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1. CALL TO ORDER 

2. APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

3. DECLARATION OF CONFLICT OF INTEREST 

4. DEPUTATIONS 

(Denoted in parenthesis below are the proposed speaking time limits for each 

deputation) 

4.1. Janice Baker, City Manager and CAO to provide opening remarks with respect to the 

2017 budget. 

4.2. Andrew Grantham, Senior Economist, CIBC Capital Markets with respect to the 

economic outlook for Canada, Ontario and the Greater Toronto Area (15 minutes). 

4.3. Jeff Jackson, Director, Finance and Treasurer to provide an overview of the 2017-2020 

Business Plan and 2017 budget (45 minutes). 

Item 6.3 

Item 6.4 

4.4. Asset Management: 

a) Opening remarks - Jeff Jackson, Director, Finance and Treasurer

b) Facilities - Jasbir Raina, Manager, Capital Planning & Asset

Management (20 minutes)

c) Roads - Helen Noehammer, Director, Transportation and Infrastructure Planning

(20 minutes)

d) Parks - Laura Piette, Director, Parks and Forestry (20 minutes)

e) Closing Remarks - Jeff Jackson

4.5. Helen Noehammer, Director, Transportation and Infrastructure Planning with respect to 

the Stormwater Program Budget (20 minutes).  

5. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD - 15 Minute Limit 

(Persons who wish to address the Budget Committee about a matter on the Agenda.  

Persons addressing the Budget Committee with a question should limit preamble to a 

maximum of two statements sufficient to establish the context for the question.  Leave 

must be granted by the Committee to deal with any matter not on the Agenda.) 

Please note that a 15 minute Public Question Period will be available each day. 

BUDGET COMMITTEE INDEX - NOVEMBER 28-30, 2016
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6. MATTERS TO BE CONSIDERED 

6.1. Service Area Presentations (20 minutes for each presentation) 

MiWay (Items 6.5 & 6.6) 

Roads 

Fire & Emergency Services 

Parks & Forestry (Items 6.7 & 6.8) 

Mississauga Library 

Recreation (Item 6.9) 

Information Technology 

Facilities & Property Management 

6.2. Other Service Area Presentations (* if requested by Budget Committee) 

Business Services (Items 6.10 - 6.12) 

City Manager's Office (Item 6.13) 

Culture 

Environment 

Land Development Services (Items 6.19 & 6.20) 

Legislative Services (Item 6.14) 

Mayor and Members of Council 

Regulatory Services 

Financial Transactions (Items 6.15 - 6.18) 

6.3. 2017 Budget Engagement Results 

6.4. Lean Program and Continuous Improvement Update 

6.5. MiWay Electric Bus Technology (Transit) 

6.6. Diesel and Gasoline Fuel Costs and the 2017 Budget (Transit) 

6.7. 2016 Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Update (Parks & Forestry) 

6.8. 2017 Corporate Group Tree Planting Fees (Parks & Forestry) 

6.9. Riverwood Conservancy and Request for Additional Grant Funding (Parks & Forestry) 

6.10. Civic Centre Tour Review and Benchmarking (Business Services) 

6.11. Official Openings Protocols and Budgets (Business Services) 
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6.12. Low-Income Seniors Property Tax Rebate Program (Business Services) 

6.13. Legal Services Division Budget Request #2821 – Insurance Defence Litigation Team 

(City Manager's Office) 

6.14. Council Committee Budgets (Legislative Services) 

6.15. Impact of Fire Presumptive Disease Claims on WSIB Costs and Reserve Fund 

(Financial Transactions) 

6.16. Development Charges for Places of Religious Assembly (Financial Transactions) 

6.17. 2017 Conversion of Full-Time Contract Staff to Permanent Status (Financial 

Transactions) 

6.18. Municipal Act Reporting Requirements under Ontario Regulation 284/09 (Financial 

Transactions) 

6.19. Planning Application and Building Permit Fees (Land Development Services) 

6.20. Amend By-law 251-13 respecting Construction, Demolition and Change of Use 

Permits (The Building By-law) (Land Development Services)  

7. CLOSED SESSION 

(Pursuant to Subsection 239 (2) of the Municipal Act, 2001) 

7.1. A proposed or pending acquisition or disposition of land by the municipality or local 

board - Square One Older Adult Centre Future Lease and Tenant Improvements (*To 

be considered on November 28, 2016) 

7.2. Labour Relations or Employee Negotiations - 2017 Total Compensation (*To be 

considered on November 28, 2016) 

8. ADJOURNMENT 



November 2016 

CONFIDENTIAL 

Andrew Grantham 
Senior Economist 

 

Better Than Average 
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Trump Targets Mexico/China, Could Canada Regain Share? 

Source: BEA, CIBC 
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Canada: Exports Underperforming Relative to  

Past Relationship with Currency 
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Source: Statistics Canada, Bank of Canada, CIBC 
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US Inventories Trend Higher in Key Areas for Canadian Exporters 3 

Source: BEA, CIBC 
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Mississauga Economy Still Well Positioned Given  

Current Growth Drivers 
4 
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Unemployment Still Trending Down (L) 

Employment Growth Takes a Breather After 2015 Surge (R) 
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Fiscal Stimulus Kicks Up a Gear in H2 2016, Leaving BoC On Sidelines 6 

-0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

Q1-16 Q2-16 Q3-16 Q4-16 Q1-17 Q2-17 Q3-17 Q4-17 Q1-18

Tax Changes Child Care Benefit

%-pt Lift to YoY HH Disposable Income Growth 

Source: Department of Finance, CIBC 

4.2



Liberal Additions to Infrastructure Rise in 2017/18 (L) 

Infrastructure Bank Multiplying Federal Dollars (R) 
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Canadian Inflation: Three’s a Crowd 8 
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Source: Bloomberg, CIBC 

Rate Expectations Correlation With Oil Loosens (L) 

Allowing C$ Depreciation Even if Oil Prices Rise Modestly (R) 
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Housing More Than Just Price Increases For Ontario and BC… 10 
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…But as Much an Issue of Supply As Demand; Particularly in Mississauga  11 
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What it All Means: 

Economic Growth, Bond Yields, and Energy at New, Lower Plateau 
12 

 US GDP rebounds to 2% pace, with 75 bps of rate hikes through 2017  

 Canadian growth improves on smaller drag from capital spending and fiscal 

stimulus. Impact of Trump Presidency Still Uncertain.  

 Mississauga Still Well Positioned to Grow Above National Average 

 Oil price recovery slow at least until 2018 

 BoC on hold. Fiscal stimulus should negate need for further cut 

 C$ to depreciate further, USDCAD to 1.39 by end-Q1 
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2017 – 2020 Business Plan & 
2017 Budget 

Overview Presentation to the Budget Committee 

November 28, 2016 

4.3



Business Planning/Budget Process 

2 
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Public Engagement 

3 

Tactics  
• Online Budget Allocator    . 

• Telephone Budget Sessions 

• School Outreach 

• Videos 

• Website 

• Advertising 

• Social Media 

• Digital Screens 

• Posters 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Total engagement to date:  25,931 
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Budget Allocator 

4 

 
• 1,483 submissions 

• 474 comments 

• Most agree with proposed 
spend for 2017 

• Comments focused on traffic 
management, winter 
maintenance, transit, taxes, 
efficiencies, trees & green 
spaces, help for seniors, 
affordable housing, culture/  
public art 

 
 
 
 
 

Allocator submissions to date: 1,483 

4.3



Telephone Budget Sessions 

5 

• 3 sessions: City wide, Wards 2 & 6, Wards 3 & 4 

• 12,909 participants 

• Average participant duration – 17.5 minutes 

• Common themes: 

o Stormwater charge 
o Transit: Hurontario LRT, increased service 

o Affordable housing 
o Housing and programs for seniors 
o Tree planting and public green spaces 
o City staff salaries 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Telephone Budget Session Engagement:  12,909 

4.3



Who do we want to engage? 
2014 Numbers 

Based on City’s current 
website user analytics. (2014) 

Group 1 – Basic Users 
 

• Spend 1 minute or less on our site 
• Easy to understand, approachable content 

Group 2 - Engaged Users 
 

• 5 – 15 minutes on site – 1 click into site  
• Use Budget Allocator Tool and / or send in 

questions/comments  

Group 3 - Detailed Researchers 
 

• Will read the full budget document 
and/or other related materials 

Goal : Convert basic users 
to engaged users 

6 
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Results of 2015 Redesign 

Based on City’s current 
website user analytics. (2015) 

Basic Users 

Detailed Researchers 

45% 

50% 

5% 

Engaged Users 
Increased by 30% with the 
new website design plus 
additional tactics such as 
budget allocator 

7 
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2016 Achievements 
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• Re-opened Meadowvale 
Community Centre and Library 

 
• 8 stations operational and 12 

kilometers of the 18 kilometer 
Mississauga Transitway 
 

• Advanced Light Rail Transit 
project with Metrolinx 
 

 
• Hosted 2016 Ontario 

Summer Games 
 

• Collaborated effort 
managing the Hickory Drive 
explosion emergency 

4.3
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Recognized for Strong Financial 
Management  

9 

• Government Finance Officers Association 
Awards 
 

 distinguished Budget presentation award 
 certificate of achievement for excellence 

in financial reporting 
 

• Standard & Poor’s 
 AAA rating received for the 2015 

Financial Reporting 
 

“In our view, Mississauga’s credit profile 
benefits from very strong financial 
management.” – Standard & Poor’s  

4.3
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Long Range Financial Plan (LRFP) 

10 

The City’s Long Range Financial Plan (LRFP)  
was received by Council on June 22, 2016 
 
Objectives of the LRFP 

 

 Ensures current range and level of service can be maintained 
 Ensures the City is maintaining a strong cash position in its 

reserves and reserve funds for unforeseen or unusual 
circumstances 

 Ensures sustainability, flexibility, & vulnerability 
 Provides strategies for funding future city-building projects 
 

 

 The 2017-2020 Business Plan is aligned with the LRFP 
 It allows the City to maintain infrastructure and expand services 
 

4.3
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Economic Outlook 

• GDP is projected to grow by 1.8% in 2017 
 

• Consumer Price Index -Toronto- core inflation 
was 2.1% as of September 2016 (including 
energy) 
 

• Construction Price Index –Canada -reported a 
2.7% change as of August 2016 
 

• The City’s average borrowing rate for new debt-
financed Capital projects is  
forecasted to be 3.25% for 2017 

4.3



Business Plan Priorities 
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2017 – 2020 Plan Highlights

• Maintaining Current Service                               
Levels 

• Improving Transit 

• Maintaining our Infrastructure 

• Optimizing the use of Technology 

• Other Initiatives to Advance our Strategic Goals 

4.3



Maintaining Current Service Levels 

14 
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Improving Transit 
• New Federal Funding of $58.3M 
    for Public Transit Infrastructure 

• Adding 45,000 hours to service levels  
• Continuing the Implementation of the               

Advanced Traffic Management System 

• Opening 4 new Mississauga Transitway          
Stations 

• Transit Fare Discount Programs 

• Future Light Rail Transit 

• Dundas Connects & Lakeshore Road Strategies 

• MiWay Customer Service Strategy 
15 
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Maintaining our Infrastructure 

• Investing over $74 million in Roads, Bridges and 
Sidewalks Infrastructure  

• Improving Asset Management Planning 

• Replacing roofs at three community centres 
and City Hall 

• Maintaining city facilities, lighting and 
equipment 

 

 

16 
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Optimizing the use of Technology 

17 

• Expanding the use of connect anywhere tablets 
and laptops providing real time system access – 
over 2,600 mobile devices in use 

• Modernizing the City’s enterprise systems 
advancing key priorities such as Talent 
Management   

• Implementing Vote Anywhere technology 

• Creating a single integrated corporate security 
system for all City facilities, parks and transit 
infrastructure 
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Other Initiatives to Advance our 
Strategic Goals 

18 
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Delivering Value for Money 

• Lean review of Facilities Maintenance work 
orders reduced backlog by 84%, 25% 
reduction in time to complete work orders 

• Lean review of Courthouse Early Resolution 
Bookings decreased scheduling turnaround 
times by 67% 

• Usage of ePlans is expected to  
  grow to 100% in 2017; will improve  
  communication & process efficiency 
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• Development of a 3D digital model of the City to enhance public 
engagement in land use planning 

• Introduction of Customer Service Strategy  

• Hosting of more than 300 public fire safety events  

• 51,888 trees planted through the One Million Trees Mississauga 
program in 2015 

• 150 Community-led Celebrations that engaged over 650,000 
residents 

• 45,000 Youth attending after school drop-in sessions in 2015 

• Expanding the availability of free public Wi-Fi access spots 
throughout the City 

• “How to do Business                                                                                    
with Government”                                                                                 
seminars  
 

Engaging our Customers 

20 
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What has changed from  
June’s Operating Budget Proposal? 

Increase/ 
(Decrease) 
to Budget 

$M 

Tax Rate 
Impact 

Residential  

Tax Rate 
Impact 

Commercial 

June Proposed Budget Change $31.2  2.2% 1.3% 
  Diesel and gas price adjustment  (3.2) (0.24%) (0.15%) 

Grant Support to Culture groups (0.1) (0.02%) (0.01%) 

Revenue budget alignment (0.4) (0.03%) (0.02%) 

Square One Older Adult relocation –lease cost 0.1 0.01% 0.01% 

Other  (0.2) (0.01%) (0.01%) 

2017 Recommended Budget Change $27.4 1.98% 1.18% 

21 

*2017 Recommended Budget Change includes Assessment Growth assumption of 0.4% 
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Proposed 2017-2020  
Operating Budget – Tax Rate Impact 

22 

Description 2017
($M)

Tax Rate 
Impact

2018
($M)

2019
($M)

2020
($M)

Prior Year Budget $435.3 $462.8 $492.1 $521.4
Changes to Maintain Current Service Levels $12.6 2.9% $13.1 $14.2 $16.3
Changes to Efficiencies and Cost Savings ($4.1) (0.9%) ($2.7) ($2.4) ($2.7)
Changes to Operationalize Prior Decisions $2.4  0.5% $0.3 $0.0 $0.0
Assessment Growth (0.4%)
Normal Operations $10.9 2.1% $10.8 $11.8 $13.6
New Initiatives $5.7 1.3% $9.3 $7.7 $5.7
Proposed Budget Excluding Special Purpose Levies $451.9 3.4% $482.8 $511.6 $540.7

Special Purpose Levies
Capital Infrastructure and Debt Repayment Levy $8.7 2.0% $9.3 $9.8 $10.4
Churchill Meadows Pool $2.2 0.5% $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
Proposed Budget with Special Purpose Levies $462.8 5.9% $492.1 $521.4 $551.1

Proposed Budget and Year Over Year % Change $462.8 5.9% 6.1% 5.7% 5.4%

Impact on Total Residential Tax Bill 1.98% 2.0% 1.9% 1.8%
Impact on Total Commercial Tax Bill 1.18% 1.2% 1.1% 1.1%

4.3



2017 Operating Budget Summary 
$27.4 Million net change over 2016 

23 

$M 

Numbers may not add due to rounding 
* Includes Churchill Meadows Pool 
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Highlights of Changes 
Maintain Current Service Levels 
• $13.4 m Labour & benefits in all services 
• $1.0 m Utility costs 
• $1.2 m IT maintenance and licensing 
• ($3.2 m) Diesel and gas price adjustment 

 

Operationalized Prior Decisions 
• $2.4 m Annualization of 2016 initiatives (planned) 

 

Efficiencies and Cost Savings 
• ($0.8 m) Labour savings/efficiencies 
• ($0.8 m) Vehicle and transportation savings 
• ($0.3 m) Streetlighting savings 
• ($0.3 m)  Utilities savings 
• ($0.3 m)  Meadowvale Library lease elimination 
• ($0.3 m)  Traffic line marking savings 
• ($1.3 m)  Various operational cost savings 
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Labour & Benefits 
by Service Area 

 Millions 
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• Diesel budget reduction $2.84M 

• Gasoline budget reduction $0.31M    

• Cap-and-Trade Program pressure $0.9M 
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Diesel & Gas Price Assumptions 
4.3



Efficiencies and Cost Savings 
$49 Million 
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2017 New Initiatives by Service Area 
$5.7 Million 
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MiWay
$3.9
68%

Roads
$0.7
12%

Recreation & 
Culture
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All Other 
Services

$0.5
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New Initiatives Highlights 

• $2.0 M MiWay Service Growth 

•  $1.9 M Mississauga Transitway Maintenance  &   
   Operations 

• $0.5 M Sidewalk Maintenance  

• $0.4 M Grant Support to Culture Groups 

• $0.3 M    Square One Older Adult Centre Relocation 

• $0.3 M Insurance Defense Litigation Team  

• $0.3 M Library Collections Strategy 

 

29 

4.3



2% Capital 
Infrastructure and Debt 
Repayment Levy 

Started 2009 
at 1% 

$8.7M 

Emerald Ash Borer   
$5.6M / year in the 
base 

Start 2012 
End 2022 

      No change 

University of Toronto –
Mississauga UTM  
$1M / year in the base 

Start 2014  
End 2023 

      No change 

Churchill Meadows Pool  Start 2017 
End 2026 

$2.2M 

Special Purpose Levies 
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* $10M in issued debt equals approximately $1.2M in annual 
debt charges. This represents a 0.27% increase on the tax rate 
 

4.3



33 

 $-

 $10

 $20

 $30

 $40

 $50

 $60

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

M
ill

io
ns

Forecasted Debt Repayments

Debt Repayments - Existing Debt Debt Repayments - Future Tax based Debt Debt Repay.-Churchill Meadows

$22

$45

$26

$41

$36

$31

$56$54

$50
$48

4.3



34 

$0

$100

$200

$300

$400

$500

$600

$700

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026

M
ill

io
ns

Total Debt Issued

Debt 
Repaid

Outstanding
Debt

Total
Debt

Issued

4.3



Credit Rating Impacts 

3 key factors affect credit rating 

• After-Capital deficit: 

o A quicker pace of external borrowing, 
coupled with growing draw on reserves 

• Debt-to-revenue ratio 

o Outstanding debt as a percentage of 
consolidated revenues above 30% 

• Sudden change in financial management 
approach 
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Full Time Equivalents (FTE) 
Highlights 

• Proposed FTEs for 2017: 5,348.2 

• Represents an increase of 71.8 over 2016 approved  

• Highlights:  

o 76.5 new FTE requests (51 MiWay related positions) 

o 16.7 reduction of existing FTEs 

o 12 new PTIF project FTEs (all contract) 
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2017 Proposed Capital Plan by 
Service Area - $201.2M 
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Highlights of the Proposed 2017 
Capital Plan 

• $ 26.9 M  Roadway Rehabilitation & Road Property Acquisition 
• $ 15.9 M  Phase 1 of Churchill Meadows Community Centre and  

    North West Park 
• $ 6.9 M  Bridge Repairs 
• $ 6.1 M  Emerald Ash Borer Management Program 
• $ 5.0 M  Torbram Road Grade Separation North 
• $ 4.8 M  Transit Bus Maintenance 
• $ 4.5 M  Argentia Road Improvement, Tenth Line to Ninth Line 
• $ 4.0 M  Pedestrian/ Cyclist Access to Transitway & GoTransit 
 

• Also, MiWay Bus Acquisition totaling $57.2 Million, partially funded by 
PTIF, was approved by the Corporate Report dated September 30th, 
2016.  

39 

4.3



Public Transit Infrastructure 
Funding Eligible Projects  

40 

Subject to approval and funding through the Federal Government 

4.3



Clean Water and Waste Water 
Funding 

41 

Subject to approval and funding through the Federal Government 
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2017 – 2026 Capital Budget  
$2.2 Billion 

By Funding Source 
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2017 – 2026 Capital Budget  
$2.2 Billion 

By Service Area 
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Distribution of the Property Tax Bill 
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Region 
45%

City 34%

Education 
21%

Residential Property Tax Bill

Region 
27%

City 20%

Education 
53%

Commercial/Industrial Tax Bill
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2017 Proposed Tax Bill Impact 
City and Region 

45 

Description City Region 
(Forecast) Education Total

Required to Fund Ongoing Operations & New Initiatives 1.31% 0.55% 0.00% 1.86%

Capital Infrastructure and Debt Repayment Levy 0.67% 0.45% 0.00% 1.12%

Total 1.98% 1.00% 0.00% 2.98%

Description City Region 
(Forecast) Education Total

Required to Fund Ongoing Operations & New Initiatives 0.78% 0.33% 0.00% 1.11%

Capital Infrastructure and Debt Repayment Levy 0.40% 0.27% 0.00% 0.67%

Total 1.18% 0.60% 0.00% 1.77%

Numbers may not add due to rounding

Impact on Residential Tax Bill

Impact on Commercial/Industrial Tax Bill
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Where Your City Tax Dollars 
 Will Be Spent 
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2017 Proposed Budget increase is estimated at $17.31 per $100,000 of assessment.  
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Competitive Taxes 
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4 bedroom Executive Home Tax Levy per Capita 

Standard Industrial 

BMA Consulting 2016 

Commercial Office Space 
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Mississauga Property Tax  
Compared to Other Payments 
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Description Amount Paid Annually 

2016 City Property Taxes Paid on a Home Assessed 
at $564,000 

$1,654 

Average Home Insurance  $850 - $1,000  

Average Internet and Cell Phone Bill $1,200 

Natural Gas Bill for average house $1,200 

Hydro Bill for average house $1,900 

Gas for an average car  $2,500 

Taxes Paid on a $22,000 car $2,860 

Taxes on personal income of $78,800 $17,048 

4.3



49 

Mississauga:  
a place where people choose to be 

Citizen survey  
• 95% positive Quality of Life 

• 70% satisfied with Local                               
Government 

fDi Magazine  
• cited Mississauga as one of the Top 10 Cities of the 

Future 

2015 MiWay Customer Satisfaction Survey 
• 82% of MiWay Customers said they are satisfied with 

Transit Service 
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Questions  
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City of Mississauga   
Asset Management Programs 

Budget Committee 
November 28, 2016 

4.4



Taking care of our Assets 
• City of Mississauga owns infrastructure 

assets with an estimated replacement 
cost of $8.5 billion 

 

2 
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Linking Asset Management to the 
Long Range Plan 

Strategic 
Plan 

Long 
Range 

Financial 
Plan 

Asset 
Mgmt 

Programs 

Business 
Plans  

Capital 
Prioritiz-

ation 
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Addressing the Gap? 
4.4



Priority Work 
• Building and Maintaining Infrastructure 

is a key strategic goal in the City of 
Mississauga’s Strategic Plan, as well as a 
top priority in the City’s Business Plan.   

5 
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Facilities Asset Management 
Program 
Current State 

4.4



City’s Building and Site Infrastructure - Profile  
Buildings maintained and monitored for life cycle 
replacement 

330 
 

Parks and sports fields monitored for life cycle 
replacement 

283 
 

Asset Management Current Replacement Value 
(CRV) City Wide 

$2B 
 

Systems monitored for life cycle replacement city 
wide 27,000 

7 

Facilities and Property Management  

 City Buildings by Age 

4.4



Facilities Groups: Profile 
 

City of Mississauga’s Infrastructure CRV: 
($2B) 

Corporate 27% 

Culture 1% 

Fire 5% 

Library 3% 

Parks 10% 

Recreation 43% 

Transit 8% 

Works 3% 

8 

Facilities and Property Management  
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“State of Good Repair” 
Maintaining the buildings infrastructure to achieve & sustain a state in 
which: 
• Facilities continue to function safely for their intended service delivery 
• Extend the useful life of building systems for cost effectiveness 
• Mitigate the risks of emergency failures 

9 
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Asset Management and Capital Planning Systems 

Computerized Maintenance 
Management System (CMMS) - 

INFOR  

Facility 
Maintenance (Work 
Order Management) 

Tracking e4999 
Capital Requests 

Computerized Asset Management 
System (CAMS) - VFA  

Annual Capital 
Planning/Budgeting 

10 Year Capital 
Planning Forecast 

10 

Facilities and Property Management  
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FCI =  Total Cost of Deferred Capital Maintenance (DCM) 
          Current Replacement Value 

 
Industry Standards (FCI): 
 
 

Asset Management based on: Facility Condition Index (FCI) 
 

0% - 5% 
Excellent 

5% - 10% 
Good 

10% - 30% 
Fair to 
Poor 

30% + 
Critical 

I’m invincible 
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Facilities and Property Management  
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Asset Management based on: Facility Condition Index (FCI) 
 

0% - 5% 
Excellent 

5% - 10% 
Good 

10% - 30% 
Fair to 
Poor 

30% + 
Critical 

GARRY W. MORDEN FIRE 
TRAINING CENTRE  

MALTON SATELLITE TERMINAL 

GLENFOREST POOL 

ONTARIO COURT OF JUSTICE 
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Facilities and Property Management  
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Asset Management - Strategies 

Asset 
Replacement 

Strategies 

Failure 
Replacement 

Run to Failure 
(RTF) 

Unintended 
Failure 

Replacement 
(UFR) 

Preventative 
Replacement 

Time- Based 
Replacement 

(TbR) 

Age-Based 
Replacement  

(AbR) 

Condition-
Based 

Replacement 
(CbR) 

TSSA 
Requirements - 

Valves 

Non-Critical 
Systems  – Small 

Pumps  
Optimization  EMERGENCY 

Mechanical – 
Specialty 

Equipment 
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Facilities and Property Management  
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Approved Capital Lifecycle Funding (2011 - 2016) 

Average : $10M 

14 

Facilities and Property Management  
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Lifecycle Renewal Pressures (next 5 years): 
 

Ice Rink Surface and Plant Systems 
Erin Mills Twin Arena $6.0M 

Huron Park Community Centre $3.0M 

Mississauga Valley Community Centre $3.0M 

Paul Coffey Arena $3.0M 

Tomken Twin Arena $6.0M 

TOTAL $21.0M 
15 

Facilities and Property Management  
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Facilities and Property Management  

Pool bowl and Plant Systems 
Carmen Corbasson Community Centre $2.0M 

Huron Park Community Centre $2.0M 

Mississauga Valley Community Centre $2.5M 

River Grove Community Centre $2.5M 

South Common Community Centre $2.0M 

TOTAL $11.0M 

Lifecycle Renewal Pressures (next 5 years): 
 

4.4
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Facilities and Property Management  

City Hall 
Structural - Building Envelope & Skylight $2.8M 

Electrical Systems – UPS/Switch boards/Transformers $1.5M 

TOTAL $4.3M 

City Centre Transit Terminal 

Mechanical – Chiller/Elevator & Escalators $2.0M 

Lifecycle Renewal Pressures (next 5 years): 
 

4.4



Research & Benchmarking – Public and Private Sector 

Knowledge Sharing: 
City of Calgary, AB  
City of Richmond, BC  
City of Winnipeg, MB 
Infrastructure Ontario  
Ontario University System  
Ontario Hospitals 
City of Burlington 
City of Victoria 
City of Brampton 
Town of Oakville 

Industry Standards: 
 
Institute of Asset Management (IAM) 
 
ISO 55000 

18 

Facilities and Property Management  
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Annual Lifecycle  Renewal Funding Rate (ALRFR)  ~ 2% - 4% of CRV 
 
City of Mississauga’s Infrastructure CRV: ($2B) 

 

Benchmarking and Industry Standards 
 

Lifecycle Budget 
Term 

Industry 
Standard 

(2.5% of CRV) 
 

F&PM – City wide 
Requirements 
(2% of CRV) 

 

Current 10 Year Plan  
(0.75% of CRV) 

 
Variance 

City Wide Annual 
Lifecycle 
Requirement 

$50M $40M $15M $25M 

10 Year City Wide 
Annual Lifecycle 
Requirement 

 
$500M 

 
$400M $150M $250M 
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Facilities and Property Management  
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Conclusion 
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                   Aging Infrastructure                                         Still Growing - Transitway, Meadowvale / Churchill Meadows CC 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

          
     City wide Emergency Repairs – Increasing                             State of Art Technology & Sustainability Pressures 

 

 
 

Facilities and Property Management  
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Risks 
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            Increase in Deferred Maintenance Backlog                                                  Critical Systems Failures 
 

 
 
 
 
                Increase in Emergency Repairs costs                                                     Service Delivery Interruptions 
                                            
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

                          

 
 

Facilities and Property Management  
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Recommendations 
 

22 

• Narrow the gap between current funding & existing Industry 
Standard 

 
• Annual Lifecycle Renewal Funding Rate (ALRFR) at 2% of Current 

Replacement Value (CRV)  
 
• F&PM to work in close partnership with all stakeholders to 

strategize appropriate funding to maintain building and site  
infrastructure in a state of good repair without impacting service 
delivery levels. 

 
• Continue proactive research, benchmarking & adopt best practices 

to improve the asset management strategy to optimize the 
lifecycle value and performance of facilities  
 
 
 

                    

Facilities and Property Management  
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Roads Asset Management Program 
Current State 

4.4
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Road Service Area 
Infrastructure 

4.4



City’s Transportation Network – Replacement Value  

 
Roads (5236 Lane Kilometres)  $2.4 Billion 

 
Bridges and Culverts (255 Structures) $0.8 Billion 

Other Transportation Infrastructure (Sidewalks, Cycling, 
Noise Barriers, Traffic Signals, Parking, City Fleet and 
Street Lighting) 

$0.8 Billion 

 
Total Current Replacement Value (CRV) City Wide $4.0 Billion 
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Road Transportation Infrastructure 
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What is “State of Good Repair”? 

Maintaining our roads so that: 
• Risk to public safety is minimized 
• Lowest life cycle cost is incurred 
• Overall Condition Index for residential roads 

is 70 and for major/industrial roads is 72 

26 
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Pavement -  Overall Condition Index (OCI) 
= Surface Distresses + Ride Comfort + Structural Adequacy 
 
 
 
 

 
 

100-80 
Very Good 

79-70 
Good 

69-60 
Fair 

59-20 
Poor 
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How Do We Measure Pavement Condition? 
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Pavement Age 

 
13% 

 

 

17% 
 

 

19% 
 

 

27% 
 

< 5 yrs.                      6-10 yrs.                  11-15 yrs.                         16-20 yrs.                  21-25 yrs.             26-30 yrs. 

 
13% 

 

 
10% 

 

49% - Less than 15 years old 

27% - 16-20 yrs. old  

24% - Over 20 years old 
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69-60 
Fair 
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Pavement Condition 
100-80 

Very Good 
79-70 
Good 

59-20 
Poor 

50% 27% 

15% 8% 
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Pavement Summary 
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Our pavement assets are aging  
• 51% is coming up for maintenance/renewal over the 

next 15 years 
• Ongoing maintenance practices are key to extending 

useful life of pavements 
• Monitoring overall pavement condition allows us to 

see how our network is performing over the long run 
• Major/Industrial pavements deteriorate faster 
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Road Network Summary 
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Good or Better 
77% 

Good or Better 
71% 

OCI=100-80 OCI=79-70 OCI=69-60 OCI=59-20 
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Pavement Network Condition Trend 
 

10 Yr. Unfunded 
 $24 Million 

10 yr. Unfunded 
$32.4 Million  
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Major/Industrial Roads OCI Forecast 
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How Do We Compare? 
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Pavement GAP Analysis 
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Available Funding 
2017-2026 

Requested Funding  
2017-2026 

Funding Gap 
2017-2026 

 
Road Class 

Average 
Annual 

OCI 
(Forecast) 

Average 
Annual 

OCI 
(Forecast) 

Average  
Annual 

Major/Industrial $19.8 M 68 $23.0 M 72 $3.2 M 

Residential    $5.0 M 73 $ 7.4 M 76 $2.4 M 

Network 
Totals/Average 

 
$24.8 M 

 
70 

 
$30.4 M 

 
75 

 
$5.6 M 

• The average annual funding gap is forecasted to be $5.6 million till 2026 
• The cumulative funding gap for pavement is forecasted to be $56.4 million over 10 years 
• Additional funds are required to maintain Major/Industrial roads over the next 10 years 

4.4



What is the Management System Telling Us? 

37 

• Major/Industrial roads require $23 Million annually to 
maintain 72 OCI target level 

 
• Major/Industrial OCI will drop to 59 by 2025 without 

additional funds 
 
• Residential streets are sufficiently funded for now  
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Next Steps 
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• Update pavement management system and condition 
survey in 2018 and report back to Council 

 
• Assess if current strategies and targets are appropriate 

 
• Consider shifting greater percentage of funding from 

residential roads to major/industrial roads 
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Bridges/Culverts 

 
 

4% 

 

 
 

14% 
 

 

22% 
 

     < 10yrs                 11-20yrs            21-30yrs      31-40yrs     41-50yrs          51+ yrs. 

 
 

10% 

 

 

26% 
 

 

23% 
 

Summary: 
• Overall, structures are in good shape 
 
• However, 26% of structures are over  
     51 years old and will require work 
 
• Comprehensive monitoring, maintenance 
     and renewal program in place 

Condition of Structures 

Age of Structures 
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Maintain annual 
funding level and 

continue to 
monitor 
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Challenges/Risks 
• Coordination with utilities/agencies  
 
• Public pressure to maintain/improve service levels 

 
• Competing capital pressures 
 
• Developing programs for new inventories      
    
• Pending Asset Management Legislation 
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Summary 
 

• Major/Industrial roads are deteriorating at a faster rate 
than residential roads 
 

• Increased funding is required for our Major/Industrial 
road program 
 

• Consider shifting greater percentage of funding from 
residential roads to major/industrial roads 

 
• The current funding levels for bridge/culvert is 

appropriate 
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Parks & Forestry Asset Management 
Program 
 Current State 

4.4



Parks & Forestry Infrastructure Snapshot 
Number of Parks 505 

Acres of Parkland Maintained 7,710 

Number of Park Assets (Sport Fields, Courts, Playgrounds, 
BMX, Bridges, Spray Pads, etc.,) 

1,100 

KM of Paved Park Trails 243 

Number of City owned Street Trees 250,000 

Number of City owned Park, Woodlots and Natural 
Area Trees 750,000+ 
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Parks & Forestry Asset Replacement 
Values ($) 

Park & Tree Assets  2016 
Replacement 

Value ($) 

 Number of 
Assets 

Annual 
Replacement 

Target ($)
Bridges & Trails 59,119,000          4,448          2,654,620              
Launch Ramps & Dock Systems 12,561,000          7                  502,441                 
Play facilities 44,352,000          303              1,774,080              
Sport Fields & Courts 210,477,000        648              9,072,573              
Trees 1,250,000,000    1,000,000  16,666,667           
Total 1,576,509,000$  1,005,406  30,670,381$         
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Parks & Forestry Asset Management Program - Status 
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Data 
Collection 

 

Data 
Validation & 

Analysis 
 

Replacement 
Plan/ Budget 

Forecast 
 

Opportunities/ 
Efficiencies 

 

Quality 
Assurance & 

Annual 
Inspections 

 

Park 
Assets 

Complete 
  

December 
2016 

December 
2016 

2017 Ongoing 

Street 
Trees 

Complete 
 

Complete 
 

2017 2017 Ongoing 

Park 
Trees 

Underway 2017 2017 2017 2017 
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Definition:  
“State of Good Repair” 

• Maintaining Park and Tree assets in a safe, 
functional and cost efficient manner 

• Targeted condition index level of 70/100 
• Challenges 

– Changes in demand for service (ex. Changing trends, new emerging 
activities) 

– New standards (ex. Accessibility Standards) 
– Invasive Species management  
– Increased demand for materials and supplies for replacement (e.g. 

tree stock) 
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Asset Management - Park Asset Condition Index (CI) 
 

 
90% -  
100% 

• Very 
Good 

Courtney Park Athletic Fields 
Running Track – Very Good          
(CI 92%) 

Huron Park Trail Segment 
- Very Poor (CI 13%) 
 

Rathwood District Park Bocce 
- Fair (CI 62%) 
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75% -  
89% 

• Good 

 
21% -  
45% 

• Poor 

0% - 20% 

• Very 
Poor 

 
46% -  
74% 

• Fair 

CI Represents % 
of Life remaining 

Huron Heights Spray Pad  
- Good (CI 85%) 
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Asset Management - Forestry Asset Condition Index (CI) 
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Good  
90% of the 
crown is alive 
 

Dead 
Tree is dead 
 
 

Poor 
< 60% of the 
crown is alive 
 

Fair 
70-89% of the 
crown is alive 
 

Structural Condition Rating factors: 
• Failure Potential 
• Tree Diameter 
• Level of Traffic 

Biological Condition Rating 

4.4



Asset Management Program - Strategies 
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Past Replacement Approach 
• Demand Maintenance 
• High level inventory & work order system (Infor) 
• Replacements based on age, condition and public input 
 
New Methodology 
• Lifecycle model to forecast replacement needs 
• Detailed inventory, work order system and analysis system (Infor) 
• Short term & Long term forecasting based on condition analysis  
• Establish preventative maintenance programs 
• Prioritization tools to maximize lifespans  

 
Future Opportunities 
• Cost/ Benefit analysis of rehab vs. replacement activities 
• Prioritization based on validation of usage 
• Increased coordination of maintenance efforts with other areas of the City 
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Park Asset Condition Distribution 

Fact: 72% of assets are in ‘Good’ or better condition 
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Park Asset Condition Index 

Fact: Average Condition Index of Park Assets = 77% 

CI = 63.3 CI = 73.7 CI = 78.0 CI = 77.6 

4.4
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Park Asset Benchmarking 

Note: Due to limited benchmarking data available, Calgary data is based on a 2011 Asset Management Report, Windsor 2013 and London 2014  
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P&F Capital Lifecycle Funding (2011-2017) 
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Park Asset Funding vs. Lifecycle Funding Target 
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Park Asset Type Actual 
Replacement ($)

Annual 
Replacement 

Target ($)

Park Maintenance & Redevelopment 4,311,000              3,506,000                
Sport Field & Court Maintenance 1,958,000              9,064,000                
Trails 1,241,000              1,449,000                
Total 7,510,000$            14,019,000$            

$6.3M 
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Tree Replacement Approved Funding vs. Funding Target 
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$8.6M 

4.4



Artificial Turf Replacements 
 

Artificial Turf Replacements  
Mississauga Sports Zone (Iceland)  $1.1 M 

Mississauga Sports Zone (Hershey) $0.9 M 

Mississauga Sports Zone (Hershey) $1.1 M 

TOTAL $3.0M 
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Parks & Forestry Priorities (Next 5 Years) 
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Parks & Forestry Priorities (Next 5 Years) 

Trail & Boardwalk Reconstruction 
Trail Reconstruction Program  $6.8 M 

Waterfront Boardwalk Reconstruction  $1.6 M 

TOTAL $8.4 M 

Trail & Boardwalk Reconstruction  

4.4
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Parks & Forestry Priorities (Next 5 Years) 

