

amendment due to a minor deviation with what is permitted in the 

zoning by-law. For example, a proposal to build an apartment may 

 
4 A discretionary permission provides clarity to landowners as to what may be allowed but gives 

municipalities a higher degree of control than the ‘permitted’ or ‘prohibited’ approach would provide. 
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have slight deviations from the prescribed setbacks from the street or 

adjacent buildings. These types of zoning by-law amendments are 

commonly referred to as a minor zoning amendment, minor 

variances, or variances. There is a wide-ranging difference between 

municipalities in what they classify as a minor or major zoning 

change request. One municipality may classify a parking deviation 

request as minor while another municipality would consider the same 

case as major. Councils may sometimes delegate some decision-

making authority to staff or citizen-run approval bodies to handle 

these types of minor requests, so as to ensure Council’s time is 

spent on more significant matters.    

3.1.3 Subdivision    

Subdivision is the process by which a single parcel of land is legally separated 

and turned into multiple smaller parcels, each with their own title. Many “plan of 

subdivision” approvals include ‘subdivision agreements’ that are made between 

landowners and municipalities and set out how the developer is to provide certain 

services like roads, sewers and other hard infrastructure on their lands, or 

adjoining public lands. Given the detailed nature of these plans, and the 

significant engineering and design that is required to allow for the installation of 

water works, sanitary sewer works, roads, storm water management facilities, 

etc., the subdivision approval process can require long periods of time. 

3.1.4 Condominium 

Another type of approval that municipalities provide is for plans of condominium. 

Plans of condominium can be for any type of building (residential or non-

residential), and any form (single-detached, semi-detached, townhouses, 

apartments). For residential plans of condominium, these plans typically show 

the boundaries, shape and dimension of each unit, the “common elements” that 

may include parking areas, private roads, sidewalks, lobbies, etc. A condominium 

corporation is created to pay for the operation and maintenance of these 

common elements. 

3.1.5 Site Plan 

Municipalities utilize site plan control to ensure that a proposed development is 

properly planned, addressing issues including the layout of buildings, building 

massing, parking, landscaping, and building access. Given the detailed nature of 

the elements under review during site plan processes, this stage of approval can 

be one of the more time-consuming stages. An October 2013 study for the 

Ontario Architects Association (OAA) by Bousfields Inc. and Altus Group 

Economic Consulting found that in Ontario, most site plan submissions took over 

six (6) months to gain approval, with many taking more than nine (9) months. 
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Further, most site plan submissions required more than three re-submissions to 

the municipality before gaining approval.5  

3.1.6 Development Permits 

Many municipalities in Canada utilize a development permit system, which is a 

permit that gets approved by an administrative authority with delegated powers, 

typically known as a Development Officer. A development permit system 

expedites many elements of the planning approvals process, but combining 

things such as zoning, site plan and minor variance processes into one 

application and approval.  

In some municipalities, a development permit study is undertaken for an area 

that pre-defines what the permitted built form and look of an area will be, as 

guided by a public consultation process. Then, once the development permit by-

law is approved, development applications can proceed in a much more 

expedient manner than if they each had to individually submit rezoning and site 

plan applications and be subject to a separate public consultation process.  

In other municipalities, a development permit is a delegated approval process 

that allows development to proceed by confirming that all requirements of land-

use by-laws and other planning documents have been met, with some conditions 

that may be added to stipulate what permitted uses are, density, building height, 

site coverage, etc. 

3.2 FEATURES AND BENEFITS OF PLANNING SYSTEMS ACROSS 

CANADA 

Based on a review of provincial planning systems across Canada, features of 

those systems have been identified that can help or hinder the timely approval 

and construction of new housing. These features may involve legislated planning 

processes, mandated timelines for decisions on development applications, 

municipality-specific approaches to review of applications, and the presence and 

structure of a planning appeals system.   

Each municipality is scored on whether they (or their province) have features that 

can support an efficient planning approvals system or to increase transparency 

for developers, the public, or other interested parties. The following table 

presents an overview of each feature, its expected benefit, and one or two 

relevant examples where the feature is used. The final column of the table 

presents the proportion of the 23 studied municipalities that utilize each feature.

 
5 Ontario Architects Association, Bousfields Inc. and Altus Group, A Review of the Site Plan Approval 

Process in Ontario, (October 2013) 
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Planning Appeal Systems 

Feature Benefit Example % Used 

Ability to appeal land use 

decisions 

Provides a check against politically-motivated decisions, 

rather than good land use decisions 

Ontario’s Local Planning Appeals Tribunal, Alberta’s municipal Development and 

Subdivision Appeals Boards and Municipal Government Board. 
76% 

Mandated timeline for appeal 

decisions to be rendered 

Minimizes the lag time between hearing and decision. Alberta’s municipal Development and Subdivision Appeals Boards must begin hearing 

within 30 days of an applicant submitting an appeal. The appeal boards in Nova Scotia and 

Newfoundland also have minimum periods of time after a hearing in which a decision must 

be rendered. This are no minimum timelines in Ontario. 

30% 

Appeal rights triggered after 

defined number of days in 

review process (with or without 

decision) 

Puts a hard deadline on decision process for 

municipalities 

In Ontario, municipal Councils have 90-120 days to make a decision, after which appeal 

rights are available due to a failure to make a decision. In Saskatchewan, if an approval 

authority is satisfied that an application is complete, a decision must be issued within 90 

days, although extensions may be used if deemed to be in the public interest  

57% 

Approvals Timelines and Application Review Processes 

Feature Benefit Example % Used 

Timed review of development 

submissions to notify whether 

complete application status is 

reached; 

Eliminates potential for development applications to 

become ‘stalled’ – allows for clear communication 

regarding how development applications are falling short 

of municipal requirements. 

In Alberta an applicant must be notified on the completeness of an application within 20 

days of submission. Ontario Planning Act states that a planning board shall notify an 

applicant about whether the information provided in relation to an amendment is complete 

within 30 days. 

63% 

Online development application 

submission portal 

Provides convenience to applicants and minimize human 

error lead delays caused by both applicant and municipal 

staff.  

Most municipalities studied do not allow for the submission of necessary files for all types 

of applications online, although some make fillable PDF forms available, and some allow 

for submission of digital files (via USB). The City of Edmonton makes it possible to apply 

for pre-application meetings for rezoning, subdivision and development permits.  

17% 

Has ‘development guide’ that 

shows required studies and 

components of various planning 

applications 

Provides certainty regarding what studies are required to 

reach complete submission –can help avoid multiple 

submissions 

Most municipalities have a thorough ‘development guide’ that shows all of the various 

study requirements for different types of planning applications. The City of Toronto in 

particular has a very clear and defined list of studies required for various application types. 

Other municipalities with clear and comprehensive developments guides are the City of 

Winnipeg, and the Town of Oakville.  

74% 
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Clear terms of reference for 

studies to be submitted with 

development application 

Allows for applicants to clearly set out what their experts 

need to provide in their reports, and reduces confusion 

for experts in formulating their reports, and should reduce 

potential revisions or amendments to reports.  

While most municipalities make it clear what reports are required (as set out in their 

‘development guides’), fewer provide detailed terms of reference for those required 

studies. Municipalities with good information on requirements within each study include the 

City of Delta, the Town of Oakville, and the City of Toronto. 

54% 

Requirements Regarding Municipal Plans and Other Land-Use Planning Instruments 

Feature Benefit Example % Used 

Requirement to Review 

Municipal Plans (either statutory 

requirement or internal policy 

requirement) 

Ensures that municipal plans are current, and reflective 

of recent and emerging trends. 

Most municipalities surveyed have a requirement to periodically review and renew their 

municipal plans. In some cases, the requirement is legislated by the province, such as in 

Ontario where municipalities must conduct a comprehensive review every 5 years. In other 

cases, the requirements stem from municipal policy, such as in Saskatchewan where the 

Planning and Development Act does not require Official Community Plans to be reviewed, 

but the OCPs for Regina and Saskatoon each contain policies stating that Council shall 

review the plans at regular intervals of not more than five years. 

91% 

Requirement to have minimum 

supply of designated lands, 

approvals 

Requiring a minimum supply of residential development 

potential or designated lands helps to avoid future 

shortages of supply, and ensure that housing supply is 

sufficient to meet future demand 

In most municipalities or provinces, there is no requirement to have a certain amount of 

residential supply available. However in Ontario, the Provincial Policy Statement requires 

that municipalities maintain “at all times” the ability to accommodate residential growth for 

a minimum of 10 years through intensification and redevelopment and if necessary lands 

that are designated and available for residential development, and further that, land with 

servicing capacity sufficient to provide at least a three (3) year supply of residential units 

available through suitably zoned lands, and land in draft approved and registered plans. 

46% 

Transparency 

Feature Benefit Example % Used 

Online status list or tracking 

system for active development 

applications 

Provides clarity regarding prospective supply, timelines 

for municipal approvals 

Some municipalities (such as Calgary, Toronto, Oakville, Halifax) provide very detailed 

information on current development applications, including constantly updating status of 

the application, supporting studies, etc. Other municipalities provide little-to-no information 

on current planning applications or do so in a manner that is not easy to navigate.  

59% 

Online portal to view in-force 

zoning and/or land-use 

designations 

Allows for applicants to easily understand what they can 

build as-of-right 

While almost all municipalities have an online zoning portal where an interactive map 

allows for the browsing of zoning permissions, mapping, and searchable documents, some 

municipalities reviewed only make zoning by-laws and schedules available in hard-copy or 

PDF format. The municipalities of Moncton, Charlottetown, Pickering and Markham only 

make their zoning available in PDF format that make it difficult to navigate. 

89% 
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3.3 SCORECARD ON PLANNING SYSTEM FEATURES 

The analysis also includes a comparison of the presence of the features in each 

of the municipalities studied. The presence of these features is rated on yes/no 

basis, with a ‘partial’ rating applied in some cases where some features are 

present but not applicable in all cases.  

• Where a feature was present, and a full rating was applied, a score of “2” 

was given.  

• Where a feature was present but only under certain conditions and a partial 

rating was applied, a score of “1” was given.  

• Where a feature was absent in a given municipality (or province), a score of 

“0” was given. 

As there are 11 features identified, each municipality is scored out of 22 (where 

the maximum score of 22 is based on receiving a score of “2” in each of the 11 

categories). The scorecard is shown in Figure 15 below. 

3.4 STUDY REQUIREMENTS 

Many of the types of planning applications summarized earlier in this section of 

the report require numerous studies, plans and technical reports to satisfy 

municipal staff regarding the impacts and nature of the proposal. While the 

studies can vary significant based on the type of housing being proposed, the 

context in which it is to be built (greenfield, infill), and the types of planning 

instruments that need to be approved (zoning, site plan, subdivision, etc.), it 

almost all development applications require a substantial amount of technical 

reports and studies filed as part of a complete application. 

Development guides for six municipalities were reviewed in detail to identify the 

list of potential studies that may be required, depending on the circumstances of 

the development – this list is presented in Figure 16 below. Across the six 

municipalities, there are over 50 different types of studies that may be required 

for developments, with most applications types usually requiring some 

combination of 10-20 of these studies, depending on the municipality, type of 

building(s) and uses being proposed, and the location of the development. 

3.5 CONCLUSIONS 

The review of planning approval processes has found that while most provinces 

generally apply the same broad planning instruments, the method of 

implementation, level of transparency, and processes regarding decision-making 

can differ significantly from one province or municipality to the next. 

Some features, which could potentially help reduce development approval 

timelines are not used extensively - such as mandated timelines for appeal 

decisions to be rendered, the triggering of appeal rights after a certain number of 

days, etc. 
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Other features that could assist with streamlining municipal processes and 

commenting periods, such as online submission portals, specific terms of 

reference for technical studies required for review of development applications, 

are not commonly used in all municipalities studied; 

Among the municipalities studied, the municipalities with the greatest number of 

identified features deemed as beneficial to encouraging and expediting housing 

supply were Edmonton, Oakville, London, Brampton, Ottawa, and Toronto. 

A review of the list of studies that may be required by municipalities was found to 

be onerous, and in some cases could range from 20-30 studies for a single 

project, depending on the municipality, application type, and location of 

development. The required quantity and variety of technical studies, even if valid 

to ensure that developments are in the public interest, results in significant costs 

to retain experts necessary to complete these studies and adds significant time 

for the studies to be completed, and then reviewed by municipal staff. Further, 

the greater the number of studies likely increases the likelihood of revisions and 

resubmissions, each of which add time to the approvals process.  
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Municipality

Score by 

Municipality 

(out of 22)

% of 

Total 

Possible

Ability to 

Appeal Land 

Use 

Decisions

Mandated 

Timelines for 

Appeal Decisions 

to be Rendered

Appeal Rights 

Triggered After 

Defined Number 

of Days

Timed Review  of 

Submissions 

Prior to Complete 

Submission

Can Apply 

Online / 

Digitally for 

Planning 

Apps

Has a 

Development 

Guide Show ing 

Required 

Studies

Has Terms of 

Reference for 

Requirements 

for Studies

Requirement to 

Review  

Municipal 

Plans on 

Regular Basis

Requirement to 

Have Minimum 

Supply of 

Designated and/or 

Serviced Lands

Have 

Development 

Application 

Status 

Tracker

Online 

Zoning 

Portal

Burnaby 7            32% 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 2 0 1 2

Delta 11          50% 0 0 0 0 1 2 2 2 0 2 2

Surrey 8            36% 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 1 2

Vancouver 8            36% 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 2 0 1 2

Coquitlam 10          45% 0 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0 2 2

Calgary 16          73% 2 2 1 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 2

Edmonton 18          82% 2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 1 2 2

Regina 14          64% 2 2 2 2 0 2 1 1 0 0 2

Saskatoon 14          64% 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 0 2

Winnipeg 12          55% 1 2 1 0 0 2 1 2 1 0 2

Pickering / Durham 15          68% 2 0 2 2 0 1 1 2 2 2 1

Oakville / Halton 18          82% 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2

Hamilton 16          73% 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 1 2

London 17          77% 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

Brampton / Peel 17          77% 2 0 2 2 0 1 2 2 2 2 2

Ottawa 18          82% 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2

BWG / Simcoe 14          64% 2 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 2 0 2

Toronto 18          82% 2 0 2 2 0 2 2 2 2 2 2

Markham / York 14          64% 2 0 2 2 1 1 0 2 2 1 1

Moncton 7            32% 2 0 0 0 1 2 0 2 0 0 0

Charlottetown 6            27% 2 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 0 0 1

Halifax 15          68% 2 2 1 2 0 1 1 2 0 2 2

St. John's 9            41% 2 2 0 0 0 1 0 2 0 0 2

35 14 26 29 8 34 25 42 21 27 41

76% 30% 57% 63% 17% 74% 54% 91% 46% 59% 89%

Features

Score by Feature (out of 46)

% of Total Possible

Figure 15 



 

 

CHBA Municipal Benchmarking Study Page 25 

Altus Group Economic Consulting  

 

Studies and Technical Reports / Plans That May Be Required in Select Municipalities

Toronto Edmonton Winnipeg Halifax Oakville Hamilton

Affordable Housing Report X

Agricultural Impact X X

Air Quality Study X X

Arborist Tree Preservation Report X X X X

Archeological Assessment X X X X

Community Services and Facilities Study X X

Construction Cost Estimates X

Contaminated Site Assessment X

Cycling Route Analysis X

Electromagnetic Field Management Plan / Study X X

Energy Strategy X

Environmental Impact Study X X X X X

Erosion Hazard Assessment X

Fire Access Plan X

Financial Impact Study X X X

Fish Habitat Assessment X

Floodplain Report X

Geotechnical Study / Soils Report X X X X X

Historical Resource / Heritage Impact Statement X X X X X X

Housing Issues Report X

Hydrogeology / Groundw ater Assessment X X X X X

Landfill Impact Study X

Landscaping Plan X X X

Lighting Plan X

Loading Study X

Meander Belt Assessment X

Natural Heritage Impact Study X

Neighbouring Window s Plan X

Noise Impact Study X X X X X

Odour, Dust, Light Assessment X

Parking Study X X X X

Parkland Impact Study / Recreation Needs X X

Pedestrian Route and Sidew alk Analysis X

Planning Rationale / Justif ication X X X X

Property Value Appraisal Report X

Public Consultation Strategy Report X X X

Residential Land Supply Study X

Servicing Report X X X X

Site Signage Plan X

Stormw ater Management / Drainage Report X X X X X X

Streetscape Plan X

Sun/Shadow  Study X X X

Topographical Survey X

Traff ic Operations Assessment X X

Transit Assessment X

Transportation Impact Study X X X X X

Vegetation Inventory X

Vibration Study X X X X

View  Corridor Plan X

Wildlife Passage Report X

Wind Study X X X X X

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on information available from municipalities

Municipality

Some studies show n as not being required may actually be required w ithin other larger studies show n, depending on 

the specif ic terms of reference for each study. In most instances, the studies listed may only be required for some 

application types, or only in some circumstances.

Figure 16 
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4 ESTIMATES OF MUNICIPAL APPROVAL AND PERMIT 

TIMELINES 

A common complaint of development industry stakeholders is the lengthy 

timelines involved with getting municipal approval for development applications. 