Other Park Amenities 
Lakefront Promenade Dock System Replacement  $3.8M 

Clarkson CC Spray Pad Reconstruction $0.7M 

Birch Glen Retaining Wall Reconstruction $1.0M 

South Common Lit Ball Reconstruction $0.7M 

TOTAL $6.2M 

Other Park Amenities 
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Tree Replacement Programs 
Tree Replacements City-wide (2017-2021) $3.4M 

Emerald Ash Borer (2017-2021) $29.6M 

TOTAL $33M 

Tree Replacement Programs  

Parks & Forestry Priorities (Next 5 Years) 

4.4



60 

Parks & Forestry Priorities (Long Term) 

Future Park & Trail Developments 
Phase 1: Northwest Sports Park (Park 459) $11.7M 

Danville Park (Park 302) $5.2M 

BRT Trail (ORT 7) $9.5M 

Lakeshore Corridor Trail (ORT 2) $3.9M 

TOTAL $30.3M 

Future Park & Trail Developments 

4.4



Risk Management 

Low Probability – High Consequence 
• Trails, Bridges, Play structures, Permitted 

Facilities in Good  Condition 

 
Mitigation 
• Regular inspections 
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High Probability – High Consequence 
• Trails, Bridges, Play structures, Permitted 

Facilities in Poor Condition 
 

Mitigation 
• Engineer inspection of all bridges and trails 
• Monthly inspections of all playgrounds 
• Annual emergency maintenance fund 

Low Probability – Low Consequence 
• Basketball, BMX, outdoor fitness, Public 

Tennis in Good Condition 
 

Mitigation 
• Periodic inspections based on lifespan of 

asset 

High Probability – Low Consequence 
• Basketball, BMX, outdoor fitness, Public 

Tennis in Poor Condition 
 

Mitigation 
• Regular inspections 
• Annual emergency maintenance fund 
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Probability of Failure 
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Parks & Forestry  
Asset Management Plan - Next Steps 

2016 
• Park Asset Condition Analysis 
• Long term planning 
  

2017 
• Street and Park Tree Condition assessments 
• Lifecycle replacement model for Trees 
• Implementation of an automated Inspection Tool 
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Conclusions – Future Issues  
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Aging Infrastructure Growing Infrastructure 

Costly Emergency Maintenance Modernization & New Standards 
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Recommendations  

• Finalize asset condition analysis to validate short and long term funding 
requirements  
 

• Work closely with partners in F&PM to secure funding for key Park 
building rehabilitations and Park asset replacements that are managed 
by F&PM 

 
• Continue proactive research and benchmarking to reach the maximum 

lifespan of Park and Tree assets  
 

• Identify opportunities to minimize Tax funding requirements for asset 
replacements including efficiencies, funding partners and alternative 
funding sources  
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Looking Ahead 

• Building and Maintaining Infrastructure is a 
priority in the City 

• Addressing challenges of Aging Infrastructure, 
and minimizing the Gap  

• Staff will continue with proactive research, 
benchmarking & adoption of best practices to 
improve the asset management strategy 

 

65 

4.4



Asset Management Strategy 

 Strengthen linkages with the long-term financial plan 

 Focus on critical components with safety as a priority 

 Continue to develop and implement asset management 

strategies 

 Issue debt to invest in infrastructure 

 Increase our transfers to the capital reserve 

 Assess financing opportunities through various agencies 

 Leverage sustainable funding and revenue tools with other 
levels of government 
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Questions & Comments 
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1 

2017 Budget 
Presentation to Budget Committee - November 28, 2016 

Stormwater Service Area 
2017-2020 Business Plan  
and 2017 Budget 
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Agenda 

• Stormwater: Focus for 2017-2020 

• Core Services 

• 2017 - 2020 Business Plan Outlook 

• Linkages to the City’s Strategic Plan 

• 2017 Business Plan & Budgets 

2 
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Stormwater: Focus for 2017-2020 
• In 2016, two major changes were 

introduced: 
– Increased investment in City’s Stormwater 

Management Program 
– A user charge that provides a fair and 

dedicated source of funding 

• Establishment of a comprehensive 
asset management plan to better 
manage all stormwater infrastructure  

• Initiate the transition from interim to 
sustainable service level 

 
 

3 

4.5



4 

Core Services 
Vision, Mission and Goals of Service 
Service Delivery Model 
Current Services, Issues and Trends 
Achieving Our Goals 
Performance Measures & Results 
Awards & Recognition 
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Vision 
To be a leader in the delivery and 
management of a safe, functional 
stormwater system 

Mission 

5 

The Stormwater service area plans, 
develops, constructs, maintains and 
renews a stormwater system which 
protects property, infrastructure and 
the natural environment from 
erosion and flooding and enhances 
water quality 
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Goals of Service 
• Establish a sustainable service level for 

Stormwater: 
– Develop and maintain a comprehensive 

asset management plan to better manage 
all stormwater infrastructure  

– Increase contribution to Pipe Renewal 
Reserve Fund 

– Enhance Storm Sewer By-law enforcement 

• Delivery of flood relief, mitigation 
measures and improvement projects 
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Source: Image provided by CVC 
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Stormwater 
Delivery Model 
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Infrastructure & Environmental Monitoring 

Infrastructure Planning & Programming 

Infrastructure Design & Construction 

Infrastructure Maintenance & Operations 

Environmental Awareness 

Storm Sewer By-law Enforcement 

Stormwater Charge Program 
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Interim to Sustainable Service Level 
Annual Funding Needs 

8 

Pre-2016 Interim Sustainable
Maintenance & 

Operations Program       

Capital Program     

Pipe Reserve Fund

Not Funded
Partially Funded
100% Funded

Service Levels

Legend
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Current Services 
    FACILITIES 
• 2,100 km of storm 

sewer pipes 
• 51,000 catch basins 
• 200 km of creeks 
• 62 stormwater 

management (SWM) 
facilities 

 

    DELIVERS ANNUALLY 
• Stormwater flow conveyance inspections, 

maintenance and design standards 
• Watercourse monitoring and maintenance 
• SWM facility water quality and peak flow 

controls including dredging and 
rehabilitation 

• Stormwater capital programming and 
project delivery 

• Storm Sewer By-law enforcement 
• Rain gauge network 
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Service Area Issues and Trends 
• Greater frequency of extreme storm 

events results in added pressure to 
improve stormwater conveyance, quality 
and flow control 

• Aging stormwater infrastructure and the 
need to balance service levels with 
affordability 

• Need for additional resources to support 
asset management plan enhancements 

• Need for enhanced Storm Sewer By-law 
enforcement due to increasing 
number/complexity of issues 
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Achieving Our Goals 
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• Stormwater Charge implemented January 1, 2016 
• Undertook a review of Stormwater Residential 

Programs  
• Introduced new Stormwater Charge subsidy 

programs  
• Improved online resources related to stormwater  
• Engaged with residents at over 80 outreach and 

education events 
• Investigated nearly 80 requests related to 

enforcement of the Storm Sewer By-law 
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Performance Measures & Results 
• 83 Outreach & Education events held in 2016: 

– Engaged over 3500 residents 
– Painted 429 storm drains at Yellow Fish Road events 

• Stormwater Charge Program inquiries received: 
– Tier 1: 1488 (2015), 681 (2016, up to Sept. 1st) 
– Tier 2: 418 (2015), 465 (2016, up to Sept. 1st) 

• 90% of Requests for Review resolved within 60-day service level 
• 82% of Credit Applications reviewed within 30-day service level 
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Awards and Recognition 
• Friends of the Credit Award - Central Parkway 

Low Impact Development (LID) 
• Ontario Public Works Association (OPWA) 

Technical Innovation Award - Lisgar Basement 
Water Infiltration Investigation 

• National Co-op Employer of the Year – 
University of Guelph 

• Stormwater Charge Program Team – winner of 
City Manager’s Award of Excellence, 
nominated for six other Corporate Awards 

• Canadian Association of Municipal 
Administrators (CAMA) Environment Award – 
Stormwater Charge Program 
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2017 – 2020 Business Plan Outlook 
Highlights of the Plan 

Engaging Our Residents 

Optimizing the Use of Technology 

Maintaining & Improving Our Infrastructure 

Delivering Value 
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Highlights of the 2017-2020 Plan 
• The dedicated Stormwater Charge funds the increasing stormwater management needs 

including infrastructure renewal and pressures as a result of flooding events 
• $102.00 per stormwater billing unit is proposed for 2017 
• Initiating the transition from an ‘interim’ to a ‘sustainable’ service level 
• Ongoing development of a comprehensive asset management plan 
• Launch of an enhanced residential Outreach and Education program and a Residential 

Home Visit Program 
• Mitigation measures continue to be implemented for the Lisgar community to address 

basement water infiltration 
• Cooksville Creek flood relief and improvement projects, including stormwater 

management facilities, move forward to implementation 
• Federal and provincial infrastructure funds (Clean Water and Wastewater Fund) will 

support the Capital Budget 
15 
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Engaging our Residents 

• In 2016, staff attended over 80 events 
and workshops 

• The 2017-2020 Business Plan expands 
our engagement with residents 
through: 
– Implementation of an enhanced 

Residential Stormwater Outreach and 
Education Program  

– Implementation of a Residential 
Stormwater Home Visit Service for a two 
year trial period  

– Continued development and expansion of 
online support (e.g. social media) and 
website resources 
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Optimizing the Use of Technology 
• Implementation of an infrastructure management system to 

support inventories and condition assessments for all stormwater 
assets 
– Allows for improved coordination between road and storm sewer 

rehabilitation programs 
• New technologies or tools for field data collection that enhance our 

ability to proactively identify issues and prioritize work accordingly 
• Application of innovative engineering products/technologies  

– e.g. sewer lining, soil cells, bank stabilization techniques, green 
infrastructure 
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Maintaining & Improving Our Infrastructure 
• Increased investments in new and existing 

stormwater infrastructure 
• Development of storm pipe asset 

management plan 
• Enhancement of existing asset 

management plans and integration of all 
storm assets into comprehensive system  

• Investment in capital and pipe reserve 
funds 

• Enhanced enforcement of Storm Sewer By-
law 
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Delivering Value 
• Continuous Improvement 

– Each year, City staff identifies efficiencies and streamline processes 
while maintaining service levels and managing additional costs 
associated with administering the Stormwater Charge 

• Lean Initiatives  
– Improvements to creek inspection schedule and reporting processes 
– Digital review of creek inspection reports to reduce paper waste 
– Digitization of reports and studies stored in Environmental Services 

library 
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Linkages to the City’s Strategic Plan 

20 

connect - completing our neighbourhoods 
Build and Maintain Infrastructure – to deliver 
infrastructure in a sustainable way 

 
green - living green 
Conserve, Enhance and Connect Natural 
Environments – to be responsible stewards of the 
land by conserving, enhancing and connecting 
natural environments 
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2017 Business Plan & Budgets 
     2017 Stormwater Rate and Forecast 

     Distribution of Stormwater Charge Revenue 

     Operating     – 2017 Year Over Year Operating Budget Changes 

         – Proposed Operating Budget & New Initiatives 

             – Staff Needed to Deliver Services 

     Capital         – Infrastructure Renewal & Reserve Funds 

         – Progress on Existing Projects 

         – Proposed 2017-2026 Budget and Highlights 
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2017 Stormwater Rate and Forecast 

• Stormwater Rate  
= Amount of money per billing unit 
charged over a specific period of time 
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2016 2017 2018 2019 2020



$108$106Stormwater Rate    
(per billing unit) $100 $102 $104
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Distribution of 2017 Stormwater Charge Revenue 
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• Infrastructure renewal funding comprises over 71% of stormwater costs 

2017 Capital Projects  -
Funding Sources 

Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding 
 

$29.4 million $12.1 million 

$33.1 million 

$41.5 million 

Infrastructure Renewal 
Operating Programs 

2017 Stormwater 
Charge Revenue 

4.5



Proposed 2017–2020 Operating Budget 
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2017 Operating Programs Overview 
($12.1 million)  
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2017 Operating Budget Changes 
Net Operating budget over 2016 ($000’s) 

26 
Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding. 

Net $260 decrease 
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Costs to Maintain Current Service Levels 

Net $260K 
decrease 

4.5



Proposed New Initiatives 
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Description BR #
2017
FTE

Impact

2017
Proposed

Budget
($000's)

2018
Forecast
($000's)

2019
Forecast
($000's)

2020
Forecast
($000's)

2017
to

2020
FTE

Impact

2017 to
2020

Capital
($000's)

New Initiative
Asset Management Plan for Stormwater 
Infrastructure 2500 1.0 110 112 113 115 1.0 0

Enhanced Storm Sewer By-law 
Enforcement 2525 0.0 0 85 118 120 1.0 0

Total New Initiatives 1.0 110 197 231 235 2.0 0
Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding. 
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Staff Needed to Deliver Services 
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Program 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020

Administration 3.0              3.0              2.0              2.0              2.0            

Planning & Operations 18.4            19.4            20.4            20.4            20.4          

Total Service Distribution 21.4            22.4            22.4            22.4            22.4          

Note: These FTEs are directly funded by the Stormwater Program.

Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding. 
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2017 Infrastructure Renewal Overview 
($29.4 million)        
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Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding 
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Stormwater Infrastructure 
2017 Replacement Costs 

($2.04 billion) 
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Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding 
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Pipe Reserve Fund Closing Balance (2017-2026) 
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Stormwater Capital Reserve Fund 
Closing Balance (2017-2026) 
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Capital - 
Progress on Existing Projects 

• Completed replacement of the Cooksville Creek trunk storm sewer along Elm Drive 

• Construction of the Cooksville Creek stormwater pond located on the north side of 
Matheson Boulevard West continues (completion in 2017) 

• Phase 1 storm sewer lining mitigation measures initiated in the Lisgar community 
(completion in 2017) 

• Initiated the retrofit of the Collegeway stormwater pond to provide water quality control 
(completion in 2017) 

 
• Completed design phase for Lakeshore Road culvert widenings at Applewood Creek and 

Serson Creek (completion in 2017) 
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2017 Capital Budget 
($33.1 million) 
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Projects Funding Sources 

Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding 
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2017 Capital Highlights 

• $2.4M for rehabilitation of several existing 
stormwater ponds 

• $2.0M for design and construction of 
Phase 2 storm sewer lining, utility trench 
dewatering systems and monitoring 

• $1.5M for Cooksville Creek erosion control 
from Mississauga Valley Boulevard to 
Central Parkway 

• $0.6M for research and development of a 
Storm Sewer Asset Management System 36 

• $6.4M for design of a new Cooksville Creek stormwater facility near Eglinton 
Avenue and Kennedy Road, Eastgate Park 

• $5.8M for continued construction of the Cooksville Creek stormwater facility 
located north of Matheson Boulevard West 
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2017-2026 Capital Budget 
($324.1 million) 
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Projects Funding Sources 

Note: Numbers may not balance due to rounding 
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2018-2026 Capital Highlights 
• $81.6M for Cooksville Creek stormwater management facilities 

to mitigate flood risk 
• $76.4M for watercourse erosion control projects 
• $18.8M for new stormwater management facilities to support 

development within the Ninth Line corridor 
• $17.8M for renewal of trunk and local storm sewers 
• $11.5M for inspections and assessments of storm sewers 
• $9.1M for implementation of mitigation measures in the Lisgar 

community 
• $4.1M for culvert improvements at Applewood Creek and QEW 
• $3.6M to rehabilitate existing stormwater management facilities  
• $2.3M for projects that incorporate LID design into roadways 
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Conclusion 
• 2017 Stormwater Charge Rate of $102/billing unit 

• 2017 Operating Programs budget of $12.1 million.  Proposed activities 
include: 

– Initiate the transition from an ‘interim’ to ‘sustainable’ service level 

– Implement an asset management program for storm pipes 

– Enhance existing asset management plans for all stormwater assets 

– Engage residents with enhanced Outreach and Education 

 

• 2017 Capital Budget of $33.1 million 
– Maintain and renew existing infrastructure 

– Plan, design and construct new infrastructure 
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Date: 2016/11/08 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
2017 Budget Engagement Results 

Recommendation 
That the 2017 Budget Engagement Results report dated November 8, 2016 from the 

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
The goals of 2017 Budget Communications were: 

 to provide residents and employees with timely and comprehensive information about the

City's budget process through a number of channels and in plain language

 to promote the many ways residents/key stakeholders have to provide input into and

participate in the City Budget process

 As of November 4, 2016 communications about the 2017 Budget have reached more than

4.7 million exposures via traditional and digital media

 As of November 4, 2016, 25,931 people have directly engaged in the 2017 Budget

process via the budget website, online budget allocator, telephone budget sessions or

student budget sessions

 Participation in the Budget Allocator was well received:

1,483 submitted their opinion using the Budget Allocator

474 written comments were received from those who used the budget allocator tool.

Background 
Citizen participation in budgeting is an important component of municipal budgeting.  Involving 

citizens in the City’s budget process improves their level of understanding, helps decision 

makers prepare budgets in a transparent manner, and ensures responsiveness to the needs 

and views of citizens.  

6.3



Budget Committee 
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For the 2017 budget cycle, the City built on the previous budget cycle’s successful 

communication and engagement activities.  

 

The goals of 2017 Budget Communications were: 

o to provide residents and employees with timely and comprehensive information about 

the City’s budget process through a number of channels and in plain language 

 

o to promote the many ways residents/key stakeholders have to provide input into City 

Budget process  

 

The overall approach to reach residents was based on their needs, activities and preferences 

and on the City’s information about the effectiveness of available communications channels. 

 

Combined with core communications outreach, a refreshed budget website, the Budget Basics 

video, online budget allocator tool and four additional service area videos (seven in total) 

contributed to achieving a high level of budget engagement. 

 

Comments 
In keeping with the standards and values of the City’s Communications  Master Plan, staff 
worked to provide information that is: 
 
Clear - “customer-friendly” and understandable, written in plain language; not laden with jargon 

or overly technical. 
 
Accessible - open and transparent; providing tools to ensure key public decisions (e.g., 
committee meetings, council meetings and other) are made readily available to the public 
(24/7); ensuring all communications from web-based to public events and meetings are 
governed by the Information and Communications Standard within the Accessibility for 
Ontarians with Disabilities Act (AODA). 
 
Timely - embracing a culture of proactive communications; not waiting to be asked but to 

identify opportunities to communicate.  
 
Relevant - recognizing that “one size” does not always “fit all” when it comes to communications 

and that it is the City’s responsibility to deliver customized communications to its c itizens, when 
and where needed using the channels they prefer. 
 
 
Tools Used 
 
Advertising and promotion – Print Messages were placed in various print publications; on the 

City’s website; on Facebook and Twitter; sent via email; and on indoor and outdoor screens and 
sign boards to encourage the public to become involved in the budget process. 
 
Website and videos – the City’s main website and budget website were updated to ensure 

accessible and consistent content in plain language was available. In addition to the existing 
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Mayor’s video and service area videos for Fire & Emergency Services, MiWay -Transit and 
Roads, four new service area videos were created in response to input from the Council survey: 

o Information Technology 
o Facilities and Property Management 
o Parks and Forestry 
o Recreation 

 
The videos were posted on the City’s budget website and the City’s YouTube channel.   
 
Budget Allocator – located on the City’s website, the budget allocator provided the opportunity 

for the public to choose from among City services and indicate the level of spending they would 
suggest relative to the level of service that spending would support. New this year, was the 
addition of Information Technology and Land Development Services, for a total of 12 service 
areas. 
 
Telephone Budget Sessions – Telephone budget sessions serve as large-scale opportunities 

to enable residents to hear from and interact with elected officials and senior City staff on 
relevant issues. 
 
Three telephone budget sessions were conducted; City-wide, Wards 2 and 6 and Wards 3 and 
4 on October 13, 17 and 20.  These one-hour sessions included opening remarks, residents’ 
questions taken through a queued approach and polling questions asked directly to the 
participants on the phone. 
 
New this year was the inclusion of cellphone numbers in the callout list of 100,000, as a pilot to 
help reach a broader volume and demographic of residents, as people increasingly rely on 
cellphones and even abandon the use of landlines.  
 
Of the 100,000 numbers called, 2,592 people requested not to be called in the future, either by 
pressing ‘9’ when first called, or by contacting the City directly. These numbers were deleted 
from the callout list and a Do Not Call list has been created for future reference. 
 
The vendor contracted to conduct the telephone budget sessions obtained all numbers including 
cellphone numbers registered in Mississauga and determined the numbers to call through a 
process called random digit dialing. It was not possible to target ward-specific cellphone 
numbers, so some residents may have received several calls, if they did not press “9” the first 
time, and some non-residents whose cellphones were purchased in Mississauga also received 
calls. 
 
This experience with the use of cellphone numbers will help inform our approach for future 
telephone campaigns. 

 
School Outreach – Staff and members of Council lead sessions at Our Lady of Mount Carmel 

Secondary School, John Fraser Secondary School, University of Toronto Mississauga and 
Sheridan College. Each session consisted of an overview of the budget process and an 
opportunity to try the budget allocator, followed by a question-and-answer session with the 
students.  
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Results 

 
Advertising and Promotion  

 
Staff used social media and media relations throughout the City’s Budget process to raise 
awareness and interest. The following results have been achieved as of November 4, 2016: 

o Total Twitter reach:  294,391 
o Total Facebook reach:  123,138 
o Print/online media and indoor/outdoor screen/sign reach:  1.4 million 
o Email blast to City subscribers re: Budget Allocator: 35,000 

 
Website and Videos  

 Budget Website and budget videos 

o There were 10,143  unique visits to the Budget website from July 1 to November 
4 

o 110 unique views of the Budget Basics video between September 22 and 
November 4 

o 361 unique views of the Mayor’s “Have Your Say” video between posting 
September 22 and November 4  

o 789 unique views of the three existing service area videos and four new  videos 
between September 22 and November 4 

 

Budget Allocator 

The following chart shows the selections in the 12 service areas recorded on the budget 
allocator:  
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Overall, participants agreed with the proposed 2017 budget spending. In looking at votes for 
increases versus decreases, there appears to be more interest in increasing spending for traffic 
management and winter maintenance. Conversely, the results would suggest a higher number 
would be prepared to decrease budgets for regulatory services. Detail results by service area 
appear in Appendix 1.  

As part of the process of completing the Allocator, respondents can provide comments. It is 
interesting to note that: 

o 1,483 submitted their opinion by using the Budget Allocator tool 
o A total of 474 or 31% of the respondents left comments. Comments are very diverse: 

they vary in subject matter and range widely in opinions expressed. Topics are similar to 
those raised in the telephone budget sessions: 

o Traffic management/pedestrian safety 
o Transit 
o Finding efficiencies 
o Property taxes 
o (More) Trees and green spaces 
o Services/affordable housing for seniors 
o Culture/public art 
o (More) Community Centres 
o (More) Bike lanes 

o Appendix 2 contains all budget allocator participant comments. 
 
The 474 comments relate to the following service areas: 

o 49% - general comments (e.g., find efficiencies, lower taxes, great job, scale back taxes, 
reduce salaries, find new revenues, thank you for engaging, keep up the great work…) 

o 12% - roads, traffic management, bicycle lanes 
o 9% - MiWay transit, Light Rail Transit and Transitway 
o 6%  - the online Budget Allocator Tool 
o 5% - Peel Region services or other governments (e.g., police services, education, school 

busses) 
o 4% -  comments by or related to seniors/disabled persons 
o 3% - Culture, grants and celebration square activities 
o 12% - Parks, Recreation, Library, Environment, Land/Planning & Building, Regulatory 

Services & Stormwater, Mayor and Council.  Comments related to IT were included in 
the “general comments” section. 

 
For reporting purposes, comments collected by November 4, 2016 were included in this 
Corporate Report. Staff will continue to monitor feedback. 
 
There were four polling questions. These results are not scientific but are interesting to note. 
Questions asked and results revealed: 

1. More than half of participating listeners prioritize Roads and Infrastructure as City 
services that are most important to their families. 

2. Participants indicated that they prefer a modest increase (at the rate of inflation) to 
maintain services, or a decrease in tax with a commensurate decrease in services.  

3. Session listeners found faster travel times to be the weakest motivator to 
encourage more public transit usage. Instead, listeners reported an inclination to 
increase their usage of public transit if local public transit facilitated connections 
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with regional transit networks, more frequent service and emphasized higher 
order transit across Mississauga. 

4.  Approximately one-in-three listeners reported being aware of the Hurontario Light 
Rail Transit, LRT project. A similar proportion reported being vaguely familiar, and 
the same proportion reported never having heard of the LRT project. 

 
School Outreach Sessions 

Working together with the Mayor and Council, four Mississauga educational institutions 
responded to a request to hold an interactive student budget presentation: 

o University of Toronto Mississauga 
o Sheridan College 
o Our Lady of Mount Carmel Secondary School 
o John Fraser Secondary School 

 

Overall, the four sessions reached 136 students, providing them with an overview of the 
business planning and budget process. While the UTM discussions focussed mostly around 
municipal policies, the City’s Budget Allocator tool drew out much conversation among all 
students, as they discovered how different decisions could affect the overall budget. Students 
were given an information card for them to take back to their families. 

 

Telephone Budget Sessions 

In total, 12,909 residents participated in the three telephone budget sessions. The average 
participant duration was 17.5 minutes. The average peak number of attendees was 1,434 for 
the City-wide session, and just over 500 for the ward-specific sessions. The most common 
questions and discussions focused on: 

o Plans for property tax increases in 2017 
o Stormwater charge 
o Transit: Hurontario LRT, increased service 
o Affordable housing 
o Housing and programs for seniors 
o Tree planting and public green spaces 
o City salaries 

 

Other Tactics 

Every two years, staff conduct a scientific poll of resident’s opinions and services.  The next poll 
will be in 2017. Staff have used the information reported last year by Environics as a foundation 
for all their business plans, in addition to the public engagement tactics held throughout the 
year. Staff have also fielded emails from the general public, met with MIRANET and presented 
at the Policy Committee of Mississauga Board of Trade.    
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Next Steps 

As Budget Committee receives and deliberates the proposed 2017 budget, City digital channels, 
media, and social media will continue to promote: 

o updates during budget deliberations 
o the approaching Council budget vote 
o Council approval of the 2017 Business Plan & Budget  

 
 

Financial Impact 
An outside firm contracted via an RFP process was engaged to conduct the Telephone Budget 

Sessions at a cost of approximately $60,000.  

Conclusion 
Activities to raise awareness about the 2017 Business Plan & Budget and to engage people in 

the budget process were successful. Budget messages reached 4.7 million through various 

accessible communications tactics. Almost 26,000 people participated in the major outreach 

initiatives that included an updated budget website, the online budget allocator, three telephone 

budget sessions and interactive sessions with secondary and post-secondary students.  The 

findings from the outreach efforts are that the majority of residents are inclined toward the City’s 

budget position; balancing what residents value and think is important and maintaining 

reasonable funding increases.  The findings also confirm the desire of many residents to be 

engaged in the budget process. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: 2017 Detailed Budget Allocator Results 

Appendix 2: 2017 Budget Allocator Comments 

 

 

 

 

 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Cynthia Ulba, Senior Communications Advisor 
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Appendix 1: 
2017 Detailed Budget Allocator Results 

1.  

 Tool did skip some of the options like for Environment. There is a need to do traffic signal 
synchronization on some major streets. Overall message is do not spend what you do not have. 
If needed increase city revenue and then spend more. There could be savings in IT too.  

2.  
Please complete budge work on erinmills and Winston Churchill as soon as possible. It is a major 
traffic problem and headache for a lot of drivers at least twice daily. 

3.  Decrease current budget and reduce taxes.  

4.  
The City's budget has been restricted far too much over the past several years, to the extent 
that the City is far behind in providing transit service, and some trails are not being maintained 
at all (e.g., the trail along Rathburn Rd. W., between Deer Run and Mavis). 

5.  
Just be more prudent while spending, don't cater to special interest groups. Check the work 
done and how it has been done. 

6.  
This city needs to have transit improvements. Our transit is pathetic, and parks and rec/libraries 
are for old people who don't matter anymore.  

7.  

Something HAS to be done about traffic flow in this city. You can't get anywhere on our major 
roads without being stopped at almost every single traffic light. The questions mentioned "traffic 
calming" several times, but fail to realize that drivers who can actually get to their destinations in 
a reasonable amount of time don't need to be "calmed". The answer to every traffic situation is 
NOT to add yet another unsynchronized traffic light. 

8.  It will not let me enter Meadowvale, ON ????? 

9.  This administration is doing a good job keeping Mississauga beautiful and functional 

10.  
Councillor budgets need to be reduced. Car allowance way to high. Community picnics on my 
dime irresponsible. 

11.  

Capital funds must be allocated for the Burnhamthorpe CC.  Its needs a fitness facility.  The area 
of Rockwood Village which has one of the highest level of property tax in Mississauga does not 
have a community centre with an adequate fitness facility (weight and cardio rooms).  This has 
has been brought to Councillor Chris Fonseca's attention, but have not heard back on what the 
required course of action is to get this on the City's planning committee's agenda.  Please advise 
ASAP as this is a real concerns for the residents of Rockwood Village! 

12.  

Mississauga's councillors continue to increase budgets every year without due concern of the tax 
payers!  I would like to see this Mayor do something to keep budget within inflation rate that is 
announced for the end of Sept.  It was around 1.2% end of July.  One budget out of control is 
definitely police budget.  

13.  If any $ is left over, it should go to community centres.  
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14.  
As part of the Culture, I don't see mention about art installations.  Mississauga's landscape is 
finally softening with the addition of these.  Keep them coming!!! 

15.  Fun and educational! Great job! 

16.  

Can you please consider adding bus cost freeze into Mi-Way 5 program with plans to reduce 
operational costs? 
 
That includes double deckor buses, shifting more buses to articulated? 

17.  
Overall i agree with the proposed recommendations. As per spend calculations in 2016 (YTD) 
actuals, we are spending a bit higher on maintenance, which can be curtailed in 2017 to support 
more public welfare and development amenities   

18.  

We casually talk about increases for services (3% here, 5% there, etc.). When you live on a fixed 
pension, any increase causes a change in spending priority (food, shelter, medicine, charity, etc.). 
There are annual increases in hydro, water, natural gas, oil, gasoline (these change daily), etc. I 
can remember a time when gasoline was the same price for over 3 years.   
 
City governments get grants, loans, etc. from other government branches, such as 
Provincial/Federal.  Where do they get the money?  From the citizens! When will these increases 
stop?   
 
When will people be satisfied with what they have? 

19.  
Are tree warranties being collected in warranty time frame?  Or are trees being left to die and 
being replaced by city taxes?  Why not hire a summer forestry student to review warranty and 
ensure collection. Just a thought  

20.  

Library services are essential for any community. Please increase the services offered by the city 
libraries. Also make provision that city residents are allowed to borrow from UTM library. There 
should also provision for users to borrow from any public library in the province via inter-library 
in a timely manner. 
 
Funding can be freezed for cultural festivals. We need to spend more on nurturing local talent 
and not waste them on one day events which have limited value.  

21.  

With two higher levels of government spending and raising taxes at their own free  will, it's time 
to slow down the spending and growth At the Region and Municipal levels.  Leading the way in 
budget reforms and government responsibility is the way of the future. 
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22.  TAXES ARE TOO HIGH , CITY NEEDS TO CUT BACK AND STOP THE LRT HURONTARIO ST.  

23.  

Please make sure to take care of our greenery in our beautiful city by planting more trees and 
cutting down on exces street lights. Also implement a stronger traffic laws on the reckless 
drivers in the mississauga area. Thank you and please think about how hard we all work to help 
finance our city, money should he respected,  not abused. 

24.  More spending on infrastructure and public transit.  

25.  

Expansion in this city is at its maximum. Now is the time to increase attention on getting 
revenue with increased tourism, more education institutions, social activities and effective transit 
services. New development needs to invest in this city with cultural and touristic support. Art 
Gallery with decent size, active spaces and investing in hosting international events should bring 
in revenue.We need to be creative in our approach to the city not overload of bureaucratic 
status quo. Good schools and colleges is the means to attract youth and families. Improving the 
quality of local schools should be a priority. 

26.  
There are no buses plying to Pearson International Airport on Saturdays & Sundays after 
10.00pm could you please review this route as there is no other alternative ways to reach 
Mississauga. Truly appreciate. Thank you. 

27.  

Since 2008 salaries and benefits have increased $111,000,000, were these not recession years, 
while it's been a spending bonaza in City hall you people don't pay bills we do,  get rid of some 
employees and have the rest do what happens in the private sector take up the slack, you see 
that's how the real world works NOT YOUR WORLD.  

28.  

Have any studies been done to see how many people would actually use the transit corridor on a 
regular basis? Does one have to pay to park at these sites?  I have seen a virtually empty parking 
lot at Tompkin Road and heard parking fees deter use, if one has to drive there pay to park and 
pay for transit, why would one who has a vehicle not just drive? This transit way still involves 
connecting to another bus to get anywhere one needs to go, so time wise for majority of people 
not worth it. 

29.  
Property taxes are inflating faster than private sector wages.  It's becoming unaffordable to live 
in Mississauga.  

30.  

Trucks spray way too much salt on the roads in the winter. What a waste of money. It hurts the 
marine environment by going down the drain and ending up in the lake. No one goes to the 
Library anymore so that should not have an increased budget whatsoever. Lastly, there are not 
enough green spaces and trees in this city. The trees that were planted this spring on the side of 
the road are dead...what a shame. Instead of letting whatever developer is next create more 
shops that we don't need, how about some forests and green spaces. Make developers required 
to include so many trees on their property when developing. Thank you for the opportunity to 
give my input. 
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31.  

Although the City has done some work at becoming more efficient I believe there still is a long 
way to go in cutting waste. On a regular basis I see so much waste that some times I wonder if 
anyone at city hall cares. Our taxes are growing out of control, wether federal, provincial, or 
municipal, while our wages are fairly stagnant and politicians never seem to notice or care. 

32.  Thanks 

33.  
Stop authorizing building condos all over. Maintain what we have in term of population and 
improve schools/hospitals.  

34.  
Just maintain the infrastructure and reduce spending just because it's there does not mean it 
should be spent contractors need to be competitive as fees applied are already higher than most 
cities.  

35.  
Transit has got to grow as our city grows...right now the frequency and routes are far too 
limiting to moving people around while reducing our carbon footprint! 

36.  

I would not only spend the budget but also care to reduce the wastage, improper usage and 
restrict the misappropriation by implementing necessary controls and continuous monitoring. 
My suggestion would be that municipality should continue to have more emphasis on controlling 
the unnecessary spend, ensure all monies spent is giving back the value proposed. An 
occupational fraud team with responsibilities to prevent, detect abuse and misappropriation of 
resources to be implemented.  Frequent audits and continous controls monitoring is highly 
recommended.  

37.  great to have some input 

38.  

Currently there is no planning of traffic fluency. calming traffic is translated in creating more 
problems, more traffic lights that function as bottle necks. Fluency of traffic is safety: ppl travel 
to places in planned good time, so they don't need to rush. Please consider reducing traffic 
lights and implement more one way streets; add more "no left turns" on streets without left turn 
lanes and conside replacing them with what is largely used in Europe: "rotonda". Implement "no 
parking" on all major streets at all times: cannot have bicicles and traffic and parked cars and 
public transit/street cars all on the same street; no parking on major street is a common practice 
in big cities. Adding more designated parking buildings or on small streets would ensure safety 
and fluency of traffic in the same time. There is little thought put into the city growing and 
increased traffic. The stop lights are too frequent and not synchronized, it would not be 
acceptable in any major city in Europe to create bottle necks in the traffic with such poor design 
of traffic light. Makes no sense. The city needs better engineers for traffic planning.  
Thank  you! 

39.  
I have already sent in my opinions.This is where I stand.Have been in Mississauga over 35 years 
and I say: things are changing rapidly ever since Hazel resigned.): 
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40.  

More needs to be done to help the traffic chaos. The city keeps approving condo construction 
but new  roads are not being added. Traffic is a nightmare as it is. What is going to happen when 
all of the approved condos are built, when so many thousands will move to Mississauga. Also 
something needs to be done about traffic lights. Some take too long to change and some people 
have tendencies to run yellow/red lights in order not to be stuck 3 minutes waiting for a light to 
change. Please do some planning before approving any and every project that every developer 
presents. Please think of the taxpayers for a change. I am thinking of leaving Mississauga and a 
lot of people I talk to feel the same way. Thank you 

41.  

1) Law enforcement can be improved with increase usage of InformationTechnology and data 
analysis. IT consulting shall be reduce by creating employment opportunity within city and not 
allocating contracts to other organizations or outside of city vendors. Even parking enforcement 
can be increased with data analysis. 2) Create community culture by involvement which comes 
with no fee and charges, city has many experts in various areas and who wants to do something 
for the city, make them involved, identify by city business employee database for their expertise 
and offer or ask for volunteer to lead community.  Overall people and community engagement 
shall decrease cost on management and administration, and consulting cost. 
 

42.  
I am not currently living in Mississauga but always want to help the city where my kids were 
born and grew up until their 5 years old! 

43.  More money for roads and please reduce traffic congestion  

44.  

Traffic within the city is ridiculous.  More and more people are moving out and locating in 
smaller cities, it takes me over 1 hour to get to work on a work day and over 1.5 hours to get 
home.  On the weekend I can travel this in under 15 minutes.  Trafic lights are not aligned, 
construction is not regulated and affects too many streets at the same time going the same 
direction.  It currently takes me over 20 minutes to get off the street I work on in the evening 
before going south on Tomken.  Gas is wasted, fuel emissions, pollution and road rage are seen 
every day by commuters where it is not necessary.  I even car pool to work but getting to the 
403 to use the lane takes forever due to back log.  Not everyone can take transit, kids, daycare, 
just overall feasibility but maintenance in traffic performance  many issues could be reduced or 
eliminated.  I am forever calling in to complain about lights not having turn signals working or 
the fact they are too short or not lining up with other lights.  They get looked into and adjusted 
but somebody needs to monitor this full time.  It should be a job! 

45.  

I support reduction across the board by 10%. Eliminate city council to 5 people. Outsource every 
department except finance, IT and legal. Eliminate unions. Privatize everything. Treat it like a 
corporation. Give one share per tax payer to the corporation. City hall report to board of 
directors and board of directors report to shareholders which is tax payers. Mayors and 
councilors are term limits. No career politicians. No guarantee pension. Everyone working for 
government should be on DC pension plan. No bank days. Work 24/7 like the rest of us.     
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46.  
I am very proud of our city of MISSISDSAUGA and its management, we should all work hard to 
keep it safe, clean, progressive, free of debt, and very desirable for residing. 

47.  

Please deeply look into each services provided if indeed need to increase, first thing is to see 
from which and where we can safe some cost prior to decide to increase the budget.  Also note 
that the salary increase unable to coupe with the tax increases, citizen wiill down grading the 
quality of live and increase more citizens to claim subsidies from government. 

48.  
I am interested in knowing how the proposed budgets will affect the disabled community and 
would appreciate feedback in this area. 

49.  Try to spend on Senior citizen,Increase their pension. 

50.  We really Need to Find Long Term Solution To Traffic Situation and focus energy on this 

51.  
hope that mi way is going to work because we are spend a lot of money and do not see any 
benefirs yet 

52.  City should look into efficiency more, while maintaining and improving the services. 

53.  
 I do believe there are inefficiencies in the system and that eliminating these inefficiencies would 
make room for further rebalancing of the budget spending.  These "savings" could then be 
reallocated to introduce other "growth" projects.    

54.  
That is just my personal opinion based on my lifestyle, needs for my family, kids, work. In general 
I fully trust in competence of people who developed this budged in one of best maintained  
cities of Canada.  

55.  Traffic flow is key to a successful city and economy 

56.  spend what we have  do not borrow more debt is unethical for our children 

57.  
The site plan approval process is ridiculously complex, with virtually fully developed building 
design plans being required at far too early a stage in the project cycle.Too much bureaucracy 
and  time wasted. 
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58.  

I feel the city of Mississauga needs to funnel more resources into the community and 
infrastructure. The future of Mississauga depends on community, training, employment, and 
assistance programs to help people in seeking employment and provide our youth with more 
opportunities for growth and higher education. Another key area is infrastructure in terms of 
parks, recreation, and urban planning. Mississauga is rapidly expanding and we need more 
development and expansion. We are far behind in terms of housing, small business, and overall 
offerings.... if we want to expand we need to plan for the future which is highly service geared 
and the need for better infrastructure is so apparent. Our downtown in comparison to Toronto 
and Markham and Oakville and other places has shown far less growth and there is a lot of room 
for improvements and the introduction of more small business such as restaurants, cafes, bars, 
entertainment as well as office and retail establishments. We need more outside income and we 
will only get that is we can attract more people to Mississauga. 

59.  
The way we are going is good, with only a minor tweaking needed. Hopefully, downward 
tweaking.  

60.  All the best I know it's not an easy thing to balance the budget good luck. 

61.  Thank you for the opportunity to have my voice heard. 

62.  
I don't think it is necessary to pick up the green kitchen waste bin every week in residential areas 
(especially in the winter). These bins are so large that they would easily last 2 weeks between 
pick ups! 

63.  

It is highly important to focus on safety and security of people. In malton all parks and quite 
areas need security cameras, so police can monitor. Police need to have drones to find criminal 
activities. In day light people selling illegal stuff in parks and trails. 
Area is becoming dangerous day by day 

64.  Is the city looking at creating more efficiencies such as how resources are utilized?  

65.  

I'm an early pensioner thanks to age discrimination in the work force and suffering through the 
tax crazy Liberal government. I'm at the point where I simply can't afford constant property tax 
increases. If there was a rebate program in place for people in my position then I would gladly 
see the budget get the money it probably deserves. 

66.  

Although I am over budget, I do understand that in order for the City of Mississauga to maintain 
it's identity as a "World Class City", funds must be spent, to build better roads, have adequate 
Parking Enforcement Officers and Animal Service Officers, update/upgrade Transit, and have 
secure and safe IT and Security.programs.    

67.  
Cut back on huge salaries for over paid double dipping Politicians who collect big fat salaries 
from both the City of Mississauga and the Region of Peel.  

68.  City does a great Job 
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69.  
For anything I'm not familiar with I just said to stay with current budget. I get why this survey is 
done, but that's why we have politicians! Most people don't have the data to support their 
choice of increased or decreased funding. Hopefully the city does! 

70.  Thank you for all the work you do to make Mississauga a world class city! 

71.  
with increase provincial costs to just about everything that will cost everyone dearly, please try 
to get the municipal spending down... just might help a few seniors and in general all of 
Mississauga's population  

72.  
I love my city Mississauga (18 years) I am so proud to see the development in the past 18 years. 
Mayor Hazel did a fantastic job, I am confident Mayor Crombie will follow her foot step. God 
Bless Mississauga. 

73.  
I would like the City to reign in out-of-control increases in staff salaries and pensions, which have 
grown far faster than in the private sector in the last 10 years.  

74.  

Finding efficiencies in providing existing services must be looked at in great detail before 
increasing budgets. It is always easy to increase spending however one must remember that 
every level of government (federal, provincial and municipal) is continually increasing taxes yet 
we continuously read about the failure of these governments to ensure that the funds they 
receive are being spent wisely and efficiently. The taxpayer only has a limited amount of money 
and our incomes are not increasing at the same rate as the increases in spending by every level 
of government. 

75.  We pay some of the highest property taxes in Ontario. This must stop.  

76.  
If the goal was to communicate these are tough decisions, goal achieved. Thank you for running 
the city. 

77.  A very useful, informative and interactive budget tool 

78.  

Please put pressure to have UTM offer more expanded full time and part time courses. If not look 
at attracting York University or Waterloo University or McMaster open up a major branch in 
Mississauga. Please look at ways to have our under priveleged gain more access to higher 
education closer to home. 

79.  
I'm more interested in how you can do more with the same budget. This is where you need to 
engage the citizens. I see a lot of waste on how we deliver services today with minimal costs 
borne by the people who put the most stress on the system. 

80.  If we are willing to pay for it why should you not do it?  

81.  Thanks for the consultation!   
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82.  
How about thinking along lines of reducing taxes? Or modern politicians don't know such words 
anymore? 

83.  
I reduced the Cultural Budget but increased the Fitness and Activity Budget. Fitness should help 
reduce the cost of Health Care.  

84.  
I think it's time you start managing the peoples money more responsibly instead of always 
increasing costs you need to find ways to do more with less. Not everyone gets a 3% salary 
increase to pay for all your spending. 

85.  We need to reduce the spending, taxes are becoming to high. 

86.  
How many people are taking miway? there are such a big portion of money going to miway, 
does it serve most of people's request? Or maybe should be moved to current traffic 
improvement.  

87.  
Focus on improving the qualifications and abilities of middle managers who, in too many cases, 
have no management experience or skills. These employees have tremendous budget controls 
but little skill on running their departments. 

88.  
Continue with Hazel's plan to stabilize infrastructure first. We cant have everything else if we 
can't use our roads in each season and our essential services are compromised.  

89.  Focus should not be on spending more but controlling costs.  

90.  Try and adhere to budget or spend less 

91.  The current tax in Mississauga needs to be controlled. It's getting out of hand. 

92.  under budget! 

93.  
Interesting that the Police budget is not here.  Cities spend way too much money on Fire and 
Police. 

94.  
Surplus amount is needed to  be allocated towards lowering the property taxes ratio and 
reducing other admin costs.  

95.  Please don't increase property tax further rather make city admin more efficient to save $$$ 

96.  It is tough to work with a limited budget, but we have to take advantage with what we have. 

97.  Good luck!  

98.  
Thanks for sharing the budget with Mississauga citizen.  Public education is the most effective 
key to build a healthy community, Mississauga Libraries support the education in a way or 
another and Mississauga needs urgently a good public transit system to reduce the unbelievable 
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traffic congestion.  

99.  
Most of the comments in topics related to increase or decrease budget are not relevant to 
situation. I don't think that increase or decrease of the budget in 300K with all budget 21M, will 
have a significant impact on IT structure, and the same with everything else... 

100.  
I prefer small annual tax increases that keep up with inflation and allow services to be 
maintained or increased.  At the same time, I would expect that my tax dollars are spent wisely, 
and not wasted. 

101.  I will be happy to pay $20 more on property tax 

102.  

The City of Mississauga is a great place to live and work. I use to live in Etobicoke for 7 years , so 
I was always out and about enjoying what the city had to offer at that time. Back in the mid 80s 
to early 90s. As stated I would live out in Mississauga again if the opportunity happens to arise 
again due to my career or future goals. I currently live in the downtown core. Tired of the noise 
and the current high risk neighbor hoods , I guess Toronto, Mississauga and surrounding areas all 
have their high risk areas. The province of Ontario in a my opinion  , within all areas of These 
great cities all have change. Some for the better and some areas not for the better. I must state 
both /all mayors in both/all cities in Ontario are doing great jobs at hand. I am sure it is not an 
easy task at hand. It is, I am confident a very challenging position/s jobs, along with very 
interesting  challenges / positions to fulfill so we all can live life to the fullest each and everyday.   
Keep up the great work and your accomplishments. Keep going forward in a positive manner 
fulfilling your daily, (24/7 sometimes), duties, as the MAYOR of Mississauga, you all are doing a 
fantastic job to date. 
Regards, 

103.  3% reduction through efficiency.  

104.  
I feel as though the city of Mississauga needs to prioritize concerns better and see which 
services are not being used and decres those. 

105.  My first priority would be to improve traffic flow as that is a daily aggravation in our family 

106.  
Get your spending under control!   People are outraged at tax increases AND ADDITIONAL NEW 
LEVIES (Taxes). Businesses and taxpayers have to live within their means and so should 
Governments.    

107.  

The suggested reductions will not have any direct impact on services already in place as their 
service quality is already average. Snow clearing needs to be speeded up. Most of the services 
offered are not even tangible and of any real effect on day to day living of ordinary citizens. 
Thanks. 
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108.  
 some of the,questions  are subjective.  I have no recommendations how to improve this, just 
needs wording at points in  the question perhaps.  I like the opportunity to participate 
regardless. 

109.  Thank you very much for including us in this exercise.  

110.  

I think we should make every effort to work more efeciently. We cannot just increase taxes 
every year when there is so mch wastefulness going on. I am retired and I cannot afford higher 
taxes every year, just because people refuse to work more efficiently. 
My ipension income does not incease at the same time.   

111.  

How about a reduction in perks and expense accounts for civil servants? Your parking bylaws 
are stupid and do not reflect the reality of today's family. My waste collection is 50% of what it 
used to be. My property tax, water/sewage, hydro bills have all gone up in the past year and 
nobody I know is getting a 3% or 5% increase in salary. Live within your constituents means! 

112.  

The focus should be on eliminating wasting public money; a couple of examples: useless "No 
litter" signs installed next to some mailboxes, Meadowvale Community Centre that has been 
designed in such a way that it seems that whoever approved the design has never visited the 
existing community centres and not taken into account the mistakes that had been made (e.g. 
River Grove CC, one of the newest in Mississauga, rebuilt a couple of years ago because of poor 
initial design) 
I have suggested reduction of spending in the proposed budget in almost all areas but still the 
total  

113.  Please allow all students to access public transportation for free during school hours! 

114.  

Taxes have reached an uncomfortable level for me. When you add in all the rest of the increases 
of late, gas, hydro and waist water/water it is too much. I am always cutting back and adjusting 
temperatures just to keep things in budget but there is a limit to that also. Wages barely change 
for the better. 

115.  
Didn't see "police services" in the lists ... I feel this should be reduced by minimum of 5% next 
budget 

116.  I will suggest city to control increasing Property Tax burden on citizens  

117.  good luck! 

118.  
Dealing with the city, observing its daily operations  and city staff I have found considerable 
inefficiencies. Time management and employee pace in many circumstances is far below 
industry standard. Time to weed out the slackers and inefficient employees! 
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119.  

One thing that seriously needs to be considered is smart traffic lights across the city. One of the 
biggest complaints I have is sitting at a red light, when no-one (not even pedestrians) are using 
the green. If we invested in smart traffic lights that could speak to each other, and/or 
understand when there is no traffic using the green and adjust to give other lanes a green it 
would serve two major benefits: a) reducing congestion, and improving traffic flows across the 
city, and b) allowing for emergency services to turn perpendicular routes' lights to red and open 
up the laneways for them to get to emergencies faster.  
Maybe at the beginning it would just be on very major intersections/major routes (e.g. 
Hurontario St.); but over time should be rolled out to pretty much all traffic lights. 

120.  

I think we need to rethink the continuous building of high rises in Mississauga.  I know that it 
brings more tax dollars in the purses of our City Hall in a smaller area but no one seems to be 
thinking about the ramifications of our traffic in the Square One area and beyond.  Everyone 
assumes that everyone will be using public transit but unless you cannot afford a car that this 
will not be the case.   Also, no one seems to be looking at  the pollution and excess garbage this 
produces.  After a while if condos are not properly regulated and properly maintained,  they 
start looking like an eyesore.   Also,  it would be nice in a perfect world that everyone would be 
walking everywhere or biking to their destinations but that is also a cruel reality.   Alot of people 
still depend on their cars. Not everyone has the luxury of working from home.  So if you have 5 
towers x 1 -2 cars each unit -  Ya hoo!  Burnamthorpe Road is going to be a fun place to drive at 
all hours of the day and night.    Hopefully,  also something is going to be put in place so that 
foreign investors do not buy up all this affordable housing (which is meant for real people 
actually living in the area) and then just use it as a rental property.    Perhaps something can be 
done like in Vancouver where a tax is implemented for only foreign investors to stop these types 
of purchases. 

121.  Would also appreciate spend for increasing bicycle lanes in all roads.  

122.  
I would like the budget to take more into account seniors needs, specially in two areas: Busses 
services  and roads (crossing paths - specifically in Erin Centre Blvd. across from Erin Mills Town 
Centre) 

123.  
Generally, I feel that Mississauga runs a pretty tight ship and that our taxes are fair.  A modest (I 
said modest) increase is not unexpected.   

124. I didn't see the budget included funding for schools, did I missed it somewhere?  

125.  
the recent rain runoff charge was really a tax increase because I have no storm sewers  on my 
street 

126.  Thanks for consulting me 

127.  I understand some increase are necessary but every year budget goes up and so do our 
property taxes  and frankly it is getting too expensive to live in this city and services  don't seem 

6.3



Appendix 1: 
2017 Detailed Budget Allocator Results 

any better.  

128.  
Requiring an email to submit the survey will result in fewer people contributing.  Most email 
addresses contain the person's name in some format.   

129.  City need improve its efficiency and productivity, thus reduce labor cost. 

130.  Thanks for allow us participate 

131.  
Field that need improvements: 
around square one every week, garbage bins are overflowing also around Hwy 10 and Dundas 
intersection 

132.  

On recreation; the option did not offer to reduce general celebration square activity or increase 
public or community group rental fees for it's use. The decrease option only identified 
diminished square use for Christmas, Tree and Canada Day use. Why weren't they left the same 
and an alternative suggestion as above offered? 

133.  

As you are aware, I tried to give my contribution in the last budget for 2016. Then my comment 
was that decission to spend money for the last century public system and extending similar is 
waisting a money and time for the future generations. Wthouth good and fast public transit, 
there will be no progress. People will loose more and more time in transit and all effort to give 
them more parks, libraris is vaisting a money, there will be no time for these activities. 

134.  

What bothered me about the survey was that the choices were to limited  in the details given.  
The City always talks about the new developments concerning housing developments (i.e. 
Rogers condo's or the Port Credit Harbour development) but never expressing concern for 
affordable housing.  Further, we are a growing city of new Canadians and an increase in 
immigrant service is essential to a city such as ours.  Hence I supported an increase in library 
services and other social agencies in order to allow newcomers to adjust more easily into our 
community. 

135.  

I would like to see more affordable housing available for seniors in Mississauga, with the 
proximity to Toronto, the prices here have been rising almost as badly as those in Toronto, a lot 
more seniors seem to be using food banks etc, some added affordable housing would be a great 
help. 

136.  Less government at all levels is needed. 

137.  

Why do we not increase our Environment budget???  It is less than 1% according to the budget 
website. Climate change is an ever growing concern that needs to be seriouly addressed at all 
levels of government and to be participated by all to make a difference. I would like to see this 
be increased significantly for the good of the city and its people. 
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138.  My opinions were based on current living conditions in Mississauga.  

139.  
Stop make work projects in road maintenance ... No need to redo curbs and sidewalks unless 
you are replacing underground pipes. Focus on roads that badly need surface repairing first.  
Plant perennial flowers instead of seasonal  

140.  The parks and rec should be keeping a better watch their department.    

141.  
In my opinion improved co-ordination of related services would decrease time and cost, 
including the additional administrative expense.   

142. Transit &fire protection is important to me 

143.  
Thank you for the opportunity to provide my input on where I think the operating budget should 
be spent. 

144.  
politicians/government employees should have salaries freeze or capped just like the regular 
working class in the private sector 

145.  

I appreciate the opportunity to suggest where spending increases or decreases be allocated 
however the approach isn't based on a balanced budget.  Each category was given various 
degrees of cuts or increases however the base (or keep current amount) was not adhereing to 
your budget allocations.  This is a bit misleading!  What is the actual budget amount should all 
services be kept at equal levels?  If inflation is taken into consideration, the costs to maintain 
course should be a simple adjustment.  In summary, any increases in services should be balanced 
with a decrease in another service.  It appears that the current budget isn't sufficient to manage 
the current program.   

146.  
I think that the most important budget areas are improving the transit system and winter road 
maintenance. 
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147.  

1. As stated in previous years, although an interesting exercise, it does not include information 
that compares our spend to other municipalities making it difficult to provide informed 
feedback. The BMA results should have been included so we could know where we stand. As an 
example, if we rank number 1 in fire services, this may influence budget decisions. Without 
knowing this data, input is less informed. 
 
2. Further, we are amongst the highest in taxation across many segments (2 storey and 
bungalow) based on the BMA report, yet you have previously stated we are amongst the lowest 
as you have been cherry picking the segment that fits your narrative, but misleading residents. 
Our relative rank data by segment should have been included with an explanation why you 
choose to be more competitive is some segments, and less in others. I would favour increasing 
taxes across all segments (Senior Executive, Multi-unit and High Rise) while maintaining those 
that are already high, and use this tax base to invest to make the City a truly great City.  We are 
a good City, but we can be great. We need to be number 1 in Canada, not number 54 per 
Moneysense. 
 
3. The budget decisions should also connect to our vision to "inspire the world" and should 
provide guidance in the areas that we plan to inspire, and therefore spend money. Further, 
commitments that we have made like "net zero carbon city" need funding, yet the tool does not 
allow for this key promise to be funded, and until it does, it remains a promise without plan or a 
budget to realize. A budget needs to align to our vision, and if it does not, either we have the 
wrong vision, or wrong budget. 
 
4. Budgets also generate money for the city yet this perspective is not shared.  It is only about 
cost. If some budget decisions attract new business, new residents to increase tax base, improve 
property values or drive tourism, the related revenue benefit of expense investments needs to 
be more clearly stated and factored into investment decisions. A budget is not just about 
expense. It is also about revenue generation. 
 
5. The tool continues to only show City function versus Peel. Peel needs to be included. To the 
best of my memory, the tool has remained the same for several years and needs to be 
overhauled to acquire more insight and value. This process could be more valuable if time is 
taken to enhance the allocator. 

148.  

Although you provide 12 budget areas it still is not all encompassing and the potential increases 
or decreases that you describe limit the effectiveness of this process.  Some feedback is far 
better than no feedback but I'm sure that this survey could be revised to allow you to obtain 
feedback that is even more meaningful. 
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149.  

We need to improve transportation in a growing City like ours.  It is sometimes difficult to get 
around at times. It is also a good idea to offer more recreational facilities, so youth have 
activities to keep them away from participating in unlawful activities. It goes without saying that 
we need to keep our emergency services up to date to deal with the growing population. 
Although a significant part of every city, I believe that the internet replaces the need to offer 
more library services.  

150.  no mention of police funding and traffic problems? 

151.  
There are a few changes I would have made that might have had an impact on the answer that I 
selected. Some deletions and some additions to the various proposals. 

152.  There should be more budget for Old age Seniors. 

153.  I took the budget challenge and proud of it!! 

154.  
with wage increases hovering between 1 an 2% I am not supportive in raising spends that would 
exceed this amount - the net being a negative impact on discretionary spending which spurs the 
economy 

155.  

It is disingenuous that for each decrease your pick a pain point that affects me directly as a 
citizen.  You don't use - staff will attend fewer conferences or the travel budget will be cut, or we 
will have to hire more - less experienced workers.  Nope - it is always close a pool or don't clear 
the snow, never a wage freeze for all employees, or changing the expectations of a workday or 
any of the other myriad ways I could easily save 5% without touching services. 

156.  
Parking enforcement should be revenue neutral as license fees and fines should cover this and 
should not come out of regular revenue. 

157.  I appreciate the opportunity to comment. 

158.  Need to trim the fat 

159.  Ladies and Gentlemen spend our money wisely..... 

160.  

Before agreeing to any increase, it is essential to closely examine accountability and work 
quality. It is easy to say we need more help,but there will never be enough staff if current and 
new staff don't work diligently and effectively. I am not suggesting overworking employees, but 
at least let us look at quality of work delivered . Case in point is the state of the pool facilities 
such as washrooms. I was told that they are cleaned daily, but I find it hard to believe when the 
same dirt is there. 

161.  
Most of the Mi-way buses run empty during off peak hours. When many people are making 
earnings hard to get 2 meals per day  and now many are loosing jobs where as Mi-way 
employees like drivers make 3 times of the average working employees ! They get pensions to 

6.3



Appendix 1: 
2017 Detailed Budget Allocator Results 

all other benefits is it fair ?   

162.  

I think what makes mississauga great is although we pay more taxes than toronto it shows in our 
infrastructure, our clerance of snow in winter and various other things.  
We need to keep investing in transportation to keep our city moving, and our infrastructure to 
make sure roads and streets dont collapse, is efficient and not congested.  
If we can get people to jobs then our second focus is on security and then culture.  

163.  

Maintenance of our city is important...trees and landscape looks rough in many area of 
Mississauga.  Weeds, trees not pruned, trails in forest need to be maintained etc.  Is there quality 
control to oversee quality of work being performed?  We have a beautiful city but it will go 
downhill if we don't maintain the existing areas.  Fines for those who litter!  More garbage cans 
in areas.   
Celebration Square Activities...we need more flexibility.  For instance, it would have been nice to 
broadcast Tragically Hip Concert...a real Canadian event supporting Canadian Talent.   
TRAFFIC!!! Please do something about coordinating lights...left turn advances at all intersections.  
Crazy traffic everywhere you go in Mississauga. 

164.  
Cultural activities that cannot survive by being supported by those who want to attend shouldn't 
be propped up with tax dollars. 

165.  
Public money should be spend appropriately considering it is your own income. As minimum 
salary doesn't align with inflation, expenditure should be maintain accordingly. If we follow such 
equation then money well spent on services provided to public. 

166.  you should increase the IT budget to create new jobs, strengthening our local economy.  

167.  

I believe municipal finance people feel "entitled" to annual increases in their budgeted 
allocations. I strongly disagree with this philosophy/approach.  I am a senior on a fixed income, 
except for government pensions. How do you, as elected representatives of all residents, feel 
about continually increasing the amount of our municipal taxes? It appears all the government 
agencies   and people/organizations/companies providing  goods and services have similar 
attitudes!!!!!  If this attitude continues, soon many residents will be asking all levels of 
government to  our provide goods and services free of charge as we won't have the redsources 
to pay for these items!  Please consider keeping your budget amounts at an affordable amount.   

168.  Please reduce our taxes! 

169.  
I think this is an excellent tool that enhances civic participation!  The consequences of one's 
choices are clearly visible, 
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170.  

Public transit needs a better strategy. The legacy thinking of large infrequent busses needs to be 
reviewed. Smaller more frequent busses would enable a more convient system that would be 
used more.  
 
Although I agree with a security plan for IT hiring more mgnt layers will not deliver what you 
need. So my view of increased spend is to see a focus on actually delivering something vs 
expanding middle mgnt.  

171.  Would like to see more funding for flood prevention particularly in flood prone areas. 

172.  
with hydro, gas and the water bill all going up and up it's time to lower our taxes.  Pretty soon 
we will have less take home pay and the rest going to taxes. We pay taxes on taxes. 

173.  
Time to start looking over our $ , stop spending start saving , and get your employees to 
actually do their job effectively, I would guess 4 guys standing and two working to empty a 
swimming pool its best example . regards    

174.  

If I had my way (pun intended) I would cut every penny of subsidy from Mississauga Transit and 
put it all into improving roads. Gridlock is dreadful and getting worse but meanwhile we see 
buses driving around with only one or two passengers much more often than when we see full 
buses. People who use transit should pay the cost of using that transit. Also the "Busway" is a 
total waste of taxpayer money - that money should have been spent on improving roads for 
everyone.  

175.  
Descriptions that reflect what the reduction would affect are not what I would have include. 
Jobs currently done should be reviewed for value....A refund on grass cutting for 2016 should be 
requested as a terrible job was done in Meadowvale.........does any one monitor the work done ? 

176.  
Why don't we think how to increase the efficiency instead of increase the budget? Every year 
the increased property tax amount should give enough room for improvement.  There will have  
a limit for spending. 

177.  
Suggest that if additional funding is require we follow Vancouver's lead and levy a surtax on 
foreign property purchases 

178.  
We need more and efficient bike tracks . Especially on the Central parkway between Eglington 
and BRT station. Thanks  

179.  
Now to really save taxpayers ' funds flatten middle management, change all city employees' 
pensions  to defined contribution plans and fire anyone with the words "green", "sustainable" or 
"diversity " in their job title. 
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180.  

While I, like most citizens, have a wish list, I think it is critical that politicians realize that we need 
to find more creative ways to raise money than off the backs of taxpayers. Taxes go up at least 
6% a year between the city and Region, and it can't continue. For example, we nicely just paved 
Glen Erin Dr between Middlebury and Thomas St, and a utility company promptly dug into it less 
than a month later. Why are we not charging these companies to the hilt for this? Very few 
explanations would be possible as to why this couldn't have been done before paving was 
completed. I would also like to see the elimination of curb side leaf pickup - they blow away, 
clog the storm drains, and I believe it is a luxury few are afforded. I have 20 yr old trees, and 
haul 20+ bags to the curb every year; all households should be expected to do the same. Please 
be creative in saving costs, and raising funds. Tax increases should be a last resort, not the norm! 

181.  

The 12 choices are presented as being mutually exclusive. This is not realistic.  Many budget 
decisions spill over to impact several departments.  Ex. a reduction in the Fire Department 
budget and fewer fire trucks need not lead to unacceptable response times if the Traffic 
Management Control system were operational and setting traffic lights to favour the progress of 
emergency vehicles. 
 
The City could save money by focusing on it's core responsibilities and not funding other 
institutions such as UTM. 
The tax supported operational budget has a number of contingencies built into it which result in 
the City always achieving a year-end surplus.  In my opinion this is not necessary or a basis for 
good budgeting.   

182.  

I would love to see Mississauga become a hub for arts and culture. If Mississauga were able to 
draw people from other cities here for even more festivals and events, those same people would 
be spending more money in Mississauga restaurants and local businesses, and increase parking 
revenue and transit revenue. Money invested in that way would bring more money into 
Mississauga. It would be a win-win situation. 

183.  Correct snow clearing around bus stops. Many stops inaccessible during snow seasons.  

184.  

I  would suggest that during non rush hours, when the busses are mostly empty, to consider 
other options, like smaller busses, reduce the number of runs, sub contract to taxi or uber to 
transport the few passengers, it will cut down the fuel consumption, the wear and tear of the 
busses, the pollution and the budget  

185.  
One of the basic fundementals of innovation is a limitation of resources. Human beings are 
problem solvers by nature and I believe can always find a way...  

186.  

More inspection and increased awareness of litter problem. Store owners need to respect the 
environment keeping their store fronts clear of litter in order to keep Mississauga clean to keep 
property value especially high volume convenience stores. Dog feces is also a big problem in 
Sauga  
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187.  Appreciate having this opportunity. 

188.  
Reduce the services and leave the money in our pockets so that we, the Citizens of Mississauga, 
could take care of ourselves! 

189.  
Some funds should go to the repair and maintenance of public libraries buildings and 
inventories. It's about time to invest in educating Mississauga's residents and serve the youth. 

190.  

There are so many fatal accident during the winter.  It is very important to have excellent winter 
maintenance and mississauga transit especially during the winter.  Please educate your driver to 
follow the rules because so many drivers are rude and will come 5 to 10 minutes early and then 
kill their time on the road by stopping for 5 to 10 minutes.  Sometimes, they are are some 
accident because the driver is in hurry so he can have his cigarette or coffee break.  We do not 
need library much because of the internet.  We need physical fitness and emergency as well as 
more police to protect us and more cameras in the bus terminals and other public places.  We 
need more lights in the streets.   I would like to thank the mayor for improvements in 
Mississauga. 

191.  
My submission was over budget, but I didn't see a reduce by 1 percent on transit. Would have 
probably evened things up.  

192.  It was kind of fun and very informative. 

193.  
Current level of services being provided, in my opinion is more than enough and we should be 
utilizing current spending to its optimal level with minimal wastages 

194.  I really liked that you are engaging the public in this way. I hope a lot of people do these survey  

195.  
I gotta admit the one thing I really don't understand is the usefulness of the Mississauga 
Transitway.  Just seems like a waste of money to me. 

196.  
Share the effectiveness of the city programs, improve efficiency how programs are delivered, 
while focusing on reducing cost without compromising safety. 

197.  

The only thing I am looking for is the City to enforce its own bylaw relating to private garbage 
collectors who violate this bylaw. The enforcement officers expect ME, the complainant to 
furnish them with evidence for them to stop these infractions. Are you serious??? Mad??? Give 
me THEIR job and I'll do it for sure. I pay enough taxes! Why have laws that you are NOT 
enforcing on purpose??? No wonder these garbage trucks act wantonly, snubbing their noses at 
your laws and causing great discomfort to me and my child almost on a daily basis. I am 
disgusted at this City and its don't-care elected and appointed officials and staff. 

198.  Thank you. 

199.  If the budget has been exceeded by 3%, maybe it's high time that the City explored more ways 
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of generating revenue internally and externally.  

200   

I am sure city council had to approve this survey; and that scares me.  I really hope council’s 
thinking is not like this survey suggest  ... The questions clearly ties $$$ spent to better service 
and as we all know $$$ spent is NOT a guarantee of better service.  I am sure you have all 
experienced great service at a burger-joint and lousy service at a stake-house.  Of course I want 
better service for our community but I also believe efficiency is the key; NOT spending.  I 
selected the 5% reduction for every question as that was the maximum reduction the system 
would allow me to choose. 

201.  

I lived in mississauga all my life and am overall pleased with the services I receive compared to 
other jurisdiction. However the rate at which the building and planning department responds is 
very slow. It shouldn't take 4 months to review a site plan or 3 months to get a permit to build a 
house. Compared with toronto this is very slow. This will limit building investments in the city. In 
Toronto you can get a building permit in a matter of weeks. I work in this industry and I can tell 
you developers are avoiding investing and creating jobs here and would rather work in faster 
municipalities. 

202.  

Mi Way should enter into talks with the taxi industry to start talks concerning the topic of 1st/last 
mile service and providing service to low volume routes in off peak hours to lower its cost of 
operations.  Mobile Licensing Dept. should be aggressively prosecuting unlicensed for hire 
service providers and the companies that facilitate these illegal services. 

203.  
I appreciate this function.  This is what democracy should look like. Also, it would be nice to 
promote this strongly and to also share the results. 

204.  

Continue spending wisely and cutting where needed and increasing where it is critical to 
increase.  Be careful with omnibus bills as they sometimes pack unnecessary items together with 
needed expenditures.  I think that this is a flaw of the survey in that details are not shown in the 
questionnaire. 

205.  
Big advocate of creating and maintaining jobs not losing jobs even if it means paying a little 
more for services. 

206.  Reduce salaries of Hydro workers.  Rediculous.   
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207.  

Quite frankly the word "traffic Management" seems to be misrepresented in Mississauga. From 
what I witness on a day to day commute the last thing that traffic has, is management. This city 
has become prohibitive to movement and is more the "City of Lights", that being traffic lights. I 
have resided in Mississauga for 28 yrs and have witnessed a slow decline in the ability to move 
around in this city. This is mostly due, not to population increase, but more to the fact traffic 
lights and road configurations are not designed for optimum flow. In fact I will say, when we 
originally moved out here from Toronto. I was amazed at the wide streets and accessibility for 
vehicles and smooth movement.  This has completely disintegrated. Buses block flow, right turn 
lanes are somewhat non existent on a majority of roads and this city is more incline to stop and 
go traffic rather than flowing.  

208.  
Minimizing our carbon footprint and keeping our space green is very important, especially with 
Climate change concern.   

209.  
Funding In Mississauga to support cultural organizations and related projects is very 
underfunded compared to other cities in Canada. We strongly urge the city to invest in culture; it 
has a very positive economic and social impact to our city.  

210.  Thank you for this opportunity to participate.  

211.  

I would like to see the under budget funds returned to taxpayers. I didn't have time to include 
comments for each of the questions but in general, I think there is room for efficiency 
improvements in most if not all of the areas and dealing with them could provide better services 
for less. As an example, I saw a local park being repaved and re-seeded several times and sadly, 
even with the extra effort there's no visible impact on the end result. I saw some city trails 
repaved for no apparent reason while others that are in dire need of repair are still in waiting. I 
hear motorcycles racing on Winston Churchill blvd @ 1am without problems but tickets for 
parking and going slightly over the speed limit don't seem to be lacking resources. Physical 
libraries are dinosaurs as most if not all households have a computer. While community centers 
serve a purpose I would like to see a more critical assessment of the need for improvements. I'm 
sure the new community center is very nice but was the old one so bad that it needed to be 
demolished? Could renovations have remedied whatever was amiss and be less costly? I hope 
my feedback will prompt the city to think more about decreasing rather than increasing 
spending because those who pay for city services also have a budget and not too many the 
luxury of having it increased every year. 

212.  

Many changes to the cost of life in Mississauga over the years, such as the requirement for paid 
street parking in some area.  My condo property taxes are increasing with no visible 
improvement to my community services, car insurance rates in the square one have increased 
dramatically, and vehicular traffic in Mississauga is overwhelming.  I would like to see 
improvements in these areas. 
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213.  

It's important to manage the city in an efficient and effective way realising that the debt to 
disposal income of Canadian is at all time high of 1.695. Public sector wage continue to go up 
irrespective of reality whereas private sector is flat and decreasing. Average Canadian are going 
deeper into debt just to pay for increasing property tax every year to pay for 60% of wages of 
city budget with increasing wages every year. If we continue this increasing trend every year, 
we'll be in for an impending surprise very soon.      

214. 
I have one more question,why pet owners.in my case /dog/ have to pay different amount of tax 
when comes to in tact dogs vs dogs that have neutered animal services have no answer to my 
question.    

215.  It's good to be involved. Thank-you 

216.  

We can't pretend that costs are increasing in Mississauga.  If we want to be proud to show off 
our city, we have to spend money to maintain and improve it.  I also support more funding for 
arts and culture.  We need to make Mississauga a showcase of talents. 
 
Overall, I have no problem with paying more taxes for a high standard of living in Mississauga.  
Let's not become Toronto. 

217.  

One question for you. I am a long time resident at Credit Heights Drive. For years we have been 
asking to eliminate culverts and add side walks instead. 
Many residents have small children now, not having side walks is becoming very dangerous. We 
pay high taxes in this area and feel we deserve something which should be considered 'Norm' in 
city living. I hope you will consider it in your next budget. Thank you. 

218.  

Much more effort should be made to make Mississauga more pedestrian-friendly place. Right 
now, it seems to me that all attention is focused on vehicles. More pedestrian crossings are 
needed, traffic lights schedule should be more adjusted to pedestrians, sidewalks should be 
provided or repaired where necessary etc. When removing the snow, attention should be paid 
not to dump the dirty snow on pedestrian sidewalks. It is outrageous to see - typically for 
Mississauga - parents with toddlers trying to avoid  snow dumps from the roadways. In my 
opinion, these measures should not require significant funds.  

219.  

In my opinion, with the fast growth surrounding Square One, better movement of traffic and 
better security at intersections is required. Red light cameras needed and left turn priority 
extended during morning and afternoon rush hour at major intersections in the city. Our city is 
well serviced and is in good conditions. 

220.  

The arts, culture and heritage are vital to a vibrant community. It feeds the imagination and 
organically enhances problem-solving and communication skills and makes for a more balanced 
approach to understanding oneself and the world around. And parks and forests are a vital part 
of human existence. They need to be cared for if we are not to make our planet inhabitable in 
the not so distant future. 
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221.  PLEASE INCREASE TRANSIT FREQUENCY 

222.  

There should be accountability of money spent. All contract should be publicly awarded or even 
provided on the web. All the salalries and benefits should be posted. Why is my councilor has 
two secretaries what important work he has done. Just because you have a larger tax base that 
does not mean you should spend money at your will. There should be town hall meeting in every 
ward in regards to work being done 

223.  
It's not in the budget but would request to review the service levels of the approved taxi 
company (black and blue taxi) as they do not respect their customers i.e canadian 
citizens..thanks 

224.  Thank you .. I think the mosr important is to reduce the miway mountly fair    

225.  
A 2% efficiency inprovemt is doable if all department managers look into their respective area of 
responsibility. 

226.  

These numbers dont seem to always add up.  
 
Also - in 2014 - Martin Powell, the commissioner of transportation and works for Mississauga, 
said the city had a budget of $13.2 million. (and we went over by almost 2 million) 
 
In 2017 the proposed budget for ROADS - WINTER MAINTENANCE is 23.25 million.  
 
How did this budget almost double in 3 years? I really would appreciate an answer on this.  

227.  
The city needs to reassess the problem of the reduction of roads/bridges because of the 
expansion of the 401 Highway.  This will add more congestion to already overburdened traffic 
arteries taking away from people's personal time and time spent with family. 

228.  
We are not growing tremendously population wise so we should be conservative with our 
spending as some corporate taxes have decreased our intake. 

229.  

Fiscal restraint will mean that our elected councilors and mayors office must reevaluate the 
various budget priorities.  A Living Mississauga is not about more LRT projects, "new" fire halls 
and development wherever a developer wants to build. A Living Mississauga requires well 
maintained public facilities, more public spaces (not Celebration Square)  a true downtown 
(Clarkson, Streetsville, Port Credit) not some big box creation such as Square One and/or 
Heartland.  

230.  

a hard job.  Although I dont currently use MiWay, I'm reluctant to reduce service.  I enjoy the 
parks, the community centre and library so want to support those.  Mine ended up over budget 
but I like the concepts of the extras proposed for the categories I selected an increase for.  I'm 
still not sure that Fire shouldnt get a larger increase as I think our emergency services need to be 
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supported and education is a good preventative. 

231.  