This section reviews findings from exhaustive research into timelines for recently 

approved applications in most of the municipalities studied in this report. 

4.1 APPROACH 

Altus Group has endeavoured to estimate typical approval timelines for 

development applications – from complete application to planning approval. The 

nature of the ‘planning approval’ can take many forms – and may include some 

combination of a municipal plan amendment, zoning by-law amendment, site 

plan approval, plan of subdivision and/or development permit. 

Depending on the data made available by municipalities or from other sources, it 

was possible to undertake a few types of analyses on approval timelines for 

different application types in the studied municipalities. However, not every 

municipality makes available all the necessary information to do a complete 

analysis for all application types, so some estimates of timelines can be done for 

certain application types in a municipality, but not in others. In some cases, data 

was difficult to obtain in some municipalities, and so the results are not shared in 

cases where the sample size is not statistically significant to share results in 

these instances. However, where a robust sample for a particular application type 

has been obtained, the findings are presented in terms of average timelines to 

gain municipal approval. 

Some of the sources for data informing the analysis are summarized in the 

following table. 

Data Source Description 

Municipal 

Application Status 

Lists 

Some municipalities provide comprehensive lists of currently active 

development applications, as well as recently approved applications. 

Often, data can be extracted from the published records about date of 

complete application, date of approval(s), etc. 

Council / 

Committee 

Agendas, Minutes 

and Associated 

Staff Reports 

Each municipality studied makes some amount of information regarding 

development approvals through agendas, minutes, and associated 

documents and reports available through Council / Committee meeting 

portals. Council / committee agendas were carefully reviewed to tabulate 

development approvals, with searches then undertaken for data which 

recorded the date of complete application – often this information is 

contained within the staff report recommending approval. 

Figure 17 
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Open Data Portals Some municipalities make datasets available with recently approved 

development applications, which often include data regarding the date of 

complete application, and approval (and for which planning instruments 

planning approvals were obtained). 

The analysis focuses on the period of time that it takes to get from a 

complete/finalized application to development approval. Therefore, the analysis 

does not account for the significant period of time that an application may take to 

achieve ‘complete application’ status (“pre-submission”), nor the period of time 

from development approval to building permit approval (“construction 

approvals”). There are also significant timelines associated with the process in 

getting vacant land (typically in greenfield environments) designated for urban 

uses – often this process can take several years, and in some cases can take 

upwards of 10 or more years.  

The diagram below depicts all major elements of the land development and 

building approval process, and the component of the process that this analysis 

attempts to quantify typical timelines for. 

 

 

 

 

4.2 FINDINGS - DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL TIMELINES 

The analysis summarized below is based on a significant amount of work to 

collect a robust sample in as many of the study municipalities as possible. 

Overall, the obtained sample includes nearly 1,300 developments that have 

received approval in recent years.  

Designation 
of Lands for 
Urban Uses

• Amendment to 
Municipal Plan; or

• Secondary Plan, 
etc.

Development 
Application 

Pre-Submission

• Consultation with 
municipality to understand 
requirements for 
submissions

• Securing experts, and 
preparation of reports

Development 
Approvals

• Submission of 
complete 
application

• Municipal review 
of planning 
instruments 
(zoning 
amendment, site 
plan, subdivision, 
etc.)

Construction 
Approvals

• Building permit 
approval

Focus of Analysis

Figure 18 
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Where data is available the sample size permits, the average length of time to 

obtain approval for certain planning application types was calculated, by 

municipality. 

The timeline data gathered was for developments submitted to a municipality and 

approved by municipal Council (or other delegated authority where applicable). 

The analysis does not account for a few other routes that a development can 

take to obtain ultimate approval, which means that the estimated average 

development approval periods in some municipalities is understated. The 

analysis does not include timelines associated with the following: 

• Developments that were refused by the municipality and may have been 

subject to the appeals process (in this instance, likely appealed by the 

applicant). Where those applications are ultimately approved by the appeal 

board, this adds considerable time to the approvals process; 

• Appeal periods related to developments that were approved by the 

municipality, but appealed by other stakeholders, which would add 

considerable time onto the approval period – this additional time is not 

accounted for in this study. 

The data presented below only looks how long a single planning application type 

took to approve, and so does not account for applications with multiple 

application types. The timelines for these types of applications is analyzed 

separately (and presented in a later section of this report). 

4.2.1 Ontario 

The table below shows the average approval periods for different application 

types, by municipality within Ontario. 

Municipality Official Plan 

Amendment 

Zoning By-law 

Amendment 

Plan of 

Subdivision 

Plan of 

Condominium 

Site Plan Average 

Toronto (n=76) 32 months 25 months ** 8 months 30 months 21 months 

Markham (n=33) 11 months 14 months 9 months ** 18 months 13 months 

Oakville (n=96) 12 months 12 months 11 months 8 months 15 months 11 months 

Brampton (n-85) 26 months 19 months 19 months ** ** 20 months 

Pickering (n=37) 16 months 13 months 13 months 13 months ** 14 months 

BWG (n=23) ** 21 months 25 months ** ** 24 months 

Hamilton (n=34) 20 months 21 months ** ** ** 20 months 

Ottawa (n=77) 16 months 16 months 45 months 27 months 24 months 26 months 

London (n=37) 7 months 7 months 10 months ** 7 months 7 months 

Figure 19 
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Range 7-32 months 7-25 months 8-45 months 8-27 months 7-30 months  

Average 19 months 16 months 23 months 10 months 23 months  

4.2.2 Western Canada 

The table below shows the average approval periods for different application 

types, by municipality within the four western provinces. 

Municipality Municipal Plan 

Amendment 

Zoning By-law 

Amendment 

Plan of 

Subdivision 

Site Plan Development 

Permit 

Average 

Winnipeg (n=57) ** 9 months 9 months 5 months ** 8 months 

Regina (n=33) 4 months 4 months 13 months ** ** 4 months 

Saskatoon (n=26) 8 months 5 months ** ** ** 6 months 

Calgary (n=100) 12 months 13 months ** 26 months 4 months 12 months 

Edmonton (n=70) 7 months 6 months ** ** ** 7 months 

Vancouver (n=103) 9 months 13 months ** ** 12 months 13 months 

Burnaby (n=61) ** 27 months ** ** ** 27 months 

Surrey (n=82) 13 months 12 months ** ** 13 months 12 months 

Delta (n=66) 22 months 22 months 20 months ** 22 months 21 months 

Coquitlam (nd) ** ** ** ** ** ** 

Range 4-22 months 4-27 months 9-20 months 5-26 months 4-22 months  

Average 10 months 15 months 14 months 12 months 12 months  

4.2.3 Atlantic Canada 

The table below shows the average approval periods for different application 

types, by municipality within the four Atlantic provinces.  

Municipality Official Plan 

Amendment 

Zoning By-

law 

Amendment 

Plan of 

Subdivision 

Site Plan Development 

Permit 

Average 

Moncton (nd) ** ** ** ** ** ** 

Charlottetown (n=45) ** ** 5 months ** 4 months 5 months 

Halifax (n=68) 26 months 25 months ** 18 months ** 25 months 

Figure 20 

Figure 21 
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St. John’s (n=35) 9 months 7 months ** ** ** 7 months 

Average 22 months 17 months 5 months 18 months 5 months  

4.3 ADDITIONAL INSIGHTS 

4.3.1 Low-Density vs. High-Density Applications 

The dataset was categorized whether applications were for ‘low-density’ projects, 

or ‘high-density’ projects, where a low-density project was generally defined as 

being predominantly oriented towards ground-related housing (singles, semis, 

townhouses).  

There was not a significant difference in timelines for low-density versus high-

density applications, with high-density applications taking approximately 8% 

longer for municipal plan amendments and zoning by-law amendments. Overall, 

applications for low-density developments took an average of 14.9 months, while 

applications for high-density developments took 14.3 months. 

There were municipalities with significant differences between the two types of 

applications: 

• Municipalities with significant differences in approving low-density 

applications faster than high-density applications:  

o Markham (9.5 months faster for LD applications than HD); 

o Hamilton (9.0 months faster); and 

o Winnipeg (7.2 months faster).  

• Municipalities with significant differences in approving high-density 

applications faster than low-density applications:  

o Ottawa (11 months faster for HD applications than LD); and 

o Brampton (9 months faster); 

4.3.2 Development Proposals with More Than One Type of Planning Application 

A significant proportion of developments within the data sample required more 

than one type of planning application. The timelines for development proposals 

that require more than one type of planning application usually take significantly 

longer to gain overall approval than those requiring only a single type of planning 

approval. 

On average, these developments with multiple types of applications take an 

average of 20.3 months, compared to 11.7 months for developments requiring 

only a single application. This increased amount of time is evident in almost all 

municipalities reviewed, with the differences most significant in some of the larger 

municipalities studied (see Figure 22). 

The differences between timelines for single and multiple applications is to be 

expected given that these types of applications may be more complex. The 
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differences in timelines for single and multiple application timelines could be 

indicative of the potential time savings from a simplified application process 

and/or planning policies that seek to minimize the applications required. 

Municipality “Single” Planning Applications “Multiple” Planning 

Applications Required 

Toronto 13 months 58 months 

Vancouver 11 months 28 months 

Oakville 10 months 24 months 

Halifax 15 months 26 months 

Calgary 7 months 17 months 

Brampton 14 months 22 months 

Winnipeg 5 months 13 months 

Hamilton 16 months 23 months 

All other municipalities reviewed but not shown in Figure 22 (where sufficient 

data was available) had similar timelines for applications, regardless of whether 

there was one planning applications, or multiple planning applications. 

4.4 FINDINGS FOR OTHER STAGES IN APPROVALS PROCESS 

4.4.1 Pre-Submission Stage 

Based on responses from CHBA members to a questionnaire prepared by Altus 

Group, it generally took less than one month to move from preliminary 

submission to a complete application. Most responses received from CHBA 

members to a question posed about how long it typically takes to move from 

application submission to an application being deemed ‘complete’ or not 

complete were that it takes less than one month. 

However, the process to reach even a preliminary submission can take an 

extended period of time if the application requirements are onerous or unclear – 

the amount of time that the period leading up to the pre-submission stage takes 

typically depends on the amount of expert studies and technical reports that are 

required to achieve complete submission status. 

4.4.2 Designation of Lands for Urban Uses Stage 

In most municipalities, seeing potential new greenfield lands gain land-use 

designation (in municipal plan or secondary plan); and getting those lands 

serviced can be the most time-consuming part of the overall development 

process. In many cases, the timelines involved can take 5-10 years, or longer if 

Figure 22 
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servicing or financing issues persist, or lengthy appeal processes are required to 

gain full approval of land-use plans. 

For example: 

• In the Town of Milton, a municipality within Halton Region located north of the 

Town of Oakville, the complete adoption of planning instruments and a 

servicing strategy for the Boyne Secondary Plan took over seven years;6 

• The Fruitland-Winona Secondary Plan in the City of Hamilton took almost 

five years to move from the initial presentation of the Secondary Plan at 

Planning Committee to full approval from the Local Planning Appeals 

Tribunal, including over four years from adoption by Council to the issuance 

of the LPAT decision.7 

• In the City of Calgary, the West View Area Structure Plan (ASP) took over 

two (2) years from the initiation of the project to formal approval of the ASP. 

4.4.3 Construction Approvals Stage 

Once a development is approved, the next stage involves meeting draft approval 

conditions, and proceeding with preparing a building permit submission, and 

gaining building permit approval. 

Unlike the development approvals stage, data on timelines associated with 

building permits from submission to approval are generally harder to find. 

However, data was obtained for Halifax Regional Municipality and the City of 

Toronto through their respective open data portals. 

In Halifax, the average low-density housing unit takes an average of 16 days to 

receive a building permit. However, the average time this is taking has increased 

significantly over the past 15+ years (see Figure 23). For a high-density 

development (developments with multi-unit dwellings), the average time for a 

building permit to be approved takes an average of 103 days – this average has 

also increased over the past 15+ years. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
6 Town of Milton, https://www.milton.ca/en/business-and-development/boyne-survey-secondary-

plan.aspx?hdncontent=#July-24-2017 

7 City of Hamilton, https://www.hamilton.ca/city-planning/planning-community/fruitland-winona-

secondary-plan 

https://www.milton.ca/en/business-and-development/boyne-survey-secondary-plan.aspx?hdncontent=#July-24-2017
https://www.milton.ca/en/business-and-development/boyne-survey-secondary-plan.aspx?hdncontent=#July-24-2017
https://www.hamilton.ca/city-planning/planning-community/fruitland-winona-secondary-plan
https://www.hamilton.ca/city-planning/planning-community/fruitland-winona-secondary-plan
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In the City of Toronto, based on a significant sample of building permit data, the 

average period of time for a building permit application for the construction of 

new housing units to be approved and issued is significant. The timelines for 

building permit approval varies significantly from one type of dwelling type to 

another, from an average of 65 days for a single-detached dwelling permit, to 240 

days for a townhouse (which typically involves concurrent review of multiple 

permits for units within the townhouse block(s)), and over 660 days for permit 

issuance for an apartment building. 

Dwelling Type City of Toronto:  

Average Number of Days  

Building Permit Application to 

Issuance  

Single-Detached 65 days 

Townhouses 241 days 

Apartment Building 662 days 

4.5 CONCLUSIONS 

The analysis of development application approval timelines finds that 

developments are on average taking approximately two years to get approved by 

municipal councils, but much more in many cases. 

• In Western Canada – the average timelines for municipalities in Western 

Canada are typically in the 9-to-15-month range, depending on the type of 

Halifax Building Permit Timelines from Submission Date to Approval Date

Source: Altus Group based on data from Halifax Regional Municipality
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approval required. Approval periods are generally lower in Winnipeg, Regina, 

Calgary and Edmonton, and higher in the municipalities studied within the 

Metro Vancouver area. 

• In Ontario, none of the averages in any municipality, for any type of planning 

application, was less than 7 months. In some cases, the average approval 

timelines exceeded 30 months (OPAs in Toronto, plans of subdivision in 

Ottawa); 

• In Atlantic Canada, the average timelines were relatively low in Charlottetown 

and St. John’s, with Halifax having the longest average approval timelines, 

ranging from 18 to 26 months, depending on the application type. 

Applications requiring multiple application types were in some cases taking much 

longer than applications that required one application. 

Additional time associated with getting overarching land use designations 

approved, the pre-submission stage, and the construction approvals stages are 

also found to be significant. 
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5 MUNICIPAL CHARGES AND FEES 

This section of the report aims to provide a high-level overview of government 

charges levied by municipal governments and attempts to quantify the costs 

these charges and fees generate for developers, home builders, and ultimately, 

home buyers. 

5.1 QUANTIFICATION OF MUNICIPAL CHARGES AND FEES 

5.1.1 Scenarios 

To estimate the charges and fees imposed by the municipalities studied in this 

report, the model is based on two development scenarios – one ‘low-rise’ 

consisting of single-detached and townhouses, and one ‘high-rise’ consisting of a 

condominium apartment building. 

 Low-Rise Scenario High-Rise Scenario 

Unit Types  75 single-detached, 50 townhouses 125 condominium apartment units (75 

2+bedrooms, 50 bachelor and 1-bedroom) 

Land Area 6.91 hectares (17.06 acres) 0.52 hectares (1.29 acres) 

Unit Sizes Single-detached: 2,500 sf 

Townhouses: 1,800 sf 

Large apartments: 900 sf 

Small apartments: 650 sf 

5.1.2 Charges Reviewed 

The analysis includes a review of charges imposed by municipalities on new 

housing development, including: 

• Infrastructure Charges – fees imposed to help finance capital costs for both 

hard infrastructure (roads, water works, sewage works, etc.) and soft 

services (libraries, recreation, child care) required by the growth that the 

charges are being levied on; 

• School Charges – fees imposed by local school boards and/or local 

municipalities (or collected by municipalities on behalf of school boards) to 

finance school site acquisition or certain elements of school buildings; 

• Planning & Approval Fees – includes planning fees, engineering fees, 

building permit fees, etc.; 

• Parkland Contributions – includes direct contributions of land for park or 

other public purposes, which may also be provided as cash payments in lieu 

of providing land; 

• Land Transfer Taxes – typically levied by Provincial governments (which are 

not covered in this report), but the City of Toronto has the authority to levy 

their own land transfer tax through the City of Toronto Act; 

Figure 25 
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• Density Bonusing – in-kind contributions or cash payments paid to 

municipalities in return for additional density over-and-above the otherwise 

permitted amount. 

5.2 FINDINGS 

5.2.1 Low-Rise Scenario 

The modelling of charges imposed on low-rise development was done on 21 of 

the 23 municipalities – neither the City of Toronto or the City of Vancouver was 

included in the modelling, as large-scale low-rise development is not a significant 

part of the development environment in those municipalities any longer.  

 

On average, for the municipalities studied, the charges imposed by municipalities 

amount to $48,000 per unit, or 6.2% of the price. The results vary significantly by 

municipality - from $138,200 per unit (Markham) to $2,200 per unit 

(Charlottetown), and from 0.6% of housing prices to 11.9%. 

The municipal imposed charges in the five Greater Toronto Area municipalities 

studied all rank in the top seven, owing to the significant amount of development 

charges typically imposed on new housing development in GTA municipalities.  

Rank Municipality Metro Area
Charges per 

Unit ($)

1 Markham Toronto 138,154                

2 Brampton Toronto 103,019                

3 Oakville Toronto 88,224                  

4 Pickering Toronto 74,923                  

5 Coquitlam Vancouver 71,272                  

6 Saskatoon Saskatoon 68,665                  

7 Bradford West Gw illimbury Toronto 65,984                  

8 Surrey Vancouver 52,204                  

9 Edmonton Edmonton 48,581                  

10 Ottaw a Ottaw a 43,059                  

11 Regina Regina 42,642                  

12 Hamilton Hamilton 41,078                  

13 Calgary Calgary 37,286                  

14 London London 32,765                  

15 Delta Vancouver 32,606                  

16 Winnipeg Winnipeg 30,029                  

17 Burnaby Vancouver 20,672                  

18 Halifax Halifax 6,823                    

19 St. John's St. John's 4,414                    

20 Moncton Moncton 3,718                    

21 Charlottetow n Charlottetow n 2,181                    

Municipal Charges per Unit, Ranked, Low-Rise Scenario
Figure 26 
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When the municipal charges are expressed as a percentage of housing prices8, 

the charges in Saskatoon are highest 11.9%, with Edmonton also ranking in the 

top 5, at 8.9%.  

 

The most significant charge in almost all of the surveyed municipalities is the 

infrastructure charge, typically amounting to 70% of the municipal charges 

payable for a new low-rise development, and upwards of 88% in some cases 

(Edmonton, London). The second most substantial charge is typically the land 

dedication requirement or cash-in-lieu payment, averaging 21% of municipal 

charges payable. The remainder of charges imposed on low-rise development 

are comprised of planning fees, building permit fees, and other minor charges. 

5.2.2 High-Rise Scenario 

The analysis of municipal charges imposed on high-rise development scenarios 

looked at the charges in 17 of the 23 municipalities – the scenarios were not 

 
8 The ‘housing price’ used to divide government charges is a weighted average of assumed housing 

prices for single-detached units and townhouse units, based on the distribution of each unit type in 

the low-rise scenario. Assumed prices are based on $/sf asking prices for housing developments in 

each municipality, with this per square foot average then applied to the assumed unit sizes of single-

detached and townhouse units within the low-rise scenario. Therefore, given the unit size and unit 

mix employed in the low-rise scenario, the ‘average price’ assumed in the model is not indicative of 

typical average or median prices of absorbed units in a municipality.  

Rank Municipality Metro Area
Charges as % of 

Housing Price

1 Saskatoon Saskatoon 11.9%

2 Brampton Toronto 11.8%

3 Markham Toronto 11.6%

4 Bradford West Gw illimbury Toronto 9.0%

5 Edmonton Edmonton 8.9%

6 Oakville Toronto 8.5%

7 Pickering Toronto 8.4%

8 Coquitlam Vancouver 8.0%

9 Regina Regina 7.2%

10 Calgary Calgary 6.3%

11 Ottaw a Ottaw a 6.1%

12 Hamilton Hamilton 5.8%

13 Surrey Vancouver 5.7%

14 Winnipeg Winnipeg 5.2%

15 London London 5.2%

16 Delta Vancouver 3.8%

17 Burnaby Vancouver 2.3%

18 Halifax Halifax 1.5%

19 St. John's St. John's 1.1%

20 Moncton Moncton 0.8%

21 Charlottetow n Charlottetow n 0.6%

Municipal Charges as % of Housing Price Ranked, Low-Rise 

Scenario

Figure 27 
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applied to development in Charlottetown, BWG, Pickering, Surrey, Coquitlam, or 

Delta. 

Based on the scenario utilized, the charges for a high-rise development are 

highest in the City of Vancouver at $100,700 per unit, followed by the four high-

rise markets studied within the GTA (Toronto, Markham, Brampton and Oakville). 

On average, the high-rise charges imposed by municipalities are $32,800 per 

unit, or 6.2% of the price of the residential units. 

 

When the municipal charges imposed are expressed as a percentage of housing 

prices, the charges levied on new housing development in the City of Markham 

are the highest of the 17 municipalities studied, at 15.8%, followed by Brampton 

(13.8%), City of Toronto (11.0%), and the Town of Oakville (10.5%).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Rank Municipality Metro Area
Charges per Unit 

($)

1 Vancouver Vancouver 100,679                 

2 Markham Toronto 96,233                   

3 Toronto Toronto 76,762                   

4 Brampton Toronto 60,206                   

5 Oakville Toronto 57,498                   

6 Edmonton Edmonton 37,179                   

7 Hamilton Hamilton 29,555                   

8 Ottaw a Ottaw a 27,645                   

9 London London 19,453                   

10 Burnaby Vancouver 12,485                   

11 Calgary Calgary 10,289                   

12 Halifax Halifax 9,016                     

13 Regina Regina 8,514                     

14 Saskatoon Saskatoon 6,078                     

15 Winnipeg Winnipeg 3,040                     

16 Moncton Moncton 2,009                     

17 St. John's St. John's 1,632                     

Municipal Charges per Unit, Ranked, High-Rise Scenario
Figure 28 
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Similar to the results of the low-rise analysis, the most significant charge in 

almost all of the surveyed municipalities is the infrastructure charge, typically 

amounting to 72% of the municipal charges payable for a new high-rise 

development, and over 86% in some municipalities (Brampton, London, 

Edmonton).  

The second-largest charge imposed on high-rise is also usually the land 

dedication requirement or cash-in-lieu payment, which makes up an average of 

10.3% of municipal charges payable. However, there are some instances where 

the second most significant charge on high-rise development is the density 

bonusing fee (Vancouver, Halifax, Toronto, and Ottawa). 

5.3 CONCLUSIONS 

The government charges analysis found that in many municipalities there are 

significant municipal-imposed charges on new development, but that these 

charges can vary significantly from one municipality to the next. However, 

charges imposed by municipalities on new housing development are generally 

the highest in the Greater Toronto Area. 

• The average municipal-imposed government charges for low-rise 

development in the studied municipalities is $48,000 per unit or 6.2% of 

housing prices. The four highest charges per unit were in GTA municipalities; 

Rank Municipality Metro Area
Charges as % of 

Housing Price

1 Markham Toronto 15.8%

2 Brampton Toronto 13.8%

3 Toronto Toronto 11.0%

4 Oakville Toronto 10.5%

5 Vancouver Vancouver 9.6%

6 Edmonton Edmonton 8.0%

7 London London 7.9%

8 Hamilton Hamilton 7.0%

9 Ottaw a Ottaw a 5.3%

10 Regina Regina 3.6%

11 Halifax Halifax 2.6%

12 Calgary Calgary 2.5%

13 Saskatoon Saskatoon 2.4%

14 Burnaby Vancouver 2.1%

15 Winnipeg Winnipeg 1.2%

16 Moncton Moncton 0.8%

17 St. John's St. John's 0.5%

Municipal Charges as % of Housing Price Ranked, High-Rise 

Scenario

Figure 29 
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• For high-rise, the average works out to $32,800 per unit, or 6.2% of housing 

prices. Four of the five highest charges per unit on high-rise development are 

in the GTA. 
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6 POTENTIAL COST SAVINGS FROM INITIATIVES TO IMPROVE 

MUNICIPAL PROCESSES 

This section of the report quantifies the costs (or potential cost savings) for 

developers and landowners in moving towards a potentially more efficient, 

responsive and/or streamlined municipal approvals process. 

In each case, the estimates of costs (or cost savings) are expressed in terms of 

‘costs per month’ – this puts all of the various elements of this analysis onto one 

equal basis, and allows for the calculation of impacts of time saved in the 

approvals process to be quantified (by multiplying the ‘per month’ costs by the 

number of months deemed possible to be cut off of the approvals process). The 

cost estimates are modelled using the same hypothetical development scenarios 

used for the analysis of charges and fees imposed by municipalities. 

6.1 TAXES PAYABLE ON VACANT LAND 

For each month in the development process, assuming a vacant site, the 

developer/landowner must continue to pay property taxes to the municipality – 

the sooner the site can receive approvals, be developed, and turned over to the 

ultimate homeowners (and therefore, tax payers on the improved property), the 

less expense to the developer/landowner. 

Based on estimated land values in each of the 17 ‘high-rise’ municipalities from 

the 23 municipalities studied in this report, each month in the approvals process 

costs an average of $1,830 per month, with these costs significantly higher in 

municipalities in the Greater Vancouver and Greater Toronto areas, where land 

values are highest. 

For the 21 ‘low-rise’ municipalities studied, the average cost of each month in the 

approvals process averages to $406 per month, which is less than for the high-

rise average because of the lower land values for greenfield / low-density land on 

the periphery of municipal urban areas. 

6.2 INCREASES TO MUNICIPAL CHARGES AND FEES 

As evident from the modelling done on charges imposed by municipalities on 

development, there are often significant costs that must be paid by developers to 

municipalities to pay for things such as growth-related infrastructure, planning 

and approvals fees, etc.  

Many of the charges imposed by municipalities regularly increase – some 

increase at the same rate as inflation (many planning fees increase 1-3% per 

year to stay in line with general inflation), while others are much more volatile 

and subject to periodic, but significant increases. 

As the most significant charge levied by most municipalities are infrastructure 

charges, the current rates for these charges were obtained for the studied 

municipalities both as of the time of writing this report, and for prior years to 
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estimate what the average ‘per month’ change has been, to see what the effect 

of each additional month an application is in the approvals process can mean. 

Data on historic infrastructure charges rates is not available for all municipalities 

studied in this report, but for those where data is available (where historic data 

dates anywhere from 2009 to 2015), infrastructure charges on average increase 

by approximately $326 per month for single-detached units, and approximately 

$119 to $159 per month for apartment units (depending on the size and type of 

apartment unit).  

One issue with this approach is that it does not account for the typical way in 

which infrastructure charges change over time, in that for long periods of time 

they are relatively unchanged (expect for perhaps some modest inflationary 

indexing), but then at the time of a full recalculation or review of the charges, a 

significant increase can come into effect. Therefore, the actual per month impact 

can be relatively limited (if charges change at all), or substantial (if rates are 

subject to a full review and are increased significantly). 

 

6.3 CARRYING COSTS OF LOANS 

During the approvals process, applicants will have typically obtained financing for 

their project and will pay interest on the construction loan until all proceeds from 

sales have been received. 

Average Per Month Change in Infrastructure Charges in Select Municipalities

Single-

Detached

Large 

Apartment

Small 

Apartment

Single-

Detached

Large 

Apartment

Small 

Apartment

Single-

Detached

Large 

Apartment

Small 

Apartment

Municipality

Pickering 80% 89% 38% 23,437      15,438      6,321        195.31    128.65    52.68      

Oakville 96% 54% 70% 41,145      14,605      12,537      342.87    121.71    104.48    

Brampton 134% 98% 135% 56,110      30,366      23,038      467.58    253.05    191.98    

Toronto 507% 446% 465% 65,413      38,162      25,722      545.11    318.02    214.35    

Markham 162% 149% 128% 66,043      39,350      28,092      550.36    327.92    234.10    

Bradford West Gw illimbury 127% 98% 123% 39,784      19,919      18,476      331.53    165.99    153.97    

Hamilton 74% 61% 80% 17,257      9,659        8,115        143.81    80.49      67.63      

London 100% 73% 80% 16,939      8,615        6,650        141.16    71.79      55.42      

Ottaw a 72% 116% 141% 15,218      9,023        7,006        126.82    75.19      58.38      

Vancouver (2014) 596% n.a. n.a. 31,989      n.a. n.a. 533.15    n.a. n.a.

Burnaby n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Surrey n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Coquitlam n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Delta n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Edmonton (2014) 145% n.a. n.a. 25,303      n.a. n.a. 421.72    n.a. n.a.

Calgary (2015) 59% 64% 105% 9,693        2,070        2,719        201.93    43.12      56.64      

Regina (2014) 58% n.a. n.a. 8,959        n.a. n.a. 149.31    n.a. n.a.

Saskatoon (2014) 167% n.a. n.a. 31,858      n.a. n.a. 530.97    n.a. n.a.

Winnipeg (2014) n.a. n.a. n.a. 12,267      n.a. n.a. 204.46    n.a. n.a.

Moncton n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Charlottetow n n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

St. John's n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Halifax n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Average 325.74    158.59    118.96    

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting

Percent Dollars per Unit Dollars per Unit per Month

% Increase 2009-2019                        

(unless show n otherw ise) 10-Year Change 2009-2019 10-Year Change 2009-2019

Figure 30 
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The estimate of additional carrying costs per month is based on a high-level 

model that estimates the cost of construction financing, with one version 

assuming a 30-month construction financing period, and a second version 

assuming a 31-month construction financing period, with the difference in the 

total cost of construction debt in the two versions the estimated ‘per month’ 

difference. 

The costs of debt vary from one municipality to the next, with the differences 

primarily based upon regional differences in construction costs. However, it is 

estimated that the cost of construction debt ranges from roughly $81,400 to 

$97,700 for each additional month that construction financing is required for high-

rise. For low-rise, each additional month would add between $107,000 and 

$165,900 in financing costs associated with construction loans. 

6.4 CONSTRUCTION COST INFLATION 

When a development is in the approvals process the costs associated with the 

construction of the building can increase. This includes the costs of both 

materials and labour. 

The construction costs of building typically increase over time. Figure 31 shows 

the change in construction costs for various types of residential unit types, since 

the start of 2017, as reported by Statistics Canada.  

 

Over the Q1 2017 to Q3 2019 period, construction costs have increased by 8.1% 

for high-rise apartment buildings, 11.9% for single-detached homes, and 12.5% 

for townhouse units. This equates to an average monthly increase of between 

0.24% and 0.36% per month, depending on the unit type. Each additional month 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

Vancouver Edmonton Calgary Saskatoon Winnipeg Toronto Ottawa Moncton Halifax St. John's

Single-Detached Townhouse Apartment Bldg.

Change in Construction Costs by Residential Unit Type, 
Census Metropolitan Areas, Q12017 to Q32019

Source: Altus Group based on Statistics Canada Table 18-10-0135-01 

Figure 31 
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that an application is in the municipal approvals process adds to project 

construction costs, for all unit types, in each major market across Canada. 

Based on the hard construction costs of a hypothetical high-density residential 

building, the average monthly increase in construction costs as a result of 

municipal processing time was modelled - each additional month would add 

approximately $129,700 monthly in construction costs for a low-rise development 

and approximately $64,600 per month for a high-rise development. 

 

6.5 WAGE INFLATION 

Based on Statistics Canada data on wage rates by worker types, the hourly wage 

of various contractors involved in the construction of a building increase by an 

average of $0.80 per hour, per year. On a per month basis, this would be a $0.07 

per hour increase for each contractor involved in the project. 

 

 

 

 

 

Low -Rise High-Rise Low -Rise High-Rise

Metropolitan Area

Vancouver 0.35% 0.45% 178,569      134,257      

Calgary 0.28% 0.21% 111,634      58,665        

Edmonton 0.25% 0.16% 100,670      43,408        

Saskatoon 0.19% 0.17% 77,283        47,434        

Regina n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Winnipeg 0.56% 0.16% 227,646      45,256        

Toronto 0.42% 0.34% 181,798      93,854        

Ottaw a 0.44% 0.30% 176,332      79,733        

London n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Hamilton n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Charlottetow n n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Moncton 0.26% 0.20% 84,611        50,895        

Halifax 0.26% 0.25% 85,077        61,364        

St. John's 0.20% 0.13% 73,509        31,403        

Average 129,713      64,627        

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting, CANSIM Table 327-0058

Average Monthly 

Construction Cost 

Percent Change

Monthly Construction Cost 

Escalation

Average Monthly Construction Cost Change by Metropolitan 

Area

Average monthly change based on changes to Statistics Canada, Building 

Constrution Cost Index, Q12017 to Q32019. StatsCan data not available for 

Charlottetow n, London, Hamilton, and Regina.

Figure 32 
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Based on Altus Group modelling of the amount of construction-related 

employment associated with residential development, a 125-unit apartment 

building would generate 319 person-years of employment, which is equivalent to 

319 persons working for one year each. For a low-rise development (of 75 single-

detached and 50 townhouses), approximately 432 person-years of employment 

would be required. 

 

Assuming each of these workers would be subject to a similar increase in wages 

evident from the Statistics Canada data, each additional month an application is 

subject to the municipal approvals process would add, on average, roughly 

$42,700 per month in additional labour costs to the high-rise project due to wage 

Average Hourly Wage, Select Construction Trades, 2013-2018

Carpenter

Crane 

Operator

Cement 

Finisher Electrician Labourer Plumber Bricklayer Roofer

Total / 

Average

Year

Average - All CMAs

Sep-13 47.85      49.01    44.77  54.49      41.85    53.56  47.12      41.43 47.51      

Sep-18 51.80      55.12    47.87  59.17      45.24    57.66  50.96      44.71 51.57      

5-Year Increase 3.95        6.11      3.10    4.68        3.39      4.10    3.83        3.29   4.06        

Average Monthly $ Increase 0.07        0.10      0.05    0.08        0.06      0.07    0.06        0.05   0.07        

Average Monthly % Increase 0.13% 0.20% 0.11% 0.14% 0.13% 0.12% 0.13% 0.13% 0.14%

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting based on CANSIM, Table 327-0003

Dollars per Hour

Low -Rise High-Rise

Metropolitan Area Dollars / Hr.