There isn't any mention of the garbage services that is the most important part of our lives and 
an increased problem. The new garbage bins are great foreverything but recyclables bigger than 
the bins, and furniture,  etc. Biweekly pickup is below the needs of the residents who are not 
single. We wish to see an improvement in this service first.  

232.  

I assume someone is looking at salaries esp. management positions. There are a significant 
number of positions that are on the sunshine list (that excluding benefits). I hope remuneration 
for these positions are consistent with what's offered in the corporate world.I would see this as 
an area that should be investigated. Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback. 

233.  

-Our property tax are way too high compared to Toronto.  We need a leader to fight back with 
Toronto and run our own city! 
-We need to spend more money on new energy.   
-Liberals will be spending $800MM in 4 years on Research and Development.  We need to 
receive more money from the Federal Government on Research and Development to help 
generate more good jobs for our futures kids.    

234.  
This process is quite refreshing and thank you for the opportunity to contribute. Everyone is 
having to do more with less. The City should be no exception. There is a lot of hurt right now 
and everyone has to live within their means. Again thank you for the opportunity. 

235.  
Thank you so much for the opportunity to comment and participate in the budget process. Great 
to see technology being used to improve democracy. Looking forward to more key performance 
indicator reporting back to the public! 

236.  
The taxes shouldn't go down NOR UP. My proposed budget's extra money should go into the/a 
contingency fund for future use to help offset, or stop, any future increases. 

237.  

Public Education should have it's own category & budget... I know this is supposed to make 
citizens feel more involved, but just seemed guided, also don't think you will get enough 
responding to establish a baseline on what people really want... All I ask is don't waste my 
money. 

238.  I like your approach to consider citizens opinions. I hope you are serious about it. 

239.  
Thank you so much for setting up this system. You are setting a precedent for listening to 
Mississauga  
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240.  

1. One of the reasons I moved to Mississauga was for the amount of parks, clean green space, 
trails and waterfront picnic areas. Please make it a priority to maintain what we have at the very 
least through the years, if not more. 2. The amount of road work done in Mississauga all at one 
time becomes frustrating. Is it possible to spread out some of these projects so they are not all 
being funded/completed at once? 

241. I think this initiatives are very important for the municipal government thank you Mayor 

242.  Feel free to get back to me if need help optimizing budget and give relief to residents.  

243.  
I would like to see how other residents vote and compare my responses with what other people 
think is necessary.  
Thank you for allowing us to participate. A very basic component of a democratic society.  

244.  
Nice survey.  It is hard to be perfectly clear on the implications of 
increasing/decreasing/maintaining spend in any of these areas, but you have done a very good 
job trying to capture that in each case.   I hope my input is helpful. 

245.  Thanks for outlining the budget  

246.  

We are working hard to pay off the increasing cost of hydro, food and rent. A responsible 
budget is what we need. We want better quality with less cost, that's what all of your 
suppliers/contractors should provide. Less cost with better quality - that's what a competitive 
world should do. Not just increase cost with the same quality provided. 

247.  
My opinion is that the budget allocation is fair and any suggested reductions are due to the fact 
that I do not generally use those services so holding the line or a slight reduction seemed 
reasonable 

248.  Great idea. Thank you.  

249.  

I tend to believe the city is well managed however I do not have hard data.  I would like to see 
the city involved in some bench-marking system so we can compare value for taxes paid.  
WCCD (World Council of City Data) is a possible source.  WCCD benchmarks are based on ISO 
37120.  

250.  
With all the increased taxes rain water, hydro, debt reduction, increased prov and federal taxes 
and overspending by all forms of government..... the well is finally dry!!!!!!!  We need a 
responsible city gov!!  

251.  I'm under budget ! You should try to be also ;) 

252.  Budget should be balance and we need to find the ways to improve our reveune. 

253.  I know mine would increase taxes, but I think it would be worth the increase because it would 
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help make Mississauga an even better place to live :D 

254.  

This makes it clear that there are some very difficult choices when allocating money.  Most 
people want to see improvements in services and not have them degraded. I trust that our 
Mayor and council will do their level best to keep the standard of services high in Mississauga 
without an alarming tax hike. I am willing to pay a little extra for enhanced services within 
reason. 

255.  

As we continue to increase housing in Mississauga, developers should pay to update the 
structure and it should be done with development of new homes with consideration to flooding 
as well. If we work together to have smart development to start it would be better in the long 
run. We need more trees in Mississauga. To much concrete. 

256.  

 I feel that the city need more affordable housing in Mississauga, and that property tax needs to 
get lower because seniors and people with disabilities and people who are sick with cancer who 
are trying to keep their homes are on able to because how high property taxes, in addition the 
stormwater tax is also hurting Mississauga residence to a point that both paychecks of a low 
income person is going into bills and taxes nothing into food regulation or anything else to make 
life enjoyable for them. Furthermore I think  Mississauga transit needs to become more better 
bus drivers driving past people waiting on the street is unacceptable and being late about 10 to 
15 minutes without any probable reason when there's no traffic or accidents on my renter is 
horrible as well . 

257.  
I have been part of this community for more then 10 years,  I am glad I finnally found a way to 
voice my opinion  

258.  Email for inquiries and reasoning. 

259.  
Make sure all the bosses are doing there job not sitting at a time Horton.  
As we see in a daily day more city trucks park at Tims  then the city yard . 

260.  Thank-you  

261.  

Please try to maintain or ideally reduce the budget by reducing non-essential services like 
parking enforcement. Also, high school students can volunteer yo work for services like library, 
info booths, life guard and get volunteer hours credited for their diploma. During the summer 
increase hiring of students for jobs like landscaping rather than full-time professionals. 

262.  

Would just like to say that this is an amazing idea for a survey for not only asking people about 
what they value more in the budget but allowing them to understand that we can't always get 
everything and that the process is rather complex to balance everyone's needs. 
 
Regards 
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263.  

Property taxes have increased significantly over the years. Budget exercise is all about trade-
offs - what is considered more important (e.g. security, winter clearance, etc.) versus what is 
nice to have (e.g. spend on various cultural activities). Also the spend on police, fire, emergency 
services should weed out wasteful spending (e.g. when there is an auto accident or a medical 
emergency call from a home, besides the police, the fire engine crew also shows up when there 
was no clear need for them). The police and fire budget needs to be trimmed without sacrificing 
safety and security. better deployment of resources is key (no need for police to direct traffic 
when it could be done by private security guards at cheaper cost.  

264.  
Let's focus on necessity. If we are used to status quo on certain categories then keep them there 
on a few that can be handled next year or the year after.  

265.  

I live in Lisgar and public transportation miway services needs to extend for extra hours. At 
present there is bus service 39 which starts late . There should be atleast one buses from 5 am to 
6 am in morning for both weekend and weekdays. You can reduce the duration in afternoon 
because people need transit to reach jobs in morning. There are many warehouse coming at erin 
mill and Britannia those jobs starts early at 6 am and they works in shifts , second shift ends at 
11:00 pm  . I never take bus i drive but I heard many people discussing this problems who work in 
warehouse that due to bus timings they are uncomfortable in Lisgar. 

266.  Anything we can do to align traffic signals throughout the city would be greatly appreciated.   

267.  
I really think transit and road conditions are the biggest issues that need work. For example a 
simple mobile app that lets you know if the buss is late, early or already passed your stop is a 
cheap and effective way to minimize miway complaints.  

268.  

Might be over the budget but these things need to be done so put the money into it and stop 
making the people for it. You have money stop lying. You have machine that makes money and 
you could make unlimited money if you wanted. All crooked politics and     as usual. Build lots of 
affordable housing and put money into mental health organizations because Mississauga doesn't 
really have any their all in Brampton. Especially social organizations to meet people. Also put 
money into more entertainment and entertainment facilities that are open early in the morning 
and 24 hours. Also forget the LRT's it's a waste of money all we need are 24 hour buses for all 
routes so we don't to worry about being stranded or not being able to enjoy ourselves. Put wi-fi 
on all buses and have way faster, frequent and reliable bus service. That's everything I have.  

269.  Hi friends 

270.  lets have some cuts where we can,thanks  

271.  
We need to use what we already have more effectively. I.e. My road does not need to be sanded 
everytime we get a bit of snow    It's messy and an unnecessary cost.  

272.  Not sure how I got an overall decrease of 4.1 percent when I chose to reduce everything by 5 
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percent.  

273.  Stop unnecessary spending, create efficiencies, get rid of so called consultants or advisors  

274.  

Programming at Celebrations Square or public art in the city centre should not be the focus. Art 
and Culture should be reflective in other parts of the city. Also increased programming or 
services is fine for community centres, libraries and else where but there should be a focus or 
plan to help make Mississauga zero waste or eco friendly and more sustainable. Businesses like 
LA Boil, other restaurants or establishments that produce a ridiculous amount of waste from 
single use items should not be allowed to do business in our city.   

275.  
People are over taxed right now especially seniors who are getting hit by all three governments. 
Time to stop increasing taxes before were bankrupt. 

276.  Public transit needs to be the city's priority. 

277.  Need to invest in transit 

278.  

This is an excellent tool to give us more information on what budget lines are for, and to allow us 
express individual opinions on how spend should be allocated. I would hope the Council has a 
program to check ineffective spend. While I am reluctant to see increased taxes, I believe that 
the current level of various services shows good value for taxes paid.  

279.  
We'd like to see less money go to transit and welfare, and more go to 21st century educational 
programming and tools in the classrooms and city-run educational programs. 

280.  
I reduced spends on community programs especially as I realized that city needs to be more 
secular in terms of allocation of budget. Which doesn't seem to be the case now. Rest seems ok.  

281.  

Traffic congestion is a concern in Mississauga. Some roads would benefit from having right turn 
lanes on some major streets. Another concern is that some of the high-schools would benefit 
from having pedestrian walkways or pedestrian lights to make it safer for teens crossing roads. 
Ex. Clarkson Secondary School. 

282.  

I have been a renter in Mississauga for nearly 20 years. I like this city a lot. But it has a perfect 
grid (lock) at evening rush especially. Anything that can be done to improve the ability to move 
around the city is worth some investment. What MiWay has done for transit is pretty 
remarkable. But the traffic routing is an area that could improve. 

283.  

Time to be prudent with money is long overdue. The economy is shedding jobs, all levels of 
government are inventing revenue tools to take money the general population doesn't have any 
more. I hope nobody is offended by my opinion, if there was enough money in last years budget 
you should be able to make it work for this year's also. We in the private sector do not get raises 
and bigger pensions every year. Thank you.  
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284.  FIND EFFICIENCIES!!!!!!! 

285.  

Its all fine to draft up a budget and spend money ... But the real issues is how effective is the 
money being spend. .  My BIGGEST issue is house taxes  
are  way too high and calculated unfairly..   again .. mu house has the basic or standards from the 
builder no finished basement or design landscaped exterior .. yet is is calculated on the basis of a 
similar home similar  house and lot size on my street ..?? my neighbor will sell for $50. $60, 
maybe $70 k higher than me  .. yet my house taxes will be assessed on the street or market 
value .. ?   NOT FAIR .. Once the assessment is completed and confirmed your done. The review 
process is futile, working or discuss a with MPAC is useless  ... they don't care  , service is poor at 
best. they show no compassion. at best their communications skill are a 3 out of 10  
 
My second issue is I feel yu spending way too much money on bus transit ..   Please I do 
understand how much it is need and how well it service the community.  But we are spending  
WAY...Way.. Too ... much money on this... the station you are build are extremely elaborate , 
overdone  poor productivity with high construction cost ..equals more money the taxpayers will 
paqy.   
 
   and the bill goes to the  TAXPAYERS....  Hurray .. !   
    

286.  
I really like the fact that city is getting input from residents and allowing them to see the impact 
of their choices on the budget and ultimately their tax. What I didn't see in this is the efficiencies 
that city is planning to gain.  

287.  

City should invest into road improvements (pavement quality), road expansion/widening, new 
roads development and STOP investing into the LRT transit along Hurontario. Based on how 
underutilized and over budget Mississauga's Bus Rapid Transit is, the city is trying to create 
another mess that most of the public won't use and don't agree with. This is another liberal 
waste that residents of the province have seen with UP express, Mississauga's Bus Rapid Transit 
and many many others. 

288.  
In a time of slowing development, we need more realistic long-term property tax levels, which 
means an increase to get the services that we need. 

289.  
Always increase the budget for arts and culture based activities/programs - there is never a loss 
in bringing out the best within the community. 

290.  
Hazel's Mississauga under Bonnie's leadership is bound to have a balance budget and save 
residents money for rainy days! 

291.  Have been content with  2016 progress so far 

292.  Thanks Bonnie for encouraging citizen participation. 
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293.  
Kill the LRT plan.  It will be a disaster. Hurontario is a main north/south route. Reducing lanes to 
accommodate the streetcar will cause traffic nightmares. A right lane HOV / bus lane would be 
more effective during rush hour times at a fraction of the cost.  

294.  
I would increase Transit spending by 20 % more if I could and give Courtney Park a north bound 
ramp to the 410.  

295.  We also have to have a higher budget for schools, invest more in classrooms and students. 

296.  Let's break free from Peel Region.  

297.  I know my choices came over budget, but I think extra spending is needed. 

298.  

Thank you very much for the message at my home phone number. We heard that, we gave our 
opinion me and my wife we are retire couple we have to manage every thing from our income 
which is not enough for paying our house bills with taxes so high,we don't get increase in our 
pension 3% or 5% . House taxes are to high .    Thanks  

299.  We need to control expensess, taxes are getting too high and incomes are falling behind. 

300   

Property tax is exploding in this city. Not impressed with the addition of the storm water tax on 
the water bill. You may think these increases are minimal, but every bill we get is going up much 
faster then inflation. You need to do more with less like any good company would. It always 
amazes me how money gets spent when it's not earned. Our pockets are not bottomless, keep 
your hands out of them looking for more. 

301.  
How about police services? If they still want to card people we should decrease their budget 
until they stop doing that. 

302.  

It's important to develop Mississauga into a "living city".  What I mean by this is having lots of 
things for people to do or see.  This comes from both the public and private sectors.  People 
walking the streets, lounging in parks, visiting community centres and schools (after-hours), 
festivals, events, etc.  The spin off benefit is reduced petty crimes, a healthier and happier city, 
and a much better ROI on capital investments in infrastructure (e.g. the per use cost of a bus 
drops with higher ridership.)  Same with any large infrastructure investment.  The ROI is there if 
people use it.  Look at any world-class city (Paris, Rome, NY) as an example.  People are out at 
all hours.  A vibrant city attracts businesses because they have a client-base to draw on.  Sales 
translate into profits with some funneled back to the city which in turn helps to reduce the 
burden on the homeowner's taxes.  More city revenue re-invested in making the city livable 
creates a circular cycle, with the benefit of proportional increased revenue for infrastructure 
maintenance. We MUST run the city like a business.  What would you do if you owned 
Mississauga?  I would work to increase revenues, and further invest in areas that can increase 
revenues.  A win-win-win.  I'd like to see every public facility/structure in Mississauga fully 
occupied, at all hours, all year long.  With that as a goal, it's simply HOW can we make it 
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happen? 

303.  
Very cool way of getting the public's opinion. 
More referendum type input from the public is always encouraged in a democracy. 

304.  
As a Senior on a fixed income I do not have the financial resources to pay more taxes. With all 
other cost going up, hydro , drivers license, new sewer charges etc. it looks like I will soon be 
forced to sell my home and move to a lower cost community.  

305.  

The constant upward pressure on the taxpayer must end. The residents need to stop relying on 
the City to provide everything for them. Libraries are an example of an area that is being made 
obsolete by technology. Your my-way routes along the new corridor that runs along Eastgate 
appear to have very low ridership. The City has to stop feeling the need to provide bus service 
tailored to a very low number of residents paid for by everyone else.  No one pays for the gas in 
my car , maintenance or insurance which again are all items I am heavily taxed on. You need to 
come in with a zero increase or simply reduce services . I would venture to guess that about 85% 
percent of your budget is wages so you should look to reduce in that area through annual 
attrition. I repeat no mater how much you think you need a budget increase, its time to stop 
making taxpayers pay more. Show leadership and reduce your in-house budget and come up 
with a zero per cent tax increase. 
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306.  

The city budget has to achieve 3 objectives: Alignment; Balance and Maximization.  
 
I want a city that offers sustainable growth opportunities for businesses first and foremost 
through infrastructure and transportation and also suitable lvining standards and recreational 
amenities for residents and citizens. With flourishing businesses; We will attract people and build 
communities.  
 
Building a strong networks of transportation is paramount for the long run and well being to our 
city. I don't want to have my businesses done in Toronto because of their solid 
subway/TTC/GoTrain network. It's a shame that we don't have something close. I can't 
comprehend that I can't take a train at Streetsville Go Train midday!  
 
While recreation; library and land management services are important; my belief is more funds 
must be funnelled toward infrastructure and transportation.  
 
A balanced portfolio or budget is a one that focuses on both CAPEX and OPEX investments. We 
need to clearly see new projects; new transportation projects; new business hubs or new youth 
entrepreneurship programs. While maintaining operations is important like snow removal...etc; 
more visibility is required to learn about the new projects that should add some growth and 
opportunities for the city; and its people.  
 
Finally; I wish the city shows us how it intends to maximize the benefits and returns from using 
these funds! What's the anticipated ROI per category! Eventually we need metrics that quantify 
the benefits! While there are metrics shown for several items on the budget; I wish to see why 
we can't get the same level of service; for snow removal; while maintaining the current spending 
or even reducing it. Hope this point is clear.  
 
Anyway; thank you for putting this discussion publicly and giving us the chance to share our 
voices and concerns.  

307.  Mississauga has been a well run city over the past 35 years... stay the course! 

308.  
One thing I was curious about, I believe the tax payers pay for the hydro to run our street lights 
during the night time, who pays the hydro for the lights when they're on during the day? Just a 
thought.  

309.  

Hi: Before we do this exercise, we should try the 'Zero-Based Budget' technique to determine 
whether we need all the services and if yes, in what format or with which improvements. 
Automatic increase in expenditure is an 'old' way doing budgets. With the changing society and 
improvements in technology and better methods of doing things, why stick to the 'age old' 
techniques. I shall be glad to explain this further if needed.       
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310.  
the country is currently at or close to negative growth rates. most in private sector employees 
are not getting raises. Municipal spending should reflect this as well. 

311.  Thanks for allowing me to participate.  

312.  
I was disappointed that Peel police services were not included. I would, as a tax payer, like to 
have a say in the budget allocated to police services. 

313.  

City is spending way more than it should given the revenue it is generating and the total 
expanse of the City Hall is exorbitant. the so called say or input from public is meaning less until 
public has access to all figures available to them. Citizens are over burdened by direct and 
indirect taxes that we are paying under different heads. 

314.  

This survey assumes that the existing money is being spent efficiently and effectively.  I am a 
strong believer that the Government at any level  and any country is inherently inefficient.  I 
believe that as far as possible services should be sub-contracted out to the private sector and be 
put to bid to get the most efficient price where possible.  
 
I see more and more services being taken on by the city which should be left to market forces to 
run.  
   

315.  We really need to fix roads in some areas of mississauga 

316.  

I think this is public money and it should be spent wisely so that all the public could benefit 
equally. 
I am still struggling to buy a house but the cost is excessively too high , its better to let the big 
guy having lots of profits in their pocket deal with some of the development of the city. 

317.  
budget seems very high. gave my feedback where to increase/decrease. Please let me know 
new budget details by email only. many thanks 

318.  Keep up the good work.  

319.  Trying to reduce expenditure and get more benefits  

320.  

I woulds like to see the city reduce property taxes considering that the average property value 
has gone up by 30% in the last year alone. Which means that at current rates, the city is 
collecting much more than the $435m figure quoted. The average home price went up but not 
the salaries of the average home owner. I bought my house at a much cheaper price and I could 
afford the taxes charged but that last tax bill shows that an average home owner may have to 
sell and leave the city to be able to survive. If the taxes keep going up, what are you trying to 
say, average people are not allowed to own homes anymore? 
Just not fair that the greed of a few are making holes in the pockets of others. 
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321.  

Current operating hours at libraries are too short.  Sunday hours are important for kids trying to 
finish homework, as well as individuals and families wanting a healthy and inexpensive activity.  
Meadowvale's library also needs to be examined during the next year, as seating/desk space is 
too low, and the location has been moved from a crossroads, next to a bus hub, to a community 
centre with insufficient parking.  If there is a fall off in usage it would be a sad comment on the 
choice of location and design of the space.  Meadowvale community centre also needs more 
free-swims to serve a population far higher than it was initially designed for, and promote 
healthy living for everyone in the North-West corner of the city.  

322.  
Libraries should move to electronic collections with partnerships with tech companies to provide 
readers for those who need to borrow a reader. 
Traffic congestion and transit should be priorities with transit being the big push. 

323.  

This was a great exercise; however, it is very general. I believe that each sector has its own 
committee to look at priorities of its own and not necessary decreasing the budget in some 
needs to affect the entire sector, as it shows. Within each one ( Public Library, IT technology, 
etc) there are items that are not priority, and that is what needs to be revised in order of budget 
allocation. 

324.  You're doing a great job ! 

325.  
I appreciate for giving a chance for Budget participation, 
I focused more on education & Road developments. 
Thanks once again. 

326.  
I propose to allow more time with sports field goals in their regular position (not tied to each 
other- winter preparation) until winter starts 

327.  Our biggest focus should be on roads/transit.  

328.  Questionnaire should include items for Seniors. 

329.  Please do not increase tax liability on property.  

330.  
I strongly suggest most to increase the budget of quick removal of snow in all streets of 
Mississauga including the residential areas. Also to enhance street lights in residential areas and 
also install more street garbage bins. 

331.  
Overall, I believe that the focus should be on reductions and to find funding for new initiatives 
by eliminating waste, process improvements, cutting red tape, funding only initiatives that 
clearly fix root causes and not band aid solutions.  thanks.  
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332.  

I have concentrated on our traffic situation, since all of our residents have to get to work/school 
in the morning and return home in the afternoon. If our roads are congested no matter how we 
get there ( bus or car) it affects everyone, so first better transit - there is plan for it underway-
,with better transit hopefully more people will leave car behind - I do already, but I'm lucky to 
live right near route 109! Thank you for that! My coworkers from other cities are very envious  

333.  Looking for favourable budget and good standing for the year 2017! Thanks  

334.  
Love that mississauga is improving public transit towards Toronto. Great that the city is using 
technology. Would be great to see the WiFi coverage at mississauga square stronger. When 
outside on the field always losing coverage or can not get coverage.  

335.  By and large the proposed budget is reasonable.  

336.  We are all on a budget. Please be wise and frugal with my property tax dollars. 

337.  LOVE that you are using technology to engage at grassroots level !! 

338.  
We all need to be more responsive to the ever increasing cost of operating a large city and I do 
appreciate having the opportunity to have my say.  Thank you for the good work done todate. 

339.  

I think there are opportunities for the city to begin scaling back funding levels for services which 
are directly accessed by users, and require users to shoulder a larger portion of the costs 
required to run these services.  Public funding should be focused on those services that are less 
discretionary and required by all residents  

340.  
We definitely need more maintenance during winter time. For example, I live on a crescent and 
last year the street was hardly done in snow storms. It is so dangerous and it might cause 
accidents. 

341.  You should have dedicated left signals to eradicate road accidents by 80% 

342.  Thank you for allowing my input into your budgeting process. 

343.  please cut the cost on everything, maybe we maintain the road improvement budget 

344.  

I saw many Mi way buses running almost empty with passengers on some routes . 
the fire trucks are running on routine requirements ,instead of actual fire emergency.I saw one 
fire truck driving to supermarket to get grocery! 
For low income families, libraries are mostly visited on summer time. 

345.  My best wishes for your efforts in City Development. Thanks  

346.  
Thank you for allowing residents to participate in this activity. It is eye-opening seeing how the 
money is divided, but more importantly, the impact seemingly small increases or decreases have 
on City services. 

6.3



Appendix 1: 
2017 Detailed Budget Allocator Results 

347.  
I would rather pay a little more in taxes and get a lot back in services provided. I do understand 
that some of these are long term initiative and we may not see the results for some time. 

348.  
Firstly, I appreciate the initiative to involve the residents in the budgeting process. This provides 
an opportunity to residents to voice their say in the governance.  

349.  

Keep the roads clean, pick up the garbage, and maintain fire and police service at about the 
same levels.  Everything else is fluff and a drain on residence, user fee system for those services 
that only a small portion of the population use would better distribute funds to those programs 
that are actually being used. 

350.  
PLEASE SPEND THE MONEY WISELY AND SEE TO IT THAT YOUR POLICIES SUPPORT THOSE 
OCCUPYING THE LOWEST RUNG OF THE SOCIETY. OTHERWISE THE BUDGET IS REDUNDANT ! 

351.  
Continued improvement in transit to get cars off the road as well as improvement in the use of 
technology to co-ordinate lights to move traffic are essential as the population density grows. 

352.  
Too much of the tax payers money is spent on personal political agendas and advertisement on 
pet projects of the Mayor. 

353.  

I request the city to please please remove these services as our taxes are taking a beating we 
cannot afford to keep possibly increasing our property taxes on a yearly basis I find it very 
difficult just to pay my property taxes is been going up steadily for the past 56 years so my 
proposal would be to cut the services and cut them as much as possible to reduce waste and  
excess spending extra spending as well cut back some of the salaries of some of the higher paid 
individuals that are making way too much money I would highly recommend that the budget be 
cut and slashed and many savings can be found by reducing the budget I believe that would be 
a good efficient way to do it and then the following next 2 to 3 years after slowly increase  after 
that thank you  

354.  Affordable housing would be nice for single low income workers. 

355.  Thank you. 

356.  
Please spend our hard earned money wisely.  A lot of us are now retired and many now are 
getting half of what we earned before so we are now much more frugal than in the past.  Thank 
you for your consideration of my responses to your 2017 Mississauga budget allocator.  

357.  
We have a good setup.  Let us maintain this with slight reductions in areas which already have a 
good budget.  Unless the economy shows a positive trend let us try not to increase expenses 
and still maintain the quality of services. 

358.  We can not afforded to keep spending money we don't have 

359.  I would like to keep the rest of the money to meet exigencies and r-allocate mid term on as 
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needed basis 

360.  
As a resident of Mississauga I believe the taxes should be cut on average consumers in all walks 
of life. So, less expenses should be done on leisure things. 

361.  

Hello,  
I want to learn in more details how actually money are spent on different areas of PublicService 
& how the Budget is calculated/allocated  for those areas, - to better understand and comment 
on all the options. 
 
** Hopefully someone reads my comments, so this can be forwarded to the right personnel in 
the Office (-Business Planning Dept-?) ** 
 
(!) Potentially, I'd like to volunteer to work for the Office, to help manage the Budget more 
Effectively, as well to work on increasing the Quality of Public Services and Saving the money 
where possible. 
 
For instance,  I believe the reduction of proposed budget for Miway/PublicTransit can be 
compensated by BETTER QUALITY of regulatory services and maintenance of vehicles within 
this Department (PublicTransit itself), as well as possible reduction of services during non-peak 
hrs & weekends. 
 
Although I drive a car, but often notice that buses are pretty empty at times, which means the 
schedule/frequency can be adjusted without sacrificing the Quality of service. 
 
(!) re reduction of service during non-peak hours and/or weekends. = This should not affect the 
public, considering we increase the budget for IT services which will increase public awareness 
through media:  TV/online/newspapers/flyers adds, street signs, etc. + direct marketing via 
emails.  
(=Hope you guys have qualified people in IT & related fields working on this?!   = if not, I can 
personally do the consulting job for the Office [Business Planning Dept-?]  to make this happen 
more effectively, as I have IT background and 10+ years experience working as a Quality 
Assurance Analyst in the IT field.) 
 
 

362.  
I'm most concerned with the slow snow clearing for the roads after big snow storms. Get more 
snow plows please.  

363.  
Property taxes have risen every year for the past decade, often more than 5 percent annually, 
above most GTA municipalities. The constant increases puts a burden on residents, especially 
seniors who live on fixed pensions. We need to find savings wherever possible. 
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364.  

Add extra tax on all carbonated drinks & snacks to make up for my added budget expenditure. 
As well - in winter - please ensure more resources are sent to clearing out pathways leading to 
schools - you have women with babies pushing their strollers & holding another child in their 
arms in badly cleared pathways; the current Mayor is a woman, so was the previous one - I hope 
someone reads this & tells them as they would understand this - this from an uncle that has 
dropped his niece & nephew to school many days & have seen other women struggling in the 
said way. 

365.  Thank you council for all your hard work and dedication. 

366.  

Public transportation should be made more affordable in terms of routes, hours of operation, 
and cost, to encourage its use. Fight for the governments (federal, provincial, and municipal) to 
subsidize the cost as much as possible. As a minimum, reject any proposed changes to the 
contrary. 

367.  

We know several instances where building permits have taken over 5 months to be issued.  This 
is not acceptable.  it encourages people to build without proper inspections.  It also creates 
financial hardship for individuals trying to improve their properties! 
 
Mississauga MUST continue planting trees to help counteract the EAB devastation i n our city!! 

368.  

I think this was  MOST unfair. After going through this exercise I am told that the budget 
increases 10 % and I came in under your proposed budget. This means that once again the 
budget system is proposing changes which would increase property taxes above the level of 
inflation.  This is NOT acceptable so start your process with this is what we can do with the 
money we generate in line with inflation.  People cannot afford this constant increasing of  
property taxes above inflation levels and I will not support this mentality. 

369.  
Please take public safety, transit and education as high priority. Keep our city green by 
developing parks and gardens.  

370.  
I`ve been fortunate enough to have been the recipient of many of the mentioned facilities. 
However, as the number of immigrants increase in Mississauga, we all must be prepared to do 
our bit. Best of luck. 

371.  Each department should be looking at efficiencies, doing more with the money they have. 

372.  

Property taxes have risen to an uncomfortable level; and while I agree the waterfront area 
should be spiffed up,  take care to ensure it doesn't become "Urban" in density.  That's a solution 
that belongs elsewhere in the city and not what lakeside communities are about.  It's feeling like 
Toronto now (eckkk - what a mistake to put so many buildings too close to the water - that's not 
the environment I want). 
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373.  

With Mississauga becoming more cross cultural due to immigration influx it's imperative that we 
ensure our quality of education and cross-cultural activities improve. Need to do this while 
maintaining or improving other essential services. A 2%increase in the budget would certainly 
help achieve this. 

374.  
Please learn how to respect other people's hard earned money , spend modestly and work 
within the budget 

375.  
Traffic was a major issue especially more housholds buying more cars and population will 
increase especially on major streets like hurontario, eglinton , etc... 

376.  
We need to reduce spending as we are over excessively spending tax payers money. This in turn 
puts burden on the buying power of most people. We need to see the difference in salaries of 
people and reduce income taxes drastically. I know no one would care about it.  

377.  

Would reduce Recreation more if the choice were available to allocate to roads and traffic 
maintenance. Would like to see an option for assessment of services as municipalities are 
notorious for frivolous overlap and contracting. 
Thank you 

378.  More details budget list shoud be better for the suggsetion. 

379.  
What about mental health programs? in schools, for families, for teens, suicide prevention, etc. I 
don't see that in the budget 

380.  

Many expenses should be reviewed to ensure the public employees aren't wasting time and 
resources.  Unfortunately the mentality for expenses has been that the budget won't be given 
the following year if they don't spend /use all of the previous year so much waste and poor time 
management exists.  

381.  
this mayor is not running the city properly will put homeowners out of their homes this mayor 
only solution is tax tax and more tax she should have her salary cut in half if not more sorry to 
see Hazel go this new mayor Crombie useless 

382.  Roads overall are good in Ssauga, but there is a lot of litter on curbs, which is not great. 

383.  The City of Mississauga is well run and we are indeed fortunate to be citizens of this fine city.   

384.  

Maintain or improve service levels through reduction of redundant processes (interdepartmental 
sharing of info to reduce parallel information gathering; sharing of resources; clarification of 
performance boundaries so departments run like a relay team). Reduce cultural grants to each 
entity and providing grants to entities that target the promotion and preservation of traditional 
Canadian cultural values. 

385.  I think that the wetland revilization is a wonderful project and I hope you continue to contribute 
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to more of these types of endeavours. 

386.  

All property directly under hydro tower lines should be cut regularly even if they are labelled as 
utility land. It is unfair to many property owners in my area to not get the same service levels as 
we all pay large tax dollars to this city. This needs to be addressed at a council meeting. I would 
love to provide more details on this concern as our community feels neglected by hydro and the 
city of mississauga. 

387.  
Please add more fund to improve services of school buses to ensure more the safety of our 
children.   

388.  

The City needs a subway extension from Kipling for a higher level of prosperity. I believe such a 
proposal was discarded by a change of provincial government about 20 years ago, but it should 
be revisited now before it is too late. The City has served as a bedroom community for the City 
of Toronto, from which the development has been mostly northward and eastward. 

389.  

NO area of the budget should increased. We have super low interest rates, fairly stable fuel costs 
so why the increases??? 
Also, what happened to the 2015-2016 snow removal budget. How many millions were budgeted 
for snow removal? How much was spent on it?  There should be a sizable balance left due to 
lack of snow during this period. 
The city needs to save $$$ for the upcoming increase in interest rates!!! 

390.  If A little increase in Tax will give a better place to live is not a bad bargain 

391.  
TOO MUCH IS SPENT ON TRANSIT AND RIDERSHIP INCREASES ARE SMALL.  WAGES ARE TOO 
HIGH 

392.  reduce the money on celebration, increase public involvement rather then paying for D J. 
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393.  

While we appreciate the City's request for input on its proposed budget, it is my respectful 
opinion that the commentary supporting each individual budget item are very leading and not 
addressing the much more important issue which is how the City can find more time and cost 
efficient ways to operate.  
 
Municipal contracts always cost significantly more than the private sector. A new approach to 
negotiating municipal contracts with skilled negotiators would result in an increase in municipal 
services at significantly less money.  In addition,  a review of how City Staff perform oversight 
and review of development and building applications should be initiated. The extent of 
bureaucracy in this process costs the City a ridiculous amount of money with no added net 
benefit to the community. Staff should be directed to process applications in a approach to 
timely approvals not creating lengthy, cumbersome, duplicative and in many cases time wasting 
requests. These files have way too many people commenting on them and take way too long to 
process. All of this costing the city way too much money. Building permits issued in Mississauga 
in the 1960's took 1-2 days. The current bureaucracy and waste of time and money is 
irresponsible. Perhaps your review should attempt to identify all of the benefits the City's 
lengthy and cumbersome  review process achieves in comparison to the 1960's. If the answer is 
very little then perhaps its time to revisit the way this is currently being done. 

394.  

Transit Operations and Traffic Management are of concern. Spending millions will not solve the 
growing problem issues. Transit is not reliable and sufficient, therefore, allowing more people 
driving, more accidents, more costs for everyone to pay. Especially car insurance rates. 
Regarding Transit: I had suggested to Miss. Transit to have small transit buses run frequent 
during day on non-peak times instead of having the large buses. The wait times for a bus is 
discouraging and frustrating: a 10 minute destination by car takes 1/2 hour to 45minutes by bus. 
There are so many more issues regarding transit. Regarding traffic management: the never 
ending construction creates traffic chaos. Further frustration when the same roadway under 
construction the previous year and completed is under construction again the year after. Why? 
Speed on the rise, inconsistency of traffic lights. Not only is land traffic a problem, also aircraft 
traffic over residential properties. 
Other issues of concern is the increase of taxes from MPAC, stormwater charge-unnecessary tax 
grab. 
In conclusion, so many $millions being allocated for improvement. A vicious circle - costs 
increasing, procrastination of issues,  hard to find jobs to make ends meet, healthcare, and on 
and on...Thank you. 

395.  

1. Of all services listed, driveway windrow snow removal for residential properties is the most 
important for us. 
2. It would be great if TTC subway (line 2) could be extended to Square One with a few subway 
stops along the way.  I believe that would be beneficial to many many Mississauga residents.  It 
seems to me that a subway extension to Square One from Kipling is even more important than 
the LRT along Huontario, as there are many more job opportunities in downtown Toronto.   
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Thanks 

396.  Put the extra money to Savings. 

397.  
I am really concerned with the yearly increase in taxes in Mississauga. What are seniors to do 
when they are on a fixed income? 

398.  
Let's use our budget to it's most efficient way.  Consider the people's voice when making 
decisions for the people. 

399.  

Traffic light timing system in Mississauga is an old system and is not compatible with today's 
traffic demand. It is common for the lights to change number of times before passing the 
intersection in many East or West directions ( Example, Derry Rd. at Dixie)  
Is it possible for Mississauga to change the timing of the lights on some of these roads? Toronto 
has done this and improvements in flow of traffic, pollution are noticeable. We all need to 
commute to earn a living and work extensive hours, less time spent on the road is more time 
spent with our families. It's a win, win situation. It is well worth the budget increase. 
Regards 

400   

I think we need to increase Culture support. Mississauga is a busy, diverse city and we need to 
help people stay connected and engaged in the community. Arts programs provide economical 
and very beneficial play-dates for participants, introducing them to new ideas, encouraging 
friendships and stimulating creativity. Art brings out the best in us, and in our city. 

401.  

The difference in cost between this and the proposed 2017 spend is less than $4 million but 
would allow for major improvements that would not only enhance services for MiWay riders (of 
which I am one), but quality of life for all residents (e.g. by potentially reducing number of 
personal vehicle trips by an additional 2.9 million). People will get home quicker to enjoy life! 

402.  
Tree planting, floral displays, and trails are particularly important to have a beautiful, liveable 
city 

403.  Improved traffic flow is worth the extra expenditure 

404   
A large proportion of our City's residents drive. While public transit is important, more 
efficiencies should be found so that it doesn't take up almost 25% of the budget.  

405   
Also, please provide bus fare freeze because transit operators misbehave with their clients. 
Reduce operational costs by looking into articulated or double decor buses on busier routes like 
61 mavis road. Make Miway essential and reduce pay by 15% in 2017 and 20% in 2018 for 
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employees. 

 

406   'Access to 3D printers' is a great benefit for users. 

407.  
In my opinion, traffic flow in Mississauga should be improved considering the increase in 
population every year.  

408   I feel this will cover my area as well.  

409   I strongly believe in IT and it improves the customer experience.  

410.  
With the fees charged by fitness centres, often higher than in private clubs, there should be no 
need to use public money to run those facilities. If the private sector can make money, why 
should we subsidize facilities already paid for with our tax dollars? 

411.  
I am wondering what the money that has already been allocated is being spent on. There are 
thousands dead trees on our streets, two years later and the ones that have been cut, have not 
been replaced. 

412. 
with massive spread of web access to everybody at home people are spending less time in 
libraries compared to few years ago 

413.  