Vancouver $0.05 42,653        31,518        

Calgary $0.04 36,550        27,008        

Edmonton $0.04 36,550        27,008        

Saskatoon $0.06 55,903        41,309        

Regina $0.06 55,903        41,309        

Winnipeg n.a. n.a. n.a.

Toronto $0.10 87,539        64,687        

Ottaw a $0.08 73,128        54,037        

London $0.09 78,210        57,793        

Hamilton $0.08 71,567        52,884        

Charlottetow n n.a. n.a. n.a.

Moncton $0.04 31,219        23,069        

Halifax $0.07 65,123        48,123        

St. John's $0.07 59,388        43,884        

Average 57,811        42,719        

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting, CANSIM Table 327-0058

Average Monthly Labour Cost Change by Metropolitan 

Area

Monthly Labour Cost 

Escalation

Average monthly change based on changes to Statistics Canada, 

Building Constrution Cost Index, Sept 2013 to Sept 2018. StatsCan 

data not available for Charlottetow n and Winnipeg

Average 

Monthly Hourly 

Rate Increase

Dollars

Figure 33 

Figure 34 
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inflation. For the low-rise project, the additional wage inflation expected each 

month amounts to approximately $57,800. 

6.6 CONCLUSIONS 

Figure 35 combines the various elements modelled and estimates the total 

monthly cost to a developer / landowner for each month an application is within 

the development approvals process. 

Overall, the estimated costs associated with each additional month a project is in 

the approvals process adds an average of $351,500 in costs per month for a low-

rise project, and $216,300 in costs per month for a high-rise project. These costs 

equate to an additional $1.27 per buildable square foot per month for the low-rise 

project, and $1.73 per buildable square foot per month for the high-rise project. 

 

Summary of Per Month Costs of Application and Approvals Process, Select Metropolitan Areas
Estimates based on low -rise scenario and high-rise scenario (125 units each)

Taxes on 

Vacant Land

Carrying 

Costs of 

Loans

Increased 

Municipal 

Charges

Construction 

Cost Inflation

Labour Cost 

Inflation Total

Vancouver 928               165,947        77,677          178,569        42,653          465,774        

Regina 1,119            132,274        55,074          n.a. 55,903          244,370        

Toronto 715               139,571        46,027          181,798        87,539          455,649        

London 210               136,780        15,911          n.a. 78,210          231,110        

Saskatoon 1,030            132,274        n.a. 77,283          55,903          266,489        

Calgary 298               129,680        17,381          111,634        36,550          295,542        

St. John's 28                 118,263        n.a. 73,509          59,388          251,187        

Edmonton 117               131,939        21,630          100,670        36,550          290,906        

Winnipeg 774               131,939        n.a. 227,646        n.a. 360,359        

Halifax 28                 106,968        n.a. 85,077          65,123          257,196        

Hamilton 173               145,154        16,393          n.a. 71,567          233,287        

Ottaw a 150               130,413        14,561          176,332        73,128          394,583        

Moncton 69                 118,263        n.a. 84,611          31,219          234,161        

Charlottetow n 47                 106,968        n.a. n.a. n.a. 107,015        

Average 406               130,459        33,082          129,713        57,811          351,471        

Vancouver 8,205            97,688          73,088          134,257        31,518          344,756        

Regina 1,287            92,376          5,931            n.a. 41,309          140,903        

Toronto 2,245            90,564          24,371          93,854          64,687          275,721        

London 806               88,753          8,155            n.a. 57,793          155,507        

Saskatoon 1,206            92,376          n.a. 47,434          41,309          182,325        

Calgary 1,444            90,564          7,350            58,665          27,008          185,031        

St. John's 28                 81,406          n.a. 31,403          43,884          156,722        

Edmonton 565               89,547          8,088            43,408          27,008          168,617        

Winnipeg 915               91,582          n.a. 45,256          n.a. 137,753        

Halifax 28                 81,406          n.a. 61,364          48,123          190,921        

Hamilton 4,077            94,187          9,418            n.a. 52,884          160,567        

Ottaw a 2,905            85,477          8,559            79,733          54,037          230,710        

Moncton 69                 81,406          n.a. 50,895          23,069          155,439        

Average 1,829            89,026          18,120          64,627          42,719          216,321        

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting

Where data is unavailable for some municipalities, in this table w e have assumed that the f indings for nearby metropolitan 

areas w ould apply, enabling us to arrive at totals for all 14 metropolitan areas, not solely those w ith full data availability in all 

categories. Averages show n in this table have not been adjusted to account for proxy data. Total costs to home buyers 

assume 50% of buyers are f irst-time buyers, and combine to represent that share of buyers in the 125 unit low -rise and high-

rise developments

Low -Rise

High-Rise

Figure 35 
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7 BEST PRACTICES FOR IMPROVING MUNICIPAL PROCESSES 

While this study is generally limited to the 23 municipalities, in this section of the 

report, which scans for best practices for improving municipal processes, the 

scan includes any community within Canada that may be undertaking positive 

steps towards improvement municipal approval processes. 

7.1 OVERVIEW OF CURRENT INITIATIVES 

7.1.1 City of Brampton – Streamlining Development Application System 

The City of Brampton is in the process of adopting a community planning permit 

system (“CPPS”) for the Queen Street East Precinct, which covers lands along 

the Queen Street East corridor from Highway 410 in the east to Etobicoke Creek 

in the west. The CPPS would merge the currently separate processes of 

rezoning, minor variance and site plan control into one process. 

The objectives of the CPPS is to ‘front-end’ many of the required technical 

studies, meaning that once the CPPS is done, a developer only has to deal with 

site-specific issues, rather than larger-scale issues. This system is expected to 

significantly reduce the typical planning process timelines.9  

7.1.2 City of Edmonton – Urban Form Business Transformation Initiative 

The City of Edmonton has embarked on an initiative to improve municipal 

processes, which includes objectives to, among other things, create a more 

customer-oriented website, increase the ease with which information can be 

accessed, redesign the rezoning and subdivision processes. 

Some of the specific tasks identified by the City are: 

• Have a dedicated contact for customers; 

• Establishing and communicating application requirements; 

• Reducing number of touch points and re-work; 

• Updating online planning and development content; 

• Increase transparency, accountability and predictability of application 

process; 

• Minimize time from submission of application to approval. 

The City has a webpage where specific process improvements to implement the 

various initiatives are detailed and described, and how they have been impacting, 

or are expected to impact, development approval processes. 

7.1.3 City of Vancouver - Development Permit Process Improvement 

The City of Vancouver has initiated a project to streamline the development 

permit process for major home renovations and low-density housing projects. 

 
9 City of Brampton, Staff Report re: Queen Street Corridor Land Use Study, (Sept 27, 2019)  
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The City had found that timelines for permits had been growing – in 2014, the 

median timeframe for permit issuance was 8.6 weeks, but by 2016 the median 

timeframe had increased over three-fold to 28.6 weeks. 

The City’s project includes numerous measures to speed up approval timelines, 

such as expediting permits for laneway homes, requiring training for developers 

before applications are made, designating a key point of contact for each project, 

and allowing for a ‘fast lane’ for applications from trusted applicants.  

Some of the causes for the increasing timelines for permits included conflicting 

regulations, outdated policies, a lack of transparency about application status, 

and staff turnover.10 

7.1.4 British Columbia – Development Approvals Process Review 

As part of the BC Government’s “30-Point Plan for Housing Affordability in British 

Columbia”, a “Development Approvals Process Review” was initiated, with a 

study released in September 2019.11 Stakeholders were asked to identify 

challenges with the current development approvals process – the study found 

that the two highest ranked challenges to overcome were 1) application 

processes, and 2) approval processes. The final phase of the DAPR process is 

underway and will involve evaluating and acting on potential opportunities for 

improving the development approvals process in British Columbia. 

7.1.5 Ontario Housing Supply Action Plan 

In May 2019, the Ontario government released a Housing Supply Action Plan, 

which proposed a number of solutions to address Ontario’s housing crisis. 

Among the goals of the plan were to: 

• Make development approvals process faster; 

• Make costs associated with development more predictable;  

• Make it easier to build different types of housing, including rental housing, in 

particular; 

• Encourage more innovation and creativity in housing, including things such 

as housing design, materials, and creative approaches to home ownership. 

Some of the proposals to achieve these goals are to: 

• Reducing planning decision timelines to 120 days for Official Plans, 90 days 

for zoning by-laws, and 120 days for plans of subdivision; 

 
10 Vancouver Sun, “Vancouver to Test Ways to Speed Up Approval of Development Permits” March 8, 

2017, https://vancouversun.com/news/local-news/city-to-test-ways-to-speed-up-approval-of-

development-permits 

11 Province of British Columbia, Development Approvals Process Review, Final Report from a 

Province-Wide Stakeholder Consultation (September 2019), 

https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-

land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf 

https://vancouversun.com/news/local-news/city-to-test-ways-to-speed-up-approval-of-development-permits
https://vancouversun.com/news/local-news/city-to-test-ways-to-speed-up-approval-of-development-permits
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf
https://www2.gov.bc.ca/assets/gov/british-columbians-our-governments/local-governments/planning-land-use/dapr_2019_report.pdf
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• Focusing the use of inclusionary zoning to high-growth areas and those 

areas near high-order transit. 

• Enabling the Minister to require the use of community planning permit 

systems in specified areas such as major transit station areas and 

provincially significant employment zones, and remove appeals associated 

with its implementing planning documents; 

• Make upfront development costs easier to predict through the community 

benefits authority – replacing density bonusing provisions in the Planning Act, 

development charges for soft services, and parkland dedication/cash-in-lieu; 

• Provide for development charge rates to be frozen when application is made 

(for site plan or zoning, which ever is later), rather than calculated at time of 

building permit; 

• Hiring more adjudicators for the Local Planning Appeals Tribunal to address 

the backlog of cases; 

While Bill 108 has received Royal Assent, many of the necessary regulations 

needed to implement these changes are still unreleased, and so most elements 

are either too new, or not yet in-force to judge their ultimate impact. 

7.1.6 City of Hamilton - Open for Business Initiative 

The City of Hamilton started an Open for Business initiative, one of the goals of 

which is to improve the City’s development application process. One of the 

solutions the City used was to review its draft plan of subdivision approval 

process, with the new process being enacted in early 2017.  

One key change was making sequential processes into parallel processes, so 

the City allows applicants the option to have processes for minor variances, 

water service assessments, site plan approvals, engineering reviews and 

building permit applications run concurrently, with the caveat that some 

processes are still conditional on others, and a change in one may result in a re-

submission being required. However, in the case of resubmission, applications 

requiring only modest revisions receive priority processing.12 

The City has also started issuing fewer circulation letters, instead opting for one 

standard consultation letter for all reviewing parties. The City has estimated that 

this change alone typically saves five business days for applicants.  

The City found that prior to making the improvements to the subdivision 

approvals process, the average processing time from complete application to 

draft plan approval was 1,350 days, with approximately half of that time related to 

City review, but the other half due to awaiting comments, permits or consents 

from ministries or regional agencies, as well as time taken by applicants 

responding to comments, or revising plans to address comments made. Within 

this period, the City found that it took an average of 187 days from receiving an 

 
12 Association of Municipalities of Ontario, Reducing Business Burdens …….  
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application to provide an initial set of comments, and resolving comments 

required 2-4 revisions to plans 

7.2 PAST SUCCESSES ACROSS CANADA 

7.2.1 City of Surrey - Reducing Permit Processing Time 

In late 2018, the City of Surrey embarked on a program to reduce permit 

processing time for single-family building permits. The City had found that the 

average processing time was roughly 23-24 weeks in early 2018 and set a goal 

to bring this time down to 8-12 weeks. Some of the initiatives undertaken during 

2019 included: 

• Introducing a ‘triage’ system; 

• Allowing certain permit applications to be made online (plumbing permits); 

• Streamlining electrical permit fee calculation process; and  

• Remote inspections for trees and landscape; 

• Additional staff and extended work hours. 

The City found that the average processing time has been falling steadily 

throughout 2019 and has fallen to 12 weeks as of September 2019.13 

7.2.2 Metro Vancouver - Form-Based Zoning 

A typical barrier to timely development approvals is zoning that requires 

amendment even in cases where the housing form being proposed is not 

radically different from the prevailing ground-oriented housing character of an 

area. In several BC municipalities (Delta, Coquitlam and Vancouver), new zones 

have been created to specifically allow townhouses as-of-right.14 Pre-zoning 

areas of a municipality for certain housing forms, particularly higher-density 

forms, eliminates a key barrier to obtaining approval. 

7.3 THEMES EMERGING FROM PROCESS REVIEWS 

There are several key themes involved in the process reviews underway, or 

recently completed: 

• Pre-zoning systems (community planning permit systems, form-based 

zoning) help reduce required statutory processes; 

• Delegated authority through development permit systems; 

• Simplifying certain planning amendments: 

 
13 City of Surrey, Corporate Report No. R177, September 12, 2019, 

https://www.surrey.ca/bylawsandcouncillibrary/CR_2019-R177.pdf 

14 Getting to Groundbreaking, Residential Building Approval Processes in Metro Vancouver, Year 1: 

Focus on Townhouses, December 2014 

https://www.surrey.ca/bylawsandcouncillibrary/CR_2019-R177.pdf
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o in many cases municipal plans are becoming too detailed and 

prescriptive and go beyond detailing the general direction of land use 

in a municipality (urban structure, land use types, etc.); 

o Converting consecutive processes into concurrent processes to 

maximize efficiency for both the applicant and the authority reviewing 

the application. 

• Increasing transparency and predictability of application process through 

improved customer service and communication regarding municipal 

requirements; 
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8 FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Based on a review of municipal planning processes, planning features, 

government charges, and other elements of research undertaken into the studied 

municipalities, there several overarching findings about how municipalities 

compare, and recommendations for municipalities 

8.1 SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

Figure 36 summarizes the findings from the three major elements studied that 

feed into housing affordability – getting housing approved, ensuring approvals 

are done in an expedient manner, and government charges that get borne by 

buyers/renters. Generally, municipalities from the Metro Vancouver and the GTA 

are found in the bottom half of the overall ranking – occupying 10 of the bottom 

11 places. 

 

Planning 

Features

Government 

Charges

Approvals 

Timelines

Score 

(Average 

Rank) Rank

rank (1=best) rank (1=lowest) rank (1=best) lower=better

Regina 11                    9                    1                    7.0                 1

Edmonton 1                      17                  4                    7.3                 2

Calgary 7                      8                    9                    8.0                 3

London 5                      13                  6                    8.0                 3

St. John's 18                    3                    5                    8.7                 5

Charlottetow n 23                    1                    2                    8.7                 5

Winnipeg 15                    6                    7                    9.3                 7

Saskatoon 11                    14                  3                    9.3                 7

Oakville 1                      19                  8                    9.3                 7

Ottaw a 1                      11                  21                  11.0               10

Halifax 9                      4                    20                  11.0               10

Hamilton 7                      12                  15                  11.3               12

Moncton 21                    2                    13                  12.0               13

Toronto 1                      21                  17                  13.0               14

Pickering 9                      16                  14                  13.0               14

Surrey 19                    10                  11                  13.3               16

Delta 16                    7                    18                  13.7               17

Brampton 5                      22                  16                  14.3               18

Markham 11                    23                  10                  14.7               19

Burnaby 21                    5                    22                  16.0               20

BWG 11                    18                  19                  16.0               20

Coquitlam 17                    15                  n.a. 16.0               20

Vancouver 19                    20                  12                  17.0               23

Note:

Source: Altus Group Economic Consulting

Government Charges based on average of low -rise and high-rise scenarios, as measured by 

government charges as % of housing prices

Overall Scorecard - Planning Features, Government Charges, Approvals TimelinesFigure 36 
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8.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 

8.2.1 Need for Increased Transparency and Simplicity 

Many municipalities do not have clear development guidelines or application 

checklists. An even greater number of municipalities not provide specific terms of 

reference for required technical studies and reports.  

Increasing transparency 

and specificity 

surrounding application 

requirements is a 

proactive way to cut 

down on incomplete 

application submissions 

and reduce the number 

of resubmissions 

required. 

8.2.2 Delegate More Approval 

Authority to Staff and Officials 

The simple fact that 

development approvals 

can be delayed because 

of municipal committee 

or council schedules is 

an issue. Staff should be 

given the authority to 

assess and approve 

applications that broadly 

meet official plan 

requirements but need 

additional zoning 

changes, where those changes are within the bounds of permitted discretion for 

the delegated authority. This can be done through increased use of development 

permit systems, or other forms of delegated authority. This can reduce council 

workloads and can eliminate unnecessary political interference in applications 

that meet the intent and policies of municipal plans. 

8.2.3 Use of Technology 

Its important that municipalities invest in more advanced development tracking 

software, and potentially gradually phase-in online development submission 

systems. 

Technology can be a critical component in improving development approval 

timelines by supporting improved workflows, transparency, and creating a more 

Excerpt from City of Toronto Development Guide

Source: City of Toronto Official Plan
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collaborative environment within and across planning and related municipal 

departments involved in the development application review process. 

The Town of Oakville has recently launched a program to create new online 

options for permit and development applications, reviews, approvals and 

inspections.  
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1 DETAIL REGARDING MUNICIPAL CHARGES ON 

DEVELOPMENT 

1.1 INFRASTRUCTURE CHARGES 

These fees are widely used across Canada, though they are often presented 

under different names. For example, in Ontario, they are called ‘development 

charges’ and there they recover municipal costs related to infrastructure (roads, 

water works, sanitary sewer works, etc.) and other community capital works 

(recreation centres, libraries, etc.). 

1.1.1 Ontario 

The Ontario Development Charges Act grants authority to municipalities to enact 

a development charges by‐law to impose a charge against land to be developed 

where the development will increase the need for municipal services, thus 

offsetting capital costs. 

Municipal development charges collect funds for services deemed as being 

eligible in the Development Charges Act, such as Parks & Recreation, Libraries, 

Fire Services, Police Services, Water, Sewer, Roads, Transit, etc. Where there is 

both an upper tier and lower tier municipality, the services included in each 

respective municipality’s DC by-law are based on which tier is the provider of 

each service. Each of the lower tier/single tier municipalities reviewed in this 

report imposes development charges for a variety of services (as do the upper-

tier governments where present). 

Some municipalities also levy charges on an area-specific basis, including 

several of the municipalities studied in this report, including Halton Region (the 

upper-tier municipality for the Town of Oakville), the City of Markham, the City of 

Ottawa (different charges for Inside Greenbelt area, Outside Greenbelt area, and 

Rural area), and the City of London. 

The development charge rates for single-detached units for the various Ontario 

municipalities reviewed in this report are shown in Figure 34. Toronto, Ottawa, 

London, Brampton, Hamilton and London had the highest growth in total 

development charges from 2009-2019 which ranged from 521% for Toronto to 

133% in Markham.  Brampton and Markham have the highest total development 

charges per unit at $99,000 and $94,000 respectively. 
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1.1.2 British Columbia 

Part 14, Division 19 of the Local Government Act15 grants authority to 

municipalities to enact a development cost charges (DCC’s) by‐law to impose a 

charge against land to be developed where the development will increase the 

need for municipal services, thus offsetting capital costs. 

In addition to the charges levied by municipalities such as Vancouver, Surrey, 

Delta and Coquitlam etc., Metro Vancouver imposes Development Cost Charges 

to developments in the Lower Mainland to recover the capital costs for new 

sanitary sewer works – for the purposes of this charge, the Lower Mainland is 

divided into four sewerage areas for the DCC purposes, with varying DCC rates 

applying to each area.  

The Metro Vancouver area is also now subject to a DCC imposed by TransLink to 

help fund the construction or expansion of regional transportation projects, in the 

amount of $2,100 per single-detached unit, or $1,200 per apartment unit. 

Some of the municipalities studied also impose area‐specific development cost 

charges, with one example being the City of Surrey imposing additional charges 

for homes built in West Clayton and City Centre. Municipalities studied also 

sometimes charge connection fees for hard services (water, sewer, storm, etc.). 

1.1.3 Alberta 

The Alberta Municipal Government Act grants the authority to municipalities to 

charge an “Off-Site Levy” in respect of land that is to be developed or subdivided. 

 
15 Local Government Act [RSBC 2015].  Same for the remainder of this report. 
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Off-Site Levies collect funds to help with the cost of off-site infrastructure, such as 

Water, Wastewater, Roads, Recreation, Fire and Police Services, and Libraries. 

The City of Calgary charges different Off-Site Levies for Storm Sewers 

depending on the area of the City the land to be developed is located. 

 

The City of Edmonton does not impose city-wide Off-Site Levies on 

developments within its boundaries. The City imposes Sanitary Sewer Trunk 

Charges (SSTC) for all new developments that increase the land use intensity of 

the area. The funds collected from SSTC are used to build new major sanitary 

trunk sewers. The City also collects fees from the Arterial Roadway Assessments 

(ARA) which a used to pay for the cost of new arterial roads in the municipality. 

1.1.4 Manitoba and Saskatchewan 

1.1.4.1 City of Winnipeg 

The City of Winnipeg passed an Impact Fees Bylaw in 2016 that allows the City 

to impose charges to fund new or expanded infrastructure. The fees are being 

phased in over a period of three years.  During Phase 1 of implementation, 

impact fees will only apply to new residential developments in New Communities 

or Emerging Communities set out in the OurWinnipeg Plan. Fees will also apply 

to areas of the city that have been designated by the Impact Fees bylaw. The 

Downtown area of the City is excluded from this designation. Currently the 

Impact Fees are charged at a rate of $59.48 per square metre.  

Phase 2 of the Impact Fees will apply for non-residential uses in New and 

Emerging Communities. No decision on the implementation of Phase 2 by City 

Council. 

Figure 38 
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1.1.4.2 City of Regina 

The City of Regina imposes Servicing Agreement Fees that are collected when a 

development involves the subdivision of land.  The City charges $442,000 per 

hectare for residential greenfield development. The Servicing Agreement Fees 

are used to pay for the capital costs of sewage, water, drainage, highway 

facilities, parks and recreation facilities located within or outside the proposed 

subdivision. 

In instances when a development does not involve the subdivision of land, the 

City collects Development Levies, and for developments within the Downtown 

area, these City imposes Intensification Levies. The fees for this levy depend on 

the type of housing; for apartments the fee is $7,200 for units smaller than two 

bedroom and $5,000 for units with two or more bedrooms. Fees are used to pay 

for the capital cost of similar infrastructure projects as the Servicing Agreement 

Fees.  

1.1.4.3 City of Saskatoon 

The City of Saskatoon imposes charges called “Prepaid Service Levies” on new 

developments within the municipality. Unlike most infrastructure fees in Canada 

which are charged on per unit basis, the fees in Saskatoon on charged on a per 

frontage metre of the lot being developed. The levies are applied to sites within 

the city that are zoned for certain residential uses. The fees are split between lots 

that have an area of 1,000 square metres or less, and those than have an area 

greater than 1,000 square metres.  

1.1.5 Western Canada - Overview of Infrastructure Charges 

Figure 39 shows the various development/infrastructure charge rates for single-

detached units that are imposed across various municipalities in Western 

Canada.  

Saskatoon has the highest per unit infrastructure charges in Western Canada at 

approximately $62,300 per unit. The fees in Saskatoon are the highest in the 

region due to the charge of $5,700 per frontage metre for a single detached unit.  

The City of Surrey had the second highest charge at $41,700 per unit which was 

due to the high fees imposed by the City. 
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1.1.6 Atlantic Canada 

1.1.6.1 Halifax Regional Municipality 

Halifax Regional Municipality (HRM) imposes capital cost charges for Solid 

Waste Facilities, and Wastewater Treatment Facilities, and also imposes a 

“regional development charge” for water and wastewater infrastructure based on 

the unit type. 

HRM is also considering levying additional infrastructure charges for ‘soft’ 

services such as parks, indoor recreation, library services, etc., as the Province 

of Nova Scotia has recently expanded the number of eligible services that 

municipalities can charge for. At the time of writing this report, these charges are 

not in place, and so have not been included in the base calculation of 

government charges applicable to new development in HRM. However, an 

alternate calculation has been presented in the footnotes to the findings of the 

report that shows the impacts that these additional infrastructure charges would 

have on the total charges levied by HRM. 

1.1.6.2 City of Moncton 

In January 2018, the Province of New Brunswick adopted the Community 

Planning Act, which allows municipalities to impose development charges, and 

finance infrastructure required by new development. As of November 2019, the 

City of Moncton was in the process of creating a development charge by-law. 

Prior to the adoption of the Community Planning Act, municipalities in New 

Brunswick recovered infrastructure costs from developing landowners through 

capital charges through subdivision and development agreements. 
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1.1.6.3 Charlottetown 

The City of Charlottetown does not impose any infrastructure charges for 

residential projects within its boundaries. The City charges for water and sanitary 

sewer connections at a rate of $50 per unit. 

1.1.6.4 St. John’s 

The City of St. John’s does not impose any infrastructure charges within its 

boundaries.  

1.2 SCHOOL CHARGES 

In some jurisdictions across Canada, local school boards levy fees on 

development to generate funds for the acquisition of school sites or the 

construction of school buildings. While these charges are not technically 

‘municipal’ charges, these charges are often collected by municipalities when 

issuing a building permit.  

1.2.1 Ontario 

In Ontario, education development charges (EDC’s) are collected by local 

municipalities on behalf of the local school boards. EDC’s are used by school 

boards to fund the acquisition of school sites and related costs (site preparation, 

etc.) to accommodate growth related pupils. EDC’s are typically charged by both 

public and separate school boards and are usually levied on both residential and 

non‐residential growth. Funding for school building construction is provided by 

the Province on an as-needed basis stemming from requests for funding 

submitted by local school boards. 
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Whereas the Ontario municipalities are subject to one or two EDCs levied by 

Public and/or Catholic school boards, development in the City of Ottawa is 

subject to four (4) separate EDCs, as each of the two English-language school 

boards and two French-language school boards qualify to charge an EDC and 

have in-force EDC by-laws. The school boards operating in the City of London 

did not levy EDCs. 

EDCs are imposed solely on a per unit basis, meaning that single-detached units 

are charged the same rate as townhouse and apartment units. The Ontario 

Education Act and associated regulations enable school boards to impose these 

charges on a differentiated basis (i.e., higher rates for single-detached units, 

lower for apartment units), but to-date, this approach has not been utilized. 

1.2.2 British Columbia 

School Site Acquisition Charges (SSAC’s) are collected by some local 

municipalities in British Columbia on behalf of the local school boards. SSAC’s 

are used to fund a portion (35%) of the acquisition and servicing costs for new 

school sites to accommodate growth-related pupils over a 10-year period. 

SSAC’s are levied on residential development (on a per unit basis) with varying 

rates based on density. The School Site Acquisition Charge Regulation 

prescribes the maximum SSAC’s as following: 

• $1,000 per unit for low-density development (up to 21 units per hectare); 

• $900 per unit for medium/low-density development (21-50 uph); 

• $800 per unit for medium-density development (51-125 uph);  

• $700 per unit for medium/high-density development (126-200 uph); 

• $600 per unit for high-density development (over 200 uph). 

The Cities of Burnaby and Surrey collect SSAC’s on behalf of school boards and 

the SSAC rates in both cities are currently at the prescribed maximum level. The 

City of Vancouver only imposes SSAC’s in select areas of the City. The City of 

Delta does not appear to impose any SSAC’s in the municipality. The City of 

Coquitlam SSAC’s are imposed at a rate of $654 for low-density development 

and $392 for high-density projects.  

1.3 PLANNING & APPROVAL FEES 

This category includes fees related to changes or amendments to planning 

documents, applying for and obtaining building permits, fees for engineering 

construction and inspection, etc. 

These fees vary from one municipality to the next, but are generally calculated in 

several standard ways – typically with a base charge, with a ‘per unit’ charge 

over and above the base charge, with units being residential units, gross floor 

area, land area, etc. 

Often there is considerable overlap between the studies and reports required for 

different planning applications. To acknowledge this, some municipalities provide 
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reduced or discounted costs for joint applications where more than one planning 

instrument is being amended.  

In imposing ‘per unit’ fees for planning review fees, some municipalities 

acknowledge that certain ‘economies of scale’ exist for larger applications, and 

so levy discounted per unit rates beyond certain unit thresholds – often called a 

‘declining’ fee rate. This approach to structuring the planning review fees are 

based on the notion that there are certain costs incurred by the municipality for 

reviewing planning applications that are similar whether the application has 10 

units or 100 units. 

Some municipalities treat the diminishing marginal costs for larger applications 

through both a declining fee rate, but also a ‘cap’ on planning fees. For example, 

the City of Brampton (as of December 2019) caps fees for development 

applications requiring some combination of zoning by-law amendment, official 

plan amendment or subdivision approval at $359,220 and caps fees for site plan 

approvals at $85,219 - based on the City’s per unit fee, this equates to a cap on 

site plan approvals for development with more than 427 apartment units, and just 

125 units of other dwelling types (there are different per unit rates for apartment 

units and all other dwelling types) 

1.4 PARKLAND FEES / LAND FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 

Fees obtained by municipalities to purchase or acquire land for municipal uses 

such as parks, recreation facilities, schools and etc... These fees typically apply 

when land is not available to be specifically dedicated by a developing 

landowner. 

1.4.1 Ontario 

Although the implementation of Bill 108 in Ontario will alter how municipalities 

collect funds for parkland acquisition, currently municipalities will acquire 

parkland and other forms of open space through parkland dedication 

requirements imposed on new developments. Alternatively, a developer is able to 

provide “cash‐in‐lieu” (“CIL”) of parkland dedication to a municipality. 

Section 42 of the Ontario Planning Act says that as a condition of development or 

redevelopment of land, that land in an amount not exceeding 5% of the land to 

be conveyed to the municipality for park or other public recreational purposes 

(section 42(1)). Alternatively, for residential developments, the land conveyed to 

the municipality may also be provided at a rate of 1 hectare per 300 dwelling 

units (section 42 (3)). 

Section 51.1 of the Ontario Planning Act says that in lieu of providing the land for 

parkland to the municipality, the developer may instead provide a payment to the 

municipality in the amount of the value of the land to be conveyed, at a rate not 

to exceed 1 hectare per 500 dwelling units. Section 51.1 (4) says that the value 

of the land is to be determined as of the day before approval of the draft plan of 

subdivision. 
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The statutory parkland rates are used in each Ontario municipality reviewed in 

this report, except as follows: 

• City of Toronto: The City has an alternative parkland dedication rate of 

2% of land area, or 0.4 hectares per 300 units. In Toronto, CIL payments 

are also capped based on the size of the development site and the value 

of the site:  

o For smaller sites (less than 1 hectare), this cap is 10% of the value of 

the site; 

o For 1‐5-hectare sites, the value of the payment cannot exceed 15% 

of the value of the site; 

o For larger sites (greater than 5 hectares) this cap is 20% of the value 

of the site.  

• City of Ottawa: For developments with residential densities of 18 

dwellings per net hectare or more, the City of Ottawa’s parkland 

requirement is calculated as one (1) hectare for every 300 dwelling units, 

except for apartments where the parkland conveyance is not to exceed a 

maximum of 10% of the land area of the site being developed. Where 

dedication is not possible, the payment of cash-in-lieu is not to exceed 

an amount equivalent to 10% of the value of the site being developed. 

• City of Hamilton: The City of Hamilton’s Cash-in-Lieu payments are 

calculated at a rate of 1 hectare for every 500 dwelling units, except for 

multi-family developments located in the Downtown Community 

Improvement Project Area which uses a rate of 5% of the net land area. 

• City of London: The City of London’s parkland conveyance policy 

requires landowners to convey land at the greater of 5% of the land 

within the development application, or an amount of land at the rate of 1 

hectare per 300 dwelling units.  In lieu of conveyance, landowners are to 

pay the City an amount equal to the ‘prevailing value’ of the land 

otherwise required to be conveyed, or at a rate of 1 hectare per 500 

dwelling units at a value set out in the City’s by-law. Currently, the land 

value is set at an amount of $1,000 to $1,900 per detached dwelling unit 

(depending on the lot frontage, with higher rates the larger the frontage), 

or $975 per unit for semi-detached, $950 per unit for row housing, and 

$550 per unit for apartment units. 

1.4.2 British Columbia 

Section 510 of the Local Government Act says that for land being subdivided, up 

to 5% of the land must be conveyed to the municipality, or a payment must be 

made to the municipality in the amount of the value of the land to be conveyed, 

for park purposes (section 510 (1)). Municipalities may also collect parkland 

DCCs. These tools are typically applied separately – as municipalities usually 

treat one tool as the primary tool, with the other option as the secondary tool. 

Parkland dedication requirements in the municipalities reviewed are as follows: 
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• City of Vancouver – The City of Vancouver has an alternative parkland 

dedication requirement – upon subdivision of a land parcel exceeding 20 

acres, the City requires a parkland dedication rate of up to 10% or a 

payment of equivalent cash-in-lieu. 

• City of Burnaby – The City of Burnaby imposes Parkland Acquisition 

Charges, which are discussed below, and has no additional public land 

use dedication requirements.  

• Cities of Surrey, Delta and Coquitlam – A 5% parkland dedication 

applies to subdivision of lands in both cities, or where dedication is not 

possible, a cash-in-lieu contribution equal to the value of 5% of 

development site is required. For apartment development, there are no 

parkland dedication requirements (but DCC’s, which are applicable to 

residential development of all housing types including apartments, 

include a parkland acquisition contribution). 

The municipalities reviewed also impose Parkland Acquisition Charges 

separately (in Burnaby) or include parkland acquisition contribution in DCC’s (in 

Vancouver, Surrey and Delta)16: 

• City of Vancouver – The City of Vancouver imposes Development 

Charge Levies to fund development-related infrastructure and the 

expansion of municipal servicing, including parkland acquisition and 

development. According to the City of Vancouver 2017 City-Wide 

Development Cost Levy Update Background Study Report17, 18% of the 

DCL revenues are allocated to park related projects, which amounts to 

$3.27 per square foot for apartment development. 