Let's get more people from our communities to sponsor/volunteer to make the city around them 
beautiful.  Would be a great watt to bring people together, and keep us caring.  With people 
helping out, taking ownership, we rely less on the city to keep the parks looking nice.  People in 
the colonies should use the parks, and they should care about them! 

414.  I love the library!  I think more people should use it, donate, and participate in the programming!   

415.  The programs seen pretty great, would like this to continue.  

416.  I have a bit of a bias, I am in the information security field.  

417.  
In every mega city around the world, city managers and policy makers are being encouraged to 
encourage increased use of public transport and reduced dependence on private cars. Toronto 
GTA is one of them according to a recent study. 

418.  
These are four critical areas that the City should address fairly for purposes of city sustainability 
and city liveability.  

419.  
They are all necessary for healthy living. These services also gulp lots of money for maintenance 
in the face of ever increasing population. 

420.  I think an increase of 3% is necessary because of needed maintenance as trees become older 
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and are due for replacement.  

421. 
If this expenditure would allow for all the proposals under the 3% increase below, and many 
more, then it is worth adopting. 

422.  
More bus stops with shelter for protection against harsh weather (particularly heavy snowfalls 
that have been predicted for 2017) are needed. 

423.  A very worthy cause! 

424.  
This is highly recommended in the face of the unpredictability of terror attacks and fear of terror 
attacks. All security services should be adequately funded. 

425.  
Speedy approval of development applications will enhance sustainable development control and 
general city liveability as well as improve public participation in city planning. 

426.  The City must protect itself from the evil mindedness of hackers. Well supported! 

427.  
We need sunlight and street lights as well that is blocked by the trees. We also need the litter 
picked. And we need better parks for children.  

428.  Noise barriers are also needed along the highways. 

429.  
Spend and additional services always needed at a smart pace.  Sunday service NEEDED ON 
NEW TRANSIT WAY !!!! 

430.  Continue awareness of the valuable services offered especially for Seniors, Disabled 

431.  A great job done by Parks 

432.  Keep libraries alive 

433.  
More calming needed, much more calming.  How about safe bike lanes similar to Toronto, the 
only thing they do right! 

434.  Keep Arts alive and move forward to bigger and more 

435.  Keep up with the times I suppose 

436.  
I currently take the bus everyday to work to down town Toronto through 109 midway and I think 
the transit system is great  

437.  
I'd like to see more frequent buses during the day for major roads, especially connecting to 
Brampton. Also, should increase express services, especially on Derry road.  
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438.  

I really don't understand the difference of about 2.6 million between reducing spend by 3% And 
keeping current service levels. What I'd like to see is gaining efficiencies of about 2.6 million so 
that we can keep current levels but reduce spend. If the city can't find that, we should look at 
hiring externally consultant to find such efficiencies. Also, analysis on actual fire and emergency 
calls should be done, if not already, to identify high priority areas. This should allow for 
appropriate spending on prioritized locations.  

439.  
Should increase investment in e books while reducing it in print volumes. This should allows for 
less maintenance costs.  

440   

Traffic in Mississauga is getting to be horrendous, especially on major arteries with so much 
construction and signals. We seriously need to analyze traffic flows and recommend actions. 
There are companies which analyze traffic flows automatically with video cameras and no 
human resources, reducing cost of the analysis. This should be looked at.  

441.  Physical  fitness for seniors is important. 

442.  
I believe Mississauga Transit is heading in the right direction, their system is very efficient. To 
keep this up the transit needs funding and being a transit user for the last thirty years I feel safe 
in saying this.  

443.  
I believe the Mississauga Fire Department is one of the finest in the world, I've seen them in 
action on several occasions these people know what they're doing.  

444   Mississauga has the best snow removal crew.  

445.  
Although I don't go to a lot of these events, I believe the local vendors and stores would love to 
see events continue.  

446.  
I find too many buses running half full or less outside of rush hour.  Budgets cannot continue to 
increase year-over-year when wages are not moving up. 

447.  
I'm not really sure why skating instruction would be reduced with the lower proposed spend 
options when we pay for City of Mississauga skating lessons for our kids... 

448.  
This budget could even stand to be larger.  With our burgeoning population, more cars on the 
road, anything that we can do to alleviate traffic and increase safety. 

449.  Suggestion to offset the cost is by increasing fines for defaulters. 

450   
Not sure where to put this, but where is the option to ask for a reduction in compensation taken 
by civil servants at city hall? 

451.  Many cyber threats lurk around rather uninformed internet users. 
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452.  maintain present level of service 

453.  Public Transit and affordable housing is critical.  

454.  Reduce expenditure on advertisements, useless events. Extra expenses of MCs. 

455.  

We are paying too much on the property taxes.  The value of the property increased every year 
which, together with the increase in mill rate, resulted in double digit of increase in property 
taxes every year for the past 8-10 years.  This is the same house I bought and lived for 20 years.  
I did not make any profit in it and plan to stay here for the rest of my life.  When I receive the 
CPP and Old Age Security in two/three years' time, I think the amount combined will not be 
sufficient to cover for the property taxes and the utilities which also been increased like shooting 
rocket.  The rate of salary increase for ordinary working people for these years is like crawling 
snail.  We work hard to pay off the mortgage for our home and to save for retirement but seems 
everything is out of our control.  I am not the single person who is upset about it.  My friends I 
talked to all share the same feeling.   We would appreciate if the mayor and the councilors can 
use the money wisely and carefully so that the property taxes will be kept at its current level.  
Thank you 

456.  Both Resident & City Staff 

457.  

Thank you for these surveys -- they help tremendously to keep me informed in a clear way of 
decisions to be made. I am always impressed at how advanced Mississauga is in paperless ways 
to reaching out to people through intranet, surveys, calls/voicemails, etc. Do you still have the 
mayor's phone/conference calls - I think they might have been quarterly? It was excellent to also 
hear the mayor explain the priorities and what we can expect -- much better than reading 
through an email or website, and brings her to life for me so I can see/hear her commitment to 
making Mississauga a better city and financially sound. 

458.  
your 'drivers' must be transportation and road safety considering growth to GTA radiating 
around Toronto 

459.  

We have grown our departments through the years so that we are burdened by large supervisor 
salaries and then not able to hire the nescessary workers to actually get the job done. If we were 
to be aggressive, think outside of the box and reduce the top salaries and hire more mid range 
salary employees we could actually get the work we need done and help move the economy. 

460   Should take this survey into the post secondary and high schools  

461.  

Thanks for asking Mississauga residents to provide input and commentary in the budget process. 
As a resident of the Lakeview neighbourhood, I have found that municipal services are very 
good and city staff are very helpful. A modest reduction in the budget would not be felt by most 
residents, though Land Development services should be a funding priority are this expedites the 
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introduction of new taxpayers into Mississauga. 

462.  

I have not suggested any changes to the budget as I am sure that those who have arrived at 
those numbers are better qualified than I to do so. 
However, I often wonder about the following: 
(1) Why are houses no longer built with cisterns that collect all the rain water that falls on their 
roofs (as they were a century ago). Using collected rain water for lawn watering, toilet flushing, 
and perhaps bathing, would reduce the volume of storm water going down the drains and the 
volume of treated city water coming into the houses. 
(2) Why do street lights and parking lot lights come on long before it gets dark enough to need 
them? This is a waste of electricity and money. 
(3) Does MiWay have a policy of replacing (by attrition) all of its diesel buses with electric 
buses? 
(4) Is there something that city council could do to encourage residents and business to wean 
themselves off fossil fuels? 
(5) Is there something that city council could do to encourage residents and business to 
generate electricity for the grid by installing solar panels on their roofs, and maybe on the sun-
facing outside walls of apartment buildings and office buildings? 

463.  

While I definitely see transport as the biggest issue facing Mississauga, I see better regional 
integration as the main goal. Traffic calming should be achieved by either expanding the high-
congestion streets (e.g., Erin Mills, Hurontario) or through implementation of smarter traffic 
regulation systems, not by reliance on public awareness initiatives.   

464.  I believe that Mississauga should continue to be fiscally sound municipality by running budget 
surpluses and adding to our reserves 

465.  Thank you for allowing me to share my comments.   

466.  

Please see comments made with the budget suggestions. I have lived in Erin Mills my entire life 
and am very confident with my suggestions - please take our community expertise to heart. We 
must balance the environment and economy, create safe, accessible, and sustainable spaces. 
Part of that formula means fair and reasonable tax increases - I believe under 1.5% is more than 
reasonable! 

467.  Thanks for the continuing support of Mississauga residents. 

 

Note: There was a technical problem discovered and resolved within the first 12 days of the Budget Allocator 
Tool operation. This technical issue did not impact the ability to use the allocator. We received seven 
comments related to this technical issue; these comments are not included in this summary. 
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Date: 2016/11/15 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Janice Baker, FCPA, FCA 
City Manager and Chief Administrative Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Lean Program and Continuous Improvement Update 

Recommendation 
That the report titled “Lean Program and Continuous Improvement Update” dated November 15, 

2016 from the City Manager and Chief Administrative Officer, be received for Information. 

Report Highlights 
 As part of the 2016 Budget, Council approved permanent resources to embed Lean as a

continuous improvement methodology across the City;

 The goal of the City’s Lean program is to create sustainable, breakthrough improvements

through the application of Lean tools and principles, along with strengthening a culture of

continuous improvement and customer-first thinking across the corporation;

 21 Lean process improvements have been completed to date, with an additional 20

initiatives currently underway;

 The City’s Lean efforts represent the most comprehensive investment in Lean as a

methodology in Canadian Municipal Government for a city the size of Mississauga;

 The City’s 1% Budget Reduction program has saved $49 million since 2009, including

$4.1 million identified as part of the 2017 Business Plan and Budget

Background 
The City has a long history of examining our services to ensure they are being delivered 

efficiently and effectively, and has established implementing cost containment strategies as a 

key priority of the annual Business Planning and Budget process.  The City has undertaken 

several reviews of its services, and since 2009, Service Areas have committed to reducing their 
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respective operating budgets by 1% each year.  The cumulative savings of this program have 

saved $49 million to date without impacts to existing service levels. 

 

As part of the 2016 Business Plan and Budget, Council approved the development of a 

permanent Lean program to support strengthening the culture of continuous improvement within 

the City.  The Lean Program is managed by of the City’s Corporate Performance and Innovation 

section within the Corporate Services Department.  A permanent Manager was recruited in the 

summer of 2016 and momentum has built since then.  This report provides an overview of the 

Lean Program, its results to date and an update on other continuous improvement initiatives 

across the City.    

 

Comments 
Lean Program Update 

At its core, Lean looks to maximize value and minimize waste, simplify processes, reduce costs 

and complexity, and improve customer satisfaction.  Its principles align with the City’s priority to 

implement cost containment strategies, and provide a framework for staff to identify customer 

issues, engage the staff who are performing the work and measuring the outcomes of a 

process.     

 

The goal of the City’s Lean program is to create sustainable, breakthrough improvements 

through the application of Lean tools and principles, along with strengthening a culture of 

continuous improvement and customer first thinking across the corporation.  To achieve these 

goals, the Lean Program takes a comprehensive approach towards culture change beyond 

focusing only on improving individual processes.  Five key outcomes are necessary to achieve a 

successful Lean transformation: 

1. Understand the voice of the customer:  Processes should be designed to deliver 

exactly what the customer values, when they need it; 

2. Make processes more efficient: Focus on how value is delivered in the eyes of the 

customer, not only to identify and eliminate waste in time, resources and energy, but 

also to make a substantial improvement in the customer experience; 

3. Strengthen performance systems: Process performance is measured, clear targets 

are set and visualized, and the use of data to drive decision making is enhanced;    

4. Enhance skills and training: Build the capabilities of and encourage staff throughout 

the organization to perform root-cause problem solving; and 

5. Influence culture and behaviours: Promote collaboration and engagement with all 

staff. 

Achieving these outcomes require a variety of components working simultaneously across the 

City, and provides a wide range of benefits.  The components of the City’s Lean Program 

include: 

 Process Improvements: A comprehensive review of a current process with customers, 

those performing the work and other stakeholders to deliver breakthrough 

improvements.  Projects can vary depending on the complexity of the process being 
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reviewed, and range in time taken to deliver from 2 months for simple projects to up to 1 

year for more complex processes. 

 Facilitation, Coaching and Support: Providing direct support to Divisions and teams in 

the use and implementation of specific Lean tools and techniques, including the 

introduction of visual management tools, data collection, process metrics and process 

mapping. 

 Training and Development: Coordinate the delivery of the Lean training programs, 

including introductory White Belt Training and more in-depth Yellow and Green Belt 

Training; 

 Lean Embedding: Support business units in adopting a culture of continuous 

improvement, incorporating Lean tools within the workplace, identifying processes to 

review and monitoring Divisional progress; 

 Resources and Tools: Templates, case studies, instruction guides and how-to’s on the 

Lean methodology; 

 Networking and Communications: Roadshows, maintenance of the Lean website, 

videos, press releases, development of a Community of Practise and mentorship 

opportunities; 

 Metrics and Reporting: Consistent and transparent reporting of Lean benefits and 

program updates. 

 

Lean Program Outcomes 

To date, the Lean Program has delivered benefits in a variety of ways, through a variety of 

channels: 

 

Training and Development 

The Lean Training program looks to support staff in applying Lean tools and concepts in the 

workplace.  There are currently 2 training streams, with a third in development 

 

White Belt Training: Introduces staff to Lean concepts, process thinking, identifying waste and 

seeking solutions.  White Belt training has been delivered to over 1,500 staff to date, and 

involves staff bringing forward issues for processes they work on to apply solutions immediately 

to their workplace. 

 

Green Belt Training:  Provides in-depth, hands on training on more advanced Lean tools and 

practises, with an emphasis on managing more complex process improvement projects.  Staff 

receives 5 days of in-class training, take an examination and must successfully deliver a 

process improvement project.  26 staff have been certified as Green Belts across the City, with 

an additional 10 staff currently working towards certification.  

 

Staff are also currently developing a Yellow Belt Training program, where staff would receive 2 

days of training on Lean tools and practises and will be expected to deliver a smaller Rapid 

Improvement Event within their Division as part of the certification process.  Yellow Belt Training 
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will bridge the gap between introductory White Belt and more advanced Green Belt training, and 

embed more knowledge directly into each Division. 

 

The current training plan for the Lean program is to deliver training for 15 Green Belts and 30 

Yellow Belts per year, along with certification projects that deliver tangible improvements to the 

process.  For White Belt Training, the Lean Program’s goal is to train all City staff where 

feasible.   

 

Process Improvement Projects 

Process Improvement Projects deliver a comprehensive review of a current process with 

customers, those performing the work and other stakeholders to deliver breakthrough 

improvements.  Projects can vary depending on the complexity of the process being reviewed, 

and range in time taken to deliver from 2 months for simple projects to up to 1 year for more 

complex processes.  To date, 21 process improvement projects have been completed, with an 

additional 17 projects underway.  Some examples of successful recent Process Improvement 

Projects include: 

 

Library Holds Chain Review 

This process allows Library customers to place a hold on books from any library branch and 

pick up the book where they wish.  By changing the way books are sorted at the originating 

branch and setting truck arrival time windows, the total time taken to deliver the process was 

reduced by 24% 

 

Facilities Maintenance Work Orders 

The facilities maintenance process looks at work issued for electrical, HVAC and plumbing work 

for City Facilities.  The facilities maintenance process review improved service levels by 25% 

through improving their work space, developing monitoring tools to balance workloads and 

minimizing travel time. 

 

Accounts Payable 

The accounts payable process reviewed the time taken to process vendor invoices from 2 pilot 

business units in Facilities and Property Management.  By moving to electronic invoicing, 

working with vendors to create summary invoices and expanding the use of electronic funds 

transfers, the time taken to process an invoice was reduced by 55%, and summary billings 

reduced the number of invoices to be processed by 50%. 

 

Provincial Courts Early Resolution Bookings 

New legislation came into effect in 2012 allowing for early resolution appointments to be 

requested. There was an influx of requests and workload increase for court administration staff.  

By changing the office layout, giving multiple options to schedule and eliminating duplication, 

booking times were able to decrease by 67%. 
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Graffiti Reporting and Removal Process 

Previously, notifications of graffiti incidents were sent to Compliance and then were distributed 

to the business unit responsible for removal. This allowed Compliance to document the incident 

and coordinate with Peel Police prior to the graffiti being removed.  Graffiti Service requests 

received through Online Services and Pingstreet now go directly to the business unit 

responsible for removal.  The divisional cleaning processes have been modified to include the 

documentation previously done by Compliance staff. This has reduced the staff time for each 

graffiti call by 50% while reducing the time between graffiti being reported and its removal.  

Service levels were also established for various types of graffiti found on City property. 

 

Small Improvements 

Small improvements are an improved process step or an improvement to an employee’s work 

environment within their span of control using Lean tools and concepts.  Small Improvements 

are “Just-do-it” items that are completed and then reported to the Lean Office.  To date, 263 

small improvements have been submitted by staff City-wide.  Examples of small improvements 

include: 

 Standardizing the outdoor special event application process; 

 E-Mailing Pet License Certificate receipts instead of printing and mailing; 

 Creating a consistent ordering process for vehicle parts; 

 Installation of an on-site diesel tank for Parks staff to reduce staff transportation time 

 Applying visual controls and boards to monitor project progress and outstanding works in 

progress. 

The cumulative cost savings of these small improvements are approximately $298,000.  Several 

other small improvements have also produced value-added benefits to the City beyond cost 

savings.  $459,000 in cost avoidance, which are the costs avoided if the process had remained 

the same but cannot be easily translated into material savings have also been realized.  189 

improvements produced a positive customer service impact, 73 improvements have produced 

positive environmental benefits, and 46 have improved safety for staff performing the work.   

 

Rapid Improvement Events 

Rapid Improvement Events (RIE’s) are a 1-2 day event involving staff and stakeholders focused 

on a narrowly scoped process affecting 1-2 Divisions.  The event requires a Yellow or Green 

Belt facilitator, and an action plan with the majority of deliverables being able to be completed 

within 2 months. Introduced in October 2016, RIE’s are currently being piloted in Parks and 

Forestry and Finance, with the majority of improvements to be implemented by the end of 2016.  

 

Other Continuous Improvement Programs and Initiatives 

Lean is only one method of continuous improvement that is delivered across the City.  A variety 

of other programs and channels are used to actively review how we work and to explore ways to 

identify new opportunities: 
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Innovation 

In 2010, a Business and Innovation Coach was established to provide a concerted and 

intentional effort to grow and support a culture of innovation across the organization. The goal is 

to help drive innovative change in the organization by: inspiring fresh thinking and perspective, 

stimulating innovation, facilitating strategic decision making, and creating opportunities for 

cross-departmental collaboration.  In 2016, the Business and Innovation coach has delivered 60 

workshops engaging over 800 staff in strategic planning, project debriefings, team building, 

business planning and performance measurement.  The fifth annual Innovation Series was held, 

where staff are provided the opportunities to network, share knowledge, acquire skills and gain 

recognition.   

 

Project Management Support Office 

The Project Management Support Office (PMSO) was created in 2010 as a result of Internal 

Audit Recommendations.  The office focuses on supporting and promoting project management 

best practises to all staff, ultimately enabling them to deliver projects efficiently, effectively and 

providing the highest level of service and quality to project delivery.  Since 2015, 490 hours of 

training have been delivered to 610 staff, and 15 staff were supported in obtaining their Project 

Management Professional (PMP) Certification.  Sixty five staff are now PMP certified versus 9 in 

2010.  Over 100 staff attended each of the 2 annual Project Management Communities of 

Practise, and the PMSO has developed a Project Management tutoring network for staff who 

are working towards obtaining their PMP certification.  

 

Corporate Policy Program 

The Corporate policy program ensures that Corporate Policies and Procedures are necessary, 

cost effective, enforceable, legal and consistent.  The team is responsible for researching issues 

and options for policy direction, and providing support to Departments in researching and 

analyzing issues.  In 2016, 4 new policies have been created, 9 major revisions to policies were 

made, and 28 additional policies were reviewed to ensure that they remain relevant and 

necessary.  All Corporate Policies and Procedures have been converted to a new template that 

reflects the current brand and meets all accessibility recommendations.   

 

1% Budget Reduction 

In 2009, staff introduced a new component to the annual Business Plan and Budget process 

where all Service Areas were asked to identify efficiencies and cost savings opportunities to 

reduce their gross operating budget by 1%.  To date, cost savings of $49 million have been 

identified, including $4.1 million as part of the 2017 Business Plan and Budget.  Highlights of 

operating budget savings for 2017 include: 

Fare Media Costs (MiWay): Savings of $271,000 in printing costs due to the elimination of paper 

passes in Spring 2016, along with increased use of Presto cards reducing the need for print 

tickets and transfers; 

 Conversion of Street Lights to LED (Roads): $270,000 in utility cost savings related to 

the final phase of the LED street lighting conversion project.   
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 Active Guide Print Cost Reduction (Recreation): Savings of $70,000 due to the transition 

of the Active Mississauga Guide from print to an online search tool.  

 Phone and Mobile Devices (Information Technology): Savings of $50,000 per year as a 

result of better pricing through working with the Province’s Vendor of Record.  The City’s 

Bring Your Own Device Program has also contributed to a reduction in the costs for 

mobile devices. 

 Waste Tipping Fees (Parks and Forestry): Savings of $23,000 in waste disposal fees 

from partnering with the Region of Peel at their Integrated Waste Management Facility.  

 Utility Efficiencies (Facilities and Property Management): Savings of $22,000 in 

electricity and natural gas consumption from energy efficient technology and energy 

retrofit projects. 

 

Information Technology Projects 

While technology is only one component of continuous improvement, its application supports 

and enhances services to residents in a variety of ways.  Some recent examples of continuous 

improvement information technology improvements include: 

 

 ePlans: The ePlans project resulted in a new system that allows submission of electronic 

plans and documents, online payments, digital review, addition of comments by staff and 

other agencies, and approval workflows. This has created efficiencies in concurrent 

plans review, less travel to City Hall and a significant reduction in the printing of 

drawings. 

 

 SAP Fiori App: The City was the 1st municipality in Canada to implement the SAP Fiori 

App; a new mobile app enabling staff to complete and approve leave requests, paystubs 

& team calendars on the go, improving access for a mobile workforce. 

 

 Active Mississauga: The City’s new online Recreation registration tool exceeded $1 

million for the first time ever in 24 hours on an opening weekend. This has provided a 

better customer experience, higher success rates for registration in a shorter period of 

time. Active Mississauga was co-developed with Surrey, B.C., another innovative and 

efficient technology collaboration. 

 

Financial Impact 
Since the implementation of the 1% cost reduction program in 2009, the cumulative cost 

savings of the program has been $49 million, including $4.1 million as part of the 2017 budget.   

 

The Lean Program provides a wide range of benefits beyond traditional cost savings and freed 

up capacity.  Improvements also include enhancements to customer experience, improved 

quality, safety for both clients and staff performing the work and environmental benefits.    Since 

the inception of the Lean program, the cumulative cost savings and cost avoidance benefits 

realized is $1.9 million.   
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Conclusion 
Recognizing the need to implement cost containment strategies, the City has consistently 

looked to challenge the status quo and develop innovative, cost effective ways to deliver 

services.  Lean has transitioned towards a permanent program and will continue to build a 

culture of continuous improvement across the organization, build capacity and empower staff to 

make improvements in their day to day work.  Lean is also complemented by other continuous 

improvement programs and initiatives across the City that deliver value to residents.   

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: List of 2017 Efficiencies and Cost Savings Identified by Service Area 

Appendix 2: Summary of Completed Lean Process Improvement Projects 

Appendix 3: Summary of Lean Process Improvement Projects in Progress   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Janice M. Baker, FCPA, FCA  

City Manager and Chief Administrative Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Wes Anderson, Manager, Lean Program 
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Appendix 1 

Summary of 2017 Efficiencies and Cost Savings Identified by Service Area 
 

Service Area Description 
2017 

Savings 
($000's) 

Fire & Emergency Services Station 119 Lease Savings 87 

Fire & Emergency Services Humber College Rental Revenue 18 

Subtotal: Fire & Emergency Services 105 

MiWay Labour Reductions - Sick Relief Pool 379 

MiWay Fare Media Costs 271 

MiWay Rustproofing Costs 100 

MiWay Other Changes 81 

Subtotal: MiWay   831 

Roads 
Conversion of City Street Lights to 
Light Emitting Diode (LED) 

270 

Roads 
Transportation Costs to reflect 
savings realized in Vehicle Rental 
and Lease Costs 

278 

Roads 
Contractor costs savings for Traffic 
Line Marking 

300 

Roads 
Various other budget reductions 
identified by staff 

226 

Subtotal: Roads   1,074 

Parks & Forestry Vehicle Maintenance Savings 150 

Parks & Forestry Forestry Block Pruning Savings 70 

Parks & Forestry HAT-P Upgrade Labour Savings 47 

Parks & Forestry Clarkson Yard Tipping Fees 23 

Parks & Forestry Lean Small Improvement Savings 36 

Parks & Forestry Erin Meadows Standby Savings 20 

Parks & Forestry Operating Materials 11 

Subtotal: Parks & Forestry   357 

Business Services Labour reduction-FTE 84 

Business Services 
Operating Materials reduction - 
outsourcing 

2 

Business Services Vehicle Maintenance-outsourcing 4 

Business Services Professional Services Savings 25 

Business Services Equipment rental-outsourcing (1) 

Subtotal: Business Services   114 

Mississauga Library Meadowvale Library Lease 275 

Mississauga Library Utility Savings 27 

Subtotal: Mississauga Library   302 

Recreation Heating Fuel Savings 240 

Recreation 
Food Services Review and Golf 
Improvement Plan 

221 

Recreation 
Reduce Excess Printing Costs in 
Active Guide due to Online 

70 
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Summary of 2017 Efficiencies and Cost Savings Identified by Service Area 
 

Service Area Description 
2017 

Savings 
($000's) 

Innovation 

Recreation Hershey Various Cost Savings 39 

Recreation 
Open Fitness and Pool Facilities on 
August Civic Holiday 

30 

Recreation Service Level Review 30 

Recreation 
Various Operating Expense 
Reductions 

21 

Recreation LED Lighting Savings 5 

Subtotal: Recreation   656 

Information Technology 
Ricoh Photocopier Reductions-Year 
2 of 3 

145 

Information Technology 
Equipment Maintenance and 
Licensing 

137 

Information Technology Phones and Mobile Devices 50 

Information Technology External Building/Facility Rentals 7 

Subtotal: Information Technology 339 

Facilities & Property Management Utilities efficiencies 66 

Facilities & Property Management 
Reduction in vehicle maintenance 
cost 

23 

Subtotal: Facilities & Property Management 89 

City Manager's Office 
Efficiencies derived from re-
structuring 

108 

Subtotal: City Manager's Office 108 

Land Development Services 
Various Operating Expense 
Reductions 

30 

Subtotal: Land Development Services 30 

Culture Utility Savings 15 

Subtotal: Culture   15 

Legislative Services 
Eliminate Temporary Staff Budget, 
Committee of Adjustment 

87 

Legislative Services Reduce APS Operating Expenses 60 

Legislative Services Honorariums-Council Committees (67) 

Subtotal: Legislative Services   80 

TOTAL   4,101 
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Appendix 2 

Summary of Completed Lean Process Improvement Projects 
 

Project Title Benefits 

Community Services 

Parks Waste 
Management 

 12% increase in pickup frequency 

 25% reduction in Service Requests 

 $138,000 in annual cost savings 

Parks and Forestry 
Operations Customer 
Service 

 81% reduction in payroll processing time 

 59% reduction in Council inquiry response time 

 21% reduction in payment processing time 

MCS Waste 
Management 

 17% increase in waste diversion, 39% decrease in waste 
generation,  

 93% decrease in contamination 

Fire Plans Review 
 Lead time reduced from 27 to 24 days 

 Resubmission reduced from 14 (max) to 4 (max) 

Summer Camp Hiring 
 Reduced job postings, from 11 to 5 

 Hiring lead time reduced by 31 days 

Library Materials 
Supply Chain 

 92% reduction in lead time 

 93% reduction in backlog (55,000 to 3,700) 

 630 sq. ft. of space, 70 library carts  freed up 

Library Holds Service 
Delivery Chain 

 Less books (from 57% to 38%) will be going to Central 
Library for sorting 

 Reduced number of bins to be sorted 

 24% reduction in lead time 

Corporate Services 

Facilities Access 
Process 

 Reduced number of days in process from 7 to 3 days 

Vacancy Tax Rebate 

 One-time savings of $192,000 

 Quality of Intake application package improved 

 # of staff touching the file reduced from 8 to 4 

Graffiti Reporting & 
Removal 

 Track service levels  

 Graffiti complaints now going directly to appropriate 
business unit 

 Streamlined complete process 

Facilities Maintenance 
Service Requests 

 25% reduction in lead time from 16 to 12 days (80th 
percentile numbers) 

 Backlog reduced by 70% 

 Reduced transportation 

Provincial Offences 
Early Resolution 
Scheduling 

 67% reduction in lead time 

 50% reduction in touch time 

Long Service Awards 

 No need to deliver gifts to Fire Stations across Mississauga 

 Less noise and distraction due to gifts being distributed at 
registration 

 A wider variety of gifts are now offered to increase 
employee satisfaction 

Accounts Payable 

 25% reduction in overall lead time 

 30% freed capacity for Contract Coordinator's touch time 

 30% freed capacity for Admin Assistant's touch time 
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Project Title Benefits 

 75% freed capacity for Manager's touch time 

News Releases 

 100% reduced motion 

 29% reduction in lead time 

 25% increase in first pass yield 

Planning & Building 

Infill Site Plan Approval 

 Lead time reduced by 25% 

 1st submission time reduced from 39 to 32 days 

 Resubmissions reduced from 4 to 3 

Transportation & Works 

Compliance & 
Licensing Complaint 
Resolution 

 Lead time reduced by 40% on top five Complaints 

 Number of site visits reduced 

School Parking 
Enforcement 

 20% cycle-time reduction in covering 200+ schools 

City Roadway Repairs 
(Payment Certificate) 

 Construction lead time reduced by 54% 

 Payment processing lead time reduced by 60% 

 Recovery lead time reduced by 63% 

Transit Collision 
Review  

 Lead time reduced by 37% from 35 to 22 days 

Transit Return to Work 

 Quality of data increased by 72% 

 80% reduction in cycle time 

 Error proofing has increased Transit Operators satisfaction 
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Summary of Lean Process Improvements in Progress 
 

Initiative Objectives 

Community Services 

Forestry Infill Tree Planting 
Improve the infill/replacement tree planting process, from when a 
tree is removed to when the infill/replacement tree planted by a 
contractor is accepted by City staff. 

Fire Equipment and Stores 
Ordering and Delivery 

Improve the process and workflow of ordering and delivering fire 
station inventory and personal protective equipment. 

Recreation Satellite Facility 
Access 

Decrease the total time taken for Recreation staff to receive 
access to satellite facilities. 

Mississauga Celebration 
Square Event Services 

Streamline the Mississauga Celebration Square event approval, 
permitting and planning process to increase customer satisfaction 
and reduce non value-added work and process steps. 

Recreation Sports Field 
Allocation Process 

Decrease the overall time taken to allocate indoor and outdoor 
sports facilities to affiliated and non-affiliated user groups. 

Parks General 
Maintenance Work Orders 

Improve the work order process for Parks General Maintenance 
staff, from work order generation and prioritization to assigning 
work and status follow-up. 

Corporate Services 

IT User Provisioning 
Process 

Clarify roles and responsibilities, reduce backlog and implement a 
more user-friendly and efficient solution for staff to request 
network access, software and hardware. 

Motor Vehicle Accident 
Invoicing 

Improve the processing time for motor vehicle accident invoicing, 
clarify roles and responsibilities, and improve communication 
between departments and other agencies in the process. 

Loading Dock Integration 
Review Civic Centre loading dock processes, including facility 
layout to improve both quality and efficiency following transfer of 
responsibilities to Printing and Mail. 

Facilities Reliability 
Maintenance 

Improve the reliability of Facilities Maintenance equipment to 
reduce demand maintenance requirements and maximize the life 
of facility components. 

Finance Capital WIPS 
Process 

To streamline the Work in Progress (WIP) process by centralising 
key processes, better access to information, more collaboration, 
better reporting and version control. 

Finance Deposit of Reserve 
Fund Cheques 

Reduce the number of process steps and time taken to deposit 
Reserve Fund Cheques. 

Revenue Counter Services 
Improve customer service and reduce duplicated efforts between 
customer service counters for Revenue & Taxation and Cashiers. 

Planning & Building 

Development Application 
Fees and Securities 
Collection 

Improve the customer experience by streamlining the 
development application payment collection process. 

Field Data Collection 
Identify opportunities to decrease staff time and introduce 
technology to support the annual employment survey process. 

Transportation & Works 

Parking Enforcement 
Staffing Schedule 

To achieve a more efficient and equitable scheduling process for 
Part Time Parking Enforcement Officers. 

Customer Inquiries for 
Municipal Parking 

Minimize the staff time required to process parking customer 
inquiries and reduce redirected inquiries. 

Work Requests for Works Improve and standardize the work request intake process to 
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Initiative Objectives 

and Technical Services reduce non-value added time for Works Operations staff. 

MSPD Securities 
Inspections and Deposits 

Clarify roles and responsibilities and reduce the hours required to 
administer development related deposit and inspections. 

Uniform Life Cycle 
Management 

Streamline the uniform ordering process and ensure timely 
uniform provisioning for Enforcement staff. 
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Date: 2016/11/08 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Geoff Wright, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 
Transportation and Works 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
MiWay Electric Bus Technology 

Recommendation 
That the report entitled MiWay Electric Bus Technology from the Commissioner of 

Transportation and Works dated November 8, 2016 be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 Electric buses powered by Lithium Ion batteries have been delivered by Canadian

manufacturers in very small quantities for pilot programs in various provinces.

 Aside from cost and range, electric buses can meet the operational requirements for

transit service on most routes.

 There are two types of charging infrastructure, Depot and Route, which have varying

impacts on the electricity grid and employ incompatible and evolving technology.

 Planned trials of electric buses will evaluate equipment reliability, grid impacts, and the

need for standardization of charging infrastructure.

 MiWay will monitor the results of the electric bus pilot programs and plan for the

introduction of electric buses past 2020.

Background 
In response to direction at the Budget Committee meeting of October 5, 2016 MiWay staff 

contacted the two principle Canadian manufacturers (New Flyer and Nova Bus) for the status of 

their electric bus manufacturing capabilities. As the City has a 25% Canadian content 

requirement for bus purchases, off-shore manufacturers are not considered in detail but may be 

mentioned in the report. 
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Electric propulsion for city buses is a proven technology and trolley buses once serviced many 

North American and Canadian cities. They are quieter than diesel powered buses and deliver 

no local emissions from motive power. Although many cities have discontinued their trolley 

networks Vancouver still operates trolley buses in their downtown core. 

 

The constraint of trolley buses was the overhead wires which limit their use to specific routes 

and the need to build and maintain the supporting electrical infrastructure (wires, sub-stations) 

to support their deployment. 

 

The most recent technology changes relate to the introduction of hybrid diesel/electric buses 

and developments in battery technology that allows an all-electric bus to “cut the cord” and 

operate independently of overhead wires.   

 

Present Status 
MiWay currently operates a small fleet (15 buses) of hybrid diesel/electric buses introduced into 

service in 2010. This fleet, manufactured by Orion, have series electric propulsion systems 

supplied by BAE systems. The motive power for the bus is provided by electric motors driving 

the wheels and the electricity is produced on board with a diesel engine driving a generator 

augmented by the on-board battery. The batteries in this application are insufficient to 

independently propel the bus but do allow braking energy to be recovered for reuse and the 

diesel engine charges the battery when not needed to move the bus. 

 

As a city bus duty cycle involves repetitive stop/starts and idling, hybrid technology allows for a 

smaller diesel engine and can produce fuel savings in the 15-30% range. These buses were 

purchased at a premium of $250,000 over a standard diesel bus at the time ($400-425,000). 

Our experience in fuel savings is at the lower end of the range given the suburban nature of our 

road network. These buses are at half-life and the long term performance, reliability, and cost of 

ownership for the batteries, power conditioning equipment and motors remains to be 

determined. 

 

Comments 
The next generation of all electric buses employ Lithium Ion batteries to power all subsystems 

and propel the bus. In cold weather, heating demands place a significant burden on the battery 

resulting in an unacceptable range penalty. At present, for winter operations, manufacturers 

install a small diesel fuelled auxiliary heater (all our current buses use these) to maintain heat 

during cold weather. 

 

The size and capacity of the battery package and the duty cycle of the bus (route length, 

speeds, stops, season, passenger loads etc.) determine the range of the bus. Our current fleet 

of 40-foot buses have a practical operating range of 800 km without refuelling and the 60-foot 

articulated buses have a range of 450 km. 
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In the case of the electric bus, range is also dependent on the charging strategy. The two 

primary options are depot charging and route charging. 

 

Figure 1 Depot Charging – Image courtesy of New Flyer 

  

Depot Charging 

In this application buses are connected to charging equipment in the bus storage areas and 

charge when not in use (see Figure 1). These buses deliver operational flexibility similar to a 

diesel bus. Once charged they can be deployed on any route and the only limitation is range. 

More batteries equal more range but this results in a much heavier bus. For weight and balance 

considerations the batteries are distributed within the bus impacting space for passengers and 

reducing the available weight capacity.  

 

The extra mass of batteries consumes energy as the bus accelerates after each stop and will 

contribute to higher wear on suspension, tires, and frame. Additionally, battery capacity can be 

expected to degrade over time resulting in reduced range as the bus ages. 

 

This technology has the highest impact on the grid as the energy requirements at the depot are 

considerable. Depot charging equipment is required for connectivity to the bus meaning facility 

electrical upgrades are necessary. However, depot charging typically takes place overnight 

taking advantage of off-peak power rates. 
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Figure 2 Route Charging – Image courtesy of Nova Bus 

 

Route Charging 

These buses have a smaller battery capacity sufficient to travel 25-40km (1-2 hours) before 

recharging. They trickle charge in the depot overnight and then have to recharge at the end of 

each trip. High power charging overhead stations are installed at one or both ends of the route 

and they enable a quick charge (less than 5 minutes) before the next trip (see Figure 2). This 

technology has less impact on the grid as the charging is distributed across the network. 

However, the charging stations are expensive ($500,000+) and during rush hours charging is 

subject to peak power rates. These buses have a weight similar to existing hybrid buses and 

can carry a regular passenger load. Depot charging infrastructure is also required but the power 

requirements are much lower. 