• City of Burnaby – The City of Burnaby imposes Parkland Acquisition 

Charges to all new residential development within the city at the following 

rates: 

− $6,521 per lot for single and two-family dwellings; 

− $3.62 per square foot of gross floor area (GFA) for multiple low-

density residential townhouses; 

− $3.84 per square foot of GFA for multiple medium-density 

residential low-rise and ground-oriented apartments; and  

− $3.55 per square foot of GFA of multiple high-density residential 

high-rise apartments.  

• City of Surrey – The City of Surrey’s city-wide DCC’s include parkland 

acquisition contribution ranging from $4,440 to $16,173 per lot for single-

family residential development, and from $8.14 to $9.27 per square foot 

 
16 Based on rates effective as of October 2017. 

17 Hemson Consulting Ltd., City-Wide Development Cost Levy Update Background Study Report, July 

11, 2017 
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of dwelling units for multi-family residential development.18 For the 

purposes of this report, it is assumed that the applicable rate for single-

family is $5,019 per lot. 

• City of Delta – The City of Delta’s city-wide DCC’s include parkland 

acquisition contributions at the following rates: 

− $6,377 per unit for low density developments; 

− $4,982 per unit for townhouse developments; and 

− $3,388 per unit for apartment developments. 

• City of Coquitlam – The City of Coquitlam’s city-wide DCC include 

parkland acquisition contributions. The fees are imposed at the following 

rates: 

− $17,793 per unit for single-family development; 

− $8.64 per square foot of townhouse development; and 

− $9.10 per square foot of apartment development. 

1.4.3 Alberta 

Section 661 of the Municipal Government Act requires that the owner of land that 

is subject to a subdivision must provide land to the municipality for 

municipal/school reserves or the owner may provide “cash-in-lieu” of land. The 

municipal reserve is land that will be designated for parks, public recreation and 

the school reserve is land that will be used for future school sites. In both Calgary 

and Edmonton, it is required that 10% of the land area of the site being 

developed be transferred to the City, or an amount equivalent to 10% of the value 

of the land be paid, or a combination of both. 

1.4.4 Manitoba and Saskatchewan 

1.4.4.1 City of Winnipeg 

The City of Winnipeg requires developers to pay cash-in-lieu of providing open 

space in the municipality. The amount to be paid is equal to 10% of the assessed 

value of the land being developed.  The fees that are collected can be used to 

fund the acquisition and improvements of land for parks, recreation and 

community use.  

1.4.4.2 Cities of Regina and Saskatoon 

The Cities of Regina and Saskatoon each require developers to dedicate 10% of 

their lands to the municipal reserve for residential projects. The developer can 

also pay a fee to the City that is equivalent to 10% of the value of land being 

developed for residential purposes. Atlantic Canada 

 
18 There are lower rates for seniors housing and assisted living housing.  
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1.4.5 Atlantic Canada 

1.4.5.1 Halifax 

Halifax Regional Municipality requires subdividing landowners to provide land to 

the Municipality for use as public parkland. The amount of parkland to be 

provided is to equal 10% of the total area of the lots being created. Where it is 

not feasible to provide an area of land, cash-in-lieu of land is acceptable, also 

equal to 10% of the assessed value of the lots being created. 

1.4.5.2 City of Moncton 

According to the City of Moncton’s Subdivision Development Guidelines, as a 

condition of approval of a subdivision plan, land in the amount of 10% of the area 

in the proposed subdivision, exclusive of public streets, is to be set aside as Land 

for Public Purposes. Or, Council may require that in-lieu of the 10% requirement, 

a sum of money to be paid to the City in the amount of 8% of the market value of 

the land in the subdivision at the time of submission for approval. 

1.4.5.3 City of Charlottetown 

The City of Charlottetown requires subdividing landowners to provide land to the 

Municipality for use for public purposes such as parks, playgrounds and etc... 

The amount of parkland to be provided is to equal 10% of the land being 

subdivided. Where it is not feasible to provide an area of land, cash-in-lieu of 

land is acceptable, also equal to 10% of the assessed value of the lots being 

created. 

1.4.5.4 City of St. John’s 

Prior to any issuance of building permits for subdivisions, the City requires the 

conveyance of land to the City equivalent to 10% of the gross area of the 

subdivision. The City of St. John’s also accepts payment of a sum of money 

equivalent to 10% of the raw land value, or a combination of land and money.19 

1.5 DENSITY BONUSING FEES 

These are contributions obtained by municipalities from developments that may 

be exceeding the erstwhile permitted density and are typically directed to 

community infrastructure needs arising from the expected surplus in housing 

units/people being accommodated in a development relative to the original plans. 

These are used extensively in Ontario under section 37 of the Planning Act, and 

in Vancouver through the Community Amenity Contributions program. 

 
19 Envision St. John’s, Development Regulations, April 2019, (draft) 
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1.5.1 Ontario 

Section 37 of the Ontario Planning Act (as it was prior to the passage of Bill 108) 

allows for increases in permitted height and/or density through the zoning by‐law 

in return for community benefits, provided that Official Plan policies are in place. 

1.5.1.1 City of Toronto 

The City of Toronto Official Plan sets out a number of community benefits that 

may be provided in return for increased height and/or density, including 

parkland/park improvements, streetscape improvements, public art, child care 

facilities, etc. 

While Section 37 contributions are often provided by private developers when 

developing in Toronto, there is no publicly available formula or method for how 

these are calculated and/or arrived at. Based on a review of various zoning by-

laws in the City, the cash contributions agreed to by developers and the City can 

vary significantly from one development to the next – in some cases less than 

$1,000 per unit, and in others in excess of $15,000 per unit, and up to over 

$22,000 per unit in some select instances. 

The average section 37 cash contribution has been steadily increasing since the 

year 2000, and over the 2015-2017 period, the average section 37 cash 

contribution amounted to approximately $3,800 per unit. The City also regularly 

secures non-cash contributions, such as rental housing replacement units, public 

art, playgrounds, daycare spaces, recreation facilities, etc. 

 

While Section 37 is used in other GTA municipalities, it is not as widely used as it 

is in the City of Toronto.  
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1.5.1.2 City of Ottawa 

In the City of Ottawa, Section 37 is used to negotiate contributions towards 

community benefits for developments that seek to increase a site’s permitted 

density by 25% or more, and where the proposed building is at least 7,000 

square metres in size.  

The City of Ottawa applies set “Value Uplift Rates” to additional density permitted 

via section 37, depending on the area of the City that the development is within. 

For Zone One, the Value Uplift Rate is $330 per square metre, while for Zone 

Two, the rate is $130 per square metre. For sites outside of the two geographic 

zones, an individual appraisal is to be undertaken by the City to determine the 

uplift value.20 

 

1.5.1.3 City of Hamilton 

The City of Hamilton’s Downtown Secondary Plan allows for developments to 

seek heights higher than those permitted in the Zoning By-law through a Section 

37 bonusing agreement. The Secondary Plan outlines a set of community 

benefits that may be provided in return for increased height, including rental and 

affordable housing, community facilities/services, child care facilities, cultural 

facilities and transit station improvement. 

 
20 City of Ottawa, Section 37 Guidelines, Approved by City Council (May 24, 2017) 

https://documents.ottawa.ca/sites/default/files/section_37_guideline_2017_en.pdf  

City of Ottawa, Section 37 Value Uplift Zones

Zone 1

Zone 2

Source: City of Ottawa

Figure 42 

https://documents.ottawa.ca/sites/default/files/section_37_guideline_2017_en.pdf
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The City is currently conducting a City-wide Section 37 Bonusing Study that will 

define the applicable benefits in the Official Plan. Once the study has been 

finalized, a future amendment to the Downtown Secondary Plan may be required 

to implement the recommendations of the study.  

1.5.2 British Columbia 

Section 482 of the Local Government Act authorizes density bonus zoning, 

allowing municipalities to include in zoning bylaws the option of additional 

(bonus) density subject to specific conditions, which can include providing 

community amenities. 

Amongst the municipalities reviewed, the cities of Vancouver and Burnaby 

implement density bonus zoning policies in selected areas within their municipal 

boundaries. The City of Vancouver sets out density bonus contribution rates 

(based on net additional floor area) for each of its density bonus zoning areas. 

The City of Burnaby’s density bonus zoning policies focus on first the 

development of an on-site amenity and, where such opportunity is not suitable, 

the cash contribution-in-lieu, which is determined on a case-by-case basis.  

As indicated in the 2014 provincial guidelines for Community Amenity 

Contributions (CAC’s)21, local governments sometimes use an additional 

approach and negotiate CAC’s from those seeking a change in zoning. The 

guidelines noted that a site-specific rezoning including a density bonus on 

conditions of providing amenities is essentially a rezoning with CAC’s.  

The City of Vancouver imposes CAC’s on private rezoning applications with 

different approaches in two types of CAC policy areas: 

• City-Wide CAC Area: this applies to most of the city, and the CAC is 

determined through a negotiated approach; and  

• Area-Specific CAC Areas: these are areas with their own area-specific 

CAC and /or public benefit policies, and the CAC is determined through a 

CAC target (which is a rate set out by the City and applied on net 

additional floor space) and/or negotiated approach.  

The CAC’s in the City of Vancouver are in addition to Development Cost Levies 

(DCL’s), in areas where DCL’s apply, and are used to fund public benefits 

including affordable housing, child care facilities, libraries, community centres, 

cultural facilities, parks and open spaces, etc. The CAC target rates vary 

significantly from one area to another – from a low of $3.52 per square foot of net 

additional GFA to a high of $70.35 per square foot, based on rates effective June 

2018. 

The City of Surrey imposes CAC’s (namely Amenity Contributions in Surrey’s 

municipal documents) in a number of selected Neighbourhood Concept Plan 

areas to fund community facilities, amenities and services including police 

 
21 Ministry of Community, Sport and Cultural Development, Community Amenity Contributions: 

Balancing Community Planning, Public Benefits and Housing Affordability , March 2014 
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protection, fire protection, library materials, park development, etc. The City sets 

out the CAC rates on a per unit basis for residential development for each of its 

current 31 CAC policy areas. The CAC rates vary significantly from one area to 

another – from a low of $154 per dwelling unit to a high of a $2,209 per dwelling 

unit (based on rates effective March 2019), with the differences largely attributing 

to differing needs in each area.  

The City of Delta does not appear to impose for Community Amenity 

Contributions to developments within their municipality.  

The City of Coquitlam imposes CAC’s to all new residential developments where 

rezoning is involved, up to a maximum FAR of 2.5. The fees are imposed at the 

following rates: 

• $4,800 per unit for small (less than 375 square metres) single family 

homes; 

• $5,500 per unit for large (equal to or greater than 375 square metres) 

single family homes; and 

• $32.29 per square metre for new multifamily development up to a FAR of 

2.5. 

The City also has an optional Density Bonus program that applies to projects with 

a FAR greater than 2.5. The financial contribution to the municipality is equal to 

the in the increase in land value attributable to the additional density. 50% of the 

funds are used for community amenities such as parks, public art, day care and 

etc.., and the remaining port will be used for social housing.  

1.5.3 Alberta 

Section 640 of the Municipal Government Act allows municipalities to attach 

conditions when issuing a development permit under their land use bylaw. The 

land use bylaw may provide limits on the floor area, height and size of the 

building. 

In the City of Calgary there are land use districts under the municipality’s land 

use bylaw that allow for additional ‘bonus floor area’ in exchange for public 

amenities such as indoor community space, affordable housing, public art, 

cultural support space and etc. The amount of allowable bonus floor area is 

calculated by dividing the construction costs of the public amenities being 

provided by land value of the site, with an additional factor sometimes added into 

the calculation, depending on the type of amenity being provided. The land use 

bylaws provide a maximum bonus floor area ratio for sites that allow for 

additional floor area. 

The amount of allowable bonus floor area can vary based on the land use district 

and type of public amenity to be provided.  

The City of Edmonton’s Zoning Bylaw allows the municipality to grant additional 

heights in the Quarters Overlay district. The amount of extra height that can be 

granted is based on three incentive levels which dependent on the amount of 
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points awarded to the project by the municipality. Points are awarded to the 

development based on the type amenities that are provided and for meeting 

sustainable building standards.  

1.5.4 Manitoba and Saskatchewan 

1.5.4.1 City of Winnipeg 

The City of Winnipeg does not appear to offer any additional height or floor area 

in exchange for public amenities.  

1.5.4.2 City of Regina 

The City of Regina’s Zoning Bylaw allows the City to provide additional height or 

floor area for developments in designated land use zones in exchange for public 

amenities such as child care centre, public art, space for non-profit/cultural 

services, bus shelters, and etc. The type of public amenity that can be provided 

depends on the zoning of the proposed site. The amount of bonus height/floor 

area that will be granted by the City depends on the type of public amenity that is 

provided by the developer. 

1.5.4.3 City of Saskatoon 

The City of Saskatoon’s Zoning Bylaw allows the City to provide additional height 

for sites within the Downtown Commercial Zoning District in exchange for public 

amenities such as a public plaza, public art, green roof and etc. The amount of 

bonus building height the development will be granted depends on the amenity 

provided. 

1.5.5 Atlantic Canada 

1.5.5.1 Halifax Regional Municipality 

Halifax Regional Municipality has, as of September 2019, adopted a density 

bonusing program as part of the Regional Centre Secondary Municipal Planning 

Strategy.22 Density bonusing is to be required for any new development with over 

2,000 square metres of floor area in any area zoned as “D”, “CEN-2”, “CEN-1”, 

“COR”, “HR-2”, or “HR-1”.  

The calculation of the public benefit provided under the density bonus program is 

based on 20% of the total floor area of developments above 2,000 square 

metres, and based on average market land values within the various districts, as 

set out in Table 10 of the Regional Centre Land Use By-law: 

• South End Halifax: $258 / square metre; 

• Cogswell Redevelopment Lands: $258 / square metre; 

• North End Halifax: $180 / square metre; 

 
22 Halifax Regional Centre Secondary Municipal Planning Strategy, 

https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/190730rc15113attA.pdf 

https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/190730rc15113attA.pdf
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• North Dartmouth: $84 / square metre; 

• Downtown and Central Dartmouth: $144 / square metre; 

• Woodside: $66 / square metre. 

The public benefits provided may include money-in-lieu for affordable housing, 

improvement of municipal parks, or affordable community or cultural indoor 

space. Provisions may also include conservation of a registered heritage building 

on the site of development (or money-in-lieu for the preservation), or public art on 

the site of development. 

The plan will be fully adopted once it received Provincial approval, which is 

anticipated to be received in December 2019. As the density bonusing program 

has been adopted by the Municipality, it is part of the modelling done for this 

report. 

1.5.5.2 City of Moncton 

The City of Moncton does not appear to have a density bonusing program in 

place. The city is currently exploring a bonusing program as recent changes to 

the provincial Community Planning Act allows municipalities to enter into an 

incentive or bonus zoning agreement.  

1.5.5.3 City of St. John’s 

The City of St. John’s does not provide additional heights in exchange for public 

amenities. Projects within the downtown commercial district may obtain 

additional heights if the development meet certain building design requirements. 

1.5.5.4 City of Charlottetown 

The City of Charlottetown’s Zoning and Development Bylaw allows the City of 

provide additional heights for designated zoning districts in exchange for public 

benefits such as affordable housing, public art, cultural venues and etc.  Where it 

is not feasible to provide the amenity on site, the benefit may be provided offsite, 

at a location agreed upon the City. The City’s By-law does not state the amount 

of height that will be granted by the municipality, however the designated zoning 

districts state the maximum bonus height that can be granted.   

1.6 LAND TRANSFER TAXES 

Land transfer taxes (“LTT”) are typically levied by Provincial governments in 

Canada, and so those charges are not included in the modelling of charges 

imposed by municipalities. However, the City of Toronto, under authority granted 

to it by the City of Toronto Act, does levy its own land transfer tax. The Toronto 

Municipal Land Transfer tax is imposed on the value of property being transferred 

from a seller to a buyer, at rates of: 

• Value up to $55,000 – 0.5%; 

• Value from $55,000 to $250,000 – 1.0%; 
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• Value from $250,000 to $400,000 – 1.5%; 

• Value from $400,000 to $2,000,000 – 2.0%; 

• Value over $2,000,000 – 2.5%. 

No other municipality among those studied levies a land transfer tax. 

1.7 OTHER GOVERNMENT CHARGES NOT INCLUDED IN THIS REPORT 

Other government charges levied on new homes by Provincial or the Federal 

government are not included in this report, as the focus of the study is on 

charges and fees levied by municipal governments. Therefore, charges such as 

provincial land transfer taxes; sales taxes (provincial and federal); and mortgage 

insurance are not included in this study. However, unlike municipal charges, 

which are typically incurred by the developer (and ultimately passed onto new 

homebuyers through prices), the charges levied or required by upper-levels of 

government are typically incurred directly by homebuyers, and so also have a 

significant impact on the affordability of housing in Canada. 

Other municipal charges are not included into the modelling undertaken, but 

which add real costs for landowners and/or prospective buyers include the 

following, with the reasons for their exclusion noted: 

• Property Taxes – some studies of government charges include annual 

property taxes paid during the development stages, however, payment of 

property taxes would be incurred by a landowner whether an application was 

been submitted or not – therefore these are considered for this report to not 

be a direct ‘municipal charge’ on new development. However, the cost of 

additional months while in the municipal approvals process have been 

accounted for in the analysis of indirect costs of municipal approvals 

timelines, as each additional month gaining approval is an additional month 

in which taxes must be paid prior to the developed residential property turned 

over to the eventual owners of the residential units; 

• Property Tax Surcharges – the Province of British Columbia imposes a 

surcharge on property taxes for ‘luxury homes’, with the additional tax rate 

being 0.2% on the portion of assessed between $3 million and $4 million, 

with the rate being 0.4% on assessed amounts over $4 million. As this is a 

Provincial tax, the associated costs have not been considered in this analysis 

of municipal charges; 

• Foreign Buyers Tax – the City of Vancouver imposes a foreign buyers tax of 

20% on top of sales prices. This charge has been ignored for the purposes of 

this study as the majority of home buyers are domestic buyers, and so this 

has been assumed to be the case for all units within the hypothetical low-rise 

and high-rise scenarios; 

• Vacancy Tax / Empty Homes Tax – some municipalities (such as the City of 

Vancouver) already impose a vacancy tax for homes that are vacant, while 

several others are considering adopting something similar. The rate imposed 

by the City of Vancouver is 1% of a property’s assessed taxable value, 
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applied annually. This ‘charge’ has been excluded from this analysis as it 

represents an ongoing tax, and not one imposed on the development of new 

homes. 

1.8 EMERGING TRENDS 

1.8.1 Ontario – Density Bonusing and Community Benefits Charges 

In June 2019, the Province of Ontario passed Bill 108, which, among many other 

elements, drastically alters how development charges are imposed in Ontario 

municipalities. 

Bill 108 removes the existing section 37 of the Planning Act which allows for 

density/height bonusing in return for community amenities.  

Bill 108 included several changes to the Development Charges Act as it pertains 

to the timing of calculation of DCs payable and the period in which DCs are paid. 

For the development of rental housing, institutional, industrial, commercial and 

non-profit housing, DCs are set either at the time of site plan application or 

zoning by-law amendment application, rather than at the time of building permit 

issuance.  For these same land uses, DCs are now payable in six equal annual 

installments, with the first payment due at the issuance of an occupancy permit, 

or the date the building is first occupied. The calculation and timing of payment of 

DCs for condominium and freehold residential homes remains unchanged in Bill 

108. 

More recently, in July 2020, Bill 197 was introduced, which would allow 

municipalities to recover costs not already recovered for through development 

charges, through a new tool called the Community Benefits Charge (CBCs), 

which would see municipalities obtain a percentage of land value from 

developments with 10 or more dwelling units that are greater than four storeys in 

height. The percentage of land value municipalities can obtain from each 

development is to be subject to a cap that will be prescribed in regulations. As of 

the time of writing this report, the prescribed cap is unknown. 

1.8.2 Halifax 

Halifax Regional Municipality is in the process of reviewing the potential 

introduction of additional new Infrastructure Charges to be levied on new 

development, to recover for growth-related capital costs for things such as 

transportation, transit, parks, recreation facilities, fire services, and libraries.23 

The Infrastructure Charges Implementation Study calculated a ‘maximum’ 

charge, but further modifications were applied, so as to produce final 

recommended charges for implementation. The proposed charges, for single-

detached units, range from $3,622 in the “Urban” area (the Regional Centre, and 

peninsular Halifax and Dartmouth within the circumferential highway), to $6,166 

 
23 Halifax Regional Council, Item No. 15.1.8, (October 29, 2019) 

https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/191029rc1518.pdf 

https://www.halifax.ca/sites/default/files/documents/city-hall/regional-council/191029rc1518.pdf
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in the “Suburban” area (the area outside the Regional Centre but within the 

service boundary). Lesser rates for row units and apartment units are applicable 

based on relative average household sizes for those unit types. 

1.8.3 Inclusionary Zoning 

The requirement to include affordable housing in certain developments, 

depending on location, development size or type, is typically known as 

inclusionary zoning. Depending on the design of the inclusionary zoning system, 

developers may be given the option to include affordable housing in return for 

additional density or provide monetary contributions in-lieu of inclusion of 

affordable housing units within the development itself.  

Inclusionary zoning is permitted to be used in Ontario, but no municipality has 

enacted policies or by-laws as of yet. However, the City of Toronto24 is currently 

developing an inclusionary zoning policy, although exact details or recommended 

policies have not been finalized yet. 

Both Alberta and Manitoba have recently amended their planning legislation to 

allow for inclusionary housing, though specific policies in major municipalities do 

not appear to have been brought into force yet. 

 

 
24 City of Toronto, https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/planning-studies-

initiatives/inclusionary-zoning-policy/ 

https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/planning-studies-initiatives/inclusionary-zoning-policy/
https://www.toronto.ca/city-government/planning-development/planning-studies-initiatives/inclusionary-zoning-policy/
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1 OVERVIEW OF INPUTS INTO SCORECARD ANALYSIS 

PLANNING APPEAL SYSTEMS  

Feature: Ability to Appeal Land Use Decisions 

Municipality Score Rationale 

BC: Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlam, Vancouver 
0 While there are appeals possible for minor variances of zoning regulations, there is no 

system of appeals for other types of planning or development applications.  

ALTA: Calgary, Edmonton 1 Municipalities can create a Subdivision and Development Appeals Board, which 

handles both subdivision and development appeals, or alternatively, decisions may 

sometimes be appealed to the Municipal Government Board 

SASK: Regina / Saskatoon 2 Applicants and other interest parties can appeal certain municipal decisions, permits 

and/or approvals. Appeals are also allowed if decisions are not made within certain 

time limits. There are several instances set out in the Planning and Development Act 

where an appeal can be made, including for matters related to development permits, 

proposed subdivisions, etc. There is no opportunity for appeal in instances where a 

proposed use is not permitted, or if the intensity of the use is not permitted in the 

zoning by-law, the proposed use is discretionary use, the proposed use is prohibited 

use, council has refused a rezoning application, or council has rejected an application 

for approval of a discretionary use. 

MAN: Winnipeg 1 An applicant can file an appeal 14 days after planning commission renders a decision, 

which is heard by either council or a planning district board. Council/board must fix a 

date or time for the appeals hearing and give notice 14 days before the date of the 

hearing.  

For the subdivision of land, if the approval authority fails to make a decision within 60 

days, the applicant may consider the application to have been refused and appeal to 

the Municipal Board. It is also possible for an applicant appeal to the Municipal Board 

when a subdivision approval authority imposes new conditions, varies or rescinds a 

pre-established condition. However, the applicant cannot appeal a decision by council 

that rejects the proposed subdivision. It is this restriction why Winnipeg was given a 

‘partial’ rating on the scoring for this feature. 

Ontario 2 Applicants are able to appeal a wide variety of land-use decisions to the Local Planning 

Appeal Tribunal. However, there are some restrictions on appeals as set out in the 

Planning Act, including refusals of proposed amendments to settlement area 

boundaries, refusals of employment land conversions, etc.  

NB: Moncton 2 New Brunswick allows for appeals of land use decisions to the Assessment and 

Planning Appeal Board. 

PEI: Charlottetown 2 Most planning decisions can be appealed to the Island Regulatory and Appeals 

Commission. 

NS: Halifax 2 Although there are many exemptions and limitations, it is generally possible to appeal 

to the Nova Scotia Utility and Review Board (“the Board”) within 14 days of notification 

of a council’s decisions to approve or refuse an amendment to a land-use by-law, a 

development agreement or an amendment thereto. As well, appeals can be made for a 
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development officer’s refusal to approve a development permit, concept plan or 

tentative/final plan of subdivision. 

NFLD: St. John’s 2 The St. John’s Appeal Board (“the Board”) hears cases that includes decisions with 

regards to an application to undertake a development, a revocation of an approval, a 

permit to undertake development, and other decisions permitted under the Planning 

Act. 

The Board does not hear appeals of decisions by Council to adopt, approve, amend or 

proceed with a municipal plan, development scheme, or development regulations.  

 

Feature: Mandated Timeline for Appeal Decisions to be Rendered 

Municipality Score Rationale 

Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlam, Vancouver 

0 No appeals system, so this feature is not applicable. 

Calgary, Edmonton 2 A decision of the Subdivision and Development Appeals Board or the Municipal 

Government Board must be provided within 15 days of concluding a hearing.  

Regina / Saskatoon 2 The Board must provide a written decision within 30 days after completion of the 

hearing. Any affected party can appeal these decisions within 30 days to the 

Saskatchewan Municipal Board (SMB). If no appeals are made, the Board’s decision 

comes into effect after 30 days of the decision. 

Winnipeg 2 Within 30 days after the Municipal Board has held a hearing, they must submit a report 

to the Minister setting out recommendation on the objections or questions sent to them. 

After receiving the recommendations of the Municipal Board, the Minster may approve 

the amendment, make alterations to it, approve it subject to the council or board 

making alterations or comply with conditions imposed by the Minister or reject the 

amendment. 

Ontario municipalities 0 There are no mandated timelines for LPAT decisions to be rendered. There are 

guidelines, however more time may be taken if the Tribunal member deems it 

necessary. 

Moncton 0 There are no apparent timeline requirements for the APAB to render decisions on 

appeals. 

Charlottetown 0 There are no minimum or mandated requirements for the Island Regulatory and 

Appeals Commission to render a decision. 

Halifax 2 The Board must then render a decision within 60 days at the closing of submissions, 

unless the Board states otherwise at the close of the hearing.  

St. John’s 2 A decision of the Board must be rendered within 14 days of hearing the appeal. 
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Feature: Appeal Rights Triggered After Defined Number of Days in Review Process (With or Without Decision)  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlam, Vancouver 

0 There is no general appeal system, so there is no score applicable for this feature. 

Calgary, Edmonton 1 If a development or subdivision authority fails to make a decision within the prescribed 

time for a complete application, the applicant and the authority can mutually agree to 

extend the decision due date. At their discretion, an applicant can choose not to agree 

to an extension, which then gives their application a status equivalent to an actual 

refusal. It is only once an applicant has a receive an actual or technical refusal from an 

authority that they can appeal. Applicants can also appeal approvals that are subject to 

conditions for development permits.  

Regina / Saskatoon 2 If an approval authority is satisfied that an application is complete, a decision must be 

issued within 90 days after the day in which the application was deemed complete. 

However, the approval authority may extend the time for issuing its decision if it is 

deemed to be in the public interest to do so. Appeals are also allowed if decisions are 

not made within certain time limits. 

Winnipeg 0 For the subdivision of land, if the approval authority fails to make a decision within 60 

days, the applicant may consider the application to have been refused and appeal to 

the Municipal Board. There does not appear to be similar triggers for other application 

types. 

Ontario municipalities 2 Ontario Planning Act sets out specific number of days for municipal Councils to make a 

decision after which appeal rights are triggered. These timelines range from 90-120 

days, depending on the application type. 

Moncton 0 There are no specific time limits for appealing decisions, which can vary depending on 

the type of decision or appeal. 

Charlottetown 0 There no time limits for the approval authority to make its decision that trigger an 

appeal. Appeals are granted only when Council has made a decision on a matter. 

Halifax 1 Once council has determined an application is complete, a decision must be made 

within 120 days or the application is considered to be automatically refused. If an 

application has been refused technically or by decision, the applicant must be informed 

within 7 days. 

Provincial legislation does not limit the amount of deliberation time council has to make 

a decision on approving or denying a development agreement, however, the applicant 

must be informed within 7 days of a refusal. 

St. John’s 0 The Planning Act does not set out in any substantive manner conditions relating to 

timelines on when a decision must be rendered. 
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APPROVALS TIMELINES AND REVIEW PROCESSES 

Feature: Timed Review of Development Submissions to Notify Applicant Whether Complete Application Status is Reached  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlam, Vancouver 

0 There does not appear to be any requirements regarding timelines in which an 

applicant must be notified whether or not their preliminary application is deemed 

complete. 

Calgary, Edmonton 2 Both Edmonton and Calgary adhere to the provisions in the Act that state authorities 

must determine the completeness of an application within 20 days and make a 

decision on a complete application within 40 days for development permits and 

upwards of 60 days for subdivision applications; 

Regina / Saskatoon 2 Upon receiving a complete application, approval authorities must send a copy of the 

application to, and request the comments of, the municipal Council, planning 

commission, district planning authority, or regional planning authorities affected by the 

proposal. As well, the application may be sent to any other person, authority, agency, 

ministry, department, etc., that may be affected by the proposal. These commenting 

agencies must submit their comments within 40 days after the day on which the 

comments are requested. 

Winnipeg 0 The Planning Act does not set any timelines with regards to criteria that needs to be 

satisfied before a municipality must deem an application complete.  

Ontario municipalities 2 The Planning Act, in section 22(6.1) states that a planning board shall notify an 

applicant about whether the information provided in relation to an amendment is 

complete within 30 days.  

Moncton 0 There is no apparent timeline in which a preliminary application must be deemed 

complete. 

Charlottetown 1 The PEI Planning Act does not mandate any explicit timelines regarding the 

completeness of applications. However, Charlottetown’s zoning by-law does require 

its development officer to notify an applicant within 7 days of their application 

submission if it is considered incomplete. 

Halifax 2 Development officers are mandated by legislation to determine the completeness of 

an application for subdivision or development permit within 14 days of receipt. There 

are no adverse penalties for a development officer failing to meet the mandated 

timelines on completeness. A complete application for subdivision approval must be 

granted within 90 days of its receipt or it is considered automatically refused, while a 

decision on a development permit must be rendered within 30 days.  

St. John’s 0 The Planning Act does not set out in any substantive manner conditions for the 

completeness of development applications (e.g. for a municipal plan amendment, 

rezoning, etc.) 
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Feature: Online Development Application Submission Portal  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Delta, Surrey, Coquitlam, 

Vancouver 

0 Vancouver only allows applications to be submitted physically along with payments for 

fees. 

Burnaby  0 While Burnaby provides online copies of application forms for both planning and 

building permits, they cannot be submitted over the internet and must be mailed in 

instead. 

Coquitlam 1 While development application and building permit forms are available on the City’s 

website, they cannot be submitted electronically. However, the City does allow for 

building permit inspections to be scheduled online as part of the City’s “eServices” 

platform. 

Delta 1 Delta’s “MyCity” platform allows for supporting information for building permit 

applications to be submitted online, and for the status to be tracked.  

Calgary 1 While it is possible to apply for building and development permits online, as well as 

submit applications for subdivision approvals through dedicated portals, applications 

for land-use redesignations require physical submissions. 

Edmonton 2 The City of Edmonton’s online portal services have advanced functionality – it is 

possible to apply for pre-application meetings for rezoning, subdivision and 

development permits. There are also online services for submitting various actual 

planning applications, in addition to building permits.  

Regina 0 Planning applications, building permit forms, documentation, and fees payments must 

be physically submitted to City of Regina offices. 

Saskatoon 1 Saskatoon allows for subdivision and building permits applications to be submitted 

through an online portal, however, this service is not available for other types of 

development applications. 

Winnipeg 1 While building permits can be applied for online with the City of Winnipeg, only 

contractors can access this feature at this time. Other applicants can still track the 

status of their permit, as well as, upload revised submissions of their application 

documentation, but only after a physical initial submission has been made. No such 

equivalent service is available for planning applications, which must be delivered in a 

physical format. 

Markham / York 1 Markham provides homebuilders an online portal named “ePlan” that allows for the 

submission of building permits and some planning applications types but not all.  

Other Ontario municipalities 0 In most Ontario municipalities, while the necessary forms may be available online, 

there is no portal available to allow stakeholders to submit electronic documents. While 

most municipalities allow for submission of PDF documents, municipalities often still 

require some elements to be submitted in paper form, with multiple printed copies of 

documents required in some cases. For example, the City of Brampton for a full site 

plan review requires between 5 and 25 paper copies of various drawings, depending 

on the drawing (25 copies of the site plan, 10 copies of the landscape plan drawings, 

etc.) 
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Moncton 1 The City of Moncton does not appear to have any online submission system for 

development applications. Further, while there appears to be no way to submit building 

permits online, the City does have a “My Permit Portal” which allows building permit 

applications to be tracked. 

Charlottetown 0 Submission of development applications to the City can only be done via physical 

copies of the necessary plans and studies. An online portal is not available to submit 

documentation or pay for application fees. 

Halifax 0 Development applications to HRM can only be submitted in physical form. 

St. John’s 0 Applications to the City of St. John’s must be submitted in physical format.  

 

Feature: Has Development Guide that shows required studies and components of various planning applications  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlam 

2 Burnaby provides extensive guides and brochures for various approval processes.  

Coquitlam provides extensive guidelines on the various application processes, and the 

City provides a well-written explanation of the various stages of the process. 

Vancouver 2 The City of Vancouver provides detailed checklists for each application type, setting out 

the required studies. 

Calgary 2 The City of Calgary provides extensive information to potential applicants through its 

Residential Development Hub Webpage. 