 

Technology/Commercial Impacts 

Outside of the range/capacity limitations of the two charging technologies, the buses operate 

with similar characteristics. However manufacturers have partnered with various suppliers for 

propulsion motors, power conditioning equipment, batteries, and charging stations leading to 

unique and incompatible solutions. The lack of standardization for either depot or route charging 

equipment complicates competitive bus procurements and triggers a requirement for facility 

modifications to support varying charging infrastructure. Buses are long life assets (12-15 years) 

and it will take over a decade to transition fleets. The operation of mixed fleets with unique 

charging infrastructure would only add cost and complexity to a transit system. Much of the 

current research is focussed on standardization of charging systems and their impact on the 

electricity grid rather than operations in revenue service. 
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Electric Bus Trials 

There are a number of Canadian electric bus demonstration projects that have completed, are 

currently underway, or are planned. A partial list and brief project descriptions are provided in 

Appendix I. Of note is the Edmonton trial and early findings of the Winnipeg trials which 

confirmed bus performance during the winter season. 

 

The Montréal trial which is getting underway is using Volvo supplied European charging 

technology on a Nova Bus platform in a route charging application in conjunction with Hydro 

Quebéc. 

 

Quebéc has an abundance of cheap hydroelectric power and Montréal has ambitions to 

transform its diesel bus fleet to all electric within a bus fleet lifecycle. 

 

The final trial, still in the planning and funding stage, is being led by the Canadian Urban Transit 

Research and Innovation Centre (CUTRIC) which will be taking place in several Ontario 

communities including Oakville and Brampton. This trial will also evaluate route charging 

technology focussing on charging equipment, vehicle to grid communications, and grid impacts.  

 

The results of these trials have or will be shared and cost and range aside, it is clear that 

electric buses can replace diesel buses in everyday operation. The remaining challenge relates 

to the interface with the electrical grid. It is hoped that by 2020 some standardization of charging 

infrastructure could be achieved and that grid impacts are better understood. This would be an 

appropriate time to consider entering the market for electric bus technology. 

 

Mississauga Considerations 

MiWay has not considered participating in these small scale trials (2-4 buses) as they require 

extensive technical support and would require significant managerial and financial 

commitments. Electric bus operations are proven and the focus of the current research is on 

charging technology, grid impacts, and the need for standardization. Full engagement by the 

local electrical utility is required for a successful trial. 

 

Electrical buses command a significant premium over the cost of a diesel bus. The BYD all 

electric articulated bus that was demonstrated on Celebration Square earlier this year cost 

$1.3M, roughly a 50% premium over the diesel equivalent. The necessary facility upgrades to 

the maintenance and storage areas plus any electric utility enhancements are additional. The 

Ed Dowling Transit Facility (storage for 400+ buses) currently has enough electrical capacity to 

support depot charging for eleven buses. 

 

Route charging may be an option as our longest route is 37 km and the average route is 16.7 

km, however the charging stations are expensive and layover locations are required to install 

them. With the exception of the City Centre Transit Terminal and the Mississauga Transitway, 

all of our terminals are leased from mall owners or owned by Metrolinx. The lack of owned 

terminals will complicate the adoption of this technology. 
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Canadian Manufacturing Base 

The two principle Canadian heavy duty bus manufacturers, New Flyer and Nova Bus, have 

installed electric bus technology from their commercial partners into well-established bus 

platforms. As the Lithium Ion battery technology is not produced in Canada the larger the 

battery (longer range; higher cost) the harder it is to achieve the 25% Canadian content 

requirement. Nova Bus can achieve the Canadian content requirements for a route charged 

bus, but it is uncertain at this time if New Flyer is able. All of the other manufacturers are 

offshore. While Canadian content may not be a consideration for a pilot program it is a 

consideration for the introduction of electric buses into regular service. 

 

Cap and Trade-Green Investment Fund 

The Province of Ontario in the 2016 Budget introduced Cap and Trade costs to energy 

consumers which will see a 4.3 cent per litre increase to the pump price of gasoline next year. 

An equivalent increase for diesel fuel is expected impacting MiWay’s fuel budget by $900K 

annually. 

 

Some of the funds raised by Cap and Trade will flow back to the Green Investment Fund which 

has identified potential investments that include: 

 Infrastructure to support the adoption of zero-emission and plug-in hybrid vehicles and 

low carbon alternative fuels. 

 Emission reductions from the transportation sector through measures such as 

investments in public transit and transportation infrastructure. 

It is hoped that a Green Transit Incentive Program will be developed to help the transition of the 

transit industry to low or zero carbon technology. 

 

Strategic Plan 
The introduction of electric bus technology would contribute to the following strategic goals: 

 

 Develop Environmental Responsibility 

 Lead and Encourage Environmentally Responsible Approaches 

 Promote a Green Culture 

 

Financial Impact 
The introduction of electric buses into regular MiWay service will require adjustments to the bus 

fleet plan and applicable capital budgets. The 40–50% cost premium plus the charging 

infrastructure and utility capacity upgrades will create significant pressure on the future capital 

program. Although there will be energy/fuel savings it is unlikely they will offset the high 

transition costs for many years. 
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Costs will eventually come down as the technology standardizes and production volumes 

increase, but this will take some time. Given the high transition costs, assistance from other 

levels of government in the form of the Federal Public Transit Infrastructure Fund Phase II or the 

Provincial Green Investment Fund or Cap and Trade emission credits are necessary to address 

affordability. 

 

Conclusion 
Battery powered electric buses and charging systems are still evolving in North America. High 

prices and a lack of standardization complicate the introduction of this technology into regular 

service. At present time, very small quantities of buses have been deployed and for short 

periods of time. The next trials will be for longer periods which will help assess long term 

reliability and develop transition strategies for large scale deployments. 

 

MiWay has declined to participate in these small scale trials due to a lack of technical and 

financial capacity. The year 2020 will be a good time to re-assess the learnings from current 

electric bus pilot programs. In the meantime, MiWay’s priorities have been the building and 

operation of rapid transit infrastructure, network realignment and the introduction of transit 

information technology (real-time).  

 

The 2017 Capital Budget contains a request for seven all-electric change-off vehicles. 

Transitioning this fleet of vehicles to a more mature and much more affordable technology has 

lower risk and can be implemented in a shorter time frame. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix: 1 Recent and Planned Electric Bus Trials 

 

 

 
 

Geoff Wright, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Transportation and Works 

 

Prepared by:   Geoff Marinoff, P.Eng, Transit Director 
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Appendix 1 

Recent and Planned Electric Bus Trials 

Edmonton 

Edmonton conducted a two bus Depot Charging trial over winter 2015/2016 employing vendor 
supplied buses (BYD and New Flyer). The buses had minimum ranges of 220km and 116km 
respectively due to the different battery sizes. The trial proved the buses operated with the 
equivalent reliability of a diesel bus however the range restricted their deployment to specific 
routes. A report is publicly available 
at:https://www.edmonton.ca/documents/transit/Electric%20Bus%20Feasibility%20Study.pdf 

Winnipeg 

Winnipeg is conducting a four bus Route Charging trial on a 40km/2hour route. The bus has 
larger batteries allowing the longer range and quick charging takes 10 minutes. They are in year 
two of a four year project and the bus performed as expected during winter and summer 
periods. The trial is a partnership between the City, New Flyer, Manitoba Hydro, Red River 
College and Mitsubishi Heavy Industry. The Federal Government provided half of the $7M in 
development costs. An interim report is not yet available. 

Montreal 

Montreal is commencing a three bus Route Charging trial this year on their Route 36. This is a 
$16.7M three year evaluation where Société de Transport de Montréal (STM) in partnership with 
Novabus, Ministére des Transport du Québec (MTQ) and Hydro Québec. The MTQ is providing 
$11.9M in subsidy. 

Canadian Urban Transit Research and Innovation Centre (CUTRIC) 

Planning for a Pan Ontario electric bus demonstration and integration is underway for a series 
of 3 year 4-bus Route Charging trials in communities of various sizes and densities. Participants 
may include: Woodstock, Oakville, Brampton, York, St. Catherines. The project is still subject to 
funding but will focus on Route Charging with vehicle to grid communications and an 
assessment of charging infrastructure on the grid. Much of the learning will be on the grid side 
and the projected impacts of the introduction of large numbers of electric buses into service. 
The $11.5M project hopes to launch mid-2017. Participating transit systems are required to 
contribute $1.6M towards the cost of the trial buses and are responsible for all operations and 
maintenance.  
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Date: 2016/11/04 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Diesel and Gasoline Fuel Costs and the 2017 Budget 

Recommendation 
That the report dated November 4, 2016, from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and 

Chief Financial Officer entitled “Diesel and Gasoline Fuel Costs and the 2017 Budget” be 

received for information.  

Background 

At Budget Committee in June 2016, staff reported that they would monitor diesel and gasoline 

pricing projections and make final recommendations as part of the proposed 2017 budget. This 

report provides supplementary information to Budget Committee on gasoline and diesel fuel 

costs and their positive impact on the proposed 2017 budget.  

Gasoline prices began to decline in the summer of 2014 as shown on the chart below: 

Source: Perimeter Energy Inc 

Diesel prices began to decline early in 2014 as shown on the chart below: 

6.6



Budget Committee 
 

2016/11/04 2 

 

 
 Source: Perimeter Energy Inc 

 

As a result, the City recorded a surplus of $4.5 million compared to budget in 2015 and are 

projecting a further surplus of $5.0 million in 2016.  Looking forward, the futures market is 

projecting an upward trend in petroleum prices over the next three years as shown on the 

following chart: 

 

 
 Source: Perimeter Energy Inc 

 

Comments 

The City’s 2016 budget for Diesel is $20.1M; 95% of the budget is for Transit, 1% for Fire and 

4% for Works Fleet. For Gasoline the total budget is $0.35M of which 64% is for Transit and 

balance is for Works Fleet. 

Current projections suggest that prices may trend upward to $0.91 per litre for diesel and $1.04 

per litre for gasoline by the end of the 2017 as shown below. Please note the following chart 

does not include the impact of Ontario’s Cap and Trade program. 
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 ^Source: Why the WTI Crude Oil Price Is Climbing Today - Money Morning and internal corporate analysis  

 By Alex McGuire, Associate Editor, Money Morning, May 13, 2016 

 

The 2017 proposed Budget assumes an average price of $0.86 per litre for diesel and $0.97 per 

litre for gasoline.  This includes an anticipated $0.043 a litre increase starting in January 2017 

under Ontario’s Cap and Trade Program 

While staff are confident in the appropriateness of these assumptions, there is a risk that costs 

could rise above the assumed average. If prices maintain a range of $0.90 to $1.00 during 

2017, an unfavourable variance of $757,000 to $2.7 million would ensue.  To mitigate this risk, 

staff have included $1 million in the proposed 2017 Budget to offset increases beyond the 

budgeted fuel prices. 

Financial Impact 

A $5.0 million budget surplus is projected for 2016.The 2017 proposed Budget has been 

reduced by $3.15 million to account for the decreased costs for gasoline and diesel anticipated 

in 2017 to more closely reflect pricing projections for 2017. 

Conclusion 

This report has documented the decrease in gasoline and diesel fuel costs since 2014.  The 

2017 budget has been reduced by $3.15 million in recognition of these decreased costs. 

 
 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by:   Faraz Agha, Manager, Business Services and Process Solutions 
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Date: 2016/11/03 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 
Community Services 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
2016 Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Update 

Recommendation 
That the Corporate Report dated November 3, 2016, from the Commissioner of Community 

Services entitled “2016 Emerald Ash Borer (EAB) Update” be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 An EAB Management Plan for City owned trees is in the 4th year of implementation.

 Priority for public safety to remove deteriorated City Ash trees; by the end of 2016

approximately 18,852 City owned ash trees will have been removed.

 Citywide tree replanting work is underway with priority to replace removed ash trees in

residential areas; by the end of 2016 approximately 5,826 trees will have been replanted.

 3,100 ash trees were treated in 2016. Treatment takes place every two years and trees

treated this year will be reassessed and retreated in 2018.

 37 woodlots have had ash trees removed from all hazardous locations and area restored

using approximately 12,656 trees and shrubs.

 Expanded communications plan and tactics to further educate residents on how they can

manage ash trees on their private property

 The EAB management plan does not include treating or removing privately owned ash

trees.

Background 
EAB is a non-native destructive pest introduced from Asia into North America which threatens 

all species of ash trees. Discovered in Canada (Windsor) in 2002, it is now established 

throughout Ontario and areas of Quebec. Ash trees become a public safety risk as they 
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deteriorate quickly. Of the over 2.1 million public and private trees in Mississauga, 10% were 

ash.   

 

An Active Management Plan was endorsed by Council in 2012 to mitigate the impacts of EAB 

over 10 years through:  

• Treating sustainable City ash trees using TreeAzin, a systemic insecticide registered in  

  Canada for EAB treatment with proven efficacy data and cost effective results;  

• Removing and replacing all unsustainable street and park ash trees on a one for one basis;  

• Removing select woodland and natural area ash trees and where needed limiting access to  

  specific woodlands to ensure public safety; 

• Implementation of restoration works in woodlands.   

 

A Special Purpose Levy was introduced in 2012 to fund the estimated $51 million cost of the 

EAB management plan over 10 years. These funds are held in a reserve specifically for the 

program and funds are drawn down each year based on the anticipated cost and capacity to 

complete required work. 

 

Present Status 
Street & Park Ash Trees  

All City-owned street ash trees have been inspected and identified as treatable or non-treatable. 

Non-treatable trees have been prioritized for removal based on size, location and structural 

condition. Removals began in 2013 and will continue on a priority basis until all non-treatable 

trees have been removed.  

 

The park ash tree inventory was completed in 2014 identifying the location of ash trees within 

maintained and recreational areas of parks. Removals began in 2015 and are on-going until all 

non-treatable trees have been removed. 

 

EAB statistics including the number of street and park trees that will have been removed by the 

end of 2017, can be seen below in Table 1: Street & Park Ash Tree Management Statistics.  

 

Table 1: Street & Park Ash Tree Management Statistics 

 Actuals 

2013 

Actuals 

2014 

Actuals 

2015 

Projected 

2016 

Projected 

2017 

Projected 

2018 

Projected 

2019 

Removed 1,259 3,393 10,200 4,000 5,000 5,000 5,000 

Replanted 0 1,259 2,567 2,450 4,000 4,500 5,000 

Treated 7,483 4,152 0 3,100 0 3,100 0 

 

The number of trees to be treated with TreeAzin has stabilized at 3,100 trees.  We have 

experienced a reduction in the number of trees treated due to the December 2013 ice storm, 

where we lost a large number of ash trees and losses associated with some trees that were 
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treated in round one that have been lost due to early infestation of EAB.  Healthy trees treated 

with TreeAzin are expected to survive. 

 

Ash Trees in Woodlots 

Assessments have been completed for all 358 City owned woodlots, to determine:   

• The percentage of canopy or number of ash trees per woodlot;   

• EAB infestation levels; and 

• Hazard rating based on the potential risk to public safety based on condition of tree and  

  location                  

 

The number of woodlots containing ash trees is greater than anticipated. To date these costs 

have been offset by savings associated with competitive contractor rates and fewer park tree 

removals than originally anticipated. Removals in woodlots began in 2014. Survey data 

collected is allowing staff to determine due to their condition if tree removals are required, or if 

fencing is required to limit access, mitigate risk and ensure public safety. Woodlot management 

priority is completed based on the overall assessment of percentage of ash and overall health of 

the ash in the woodlot.  

 

Woodland restoration work began in 2015, and includes the replanting of native trees and 

shrubs to rebuild a healthy ecosystem and limit the spread of various invasive species into 

these areas. Restoration plans are tailored to each woodlot and depend on numerous variables; 

some woodlots will require intensive management while others will regenerate on their own. To 

date 20 woodlands have been fully restored.  

 

In order to increase the number of woodlots restored, an expanded woodland restoration 

contract will begin in the spring of 2017. The contract is being designed as a multiyear contract 

for multiple contractors, and will complete larger volume of woodland restoration City wide once 

tree removals are complete. Forestry will continue to leverage existing programs like, One 

Million Trees Mississauga, to increase the number of woodland restoration plantings completed 

City-wide.  

 

Street Tree Replacement 

Tree replacement for City-owned street trees began in 2014. The EAB Management plan 

intends to replace all street and park trees removed due to EAB on a 1:1 basis.  Due to utility 

locations or changes to original planting sites, some trees cannot sustainably be replanted in the 

same location and will be planted within the surrounding community. City staff have initiated 

meetings with utility companies to look for ways to relocate conflicting lines if possible to try to 

limit situations in which this happens. 

 

Residential streets with significant tree loss have been prioritized for tree replacement. On 

residential streets, trees removed will be replanted the year following the infested ash tree 

removal. On arterial roads, industrial and commercial streets, parks and other City property, 

replanting will occur after residential streets have been replanted.      
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Weather Conditions 

During July and August of 2016, the City endured numerous days of hot dry weather with very 

few days of rain. At the beginning of August, Forestry staff made the decision to suspend all tree 

planting City wide for approximately 6-8 weeks in order to ensure trees were planted in 

conditions conducive to long-term development and growth. This included all EAB replacement 

trees. Tree planting re-commenced mid-September 2016, and additional staff time has been 

allocated to ensure that all trees proposed to be planted in 2016, do get planted, taking 

advantage of the favourable fall season weather. Should weather not remain favourable, any 

trees scheduled for replacement in the fall that are not planted, will be prioritized accordingly 

from spring 2017. 

 

For the 2017 planting season, Forestry will be looking to realign internal resources and increase 

staff dedicated to the planting program, as well as increase contractor capacity to improve time 

delays and increase the number of trees planted. 

 

Treatable Trees 

3,100 ash trees were treated in 2016, which is lower than originally forecasted in 2012 due to:   

• EAB infestation levels progressing more quickly than expected;  

• The majority of trees assessed had high infestation levels and were untreatable; 

• Trees treated will be treated every second year until 2022, at which time it is predicted that the  

  EAB population will have collapsed. 

 

Alternate Treatment 

Staff continues to review the efficacy and costing data of alternate EAB treatments including 

both chemical and biological controls. Biological controls such as parasitic wasps may be 

utilized in areas where the EAB population is not well established. Current EAB population 

levels in Mississauga would not support this type of biological control. 

 

Survey and Inspection work  

All street and park trees and woodlots have been inspected, with data collected and entered into 

the City database. This finalizes a comprehensive inventory of all City-owned ash trees.  Data 

collected will allow staff to manage ongoing treatment work, and prioritize the scheduling of tree 

removals and replacements City-wide.    

 

Privately owned ash trees 

Residents and landowners are responsible for treating or removing ash trees on their property. 

Staffs are encountering an increase in the number of Property Standards Orders (PSO’s) being 

issued for dead or dangerous trees on private property. In 2016, there has been approximately 

220 PSO’s pertaining to dead ash trees, and we anticipate this to continue to increase based on 

the nature of the infestation. 
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Private Tree Bylaw 

Staff from Forestry, Compliance and Licensing Enforcement, Legal and Prosecutions have been 

working together to conduct a review of the current PSO process and have identified and begun 

to develop innovative ways to address the increased demand on staff, and ensure timely action. 

In the spring of 2016, the private tree by-law permit application process was revised to 

incorporate an exception for ash trees located on private property to expedite the process for 

application which solely had ash trees. A Certified Arborist now has the ability to sign the 

application form to confirm that the Ash trees are dead or dying due to EAB. This helps 

streamline the application approval process for privately owned ash trees. No fee is required as 

part of this process. 

 

During the summer of 2016, Forestry staff held an Ash identification workshop for Compliance 

and Licencing Enforcement Staff. The purpose of the workshop was to help enforcement staff 

with overall assessment of ash trees, and understanding them better given the increase of 

PSO’s involving Ash. 

 

Finally, as outlined in the Communication Strategy section below; the existing communications 

plan, toolkits and tactics are being expanded to further educate residents on managing ash 

trees on private property. 

 

Communication Strategy 
The Forestry section has been working with the Communications Division to revise the EAB 

Communications Strategy. The revised strategy has been created for 2017, including the 

following communications tactics for the remainder of 2016.   

 

Key Messaging  

Messaging has been developed to inform residents about the impacts of EAB, make them 

aware of the steps that the City is taking to mitigate EAB problems, educate landowners on their 

responsibilities in regards to trees on private property, and urge citizens to take action to reduce 

the potential risks of injury and property damage caused by dead trees that fall. Some of the 

messaging developed is outlined below: 

 

General Key Messages 

 Trees in Mississauga provide a number of economic and environmental benefits that 

enhance our neighbourhoods. 

 With more than two million trees on public and private property, the City of Mississauga 

is working to protect, enhance, restore and expand Mississauga’s urban forest as a vital 

resource in maintaining a healthy and sustainable city. 

 The City maintains all trees and shrubs on public property like along boulevards and in 

parks. 

 Trees on private property are the responsibility of the owner. They are responsible for 

caring for these trees and ensuring they’re safe and healthy. 
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Private Ash Trees    

 Dead and dying trees pose a hazard to public safety and property. 

 Landowners are responsible for trees on their property including removal costs for dead 

trees. 

 Dead trees should be professionally removed from private property to prevent injuries or 

property damage if the tree falls. 

 If you have three or more dead, dying or hazardous trees over 15 cm (6 inches) in 

diameter, you will need to comply with the Private Tree Protection By-law. 

 For Ash trees, a certified arborist can sign off on the application form to confirm that the 

Ash trees are dead or dying due to EAB. This will help to streamline the application 

approval process to remove Ash trees. As with any dead or dying tree, no fee will be 

required. 

 If you have questions about the Private Tree Protection By-law, call 3-1-1 (905-615-4311 

if outside City limit). 

 The City recommends property owners to discuss tree removal options with a 

professional tree care company or an ISA certified Arborist to learn if trees can be 

protected. 

 

Residents Can Help By 

 Learning more about EAB and ways to identify it. 

 Remembering, even after an infested tree has been cut down, EAB continues to live in 

the wood and not to move wood around. 

 Helping the City plant trees in parks and woodlots, by visiting onemilliontrees.ca to learn 

how you can get involved. 

 Encourage residents and organizations that have planted trees on their own properties, 

to register these trees at onemilliontrees.ca.  

 

Ongoing Communications 

During 2016, the Forestry Section, in partnership with the Communications Division, has 

promoted public awareness to EAB through social media postings and participation in events 

such as Invasive Species Week.  

 

In recent weeks, Forestry has been working with Communications to draft an improved EAB 

marketing communications plan with a variety of tactics planned through 2017—at which point, 

the plan will be reviewed and revised for 2018.  

 

A timeline of planned tactics is, as follows: 

 

End of 2016 

 Corporate Report to Council on status of the City’s work combatting EAB 

 Articles for inclusion in Councillors’ newsletters 
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 FAQ document for residents and businesses 

 Updated website content 

 Posts on social media channels, including a live Q&A session with Forestry staff 

 Updates to 3-1-1 Citizen Contact Centre Knowledge Base 

 Story in Inside Mississauga 

 

 

January - March 2017 

 Toolkit for Councillors including FAQs, social media posts, a list of facts and website 

content 

 Media relations pitch 

 Fact sheets about trees on private property and EAB 

 Posts to social media channels, including infographics to visually depict Mississauga’s 

urban canopy and EAB 

 Two Public Information Meetings 

 Updated photography 

 Signage to show City-owned trees vulnerable to EAB and ash trees to be removed by 

the City 

 

April - June 2017  

 Update content on One Million Trees website 

 Story in City’s eNewsletter 

 Media Pitch or News Release updating the public on what the City is doing 

 Posters and rack cards for community centres, libraries and city hall elevators 

 Continued posts to social media 

 

July – September 2017  

 Screensavers on library computers 

 EAB video 

 Continued posts to social media 

 Celebration Square, Gateway Digital Sign PSAs 

 Review website content 

 Review 3-1-1 City Contact Centre Knowledge Base 

 

October – December 2017  

 Review marketing communications plan for 2018 and make updates 

 

Strategic Plan 
The Green Pillar for Change within the Strategic Plan identifies the need to conserve, enhance 

and connect natural environments in the City of Mississauga. 
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Financial Impact 
As of October 2016, $15.9 Million of the reserve has been used for the treatment, removal and 

replacement of City-owned ash trees and woodlot mitigation and restoration. By year end of 

2016 total expenditure is expected to be $16.7 Million. Current EAB reserve fund balance is 

$2.4M. 

 

The EAB management plan is expected to be completed in 2022 and is forecasted on budget. 

 

Conclusion 
EAB infestation has progressed more rapidly than anticipated, and ash trees City-wide are 

showing increased signs of decline. The EAB Management plan is well underway with removal, 

replacement and woodlot mitigation and restoration works taking place City-wide, being 

prioritized based on tree hazard and conditions. The City’s first priority continues to be public 

safety by removing dead and dying ash trees from City property and educating residents of their 

role on private property. Replacing removed ash trees in residential areas remains the priority 

for tree planting; with staff exploring various avenues to increase tree planting in 2017. 

The EAB Management Plan and Communications Strategy continue to be regularly reviewed to 

provide updated information to residents and Council. 

 

  

 

 
 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

 

 

Prepared by: Jessica McEachren, Forestry Manager 
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Date: 2016/11/03 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 
Community Services 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Corporate Group Tree Planting Fees 

Recommendation 
1. That the fees outlined in Appendix 1 attached to the Corporate Report entitled “Corporate

Group Tree Planting Fees”, dated November 3, 2016, from the Commissioner of

Community Services, effective January 1 to December 31, 2017, be approved and that the

2017 Budget be amended accordingly.

2. That all necessary by-laws be enacted.

Report Highlights 
 Further information about the new Corporate Group tree planting event fee proposal for

corporate group bookings was requested by Budget Committee.

 Benchmarking across other GTA non-profit and municipalities offering similar services to

corporations, demonstrated that the City of Mississauga was one of the only service

providers not charging fees for services rendered;

 Fees proposed for Corporate Group Tree Planting events cover a portion of the direct

costs associated with the delivery of these events. No charge for community groups such

as school, community and not for profits groups;

 Fees recovered for corporate events will allow reinvestment back into the tree planting

program increasing the number of events offered to community groups and number of

trees planted annually;

 Phasing corporate fees incrementally over a two year period; in 2017 charging half of the

proposed fee and allowing for an evaluation of the programs and fees  prior to full fee

implementation in 2018;
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 Fees and charges are reviewed annually to assess costs and respond to market 

conditions. Proposed Corporate Group Planting Fees outlined in Appendix 1 effective 

January 1 to December 31, 2017. 

 

 

Background 
The City of Mississauga began its volunteer tree planting program in the late 1980’s. The 

development of this program came out of a growing interest from the public to take an active 

role in improving Mississauga’s parks and natural areas. In addition to the community 

development benefits, this program has many environmental benefits such as air and water 

quality improvements, erosion control, tree canopy growth, habitat enhancement, reduced 

mowing and preservation of biodiversity. Requests are increasing every year to participate in 

the city’s One Million Trees Mississauga tree planting program; with many requests deferred to 

the following year due to restraints on resources and staff capacity. Residents, schools, 

businesses, faith-based groups and local community groups are engaged in volunteer tree 

planting events on city property. In 2016, over 150 tree planting and stewardship events will 

have been delivered by forestry staff, engaging over 6,000 volunteers in the planting of 

approximately 18,000 native trees and shrubs. Staff collaborated with partner groups on the 

delivery of an additional 45 public events in city parks this year.  

 

Corporate Group Tree Planting Events 

 

The number of events being held for private corporate groups has been steadily increasing, 

from 26% of all City tree planting events in 2014 to 36% of events in 2016. The number of 

events since 2014 is outlined below in Table 1, with the projected growth in community events 

dependant on Corporate Tree Planting Event Fee approval in 2017.  

 

 

Table 1: Number of Annual Tree Planting Events 

Year Community Group 

Events 

Corporate Group 

Events Booked 

Total Number 

Events 

2014 73 25 98 

2015 72 30 102 

2016 68 39 107 

2017 125 39 164 

2018 185 39 224 

2019 185 39 224 

 

The increase in corporate events can be attributed to numerous factors. Many corporate groups 

are starting to budget specifically for team building activities and community work, and have 

started utilizing these events as a way to promote their businesses, as well as green initiatives. 
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Also, as outlined below through a fee and program comparison; the City currently does not 

charge a fee for corporate events, unlike other GTA non-profit and municipalities who offer 

similar services in the GTA.  

 

Comparative Fee Analysis 

 

Various GTA Conservation Authorities, the City of Toronto, and a non-profit organization 

Evergreen, have introduced a fee structure for private corporate groups for planting events.  All 

groups utilized in the comparison, also provide free community events on top of their corporate 

events; aimed at engaging community groups and school groups, with no associated fees 

required for these events.  

 

The City is recommending a fee structure based on number of participants in a corporate event. 

The full fee will be phased in over a two year period, and final proposed fees in 2018 mirror 

other groups offering the same services in the GTA. The booking fee for 2017 is half the 

proposed market fee in order to monitor impact to corporate groups before implementing full 

fees in 2018.   The plan includes marketing and communications to corporate groups over the 

first year, for the City to track numbers of events booked with corporate groups, and assess the 

impact. The proposed fee structure is outlined in Appendix 1. A comparison of similar local 

organizations has been attached in Appendix 2.  

 

The proposed fees are aimed to recover some of the costs associated with corporate events, 

which will further enable additional planting opportunities for residents, community groups and 

schools. The fee structure is based on direct costs to run the program, including labour, 

equipment and materials (including plants, wood chips, and watering). The approximate costs of 

tree planting events have been broken down in Appendix 3.  

 

Corporate Group Tree Planting Event Cancellation 

 

Currently, there is no cancellation protocol outlined for planting groups; allowing cancellations to 

occur up to and including the day of the event. When cancellations occur within 10 business 

days prior to the event, there is incurred cost to the City for material and services purchased as 

well as time spent organizing the event. It also takes away an event time and location which 

could have been allocated to a group who are waiting to participate in an event. An overview 

can be seen below in Table 2 including the number of trees and shrubs that were associated 

with the cancelled corporate events over the last 3 years. 

 

Table 2: Tree Planting Cancellations (within 10 business days of the event) 

Year 2016 2015 2014 

Corporate Group 

Cancellations  

3 9 3 

Total Number of 

Trees Associated 

310 1220 525 
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In the event a corporate group needs to cancel their event, and that cancellation is within 10 

business days of the event the cancellation fee will offset some of the costs associated with the 

resources used for pre-planning the event, such as purchase of trees and shrubs, obtaining 

utility locates for the site, and staff time. The cancellation fee is a flat fee based on the size of 

the group. The intent of the fee is to encourage corporate groups to cancel with sufficient notice, 

with no penalty.  All cancellation fees will be reinvested to One Million Trees Mississauga 

program for future plantings. The proposed fee is outlined in Appendix 3.  

 

Financial Impact 
Currently no fee exists within the 2016 approved fees and charges bylaw for corporate tree 

planting including any fees associated with cancellation of these events. The operating budget 

for all tree planting events, for all types of groups is $165,300 with no budgeted revenues. 

 

The proposed corporate tree planting event fees are estimated to generate revenue of 

approximately $79,200 in 2017 and revenue of $157,600 in 2018 with the equivalent increased 

operating costs for additional community events.   

 

Table 3: Budget Impact 

2016 2017 2018 2019

Revenue $79,200 $157,600 $157,600

Expense $165,300 $244,900 $322,900 $322,900

Net Budget $165,300 $165,300 $165,300 $165,300  
 

Table 4: Tree Planting Events 

2016 2017 2018 2019

Community 68 125 185 185

Corporate 39 39 39 39

Total 107 164 224 224  
 

Table 5: Number of Trees Planted 

2016 2017 2018 2019

Trees Planted 23,540 36,080 49,280 50,380  
 

Conclusion 
GTA non-profit organizations and municipalities have implemented fees associated with the 

delivery of Corporate Group Tree Planting events. There is currently no fee for corporate tree 

planting events in Mississauga to recover cost associated with the delivery of the event as well 

as no recovery model for corporate event cancellation. Late event cancellations additionally 

incur indirect cost for materials and trees. 
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Fee implementation has been proposed to be phased in over a two year period. Booking fees in 

2017 will be half the market fee with a new cancellation fee for corporate event bookings. 

Marketing and communications to corporate groups, tracking numbers of events booked, and 

assessing fee impact would take place in 2017. If successful, the fee would be increased to the 

market rate in 2018. 

The proposed fee structure will recover a portion of the costs incurred with no negative impact 

to proposed tree planting targets and community engagement. It will also ensure that the 

Corporate Tree Planting events are in line with industry trends in the GTA, maintain and 

increase tree planting events offered City-wide to residents, community groups and schools with 

no negative impacts to the current tree planting  program.  

Parks and Forestry cost recovery from corporate event fees will be reinvested to increase the 

number of tree planting events which can be offered City-wide to residents, community groups 

and schools. Overall, demand for community events will remain high and continue to rise as the 

popularity of the program continues to grow. More trees will be planted in support of the City’s 

One Million Trees Mississauga Goal. 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Proposed New Corporate Tree Planting Fees 

Appendix 2: Comparative Corporate Tree Planting Fees 

Appendix 3: Average Costs Associated with Tree Planting Event Delivery 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared by: Jessica McEachren, Forestry Manager 
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Item 6.8    Appendix 1 : Proposed New Corporate Tree   Planting Fees 

* Cancellation fee imposed for corporate events cancelled less than 10 business days before the event.

Phase 1 - Transition (2017) Phase 2 - Fee (2018) 

# of People per Event Proposed Fee 
Structure 

Cancellation 
Fee 

Proposed Fee 
Structure 

Cancellation 
Fee (10%) 

Less than 25 $750 $250 $2,500 $250 

25-50 $2,000 $400 $4,000 $400 
51 or more $5,000 $800 $8,000 $800 
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Appendix 2: Comparative Corporate Tree Planting Fees 

 # of People per Event 2015 

Organization Less than 25 25-50 51 or more 

TRCA $2,500 $4,000 $10,000 

City of Toronto $2,500 $4,000 $10,000 

CVC Asked to make a donation. Suggest $45/person. 

Evergreen $3,000-$6,000 $4,000-
$9,000 

$5,000-
$15,000 
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Appendix 3: Average Costs Associated with Tree Planting Event Delivery 

 

 

 

Community Volunteer Event for Installation of Naturalization Plant Material (1-2 gallon pot size) - 100 people
Item Unit Unit Cost Total

Staff time for organizing event (underground locates, site 
visit, planting plan, tree order, wood chips)

6 hrs $34.36/hr $206.16

Locate Fees 1 $300/event $300.00
Wood chip delivery (equipment cost) Per Load $250.00 $250.00
Event Delivery (4 staff, 4 hours for set up, delivery, and 
clean up) 16 hrs $34.36/hr $549.76

Truck and Trailer for event (to transport trees, shovels, 
gloves, etc) 4 hours $29.33/hr $117.32

Watering of Plant Materials Per Tree $2.50/tree $1,250.00
Plant Material (5 units per adult for a 2 hour event, 1-2 
gallon pot size) 500 units $10/unit $5,000.00

$7,673.24
Fee: $8,000.00

Community Volunteer Event for Installation of Naturalization Plant Material (1-2 gallon pot size) - 50 people
Item Unit Unit Cost Total
Staff time for organizing event (underground locates, site 
visit, planting plan, tree order, wood chips) 5 hrs $34.36/hr $171.80

Locate Fees 1 $300/event $300.00
Wood chip delivery (equipment cost) Per Load $250.00 $250.00
Event Delivery (2 staff, 4 hours for set up, delivery, and 
clean up) 8 $34.36/hr $274.88

Truck and Trailer for event (to transport trees, shovels, 
gloves, etc) 4 hours $29.33/hr $117.32

Watering of Plant Materials Per Tree $2.50/tree $625.00
Plant Material (5 units per adult for a 2 hour event, 1-2 
gallon pot size) 250 $10/unit $2,500.00

$4,239.00
Fee: $4,000.00

Community Volunteer Event for Installation of Naturalization Plant Material (1-2 gallon pot size) - 25 people
Item Unit Unit Cost Total
Staff time for organizing event (underground locates, site 
visit, planting plan, tree order, wood chips)

4 hrs $34.36/hr $137.44

Locate Fees 1 $300/event $300.00
Wood chip delivery (equipment cost) Per Load $250.00 $250.00
Event Delivery (2 staff, 4 hours for set up, delivery, and 
clean up) 12 hrs $34.36/hr $274.88

Truck and Trailer for event (to transport trees, shovels, 
gloves, etc) 4 hours $29.33/hr $117.32

Watering of Plant Materials Per Tree $2.50/tree $312.50
Plant Material (5 units per adult for a 2 hour event, 1-2 
gallon pot size) 125 units $10/unit $1,250.00

$2,642.14
Fee: $2,500.00

GRAND TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL
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Date: 2016/11/04 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of 
Community Services 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
The Riverwood Conservancy and Request for Additional Grant Funding 

Recommendation 
That the Corporate Report dated November 4th, 2016 from the Commissioner of Community 

Services entitled “The Riverwood Conservancy and Request for Additional Grant Funding” be 

received for information.

Report Highlights 

 The Riverwood Conservancy currently receives $131,859 annually through a multi-year

funding agreement of which $19,608 is returned to the City for rent, utilities and custodial;

 The Riverwood Conservancy has requested an annual funding increase of $200,000

receiving 75% ($150,000) in 2017 for a total of $281,859 and 100% ($200,000) in 2018 for

a total of $331,859;

 The Community Grant Program would require an annual budget increase in the same

amount requested by Riverwood to fund the request.

Background 

The Riverwood Conservancy (TRC), a recipient of multi-year funding from the City of 

Mississauga, presented a deputation to General Committee on November 2nd, 2016 requesting 

an annual funding increase of $200,000 to support overhead and administrative costs 

equivalent to 2.5 FTE in order to continue to meet the needs and respond to community 

demand for programming. 

Staff was directed by General Committee to prepare background information on the current 

funding status of TRC inclusive of funding returned to the City of Mississauga in the form of rent, 

utilities and custodial for facility use at Riverwood as well as the financial impact to the current 

Community Grant Program budget. 
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Comments 

The Riverwood Conservancy (TRC) receives multi-year funding from the City of Mississauga 

administered through the Community Grant Program. As part of the multi-year agreement, TRC 

receives annual funding of $131,859, 17% of their total operating budget. TRC leverages City of 

Mississauga funding to obtain 83% ($659,798) of their annual operating budget. In 2015, TRC 

reported a volunteer contribution value of $552,000, having engaged 1,128 volunteers who 

contributed 23,000 hours servicing 25,285 people as outlined in the chart below. 

 

Rent and Utility Chargebacks 

$8,000 + HST ($1,040) for the Chappell Estate House and $2.00 + HST ($0.26) for the McEwan 

House is returned to the City of Mississauga in the form of rent; and $10,566 is returned to the 

City of Mississauga as reimbursement for costs paid on Riverwood’s behalf in the form of a 

proportionate share (33.33%) of utilities (hydro, oil, water) and custodial. 

 

Key Performance Indicators 

 
2014 

Actuals 

2015 

Actuals 

2016 

Estimated 

Actuals 

2017 

Projected 

2018 

Projected 

2019 

Projected 

2020 

Projected 

Student 

Visits 
5,888 7,284 8,741 10,400 12,500 15,100 18,000 

Other 

Visits 
15,639 18,001 21,600 25,900 31,100 37,300 44,800 

Total 

Visits 
21,527 25,285 30,341 36,300 43,600 52,400 62,800 

 

Volunteers 930 1,128 1,175 1,325 1,475 1,625 1,800 

Volunteer 

Hrs. 
22,465 23,000 23,500 26,500 29,500 32,500 36,000 

Volunteer 

Value 

$24/hour 

$539,160 $552,000 $564,000 $636,000 $708,000 $780,000 $864,000 

 

City 

Investment 
$131,859 $131,859 $131,859 $281,859 $331,859 $331,859 $331,859 

Total TRC 

Budget 
$719,421* $791,657* $928,231 $1,242,100 $1,311,742 $1,331,777 $1,352,212 

*Based on Audited Financials 

 

Volunteer Hours 

The Conservancy forecasts more than a 50% increase in volunteer hours over the next four 

years.  Additional hours (12,500 hours per year) will be used to expand stewardship at 

Riverwood, the Hancock site and Rhododendron Garden. 

6.9



Budget Committee  
 

2016/11/04 3 

 

Financial Impact 

The Community Grant Program has an annual budget of $740,500. In order to support TRC’s 

request the Community Grant Program budget would require a financial increase of $150,000 in 

2017 for a total Community Grant Program budget of $890,500 and an additional financial 

increase of $50,000 in 2018 for a total Community Grant Program budget of $940,500 in 2018 

and onward. This budget increase is required as TRC’s request for additional grant funding is 

not included in the current Community Grant Program budget. 

 

Conclusion 

The Riverwood Conservancy provides strong programs, community events, and supports a 

large number of volunteers. The grant from the City of Mississauga helps TRC to leverage other 

funding sources to support growth and meet community demand.  

The City of Mississauga strives to support our community partners in working together to 

achieve our strategic pillars for change and vision for our future Mississauga. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: The Riverwood Conservancy dated November 2nd to the General Committee 

Presentation. 

 
 

Paul Mitcham, P. Eng, MBA, Commissioner of Community Services 

Prepared by: Ashley Lyons, Coordinator, Grants Funding 
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5 Pillars 

Move     Belong    Connect    Prosper    Green 

…as well as improve the 150 acres of woodland at Riverwood 

Insert photo 

TRC 20161029-1  2 
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An increased City grant would 
support more days like today 

at The Riverwood 
Conservancy 

Education Naturally L.E.A.D.S. 

Field Science Studies 
TRC 20161029-1  

Enabling Garden 
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Community demand will be 
even higher in 2021  

2005  ….  2010  ….  2015  ….  2020   2005  ….  2010  ….  2015  ….  2020   

Program Participants 

3,000 

30,000 

Volunteer Hours/Value 

6,500 hrs. 

26,000 >$1M 

$332,000 
 

Employees 
FTE 

2 
 

14 

Annual Budget 

23,000 

21,000 10 

$896,000 
(2015) 

Growth at The Riverwood Conservancy    
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$600K 

$150K 
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The Riverwood Conservancy revenue forecast and City Grant component 

The City of Mississauga continues to be our cornerstone funder  

0
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23 % 
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TRC Revenue forecast and City benefits 2017- 2021 

$
0

0
0
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The new funds will enable… 
 
more volunteer recruitment 
training and management to 
permit increased support for 
gardening, stewardship and 
assisting other City sites. 
 
expanded fundraising for 
implementation of multicultural 
and new Canadian programs. 
 
increased programs for the 
Enabling Garden and seniors. 
 
efficiency gains with better IT, 
marketing and HR support. 
 
expanded Youth-at-risk programs  
 
increase in community events 
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The Riverwood Conservancy Ask of the City  

We ask for a $150K grant increase in 2017 (for a total of $260K)  
rising to $200K in 2018 and beyond (for a total of $310K) 
annually. The objectives of this incremental increase are to: 
 

position TRC to continue to meet Mississauga’s needs and respond to 
strong community demand for programming;  

 
further support the City Strategic Plan and initiatives in the Credit 
River Parks Strategy;  

 
establish a strong basis to strategically raise more funds from 
corporations, foundations and individuals;  

 
increase our volunteer numbers to deliver even more benefits to the 
community 

 
plan for the advent for an Interpretive Centre and further site 
development.  
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Date: 2016/11/14 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Civic Centre Tour Review and Benchmarking 

Recommendation 
1. That the report entitled, “Civic Centre Tour Review and Benchmarking”, dated November

14th, 2016 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer, be

received for information.

2. That Budget Committee provides staff direction on the type of program preferred in order

to confirm delivery and implementation of Civic Centre Tours.

Report Highlights 
 A municipal benchmarking review was completed with 15 cities being contacted, 11

providing responses and 8 confirming they currently deliver Civic Centre tours of some

form.

 All 8 municipalities offered public tours on request at designated times with some of the

municipalities also offering other tour options.

 6 of the 8 municipalities employed staff to conduct City Hall tours with 2 using a group of

volunteers.

 A number of options exist to reintroduce a tour program to the Civic Centre and Civic

Precinct area ranging from self-directed tours to a full time program.
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Background 
The Mississauga Civic Centre is a significant architectural landmark in the city as well as the 

centre of it political and administrative bodies. As a result, there have been inquiries from the 

public, schools, and other community organizations for tours of the facility and the surrounding 

Civic Precinct – including Mississauga Celebration Square and Central Library.  

 

The City of Mississauga’s previous tour program for the Civic Centre was eliminated due to 

budgetary reasons effective January 1, 2009. In its final year, the program provided tours to 

approximately 5,000 people, with school groups being the primary users of the program. 
 

The previous tour program was managed by the Communications Division with a combination of 

full and part time staff who performed tours, and other customer service duties. 

 

Present Status 
At the request of Councillor Starr, City Staff conducted a review to identify options to introduce a 

new Tour Program for the Civic Centre and Civic Precinct. A key element of that review was a 

benchmarking analysis of Canadian municipalities.  

 

15 cities were contacted and 11 provided responses and feedback. Of the 11 responses, 2 

indicated they do not conduct City Hall tours (Guelph and Ottawa) with another currently 

reviewing their program and asking that their information not be specifically referenced. The 8 

municipalities currently offering some form of tour included: Calgary, Edmonton, Hamilton, 

Kingston, London, Toronto, Vancouver, and Winnipeg.  

 

The following is a summary of their results:  

 

City Hall Tours – Benchmarking Summary 

 

1. Format: 

 

 All tours were offered Monday to Friday during normal working hours 
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2. Conducted by: 

 

 No city had full-time staff solely dedicated to the tour programs, i.e. tours are managed and 

conducted in addition to their regular duties 

 

3. Tour Area: 

Comments 
Based on the review of the City of Mississauga’s previous tour program and municipal 

benchmarking, there are a number of options to deliver public tours of the Civic Centre or Civic 

Precinct. Many of these options could also be used in combination to provide the public with 

greater options and flexibility. As part of our research, staff reached out to the Living Arts Centre 

to discuss a potential partnership, but an early solution is not apparent.  

 

The development and implementation of any of the following options would require both staff 

resources and an initial budget to produce materials and to develop a digital presence for the 

program.  

 

1. Self-guided Tours  

(Information provided to visitors through the Welcome Desk)  

 

These could be offered to the public through a number of channels, such as a mobile 

app, responsive website, or brochure.  

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Once implemented, minimal staff 
resources would be required 

 Cannot accommodate public 
requests for guided tours 

 Low ongoing operating cost  Limited to public areas of the Civic 
Centre  

 

 Preliminary Annual Operating Budget Range: $10,000 - $25,000 
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2. Volunteer Lead Scheduled Tours  

(Monday to Friday 12:30pm-4:30pm, max 2 tours per day) 

 

This option would require staff to recruit; coordinate and training volunteer tour guides to 

provide Civic Centre Tours. However, staff would be responsible for scheduling tours 

and arranging for volunteers to deliver the tour. 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Once implemented, dedicated 
staff resources would not be 
required to deliver tours  

 Recruitment and volunteer 
security screening would require 
staff time from multiple Divisions 

 Low to moderate ongoing 
operating cost 

 Volunteer guides may not be 
available to conduct tours when 
required  

 Opportunity to engage residents 
in promoting Mississauga 

 Staff resources required to 
schedule tours and coordinate and 
train volunteers 

 

Preliminary Annual Operating Budget Range: $25,000 - $75,000 

 

3. Part-time Scheduled Tours  

(Monday to Friday 12:30pm-4:30pm, max 2 tours per day) 

 

This would reintroduce a staff lead and delivered Civic Centre tour program for the City 

of Mississauga. Part-time staff would be responsible for coordinating, scheduling and 

conducting tours. 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Improved consistency and 
reliability in the information and 
format of tours  

 Would require additional staffing 
and labour funding  

 Trained staff available to conduct 
tours 

 Staff training process would be 
required 

  Staff resources required to 
schedule tours and coordinate and 
train volunteers 

 

Preliminary Annual Operating Budget Range: $50,000 - $100,000 
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4. Full-time Tour Program  

(Monday to Friday 8:30am–4:30pm, max. 4 tours per day)  

 

This option would provide a full-time dedicated, staff lead and delivered Civic Centre tour 

program for the City of Mississauga. Full-time staff would be responsible for all aspects 

of the program. 

 

Advantages Disadvantages 

 Improved consistency and 
reliability in the information and 
format of tours  

 Would require additional staffing 
and labour funding  

 Trained staff available to conduct 
tours 

 Staff training process would be 
required 

 Ability to provide on demand 
tours anytime during normal 
working hours 

 Unable to determine if demand 
currently exists to support a full-
time program  

 

Preliminary Annual Operating Budget Range: $100,000 - $175,000 

 

Financial Impact 
As noted in the previous section, the financial impact of providing public tours varies 

significantly. Key factors that drive the cost to deliver tours include: program structure, level of 

staff resources, tour materials required, and options and frequency of public tours. Should 

Council decide to proceed with one of the options, an estimated budget will be included in 2017 

and funds will be released once the program is designed and approved by Council. 

 

Conclusion 
The benchmarking and review of City Hall tours highlights the number of options available to 

deliver a tour program of this kind. There appear to be no triggers or factors that drive the 

decision on which type of program that municipalities publicly offer. Based on the direction 

provided to staff further review would be required to refine and confirm details related to how the 

program would be implemented and managed. 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   David Ferreira, Project Manager, City Brand Research 
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Date: 2016/11/10 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Official Openings’ Protocols and Budgets 

Recommendation 
That the report entitled Official Openings’ Protocols and Budgets, dated November 10th, 2016 

from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer, be received for 

endorsement of the described categories for official openings and associated budgets. 

Report Highlights 
 Staff was directed to bring a report to Budget Committee describing the protocols and

budgets for official openings, to ensure clarity and appropriate resourcing for various types

of openings.

 Every opening event is different depending on the facility, park, project or amenity the
opening is recognizing.  A framework describing five types of opening events is outlined in

this report, including budget considerations for each.

 No increases in 2017 budgets are requested.  Assuming the framework is endorsed,
budgets for 2018 (and beyond), for official opening costs, will be included in each project’s

budget request; 2017 will be managed within existing budgets.

 Staff commit to presenting a master list of 2017 official openings, for approval by Council,
early in the New Year. Also in 2017, all applicable City policies that guide official openings

will be refreshed as required.

Background 
Policies: 

Official Openings have always been a part of the City of Mississauga’s protocols.  There are 

Council approved corporate policies, that help guide the protocols for these events, dating back 

many years. Currently, there are four main policies that are relevant but many more additional 

policies that may be important, depending on the official opening program developed for an 

individual event.  The four policies of most relevance are: 
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 Plaques Commemorating Official Openings 06-01-01 (last revised: 2011) 

 Protocol 06-02-01 (last revised: 2009) 

 Event Protocol  06-02-02  (last revised: 2013) 

 Property and Facility Naming and Dedications 05-02-02  (last revised: 2015) 

 

Comments 
Official Openings and Events occur for the following main reasons: 

 traditional events: Canada Day, Remembrance Day, Inaugural Council Meeting, etc. 

 openings of new or renovated City facilities, parks and major public works projects 

 re-namings of City facilities and parks 

 City-hosted major sports tournaments  

 anniversaries of City facilities and parks  

 

Every opening event is different due to the type of event, the facility being opened, the public 

interest to attend and the event program developed by staff and, in most cases, the local 

Council Member.  When it comes to the opening of new or renovated facilities and parks, the 

opening ceremony and event are joyful events for the community and the planning can be many 

months and include a broad staff group working with the local Councillor(s). 

 

Most of the opening events that include large public attendance are for Community Services 

recreational facilities and/or park amenities. Since 2013, the following official openings and re-

naming events have occurred: 

 

New or renovated facilities: 7 openings 

 Winding Trail Fire Facility (May 10, 2013) 

 Holcim Waterfront Estate (June 3, 2014) 

 Woodlands Library (June 21, 2014) 

 River Grove CC (Aug. 16, 2014) 

 Mississauga Transitway Phase 1 (Nov.10, 2014) 

 Fire Station 119 (June 14, 2016) 

 Meadowvale CC and Library (Oct. 22, 2016) 

 

New or renovated parks and/or park amenities: 7 openings 

 Scholar’s Green Ph I (May 22, 2013) 

 MacEwan Terrace (June 22, 2013) 

 Cooksville Four Corners (Sept 14, 2013) 

 Don McLean Pool (June 14, 2014) 

 Streetsville Square (June 6, 2015) 

 Union Park (Sept. 24, 2016) 

 Ridgeway Multi-court (Oct.7, 2016) 
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Re-naming Events: 4 

 Margaret Marland - room dedication within the Clarkson CC (Nov. 5, 2013) 

 Bud Brennan Park (Sept. 13, 2014) 

 Jon Clipperton Park (Oct. 31, 2014) 

 Paul Coffey Arena (Sept. 23, 2016) 

 

Existing Protocols and Budgets: 

 

Communications Division: 

 

To be considered an ‘official’ opening or event, per City policies, there must be an opening 

ceremony component which the Communications division is responsible for organizing, 

receiving all approvals and executing the program. The ceremony component is usually the 

opening portion of a larger program so the Communications division will work with the business 

area(s) responsible for the opening public program to share some costs and ensure the 

ceremony works within the agenda for the day. 

 

The important elements that differentiate an official opening ceremony from others are: 

 official invitation is sent to approved guest list (using City official invitation template) 

 ceremony component program developed: agenda, speakers, plaque wording, speaking 

notes, ribbon cutting, plaque unveiling, etc. 

 dignitaries and honourees: arrangements, special needs, correct titles, etc. 

 ceremony setup: all equipment in place and working 

 media, social media, photography: promotion in various forms (if required) 

 after ceremony protocols (if required): official thank-you correspondence, etc. 

 

Budget: The Communications division has no specific budget for official ceremonies. Most of the 

costs are for Communications staff’s time and labour; if there is a specific item(s) requiring 

purchase, Communications will fund these within the Communication’s  operating budget, unless 

they are working with another business area who covers the cost.  If an extraordinary cost 

arises that is unable to be covered, such as a gift exchange with Mississauga’s Sister City 

Kariya, a report to Council requesting funds is an option or approval by the City Manager to go 

over budget. 

 

Internal Business Areas: 

 

Working with the Communications division and the local Council Member(s), staff from the 

business areas involved will handle all venue and event organization, except for the official 

ceremony noted above. Depending on the activities planned the event can be simple or very 

detailed. The staff person declared the Person Most Responsible (PMR) for the opening will be 

responsible for the handling of the City budget for the opening and all agreed to details - 

refreshments, give-aways, demonstrations, tours, photography, staffing and volunteers required, 
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clean-up, equipment, security plan, inclement weather plan, shuttle buses, and multiple other 

considerations, etc. 

 

Budget: at this time, there is no consistent way the division responsible for the opening gathers 

the capital and current budget funds together to pay for the opening event.  Often, the capital 

budget for the construction or renovation will have some funds available for the public event; 

however this practice is not a prescribed practice. If capital funds are available it will usually pay 

for the plaque and site specific needs for the opening.   

 

On the current budget side, there are no cost centres specific to opening events, so the division 

responsible will use funds from operating budgets of the specific building or park, to cover such 

things as refreshments, give-aways, promotional materials, entertainment, etc.  As most of the 

events require numerous staff to make the day work, a lot of costs are ‘time and labour’. There 

are also staff, outside of the business area responsible for the event (such as Security staff in 

Facility & Property Management) that use their own labour budgets to cover their own staff 

costs for the event.   

 

Some types of opening events have no funding source, such as re-naming events and 

anniversaries for our buildings and parks.  Generally these events are not large and the costs 

incurred are for a plaque or interpretive sign, and a small gathering of the public.  To date, the 

business unit covers these costs through their operating budgets (and Councillors often share in 

costs for these types of events as well). 

 

Council Member’s Office: 

 

Council Members and their office staff are key members in the planning process for the opening 

ceremony and program for the day’s event.  Often the local Council Member will use a portion of 

their office funds to support a portion of the event program or play a role in fund-raising for the 

event, as guided by the applicable City policies. If the additional funds through the Councillor’s 

office or fund-raising become significant, the entire program for the day enlarges, which can 

result in an increase in City staff hours for the event, which are absorbed by labour budgets. 

 

External Partners (funding, sponsorship, donation, etc.): 

 

Where the City has a written agreement with an external party, who has funded or sponsored a 

portion of the project, it is usual that the agreement speaks to certain requirements the City 

must fulfil. Usually these requirements are centred on the ceremony, such as attendees that 

must be there and perhaps some media and promotion work.  It is the responsibility the 

combined planning group to ensure these requirements are known and met.  External partners 

often support the funding of the opening ceremony as well. If the City of Mississauga is a 

partner in another organization’s project, the opening is likely not City-hosted therefore is not an 

‘official opening’ per our City policy.  An example would be the opening of Sheridan HMC, where 

the City officials were guests, not hosts.  
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Trends and Upcoming Official Openings: 

 

Discussions with staff, and other antidotal evidence, indicates the City may see increases in the 

following: 

 increases in re-naming events 

 increases in donations for opening events, thereby increasing the overall costs of 

running the event (specifically staff time and labour) 

 increases in partnerships or funding partners, so City-run official openings will be 

required to ensure the requirements with these partners are met 

 increases in hosting large sports events 

 

A draft list of the future official openings within the next three years is outlined below. Staff will 

continue to complete this list and present it back to Council in early 2017 for approval, to ensure 

clear agreement of the upcoming events between all parties involved. 

 

The initial 2017 – 2019 list includes: 

 

2017: 

 Transitway 

 Hancock Woodlands 

 Danville Park 

 

2018: 

 Fire Station 120 

 Park 410 (Willow Glen School property) 

 Torbram Grade Separation (opening tbc) 

 Ontario 55+ Games 

 

2019: 

 Churchill Meadows CC  

 Central Library Renovation  

 Scholars Green Ph II 

 

Suggested Categories of Openings and Events (and associated budgets): 

 

The City manages numerous official openings and events in a calendar year.  At the October 

5th, 2016 GC Meeting Councillor Saito and Councillor Parrish requested we clarify the resources 

required and a framework going forward. The following is a suggested list of ‘categories’ of 

openings and associated budget: 
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Category Name, Scope and Budget 

 

A. LARGE-SCALE PROJECTS WITH CAPITAL BUDGETS 

Includes two elements: 

a. Official Opening ceremony 
 

b. Public event: city-wide public draw, tours, demos, entertainment, give-aways, games, 
refreshments (typical for large community buildings and parks) 
Or 

Public event: major public works projects, likely less public attendance for the 

opening (typical for major T&W projects) 

Examples: River Grove CC, MacEwan Terrace (Riverwood), Meadowvale CC & Library 

Future Example: Central Library Renovation 

Budget: capital budget for project contributes two items: 

1. the plaque / interpretive sign (dollar value specific to site and project) 
2. support to the opening event to an upset limit of: $15,000 

 

B. SMALL-SCALE PROJECTS WITH CAPITAL BUDGETS 

Includes two elements: 

a. Official Opening ceremony  
 

b. Public events: local public draw, tours, demos, entertainment, give-aways, 
refreshments 
Or 

Limited attendance events: fire stations, recognition events, buildings not generally 

accessible to the public 

Examples: Fire Station 119, Cooksville Four Corners 

Future Example: Fire Station 120 

Budget: capital budget for project contributes two items: 

1. the plaque / interpretive sign (dollar value specific to site and project) 
2. support to the opening event to an upset limit of: $5,000 
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C. OPENINGS & EVENTS WITH NO CAPITAL BUDGETS  

(typically re-naming events, anniversaries of facilities) 

Includes two elements: 

a. Official Opening ceremony (on occasion the event will require only a small ceremony 
or photo-op) 
 

b. Limited attendance events: local fire stations, re-naming events, anniversaries of 
facilities, funding announcements, public art installations, etc. 

 

Examples: Bud Brennan Park Re-naming  

Future Example: Lakeview Branch Library 50th Anniversary 

Budget: as these events are small in nature, current budgets of the business unit involved will 

fund these events.   

The exception is for re-naming requests, whereby the corporate report to Council, 

requesting the name change, will also request the total budget required for the event 

(plaques, interpretive signs, event costs, and all associated costs for any existing sign or 

way-finding changes). 

 

D. CITY HOSTED MAJOR SPORTS TOURNAMENTS 

 

All major tournaments to date have had a signed contract with the tournament organizers. 

The official opening still occurs but varies in format to ensure the organizers’ needs are met 

as well. 

Examples: Ontario Summer Games 

Future Example: Ontario 55+ Games 

Budget: the corporate report to Council requesting permission to hold the event requires a full 

estimate of the opening costs be built into the application. 

 

E. TRADITIONAL EVENTS 

 Mayor’s Levee 
 Canada Day (Celebration Square only) 

 Remembrance Day 
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 Tree Lighting 

 Civic Recognition (annual) and Civic Committees Recognition (every 4 years) 

 Inaugural Council Meeting (every 4 years) 
 

Budget: Traditional events are funded through Communications for traditional events opening 

ceremonies.  For the most part the costs are for staff time and labour.  For events such 

as Tree Lighting and the Mayor’s Levee, some costs are borne by Parks and Forestry 

and/or Celebration Square budgets, for set-up and to run the public program. At this 

time, there is no request for additional funds to budget for openings at traditional events. 

Openings described below are considered out of scope 

 

F. Ward Specific Events (with or without capital budgets) 

Numerous local improvements to the City’s facilities and parks occur yearly.  Rarely is an 

‘official’ opening (per the description above) held for Ward specific events.  These are 

considered ‘community’ events and if the Council Member’s Office is spear-heading an 

opening event, the costs are borne by the Councillor’s Office and/or community groups, 

donations, etc., per the guidelines set in City policies.  Staff can support the ward specific 

events to a reasonable degree (mostly through time and labour).  

 
G. Other 

 Non-public buildings 
 Partnership events where we are not the lead 

In the unusual event that an opening for this category occurs and significant funds are 

required, the request would be made through a report to Council. 
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Financial Impact 
The financial impact may not increase with the framework that is suggested above because for 

years the City has held and funded official opening events, both large and small.  The 

framework above seeks to add clarity to the types of openings and budget mechanism that 

should be followed.  The suggested dollar values for categories A and B were derived from 

recent examples. 

 

Assuming Council’s endorsement of the above framework: 

 no change in any capital budgets for 2017 projects is being requested  

 the framework will guide the opening costs in 2017 and will be monitored throughout the 

year; if any revisions to the framework or budget amounts are required, a corporate 

report in the 2018 budget cycle will be brought forward 

 the 2018 (and beyond) annual capital budget will include the appropriate funding for 

plaques and official events, within each applicable project’s capital request 

 

Conclusion 
Official Openings of major projects and initiatives are important moments in the City’s annual 

calendar to introduce new and exciting venues and amenities to the local community.  There is 

a wide range of types of openings and to ensure they are handled well, the City requires a 

framework that better defines the scope and budgets for these events. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Karen Spencer, Strategic Advisor 
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Date: 2016/11/09 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 

Low-Income Seniors Property Tax Rebate Program 

Recommendation 

That the report of the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer dated 

November 9, 2016 entitled Low-Income Seniors Property Tax Rebate Program be received for 

information.

Report Highlights 

 The City’s Property Tax Rebate Program provides eligible low-income seniors and low-

income persons with disabilities an annual $400 property tax rebate.

 The Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) is used as income eligibility criteria for the Tax

Rebate, Stormwater Charge Subsidy and Yard Maintenance Subsidy Programs.

 ActiveAssist and the MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot Program use the Low Income Cut Off

(LICO) and Low Income Measures (LIM) thresholds as reported by Statistics Canada for

income qualification purposes.

 GIS is used by the majority of municipalities as criteria for income eligibility for low income

seniors rebate programs.

 The $400 annual Tax Rebate amount is comparable to the amount provided by GTA

municipalities.

 The Region of Peel funds 45% of the Tax Rebate Program.  If the rebate amount is

increased, the Region of Peel would be required to increase their budget and amend their

by-law to reflect the increase in funding.

 GIS is the most efficient, confidential and cost effective means of confirming income

eligibility. GIS is not available to the ActiveAssist or the MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot

Programs due to the broader age demographic for these programs.
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 The Province of Ontario also provides an annual grant of up to $500 to help seniors with 

the cost of their property taxes at higher income thresholds than the City program.

 

Background 

At its meeting of November 9, 2016, Council requested staff to look at the eligibility criteria of 

the Low-Income Seniors Property Tax Rebate Program as well as that of other City programs 

including ActiveAssist, the MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot Program and the option for a scaled 

approach for seniors that earn above the GIS threshold.   

 

Comments 

The 2011 National Household Survey (NHS) data for seniors provided by the Region of Peel 

indicates that there are approximately 76,500 seniors in Mississauga of which 49,000 have an 

annual income of less than $30,000.  The distribution of seniors with an income of less than 

$30,000 is as follows: 

After-Tax Income

# of 

Seniors

    Under $5,000       3,380 

    $5,000 to $9,999       3,410 

    $10,000 to $14,999       8,350 

    $15,000 to $19,999     16,440 

    $20,000 to $29,999     17,740 

    49,320 
 

 

According to Statistics Canada, in Mississauga, approximately 34,000 seniors at age 65 own 

homes. This decreases to about 13,000 by age 75. This is at all income levels.  We cannot 

estimate how many seniors that own homes have an income of less than $30,000.  

 

Tax Rebate Program 

For 2009 and prior, the Region of Peel offered an interest-free tax deferral to eligible low-income 

seniors and low-income persons with disabilities for the amount of the increase in property taxes 

from the previous year.  The tax deferral was secured by a lien on the property. 

In addition to the Region’s program, the City offered an interest-free loan of $500 annually to 

low-income seniors and low-income persons with disabilities.  The City loan was also secured 

by a lien on the property. 

 

In February 2010, the above programs were discontinued and a Tax Rebate program for low-

income seniors and low-income persons with disabilities was established by the City.  The Tax 
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Rebate Program provides an annual rebate of $400 to eligible property owners to assist with 

property taxes.  The details of the program are outlined in Tax Rebate By-law #56-10. 

 

An applicant is eligible if the person is 65 years or older and in receipt of the Guaranteed 

Income Supplement (GIS) under Part II of the Old Age Security Act; or is physically disabled 

and in receipt of an allowance, benefits or income support under the Ontario Disability Support 

Program (ODSP).  In addition, the applicant must have owned property in Mississauga for at 

least one year immediately preceding the date of application, the property being applied for 

must be the individual’s principal residence and in the residential or farm property class, and 

every owner of the property must be eligible or the spouse of an eligible owner.   

 

An application must be submitted by December 31st each year.  The Tax Rebate Program is 

advertised on the City’s website and information regarding the program is provided on the back 

of all tax bills.  Additionally, in January of each year, application forms are mailed to all 

individuals that received a rebate in the previous year along with a reminder of the application 

deadline.   

 

The cost of the program is shared between the City, Region and school boards.  The City funds 

34% of the cost with the Region and school boards funding 45% and 21%, respectively.  If the 

amount of the rebate was to be increased, a request would have to be made to the Region to 

increase their funding and their by-law would have to be amended.  In accordance with 

legislation, the school boards would automatically fund their share of any increase in the rebate 

amount. 

 

In 2015, there were 1,220 Tax Rebates issued.  There have been 1,173 rebates issued in 2016 

to date. The annual cost of administering the program is approximately $75,000. The City’s 

current annual budget for the Program is $150,000. This was increased from $100,000 in 2015.   

 

Stormwater Subsidy Program 

The Stormwater Subsidy Program approved on November 9, 2016, provides a 100% subsidy to 

low-income seniors and low-income persons with disabilities to offset their stormwater charge.  

To minimize inconvenience to property owners and excess administration, property owners who 

qualify for the City’s Tax Rebate Program automatically qualify for the stormwater charge 

subsidy. The GIS is used for income qualification purposes. The estimated Stormwater Subsidy 

cost for 2016 is $107,000. 
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Yard Maintenance Subsidy Program 

The Yard Maintenance Subsidy Program provides a maximum of $200 per year in financial 

assistance for snow clearing and grass cutting.  The program is for financial assistance only; the 

City does not perform the maintenance service for residents. 

To be eligible for the Yard Maintenance Subsidy program, the applicant must be 65 years or 

older and in receipt of the GIS; or be physically disabled and in receipt of an allowance, benefits 

or income support under the ODSP.  In addition, the individual must reside as an owner or 

tenant in a residential property and not live in a high-rise or similar multi-unit building, not have 

any able bodied individuals living at the residence and be able to provide original invoices or 

receipts for the grass cutting and/or snow clearing services provided. 

 

In 2015, there were 118 Yard Maintenance Subsidies issued. There have been 101 subsidies 

issued in 2016 to date. The City’s current annual budget for the Program is $50,000. The City 

funds 100% of the program.  

 

ActiveAssist 

ActiveAssist is a fee-assistance program designed to help low-income individuals and families in 

Mississauga participate in Recreation and Culture programs.  A credit of $275 is provided which 

can be used for registrations and memberships.  The program is limited to 12,500 spots per 

year.  The Low Income Cut Off (LICO) amounts reported by Statistics Canada are used to 

determine eligibility.  LICOs are after-tax income thresholds below which a family will likely 

devote a larger share of its income on the necessities of food, shelter and clothing than the 

average family.  

In 2016, 504 senior memberships were purchased with ActiveAssist and 15 seniors used 

ActiveAssist monies to register in programs. The cost for administering this program is 

approximately $28,000 not including the cost for time required for Recreation staff to verify 

applications. 

 

MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot Program 

The MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot Program subsidizes the cost of adult and senior monthly 

passes by 50% for residents that fall within the Low Income Measure (LIM) thresholds reported 

by Statistics Canada. The LIM looks at before-tax income.  It is a fixed percentage of median 

adjusted household income, where household needs are taken into account. 

The pilot program began June 1, 2016 with a maximum of 2,500 participants.  The Region of 

Peel administers the program.  Approximately 96 seniors have taken advantage of the program 

thus far. The budgeted cost to administer this program is $400,000.   
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Income Qualification Criteria Comparison 

The GIS is used as income qualification criteria for the Tax Rebate, Stormwater Charge Subsidy 

and Yard Maintenance Subsidy Programs.  GIS is an income tested assistance program 

provided by the Federal Government to low income seniors. In order to qualify for the GIS, they 

must be in receipt of Old Age Security and their gross income must fall below a threshold.  

Thresholds are reviewed and adjusted quarterly by the Canada Revenue Agency. 

ActiveAssist and the MiWay Affordable Transit Program use the LICO and LIM thresholds as 

reported by Statistics Canada annually.  Income thresholds for the programs are as follows: 

# of Persons 
in Household 

Tax Rebate, Stormwater 
Charge Subsidy & Yard 
Maintenance Subsidy  

Programs 
(based on GIS) 

MiWay Affordable 
Transit Program 

 (based on LIM) 

ActiveAssist 
(based on LICO) 

One $17,544 $19,930 $20,386 

Two $23,184 $28,185 $24,811 

 

The income thresholds for GIS, LIM and LICO are comparable. 

 

Where GIS is used for income qualification, GIS benefits can be confirmed by Service Canada 

using an individual’s social insurance number.  Individuals do not have to provide sensitive 

income information to the City. Program administration is less costly as income information does 

not have to be collected, reviewed and vetted by staff.   

 

Where GIS is not used, income confirmation for purposes of meeting thresholds must be done 

by staff in order to make a determination on eligibility. For ActiveAssist, applicants must meet 

with staff and provide documentation such as a CRA Notice of Assessment or Ontario Disability 

Support Program Eligibility Card.  Due to the personal and confidential nature of the documents, 

staff review and approve the documents during the meeting and return them to the applicant.  

Copies of the documents are not retained by the City.   

 

ActiveAssist and the MiWay Transit Program apply to a broader range of low-income 

individuals, not just seniors.  These programs are designed to assist low-income individuals and 

families regardless of age.  As a result, GIS cannot be used for income verification as the 

Federal GIS program restricts benefits to seniors.  For this reason, LICO and LIM are being 

used by the ActiveAssist and the MiWay Affordable Transit Program, respectively, for income 

verification purposes. 

 

Should income criteria such as LICO or LIM also be used for the Tax Rebate Program, it would 

be more difficult for seniors to apply for the tax rebate as they would be required to meet with 

staff rather than submit applications by mail. The cost of administering the program would 

6.12



Budget Committee 
 

2016/11/09 6 

 

increase as staff would have to meet with applicants and collect, review and analyze income 

data. It is expected that there would also be an increase in the number of applications received. 

A scaled approach to the Tax Rebate Program would provide a maximum rebate at the GIS 

income level with reduced rebates as income increases.  Similarly, this approach would 

increase the cost of administration. Revenue would require one additional FTE to ensure 

service levels could be met.  Additionally, the Tax System (TXM Tax Manager) cannot 

accommodate a scaled approach and modifications would be required to the system.    

  

Ontario Senior Homeowners’ Property Tax Grant 

The Province of Ontario implemented the Ontario Senior Homeowners’ Property Tax Grant 

program in 2008.  In addition to the tax rebate offered by the City, the Province provides an 

annual grant of up to $500 to help low income seniors with the cost of their property taxes.  A 

single senior with a net income of $35,000 or less or, married or common-law seniors with a 

family net income of $45,000 or less qualify for the $500 rebate. The grant is reduced by 3.33 

per cent of income over $35,000 for an individual or $45,000 for a couple. 

Based on the qualification criteria for the Ontario Senior Homeowners’ Property Tax Grant and 

that of the City’s Tax Rebate Program, seniors that qualify and receive a City tax rebate would 

also qualify for this grant. 

 

Benchmarking Against Other Municipalities 

Other GTA municipalities were surveyed to identify tax rebates provided to low-income seniors 

as well as the income qualification criteria used. 

Municipality 
2016 Rebate 

Amount 

Income 
Qualification 

Criteria 
Verification Process 2016 Budget 

Mississauga $400 GIS Service Canada $150,000 

Brampton $400 GIS Service Canada $170,000 

Burlington $525 GIS Service Canada $95,000 

Hamilton $183 $34,300 
Old Age Security and CRA 

Notice of Assessment 
$576,000(2) 

Oakville $500 $28,223 
Old Age Security and CRA 

Notice of Assessment 
$75,000(2) 

Richmond Hill $360 GIS Service Canada $166,500(1) 

Vaughan $337 GIS Service Canada $650,000(1) 

Whitby $300 GIS Service Canada $57,000 

(1) Funded entirely by low er-tier municipality.  

(2) Excluding cost of administration. 
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The majority of municipalities use the GIS for income qualification.  Mississauga’s annual 

property tax rebate of $400 is in line with the rebate amounts provided by other GTA 

municipalities. 

Financial Impact 

The cost of the Tax Rebate Program is shared between the City, Region, and school boards.  

The City funds 34% of the program.  The current annual budget for the Tax Rebate Program is 

$150,000. 

The cost and uptake of the Tax Rebate Program for 2013 to present is summarized below: 
 
 

Year 
Amount of 

Rebate 
Total $ Paid 

City Funded 
Portion of 

Rebate 

Budget 
No. of Rebates 

Issued 

2016 (to date) $400 $469,200 $157,431 $150,000 1,173 

2015 $400 $488,000 $162,712 $100,000 1,220 

2014 $400 $385,600 $124,594 $75,000 964 

2013 $400 $332,800 $104,008 $58,000 832 

 

If the income qualification criteria for the Tax Rebate Program were to be expanded, one 

additional FTE would be required at a cost of $66,000.  Additionally, if a scaled approach were 

to be implemented, modifications would be required to TXM Tax Manager at a one-time cost of 

$50,000 and would take up to 5 months.  The number of rebates issued would increase 

however cannot be quantified.   

 

Conclusion 

The City’s Low-Income Seniors Property Tax Rebate Program provides an annual rebate of 

$400 to seniors that are in receipt of the Guaranteed Income Supplement (GIS) under Part II of 

the Old Age Security Act.  GIS is the most effective model for income verification as it is secure 

and more administratively efficient.  GIS confirms both senior and low-income status.  In 

addition to the Tax Rebate Program, GIS is used for age and income verification for the Low 

Income Seniors Stormwater Subsidy and Low Income Seniors Yard Maintenance Programs.   

 

ActiveAssist uses the Low Income Cut Off thresholds and the MiWay Affordable Transit Pilot 

Program uses the Low Income Measures thresholds published by Statistics Canada.  These 

programs are available to a broader age demographic and therefore GIS cannot be used.  
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Should the income qualification criteria for the Tax Rebate Program be changed to something 

other than GIS or a scaled approach be implemented, the cost of administering the program 

would increase and additional costs would be incurred in modifying the tax system.  

 

Using GIS allows the City to get confirmation from the Canada Revenue Agency of age and low 

income status.  Sensitive income data does not have to be provided to staff for review, 

administratively it is more efficient and the applicaton process is easier for seniors.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Connie Mesih, Director, Revenue and Materiel Management 
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Date: 2016/11/09 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Mary Ellen Bench, BA, JD, CS, CIC.C, City Solicitor  

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Legal Services Division Budget Request #2821 – Insurance Defence Litigation Team 

Recommendation 
That Budget Request #2821, to establish an insurance defence litigation team, as contained in 

Section L City Manager’s Office of the 2017 City Business Plan and Budget be approved. 