Edmonton 2 There are several guides, checklists and terms of references available to help provide 

builders in their application submissions with the City. The guides provide an extensive 

amount of information, along with easy to understand charts and graphs. The 

checklists are for various applications are highly detailed, exhaustive, comprehensive. 

Regina 2 Regina’s Development Standards Manual delivers a comprehensive guide of the City’s 

application process and procedures. The manual is written in well-structured language, 

as well as, uses flow charts that provide the reader with a clear sense of the stages in 

processes. In addition, it covers a range of topics that pertinent to the development 

process, such as land-use policy considerations and report requirements, among 

others.   

Saskatoon 1 Saskatoon provides uneven guidance on its different land-use applications to potential 

builders. Official Community Plan and rezoning amendment applications forms provide 

some limited guidance on the overall process. However, there are no additional 

resources that are available which comprehensively explain procedures or are 

exhaustive in specifying documentation that may be required for these applications.  

Similarly, the subdivision form provides limited guidance on the procedural process. 

However, unlike the other two application types, there are substantial supplementary 

materials that explain procedures, as well as, provide terms of reference for several 

types of supporting documentation.  
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Winnipeg 2 Winnipeg’s various development application forms explicitly state all required and 

potentially required documentation, making distinctions between the two. There are 

supplementary materials that lay out the application process in easy to understand flow 

charts. 

Pickering / Durham 1 The City of Pickering only provides high-level guidance to the application process, and 

does not explain procedures or requirements in any substantive way.  

Oakville / Halton 2 The Town of Oakville provides prospective developers extensive guidance materials. 

The Town has guides for the building permit, planning application, and development 

engineering processes. While there is an extensive amount of guidance materials, 

some of documentations are light on details, such as the guidelines for official plan 

amendments or zoning by-law amendments. However, generally documentation is 

sufficient in conveying the procedures and process.  

Hamilton 1 The City’s application forms are unclear about the exact requirements for an 

application. For example, the zoning by-law amendment application has a checklist for 

whether certain features or development circumstances. However, when a feature or 

circumstance is present for a development site, the application form only states that 

there are “potential information needs” stemming from this, with little clarity about what 

information is required. For example, if a “waste stabilization pond” is present, the 

potential ‘information need’ is to “assess the need for a feasibility study”, with it 

seemingly being a subjective decision about whether that study is required or not. 

London 2 London’s development application forms show studies that may be required but does 

not appear to provide a definitive list of studies that are required – more clarity could be 

provided regarding required studies versus ‘potential’ studies. 

Brampton / Peel 2 Brampton’s Pre-Application Consultation package lists ‘examples of additional relevant 

materials’ that may be required but provides little specification about what is likely to be 

required of an applicant. 

Ottawa 2 Ottawa’s development application forms provides specifics regarding required studies 

and other potential plans and studies. 

BWG / Simcoe 0 The Town’s Planning webpage does not provide guidance on the development 

application process in a substantive way. Simcoe County’s Development Planning 

webpage lays out the application process in a basic format, but it does not provide 

substantive insight into the review procedures or process stages.  

Toronto 2 The City of Toronto has a highly detailed development guide, with detailed explanations 

of review procedures and process flow charts. 

Markham / York 1 The City does not provide any substantive development guidelines. Like all 

municipalities in Ontario, Markham does provide developers with pre-consultation 

meetings where they offer specific guidance on application requirements, however, 

there is no transparency into full development process beforehand.  

Moncton 2 Moncton provides guides for numerous types of development applications, with 

detailed information on the steps involved in each process, broad information 

requirements, etc. 
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Charlottetown 0 The City of Charlottetown provides prospective builders with very little information 

through their online resources. The City does not have a formal development guide 

that explains processes and procedures of land development.  

Halifax 1 While Halifax does provide some guidance to application requirements through 

planning application forms, not all the forms have an equal amount of information. 

There are some supplementary information documents that are available, such as the 

Downtown Halifax Substantive Site Plan Approval Application Submission Checklist or 

Guidelines for the Preparation of Transportation Impact Studies, however, a 

substantive development guide is not available. 

St. John’s 1 The City of St. John’s provides some development application information on their 

website that explain processes and procedures. There are also supplementary 

checklists of information that development applications are required to have.  

 

Feature: Clear Terms of Reference for Studies to be Submitted with Development Application  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Burnaby 0 While the City provides a guide of the steps in the development process, none of the 

guides provide an exhaustive list of potential technical reports that may be required as 

part of a potential development application. 

Delta 2 Delta provides several guides that contain detailed information on the specific 

requirements that reports must contain. 

Surrey 1 While the City of Surrey has a checklist available for all potentially required reports and 

plans, the City only provides terms of reference for certain reports and plans.  

Coquitlam 2 The City of Coquitlam provides extensive guidelines on the various processes, and the 

development application forms specify all potential report requirements.  

Vancouver 1 Staff generally only provides transparency on the application requirements once a 

preliminary proposal has been submitted. However, the development permit process 

has clear guidelines and submission checklists. 

Calgary 0 While the City’s Residential Development Hub provides a great deal of information on 

processes, there is not substantial information with regards to terms of reference for 

reports. 

Edmonton 1 The checklists made available by the City link to several additional terms of references 

for certain report requirements, but not all documents potentially required in an 

application process have terms of references developed for them. 

Regina 1 The City’s Development Standards Manual does not breakdown report requirements in 

an easy to understand manner. 

Saskatoon 1 There are terms of reference information available for certain studies associated with a 

subdivision application, but there is a lack of information associated with what is 

required for studies necessary for rezoning amendment or OCP amendment 

applications. 
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Winnipeg 1 The City provides in-depth information terms of reference on some but not all the 

supporting documentation requirements. 

Pickering / Durham 1 The City and Region provide some detail on what studies are required, but what is 

available is not comprehensive. 

Oakville / Halton 2 The Town provides terms of reference for the various reports that may be required of a 

developer. 

Hamilton 2 The City of Hamilton produces numerous documents setting out ‘guidelines’ for various 

reports that may be required, such as “Guidelines for Planning Justification Reports”, or 

“Guidelines for Environmental Impact Statements”, etc. 

London 0 The City’s application forms do not include any reference to specific terms of reference, 

and in some cases, only refer to some studies as being “potential” information needs 

Brampton / Peel 1 The City does not appear to provide detailed terms of reference for studies required to 

accompany development applications. 

Ottawa 2 The City makes available numerous documents setting out the reporting guidelines for 

various technical studies. 

BWG / Simcoe 1 There is a manual available that gives terms of reference for reports related to 

engineering (traffic studies, stormwater management, landscaping, etc.). However, 

there is no additional information with details on the requirements for a Financial 

Impact Study, Market Impact Study, etc. While many of the planning applications 

provide lists for required supporting documentation, most are not exhaustive in their 

specifications.  

A comprehensive term of reference is also not available from the County. There is 

some supplemental information on some studies, but it only covers Traffic Impact 

Studies (TIS), Stormwater Management Reports, and Environmental Impact 

Statements. With regards to specifying what reports are required for an application 

(e.g. Official Plan Amendment, Draft Plan of Subdivision, Draft Plan of Condominium), 

some information is available within the specific application form, however, the list of 

potential reports that are required to achieve a complete status is not exhaustive in 

detail. 

Toronto 2 The City makes available a webpage that contains terms of reference with detailed 

descriptions and requirements for all reports that may be potentially required to be 

submitted as part of a development application. 

Markham / York 0 The City does not provide any substantive development guidelines. Like all 

municipalities in Ontario, Markham does provide developers with pre-consultation 

meetings where they offer specific guidance on application requirements, however, 

there is no transparency into full development process beforehand, and no information 

is made available on terms of reference for required studies.  

Moncton 0 While Moncton makes a checklist available, there are no apparent details available for 

what each technical study is to contain. 

Charlottetown 0 The City provides no terms of reference available that explains the requirements for 

reports that must potentially accompany development applications.  
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Halifax 1 While Halifax provides guidance with respect to planning application requirements, but 

there is no comprehensive set of terms of reference for reports or technical studies.  

St. John’s 0 The City provides checklists setting out report requirements, but these lists do not 

provide specific terms of reference. 

 

MUNICIPAL PLAN AND OTHER PLANNING REQUIREMENTS 

Feature: Requirement to Review Municipal Plans  

Municipality Score Rationale 

BC: Burnaby, Delta, Surrey, 

Coquitlan, Vancouver 

2 Each of the five study municipalities are members of Metro Vancouver, which for the 

purposes of the LGA is a regional growth strategy. The LGA requires that regional 

context statements in official community plans be reviewed and submitted to Metro 

Vancouver every five years.  

ALTA: Calgary and Edmonton 1 The MGA does not directly require municipalities to periodically review or update their 

municipal plans. However, indirectly Calgary and Edmonton are required to update 

their municipal plans to keep them consistent with population projects established by 

their respective Growth Management Boards, which are reviewed and update every 10 

years. 

SASK: Regina and Saskatoon 1 While the Saskatchewan Planning and Development Act does not require Official 

Community Plans to be reviewed periodically, the OCPs for both Regina and 

Saskatoon contain policies stating that Council shall review the OCP at regular 

intervals of not more than five years. 

MAN: Winnipeg 2 If a development plan does not contain a deadline for review, then The Planning Act 

requires it to be reviewed every five years from the date it was adopted. Winnipeg’s 

development plan “OurWinnipeg” also prescribes a 5-year review cycle.   

ONT: various municipalities 2 The Ontario Planning Act requires that council shall ensure that an assessment is 

undertaken within five years of whether any parts of the Official Plan should be 

amended. 

NB: Moncton 2 The Community Planning Act requires that municipalities ensure that a review of a 

municipal plan is commenced within 10 years after coming into force – this review is to 

be concluded no later than 36 months after it commences. 

PEI: Charlottetown 2 The Prince Edward Island Planning Act (“PEI Planning Act”) 25 requires that all municipal 

official plans contain policies on future land use, management and development for a 

time horizon of no more than 15 years. As well, the PEI Planning Act requires that all 

land-use bylaws be reviewed every 5 years.  

NS: Halifax 2 Municipalities in Nova Scotia are required to produce municipal plans referred to as a 

“Municipal Planning Strategy”. These planning documents must include statements 

about a municipality’s objectives with respect to the physical, economic and social 

 
25 Prince Edward Island Planning Act: 

https://www.princeedwardisland.ca/sites/default/files/legislation/p-08-planning_act.pdf 

https://www.princeedwardisland.ca/sites/default/files/legislation/p-08-planning_act.pdf
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environment, as well as, the future use, management and development of land, among 

other matters.  

Municipal Planning Strategies are mandated by the province to be periodically 

reviewed and updated. Regulations set the review period at a minimum of every 10 

years, while the Halifax Regional Municipal Planning Strategy states that this review 

will be done every 5 years.     

NFLD: St. John’s 2 The Planning Act permits municipalities to develop municipal plans, which once 

completed allow for the implementation of development regulations (e.g. zoning). 

Municipal plans are required to include a statement about the objectives of the plan, 

policies to be implemented, as well as, provide development and planning for a 10-year 

period, among other matters. Plans and development regulations are also required to 

be reviewed no later than five years after adoption.   

 

Feature: Requirement to Have Minimum Supply of Designated Lands or Units Available  

Municipality Score Rationale 

Calgary 1 While there are no provincial requirements to maintain an adequate supply of land, the 

City’s Municipal Development Plan includes a policy to ‘maintain within the City’s 

jurisdiction a 30-year supply of developable land for all uses.’ (policy 5.2.2c) 

Edmonton 1 Similar to Calgary, the City of Edmonton’s MDP includes a policy to “ensure that a 

combination of single family and multi-family housing development potential is 

available for the next 30 years.” 

Winnipeg 1 While there isn’t a specific requirement to maintain a certain supply of land, the 

OurWinnipeg plan does contain a direction to “monitor and maintain an up-to-date 

understanding of Winnipeg’s land supply…” 

Ontario municipalities 2 The Ontario Provincial Policy Statement requires that planning authorities maintain “at 

all times” the ability to accommodate residential growth for a minimum of 10 years 

through residential intensification and redevelopment, and if necessary, lands 

designated and available, and a 3-year supply of lands with servicing capacity and 

suitably zoned to facilitate intensification and development, and lands in draft approved 

and registered plans. 

All Other Municipalities 0 It was not apparent in the other instances that there was a provincial requirement to 

monitor land supply, nor a municipal policy to regularly maintain a certain amount of 

housing or land supply. 

 

TRANSPARENCY 

Feature: Online Status List or Tracking System for Active Development Applications  

Municipality Score Rationale 
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Burnaby 1 Burnaby provides an up-to-date list of major development projects, however this is not 

provided in map form, nor is supporting technical information for each application made 

available. 

Delta 2 Delta provides a list of active development applications, and each development has its 

own webpage with renderings, specifics regarding what is being proposed, reports and 

related documents, contact information for the municipal planner and applicant.  

http://www.delta.ca/your-government/delta's-projects 

Surrey 1 Surrey provides lists of development permits in process, but provides no mapping or 

supporting technical information. 

Coquitlam 1 Coquitlam provides details on all current development and building permit applications 

in clear and concise reports, but does not provide mapping, nor does it provide 

technical and supporting information for each application.  

Vancouver 2 The City provides a detailed list of development applications, and individual webpages 

for each application that contacts detailed documentation, details regarding upcoming 

dates, and city contact information. 

Calgary 2 The City has a good development tracking portal available for any member of the 

public to view development permits and land-use applications. 

Edmonton 2 The City of Edmonton maintains an online portal that allows for the browsing or specific 

searching for active development applications by area, address, application type, etc.  

Regina 0 The City does not appear to readily offer an online status list of active development 

applications. 

Saskatoon 0 The City of Saskatoon does not appear to make readily available any list of active 

development applications. 

Winnipeg 0 The City does not appear to make a list of active development applications available.  

London, Ottawa 2 The City of London has an extensive list of all current planning and development 

applications with images, and information show specifics about what is being 

proposed, notices of public meetings, background reports and drawings, staff reports, 

and Council decisions (where available).  

Ottawa 2 The City of Ottawa offers a development application search tool, which allows 

applications to be search using address information, or specific application numbers. 

Or, lists of applications by ward can be obtained, with separate links and webpages for 

each application, along with information about each application’s current status. The 

City makes all technical studies available for each application, and contact information 

for each file. 

Toronto 2 The City maintains a thorough development tracker website, with details included for 

each application such as supporting studies, reports, etc. 

Pickering / Durham 2 Pickering provides a dedicated portal to view the status of active major residential 

projects and provides information such as project status and city contact information. 

http://www.delta.ca/your-government/delta's-projects


 

 

CHBA Municipal Benchmarking Study Page B-13 

Altus Group Economic Consulting  

Oakville / Halton 2 The Town offers one of the best examples of a comprehensive web portal for active 

development applications. Each application has it’s own webpage which provide 

information on the status of the application, description of the proposed project 

including unit counts, and submitted supporting documentation.  

Brampton / Peel 2 The City of Brampton provides detailed information regarding all development 

applications, including all studies and technical reports submitted. 

Hamilton 1 The City of Hamilton’s website provides a development tracking map, but only provides 

a description of the application, and the year it was filed, with no supplemental 

information such as supporting studies or technical reports. 

Markham / York 1 The City of Markham makes information on development applications available, but it 

is only accessible through a relatively convoluted format that is not user friendly.  

BWG / Simcoe 0 The Town or County do not provide a readily available online tracking list for active 

applications in the Town. 

Moncton 0 The City of Moncton does not appear to provide a list of current development 

applications. 

Charlottetown 0 The City provides no online tracking services for active development applications. 

However, the City does post a monthly report on recent development permit approvals.  

Halifax 2 Halifax Regional Municipality has a webpage where active development applications 

can be viewed, although it is only updated once per month. 

St. John’s 0 The City provides no means to track active development applications.  

 

Feature: Online Portal to View In-Force Zoning and/or Land Use Designation 

Municipality Score Rationale 

Most municipalities (except 

those identified below) 

2 Most municipalities make their zoning available online through an interactive mapping 

portal, allowing for insertion of layers, queries regarding zoning by parcel, with links to 

detailed sections within by-laws to understand what detailed zoning permissions or 

land-use designations entail. 

Pickering / Durham 1 Although there is a dedicated web portal for official plan land-use designation, 

Pickering does not provide their zoning in an easy to use online interactive map. 

Pickering currently has six parent zoning by-laws in-force and is in the process of 

consolidating them. As such, it is only possible to view the zoning of a property by 

going through the PDF schedules of the applicable zoning bylaw to find a property’s 

current zoning designation. 

Markham / York 1 The City’s Zoning schedule is not available online for review in any format. Information 

regarding a properties zoning is provided through an online review request service that 

requires a minimum of 5 business days to receive a response, this service is also not 

provided either in person or over the phone.  
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Moncton 0 The City makes a zoning map available online, but it is within a difficult to navigate 

PDF document that contains no interactivity. Similarly, the zoning by-law is available, 

but in a large text-based PDF, and in a separate document that the zoning map, 

making cross-referencing the map and text burdensome. 

Charlottetown 1 The City provides zoning maps online through its by-law schedules, but they are not in 

an interactive format, or available for download in any sort of open data portal.  

 