Background 
Until recently, the City did not employ an insurance defence litigation lawyer in-house which 
meant that all claims that proceeded to litigation (roughly 60 new litigated claims each year) had 
to be sent to external counsel at additional expense.  Many municipalities, including Toronto, 
Ottawa, Hamilton, and York Region have recognized the benefit of using internal resources to 
do this work.  Further, as a result of the City’s transition to a larger urban municipality, our 
general liability insurance deductible is now $1 million.  Since most claims fall under the $1 
million dollar threshold, the result is that the City pays both the legal and damage costs directly 
and not the insurer. 

On an average the cost of external legal counsel is $4,900 per litigation claim. If the city handles 
the cases in-house the cost can be reduced significantly. Staff estimates that the in-house net 
on average, Legal Services spends $1.5 million on legal counsel to defend liability claims every 
year.  Due to the unpredictability of liability claims and legal costs, the City typically spends 
more on external legal counsel than is budgeted for on an annual basis.  The aim of this 
initiative is to reduce reliance on external counsel resulting in significant savings.  

Comments 
The City piloted the in-house model in 2015 when the City hired its first in-house insurance 

defence lawyer. By handling claims in-house, over $100,000 in cost savings were achieved in 

just six months.  By supporting that senior litigator with a junior lawyer and law clerk, the volume 

and complexity of files that can be handled in-house increases. 

Every five years staff issue an RFP to ensure the City gets the best rates to meet our external 

legal services needs.  External lawyers handling insurance defence files charge, on average, 
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between $300 and $500 per hour for their services and the average hourly cost of litigating the 

City’s insurance claims is significantly lower when handled through in-house counsel.  Based on 

the salary and benefits costs of an in-house lawyer at the top of the salary range, the average 

hourly cost of litigating the City’s claims is reduced to $90 per hour resulting in a savings of up 

to $400 per hour when handled in-house.  In house representation does not diminish quality and 

provides an additional value by playing a proactive role in reducing the City’s overall risk profile.  

In-house lawyers are frequently called upon to assess operational practices against current laws 

to reduce liability exposure, and to provide immediate strategic legal input and management 

when incidents do occur. 

Additionally, with the new in-house team the City can potentially recover damage claims 

estimated at $90,000 per year that would otherwise go unrecovered. These funds would be 

used to offset payments made from the City’s insurance reserve that currently reimburses 

operating departments for their loss. 

Damage claims are currently coordinated by a small team within the Revenue Division handling 

collections matters. With the addition of a law clerk experienced in the insurance industry and 

with a litigation background; the City could focus on working with vehicle insurers directly to 

improve claims recovery.   

Financial Impact 
The costs of the proposed new in-house team with a capacity to handle an additional 75 files 
per year, are provided below: 

In-house Costs based on Annual Salaries and Benefits 

Litigation Lawyer $125,278 

Legal Assistant $70,577 

Law Clerk $90,196 

Total cost of handling additional files in house $286,051 

By comparison, if we utilized external counsel to handle these 75 files we will incur a cost of 
$367,500 per year. The cost of bringing this work in-house will further be reduced by $90,000 as 
the City will have the capacity to pursue recoveries from the insurance companies for damaged 
City property. Hence the net reduction in costs that the City must incur to defend liability claims 
is expected to be at least $171,449 annually.   

As noted, the budget increase is required, despite the savings that will be generated, because 
the savings will result in a smaller transfer from the insurance reserve fund, and not a reduction 
in a budget line item.  Our experience is that, due to the unpredictability of liability claims and 
legal costs, we spend more than is budgeted on an annual basis.  Also, the amounts recovered 
through subrogated claims will be returned to the department that suffered the loss, and will not 
be available to fund the legal staff needed to get those recoveries. 
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Conclusion 
This initiative will maintain the highest degree of legal representation in respect of the City’s 

litigated claims and concurrently save the City an estimated $171,449 annually. By hiring in-

house counsel to perform this work in place of external lawyers, the City will also benefit from 

the corporate knowledge, increased efficiency, timely responses and cultural awareness that a 

City staff member can provide. Moreover, an enhanced in-house team brings non-financial 

benefits such as increased expertise, scalable capacity and coordination of resources across 

City divisions.  Many municipalities have recognized the benefits of bringing this work in house, 

and the City’s efforts to do so to date have already shown that the savings are real and 

measureable. 

Mary Ellen Bench, BA, JD, CS, CIC.C, City Solicitor 

Prepared by:   Graham Walsh, Legal Counsel 
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Date: 2016/11/09 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Council Committee Budgets 

Recommendation 
1. That the report titled Council Committee Budgets, dated November 9, 2016 from the

Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer, be received for

information

2. That the citizen members of the Property Standards Committee and Committee of

Revision receive an honorarium in the amount of $100 per diem or $50 per half day, for

business meetings and hearings attended, to be consistent with the other Quasi-Judicial

Committees of Council.

Background 
One of the recommendations resulting from the City Committees of Council Structure Review 

conducted in 2013 was focused on the budgetary processes and accounting for the 

expenditures of Council Committees.  

Specifically the following recommendation was adopted by Council on April 10, 2013: 

That the Clerk’s Office work with the Finance division to redefine the budgetary processes and 

accounting associated with the running of the Committees of Council by: 

a) Creating a single operating budget account that supports all typical annual expenditures

for the Committees of Council including a policy outlining approved expenditures.

b) Developing a system by which Committees of Council can receive Council – approved

project funding in stand-alone capital accounts.

At the time of the review, only 6 of Council’s Committees fifteen Advisory and Statutory 

Committees had separate budget allocations: Accessibility Advisory Committee, Heritage 
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Advisory Committee, Mississauga Cycling Advisory Committee, Property Standards Committee, 

Safe Driving Committee, and Traffic Safety Council.   As a result of the Committee and Council 

Structure Review, the Safe Driving Committee was disbanded at the end of the 2014 term of 

Council and its budget was eliminated in 2015. 

 

Comments 
Starting with the establishment of the Committees for the 2014 – 2018 Term of Council, each 

Advisory Committee was asked to prepare a workplan that also identifies the resources required 

to implement the projects and priorities identified on the workplan. This process has been 

piloted for the years 2015 and 2016, with the Legislative Services Division monitoring and 

managing the expenditures for each of the Advisory Committees.  To date, all requested 

resource requirements could be accommodated through the existing budgets.   

 

Committee expenses are authorized by the Director of Legislative Services based on the 

following criteria: 

 Expenses for mileage, parking and business expenses such as accessibility are 

authorized in accordance with Corporate Policies 04-05-01 – Reimbursement of 

Business Expenses (Employees and Citizen Members of Committees and Boards) and 

04-05-02 – Car Allowance. 

 

 Honorariums of $100 per diem and $50 per half day are paid to the members of the 

Quasi-judicial committees who conduct hearings related to a number of matters. The 

members of the Mississauga Appeal Tribunal, Incidents in City Facilities Appeal 

Committee and Election Campaign Finances Committee are authorized to receive the 

honorarium in accordance with GC-0013-2011. Through an administrative error, the 

authority for the payment of an honorarium for the Property Standards Committee and 

Committee of Revision has been repealed and should be reinstated to be consistent with 

the other Quasi-Judicial Committees. 

 Other Committee expenses such as attendance at conferences, purchase of operating 

materials etc. require a Recommendation from the Committee, which is subsequently 

approved by Council, prior to the expense being authorized by the Director of Legislative 

Services. 

 

To respond to the recommendation that a process be explored to fund stand-alone one time 

projects, it was determined that if projects were included in the workplan submitted by an 

Advisory Committee that could not be accommodated within the annual budget for Committees, 

that the funding request would be made through a Corporate Report to Budget Committee, or 

through a report to General Committee if the request was made outside of the regular budget 

cycle.   
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As a result, a Budget Adjustment has been made to the 2017 Committees of Council to 

consolidate the existing budgets into one cost centre which will be monitored by the Deputy City 

Clerk as follows: 

 

Conference/Travel/Mileage   10,500 

Professional Services/Training  20,100 

Honorariums     15,000 

Promotional & Operating Materials  31,000 

Food & Beverage      2,100 

Parking       1,000 

Miscellaneous Expenses     4,900 

 

Committees’ total budget   84,600 

 

The administrative costs associated with the operation of the Committees (printing costs for 

agendas, legislated public notices, registered mail, couriers and refreshment costs for meetings) 

continue to be funded through the Legislative Services budget. 

 

Financial Impact 
A Budget Adjustment has been made to the 2017 Committees of Council to consolidate the 

existing budgets into one cost centre which will be managed by the Legislative Services 

Division. No additional funding has been requested and it is anticipated that the consolidated 

budget will meet the needs of Council’s Committees.   

 

Conclusion 
In response to the Recommendations of the City Committees of Council Structure Review, the 

budgets associated with the Committees of Council have been consolidated into one cost 

centre, which will be managed by the Legislative Services Division.   Any resource requests for 

one-time projects or initiatives that cannot be accommodated through the budget, will be 

requested through a Corporate Report to Budget Committee, or General Committee if the 

request was made outside of the regular budget cycle. 

 

 

 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by:   Crystal Greer, Director, Legislative Services and City Clerk 
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Date: 2016/10/17 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Impact of Fire Presumptive Disease Claims on WSIB Costs and Reserve Fund 

Recommendation 
That the report dated October 17, 2016 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief 

Financial Officer entitled “Impact of Fire Presumptive Disease Claims on WSIB Costs and 

Reserve Fund” be received as information.  

Report Highlights 
 The City is a Schedule 2 WSIB employer. WSIB costs are self-insured.

 The Schedule 2 WSIB employer program is the most cost effective approach for City.

 The Schedule 2 WSIB employer program is working well for the City from both a claims

management and a financial management perspective; however the growth in Fire

claims is starting to reduce the balance in the Reserve Fund.

 The WSIB Reserve Fund in 2015 was $16.73 million, a decrease of $1.13 million from

2014 (which was $17.86 million). This decrease in the WSIB Reserve Fund was due to a 

spike in WSIB claim payments in 2015. It is anticipated that this growth in WSIB

expenditures will continue in future years as a result of Bill 221 legislation (Fire).

 At the end of 2015, WSIB liabilities were underfunded by $1.5 million in relation to the

WSIB Reserve Fund.

 The WSIB premium chargeback for Fire will be increased gradually over the next few

years, starting in 2017 ($215,000), which will help slow down the drain on the Reserve

Fund.
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Background 

Schedule 1 versus Schedule 2 WSIB Employer Classifications: 

The Workplace Safety and Insurance Board (WSIB) assigns classifications to individual 

employers according to the nature of their business activities. The WSIB determines whether a 

business activity falls within Schedule 1 or 2 and if so, under which class, rate group, and 

classification unit. If WSIB identifies an employer as a possible Schedule 2, the employer then 

can elect Schedule 1 or Schedule 2. The City has elected to be a Schedule 2 employer. 

Schedule 1 WSIB Employers 

Workplace insurance coverage is compulsory for any business or industry named in Schedule 

1, Regulation 175/98. Schedule 1 employers are broken down into 9 different industry classes. 

Employers included in Schedule 1 must contribute a premium to the insurance fund. WSIB sets 

the premium rate annually, and the premium is based on the WSIB's classification of the 

employer's business activity and the employer's total insurable payroll. 

Through contributions to the insurance fund, a Schedule 1 employer is protected by a system of 

collective liability. Since the WSIB pays benefits to injured workers out of money pooled in the 

insurance fund, Schedule 1 employers are relieved of individual responsibility for actual accident 

costs. 

Schedule 2 WSIB Employers 

Under the Act, Schedule 2 employers are recognized as separate and distinct from employers 

who fall under Schedule 1. Schedule 2 employers include: 

 Firms funded by public funds (from the federal, provincial and/or municipal governments) 

 Firms legislated by the province but self-funded 

 A number of other firms who are privately owned but involved in federally regulated 

industries such as telephone, airline, shipping and railway 

The City has been a Schedule 2 employer since 1978. 

Schedule 2 employers do not pay premiums to WSIB but are directly liable to repay all costs 

paid by WSIB as a result of occupational injury, plus an administrative charge. Every year, 

WSIB establishes the Schedule 2 rates. The WSIB charges an annual administration rate of 

35.9% (2016) on total City claim disbursements for the Schedule 2 program. 

The fundamental distinction is this: while Schedule 1 employers operate under the collective 

liability insurance principle, Schedule 2 employers are individually responsible for the full cost of 

the accident claims filed by their workers. Even though the City is a Schedule 2 employer, WSIB 

maintains full authority over the Schedule 2 claims entitlement process and bills the City for 

actual benefit costs plus an annual administration fee. 
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City WSIB Administration: 

Workers compensation benefits and health, wellness and safety programs are administered by 

the Human Resources Division. The programs focus on providing training to reduce health and 

safety risks and to improve general wellbeing, both individually and organizationally, to enhance 

overall employee health and productivity. The program is resourced and operating at a level 

where we have confidence that WSIB claims are minimized. 

The WSIB accounting and reserve allocation is administered by the Finance Division and 

financed through internal premiums charged back to City departments and interest revenue 

earned on the WSIB Reserve Fund. 

The payment of expenses and compensation assessed by WSIB on the City as a Schedule 2 

employer are funded from the City’s operating budget, with any shortfalls or surpluses 

addressed through the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund. It should be noted that the City 

maintained a separate WSIB Reserve Fund until 2016. In 2016, the City undertook a 

comprehensive review of all of its reserves and reserve funds, and amalgamated reserves with 

similar purposes. The WSIB reserve fund allocation (“WSIB reserve allocation”) is now within 

the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund. 

The City’s premium rates are charged back to departmental service areas, capped at $100 of an 

employee’s earnings up to $88,000 (2016) per annum. This would be the same methodology 

that would be used if the City were a Schedule 1 employer. 

Comments 

This report highlights the 2017 WSIB premium chargeback rates that will be applied to 

departmental service areas. The report also highlights the City’s actuarial liabilities for WSIB 

and the adequacy of the WSIB reserve allocation, including a forecast of future Bill 221 claim 

projections that will impact the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund.  

Each year, Finance reviews the claims experiences in relation to the departmental premium 

charges within the Schedule 2 program, interest earned on the Reserve, and the overall WSIB 

reserve allocation balance. 

2017 Departmental WSIB Premium Chargeback Rates set by Finance: 

For the 2017 Budget, the WSIB departmental premium rates have been set as follows: 

Dept. Service Area 2017 Premium 

Rates 

2016 Premium 

Rates 

2015 Premium 

Rates 

Fire $1.50 $1.15 $1.10 

Transit Operations $0.70 $0.70 $0.70 

T&W – Other $0.25 $0.25 $0.25 

Parks and Forestry $0.25 $0.25 $0.25 

Other City Operations $0.05 $0.05 $0.05 
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As the table above demonstrates, the City’s premium chargeback rates by department have 

been relatively static for many years because of the consistency and reasonability of WSIB 

claims by department, along with a healthy reserve balance. However, there is an increasing 

trend toward larger Fire claims due to Bill 221 legislation, resulting in the City’s WSIB reserve 

allocation balance being drawn down.    

Finance has increased the Fire premium rate from $1.15 to $1.50 in 2017 to help cover the 

increasing Bill 211 costs impacting the City. Finance will also be setting further Fire premium 

increases in 2018 and beyond to help spread out any budget impacts. 

Finance does not recommend an increase or decrease in the other WSIB department 

chargeback rates at this time. WSIB claims in these other departmental areas have been 

relatively flat from year to year. 

Fire Presumptive Disease Claims: 

Fire claims continue to be a growing concern to the City because of the uncertainty of future 

claim settlements. Since Bill 221 legislation was passed in May 2007, the City has had 33 

claims approved under the legislation. Three new claims have been added in 2016 and four 

claims are currently pending before the Board. Total costs associated with Bill 221 are $3.9 

million to-date. These costs are retroactive back to 2003.  

The Bill 221 claims data recorded in these tables is derived through a manual process due to 

limited WSIB reports. Finance uses best efforts for identifying and collecting the information 

specific to Bill 221. 

Claims 

Pending 

Review 
2016 2015-2003 Total 

4 3 30 33 

 

Bill 221 Costs 

 
2003-2012 

Actual 

2013 

Actual 

2014 

Actual 

2015 

Actual 

2016 

Forecast 

2017 

Forecast 

2018-2020 

Forecast    

(3 years) 

Total 

Fire Presumptive 

Disease Claims 
$2,739,282 $150,652 $209,898 $798,456 $850,000 $900,000 $2,700,000 $8,348,288 

Inc/(Dec) from 

pr. year 
    $51,544 $50,000   

$3,898,288     

 

6.15



Budget Committee 
 

2016/10/17 5 

 

Eligible Presumptive Cancers 

The list of eligible presumptive cancers is currently at 16 with skin cancer being added in 2017.  

The financial impact of these claims is felt if/when survivor benefits have to be paid, with 

arrears, pension and interest being calculated back to the diagnosis date.  One of the reasons 

for the high costs of arrears benefits is because current salaries are used to determine costs, 

not withstanding that many of these employees have retired.   

Prostate cancer was approved in 2015 and constitutes 15 of the total number of Bill 221 claims. 

At the present time there is no indication that new cancers will be added to the list but that is 

always a possibility as scientific research advances.  It is anticipated that fire claims will rise 

significantly in the future with prostate cancer likely leading the total number of claims. 

Post-Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) 

Recent legislation was passed which made Post Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD) a 

presumptive medical condition under WSIB legislation separate from Bill 221 legislation.  At the 

present time the City has 10 approved PTSD claims with 3 pending.  The majority of the costs 

associated with this condition will be attributed to health care and lost time as pension and 

survivors benefits should not be a significant consideration in these files. 

Pending 

Review 
2016 2015-2003 Total 

3 0 10 10 

 

Financial Implications 

Actuarial Liabilities and WSIB Reserve Allocation: 

Finance procures an actuarial consultant every three years to estimate the WSIB liabilities for 

financial statement reporting purposes. This liability estimate is also used to compare with the 

City’s WSIB reserve allocation to identify whether the Reserve Fund is adequate for the 

liabilities. The last actuarial review was completed by Nexus Consulting Limited with liability 

forecasts for 2013 to 2015.  

A new comprehensive actuarial review for 2016-18 will be completed in December 2016. 

Below is a table of the current liability and WSIB reserve allocation: 

YEAR LIABILITY 

WSIB RESERVE FUND 

/ RESERVE 

ALLOCATION 

UNDER/ (OVER) 

FUNDED 

2016 TBD in December TBD in December TBD in December 

2015 18,273,435 16,732,530 1,540,905 

2014 17,787,794 17,858,779 (70,985) 
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At the end of 2015, WSIB liabilities were underfunded by $1.5 million in relation to the WSIB 

Reserve Fund. WSIB claims are starting to draw down the WSIB Reserve Fund, primarily due to 

the increased Bill 221 legislation (Fire) claims. 

The WSIB Reserve Fund in 2015 was $16.73 million ($17.86 in 2014), representing a decrease 

of $1.13 million due to a spike in WSIB claims in 2015. It is anticipated that this growth in WSIB 

claims will continue in future years as a result of the Bill 221 legislation (Fire). 

The following chart summarizes the premium rate changes and resultant WSIB reserve 

allocation. 

 

  2015 

Actual 

2016 

Budget 

2017 

Forecast 

2018 

Forecast 

2019 

Forecast 

2019 

Forecast 

Premium Rate 

Changes 

  Fire: 1.15 to 

1.50 

Fire: 1.50 to 

2.15 

Fire: 2.15 to 

2.50 

Fire: 2.50 to 

2.75 

**Financial Impact 

to Budget 

$0 $0 $215,000 

(Fire budget) 

$400,000 

(Fire budget) 

$215,000 

(Fire budget) 

$155,000 

(Fire budget) 

       

WSIB Reserve 

Allocation 
$16,732,530 $16,260,175 $15,512,330 $15,312,007 $14,910,175 $14,652,292 

WSIB Actuarial 

Liabilities 
$18,273,435 $18,273,435 $18,273,435 $18,273,435 $18,273,435 $18,273,435 

WSIB Reserve 

Allocation 

Surplus / (Deficit) 

($1,540,905) ($2,013,260) ($2,761,105) ($2,961,428) ($3,363,260) ($3,621,143) 

 

The increase in the Fire WSIB premium in 2017 from $1.15 to $1.50 is creating an additional 

expense burden on the Fire benefit budget of $215,000. There is a growing deficit in the WSIB 

reserve allocation, when compared to actuarial liabilities. Although the WSIB premium 

chargeback increases for Fire over the next few years are helping to reduce the draw from the 

WSIB reserve allocation, the Reserve Fund is not fully funding the liability estimates.   

Finance will continue to monitor the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund balance along with the 

actuarial liabilities and will make the necessary premium chargeback rate adjustments required 

to sustain the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund balance. 

 

Schedule 2 vs Schedule 1 WSIB Employer Programs 

Based on a high level review of Schedule 1 cost implications, Finance confirms that remaining a 

Schedule 2 WSIB employer is the most cost effective approach. Finance will continue to monitor 

the WSIB program to ensure it remains advantageous for the City. 
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Conclusion 

The WSIB Program under Schedule 2 is working well for the City from both a claims 

management and a financial management perspective; however, the growth in Fire claims is 

starting to drain the balance in the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund.   

The WSIB premium rates for Fire will be increased gradually over the next few years, starting in 

2017 ($215,000), which will help slow down the drain on the WSIB reserve allocation.  

The concern over potential Fire claims continues to increase as more prescribed cancers are 

added to the Bill 221 presumptive list each year.  These additions only increase the potential for 

large claims that could have a financial impact for years to come. 

Each year the WSIB premium chargeback rates will be reviewed and adjusted accordingly to 

help sustain the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund balance. 

 

Finance confirms that remaining a Schedule 2 WSIB employer is the most cost effective 

approach at this time. Finance will continue to monitor WSIB program to ensure it remains 

advantageous for the City. 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Mark Beauparlant, BA, CPA, CGA, Manager, Financial and Treasury Services 
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Date: 2016/11/08 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Development Charges for Places of Religious Assembly 

Recommendation 
That the report dated November 8, 2016, from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and 

Chief Financial Officer entitled “Development Charges for Places of Religious Assembly” be 

received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 During the General Committee Meeting on September 14, 2016 Councillor Iannicca

requested a report be brought forward to Budget Committee to review the waiving of

development charge fees for places of religious assembly.

 Mississauga’s 2014 DC By-law imposes development charges on all non-residential

construction, regardless of the building’s function. The only exemptions provided for in

the City’s DC By-law are those exemptions that are required under the Development

Charges Act.

 On February 24, 2016 Council approved motion GC-0098-2016 that a grant be

provided from the City Contingency account in the amount equivalent to the

development charges payable by a place of religious assembly for the area of worship.

The grant is to be consistent with the size of the area of worship exemption determined

by the Region of Peel in their calculations, and is applicable for all places of religious

assembly applications processed under the previous 2009 DC By-law and the current

2014 DC By-law.

 As a result of Council’s motion, approximately $188,600 in grants have been provided

to the area of worship in places of religious assembly for the City portion of the

development charge.

 As part of the 2019 Development Charges update, staff will undertake a review to

include an exemption for the area of worship in places of religious assembly in the DC

By-law.
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Background 
St. Mary Antiochian Orthodox Church made a deputation on November 25, 2015 to Council 

requesting a refund of all development charges paid to the City on September 8, 2015. A report 

from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer entitled “Development 

Charge Information for Places of Religious Assembly” (PRA) was prepared for Council on 

December 9, 2015 in consideration of this request. This report was deferred following a request 

of Council for additional information on the financial impact of providing a grant in lieu of 

development charges for the area of worship in places of religious assembly. A final report 

entitled “Additional Development Charge Information for Places of Religious Assembly” was 

prepared for consideration at General Committee on February 2, 2016. This report is attached 

for information (Appendix 1). 

General Committee moved “that a grant be provided from the City Contingency account in the 

amount equivalent to the development charges payable by a place of religious assembly for the 

area of worship, consistent with the size of the area of worship exemption determined by the 

Region of Peel in their calculations, for all places of religious assembly applications processed 

under the previous 2009 DC By-law and the current 2014 DC By-law” (GC-0098-2016). This 

motion was subsequently approved by Council on February 24, 2016. As a result, Council 

passed By-law 0034-2016 to provide a grant equivalent to development charges payable for the 

area of worship in a place of religious assembly. Under this by-law, the City’s Commissioner of 

Corporate Services and CFO is authorized to provide a grant equivalent to the development 

charge payable for the area of worship.  

A letter was sent on February 29, 2016 to advise each place of worship that development 

charges paid under the 2009 and 2014 DC By-laws were entitled to a grant equal to the area of 

worship. Grant cheques in the amount of $188,600 have been issued as of October 2016. A 

process has been put in place in the Development Services section of Planning and Building to 

incorporate a deduction in the amount of the grant for the area of worship for all building permits 

issued for the remaining life of the 2014 DC By-law. 

As part of the previous report discussions with Council, City staff have committed to reviewing 

the provision of an exemption for the area of worship to be included in the next development 

charges study update in 2019. 

Comments 
St. Mary’s Syriac Orthodox Church in Ward 7 purchased a property that was previously used as 

a place of religious assembly for a different faith. The existing building does not fully meet St. 

Mary’s needs, and a building permit (16-1734) has been submitted for renovations. The permit 

indicated a total floor area of 102.1 m2 was to be constructed, with a proposed demolition of 

23.1 m2.  A building permit for the expansion of the net 79 m2 including alterations was ready to 

be issued in August 2016. Development charges ($27,523.91) and cash in lieu of parkland 

($2,517) fees were calculated and sent to the applicant as payable prior to the issuance of a 

building permit. 
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The following table outlines the development charges and cash-in-lieu of parkland payable: 

Development Charges Payable Amount Cash-in-Lieu Parkland Amount 

Region of Peel $ 15,991.97   

City of Mississauga $ 10,673.21 City of Mississauga $2,517 

Peel District School Board $     382.36   

Dufferin Peel Catholic School Board $     476.37   

Total $ 27,523.91 Total $2,517 

  

The applicant was aware of the City’s grant for the area of worship and felt that several of the 

accessory spaces (crying room, shoe room, vestibule) should be eligible for the area of worship 

grant, reducing the amount of DCs payable. 

Consistent with the motion approved by Council, the area of worship grant has the same 

parameters as those imposed by the Region of Peel: limited to one room, owned by a religious 

organization and reserved for the conduct of group worship, services or rites. Additional 

(accessory) rooms are not eligible for the grant provided by the City or the exemption provided 

by the Region, and continue to be subject to the payment of development charges under the 

current development charges by-laws for the City of Mississauga and the Region of Peel. 

Development charges were paid on October 28, 2016 by St. Mary’s Syriac Orthodox Church for 

building permit 16-1734. 

Financial Impact 

There is no immediate financial impact from this report. 
 

Conclusion 

A grant was approved by Council in February 2016 to allow for relief from the payment of 

development charges for the area of worship within places of religious assembly. Councillor 

Iannicca requested that a discussion be undertaken during budget discussions to consider the 

waiving of development charges for places of religious assembly. This report has been prepared 

to provide a history in the application of development charges as it relates to places of religious 

assembly and subsequent granting of relief from development charges for the area of worship 

within places of religious assembly. 
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Attachments 
Appendix 1: General Committee Report, February 2 2016 entitled "Additional Development 

Charge Information for Places of Religious Assembly". 

 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:  Susan Cunningham, Manager of Development Financing and Reserve 

Management 
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Date: 2016/02/02 
 
To: Chair and Members of General Committee 
 
From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 

Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 
 

Meeting date: 
2016/02/17 
 

 

 

Subject 
Additional Development Charge Information for Places of Religious Assembly 

 

Recommendation 
That the report dated February 2, 2016, entitled “Additional Development Charge Information for 
Places of Religious Assembly” from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief 
Financial Officer be received for information. 

 

 
Report Highlights 
 During deliberations of the report “Development Charge Information for Places of 

Religious Assembly” (PRA) at the December 9, 2015 Council meeting, Councillor Parrish 
requested that St. Mary Antiochian Orthodox Church and future places of worship be 

provided with a grant in the amount of DCs payable under the City’s existing DC By-law, 

for the area-of-worship portion only, until a new development charge By-law is undertaken.  

Other Members of Council asked how much it would cost to go back and provide grants 

for previously paid DCs as well.  Members of Council indicated that more information was 

required before a vote could be held. 

 The financial information provided in this report is based on data extracted from the MAX 

Building System using a set of criteria intended to capture all PRA information.  There is 

the possibility that data omissions have occurred, as not all PRAs are noted as such in 

MAX.  Furthermore, the portion that is specifically for worship is not always clearly 

identified.  Finally, future PRA DCs payable under the current By-law can only be roughly 

estimated, as the number and size of future PRA development projects cannot be 

accurately predicted. 

 Based on information known to date, the value of DCs payable to date for the area-of-

worship portion of PRAs under the 2014 By-law is $94.5K.   
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 The value of DCs payable for the area of worship in the future construction of PRAs for the 

remaining lifespan of the 2014 DC By-law to June 25, 2019 is estimated to be $286.7K, 

resulting in a total estimated value of $381.5K for the entire 2014 DC By-law (Table 5). 

 Any grants that would be provided for the DCs payable related to areas of worship would 

be drawn from tax-based funding sources. 

 

Background 
A report entitled “Development Charge Information for Places of Religious Assembly” (PRA) 
from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer was discussed during 

the December 9, 2015 Council meeting.  During deliberations of this report, Councillor Parrish 

requested that St. Mary Antiochian Orthodox Church and future places of worship be provided 

with a grant in the amount of DCs payable under the City’s existing DC By-law, for the area-of-

worship portion only, until a new development charge by-law is undertaken.  This would be in 

keeping with the Region’s DC policy for PRAs. 

Other Members of Council asked how much it would cost to go back and provide grants for 

previously paid DCs as well.  More specifically, Members of Council requested information on 

the total development charges (DC) that had been paid by PRAs under the 2009 and 2014 DC 

By-laws by Ward, and the financial impact for the City if a refund were to be provided to PRAs 

under each of these DC By-laws. 

In addition, Members of Council requested the full financial impact of providing a grant for the 

worship area of future PRAs that would be constructed between 2014 and the next mandatory 

review of the DC By-law in 2019. 

A motion to receive the report was deferred by Council until members of Council had the 

opportunity to review further information specific to their Wards and understand the financial 

impact of providing grants for the area of worship in PRAs. 

Mississauga’s 2014 DC By-law imposes development charges on all non-residential 

construction, regardless of the building’s function.  The only exemptions provided for in the 
City’s DC By-law are those exemptions that are required under the Development Charges Act, 

1997. 

Many municipalities provide some type of DC exemption for places of religious assembly.  Each 

municipality determines the exemption area somewhat differently but requires development 

charges to be paid on a portion of the building that is beyond the defined area of worship.   

The introduction of such an exemption would require opening the City’s existing DC By-law.  

More than 18 months have passed since the Background Study was approved.  Therefore, 

legislation dictates that a new Background Study and By-Law would have to be adopted and 

would subject to appeal to the OMB.  In lieu of providing an exemption for the area of worship, 
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Council may direct that a grant be given to offset the area of worship development charge 

payable. 

Comments 
This report will provide the General Committee with the following information: 

 The value for the area of worship DCs payable from payments made under the 2009 and 

2014 DC By-law.  Also included is a summary of this information with respect to PRAs 

since Council approval of the 1999 DC By-law to present. 

 The estimated value of DCs payable for the area of worship for PRA’s that may be 
constructed during the five-year lifespan of the 2014 DC By-law expiring on June 25, 

2019. 

 Historical information related to the Region of Peel’s (ROP) area of worship policy 
exemption. 

 Previous DC exemptions approved by Council. 

 The public engagement undertaken throughout the 2014 DC By-law update. 

Data Limitations 

The financial information provided in this report is based on data extracted from the Mississauga 

Approvals Express Building System (MAX).  The information provided in this report has 

changed slightly compared to the information provided in the December 9, 2015 report.  There 

is no business report to identify places of worship specifically in the City of Mississauga.  As a 

result, no specific parameter ensures that 100% of PRAs are captured.  Therefore, a manual 

review of text entries is required to capture this type of category.  This has been accomplished 

by reviewing a subset of MAX data, using specific criteria for the original data extraction (e.g. 

anything with the words church, mosque, worship, etc.). 

A wider range of criteria has been applied to the data extraction used for this report, with the 

hopes of capturing more (if not all) PRA information.  For example, the December 2015 report 

did not capture an application that was listed as “office,” but in fact was a church office.  This 
application has been included in the January extraction. 

Every effort has been made to capture all current applications but, due to the very wide range of 

potential descriptors, the possibility of some data omissions remains.  

DC Amounts Paid To Date for Areas of Worship under Current and Previous DC By-Laws 

The total value of DCs collected for areas of worship under previous and current DC By-laws is 

summarized in Table 1.  Development charges collected from PRAs since Council approved the 

1999 DC By-law total $1.89M, of which $551K is related to area of worship. 
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Table 1 – Total Value of DCs Collected by DC By-law for PRAs 

City DC  
By-law 

Total PRA 
Sq. Ft. 

Constructed 

Total City 
Development 
Charges Paid 

($) 

Total Region 
Sq. Ft. 

Exempted for 
Area of Worship  

Total Value of 
Region Area of 

Worship 
Exemption ($) 

Total Value of 
City DCs for Area 

of Worship ($) 

1999 By-law 155,728.49 $299,631.02 40,970.80 $121,738.17 $76,975.38 

2004 By-law 234,875.00  $881,441.72 63,815.13 $294,257.85 $261,094.71 

2009 By-law 106,583.41 $427,530.61 27,260.80 $157,756.10 $118,573.28 

2014 By-law 56,709.60 $280,712.88 19,861.73 $295,240.92 $94,529.45 

Grand Total all 
DC By-laws 

553,896.50 $1,889,316.23  151,908.46 $868,993.04 $551,172.82 

Total 2009-
2014 By-law 

163,293.00 $708,243.49 47,122.53 $452,997.01 $213,102.73 

 

Table 2 provides a summary of these financial impacts by Ward.  Appendix 1 provides a 
detailed listing by Ward of PRAs. 

Table 2 – DC Amounts Paid for Area of Worship by Ward, 2009 and 2014 DC By-law 

City DC By-law Ward 5 Ward 6 Ward 7 Ward 8 Ward 9 

Total Value of 
City DCs for Area 

of Worship ($) 

2009 DC By-law $7,661.77 $3,164.09 $62,770.15 $6,069.37 $38,907.90 $118,573.28 

2014 DC By-law $66,984.79 $27,544.66    $94,529.45 

Total Amount by 
Ward 

$74,646.56 $30,708.75 $62,770.15 $6,069.37 $38,907.90 $213,102.73 

 

DC Amounts Projected to be paid for Areas of Worship under Current DC By-Law 

It is very difficult to project the DCs that will be payable for areas of worship in the future.  The 

projection requires an estimate of the amount of PRA projects, the square footage of future 

PRAs and an estimate of the percentage of the square footage that would be an area of 

worship.  In order to have some measure for comparison, it has been assumed that historical 

information can be applied for future projections.  Table 3 provides the historical amount of PRA 

square feet constructed, and the total area of worship as a percentage of total square feet. 
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Table 3 –Average Worship Area Constructed for City DC By-laws 

City DC  
By-law 

Total PRA 
Sq. Ft. 

Constructed 

Total Region 
Sq. Ft. 

Exempted for 
Area of Worship  

Percentage of 
Area of Worship 
for Total Sq. Ft. 

Constructed 

1999 By-law 155,728.49 40,907.80 26.3% 

2004 By-law 234,875.00  63,815.13 27.2% 

2009 By-law 106,583.41 27,260.80 25.6% 

2014 By-law 56,709.60 19,861.73 35.0% 

Total for all DC 
By-laws 

553,896.50 151,908.46 27.4% 

Average Sq. Ft 
/ month 

2,783.40 (199 months)  

 

As can be seen in Table 3, the total square footage of PRA construction can vary significantly 

from year to year.  For example, the square footage in the five-year period governed by the 

2004 By-law was almost 150% higher than that in the five-year period governed by the 2009 By-

law.  Similarly, the percentage that is deemed the area of worship can vary, albeit not as 

significantly. 

Table 3 provides data for a total of 199 months.  There are 41 months remaining in the 2014 By-

law.  Assuming the historical trend can be used to project future development, approximately 

114,120 square feet of PRAs can be projected to be constructed.  Again based on history, 

assuming an average 27.4% of this construction is actual area of worship, approximately 31,270 

square feet would be for areas of worship.  This information is summarized in Table 4. 

Table 4 -Estimated Square Footage of PRAs from February 2016 to June 2019 

Total Number of 

Months By-law 

in effect 

Average Sq. Ft. 

per Month 

2014 DC By-

law remaining  

Months  

Estimate of 

Sq. Ft. to be 

built 

Estimate of Area 

of Worship Sq. Ft. 

(27.4%) 

199 2,783.40 41 114,119.38 31,268.71 

 

There is one PRA in the MAX building system already identified to be built in the City within the 

five-year period affected by the 2014 DC By-law (Meadowvale Islamic Centre).  Data is not 

available in the MAX system to indicate the exact size of the worship area for this application, so 

the same assumption of 27.4% has been applied to this project.  Taking into consideration the 

projection of 114,120 square feet identified in Table 4, and including the partially known 
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information with respect to Meadowvale Islamic Centre, the following table provides an estimate 

of future PRAs and their associated DC value. 

Table 5 – Estimated DC Value for PRAs from 2016 to 2019 

Applicant 

Estimated 
PRA Sq. Ft. 
Constructed 

Estimated Sq. Ft. 
Exempted for 

Area of Worship 
(27.4%) 

Future Estimated 
City Development 
Charges Paid ($) 

Total Value of 
Region Area of 

Worship 
Exemption ($) 

Estimated Value if 
City Issued 

Provided Grant 
for Area of 
Worship ($) 

Meadowvale 

Islamic Centre 

(OZ 13/009) 
12,228.33 3,350.56 $112,127.15 $ 62,379.50 $ 30,722.84 

Forecast 
Estimate of 
Additional 

PRAs to be 
constructed 

101,891.05 27,918.15 $934,285.23 $519,769.28 $255,994.15 

Total, 2016-
2019: 

114,119.38 31,268.71 $1,046,412.38 $582,148.78 $286,716.99 

 

History of Region of Peel Area of Worship Exemption 

The Region of Peel has provided an exemption for the area of worship within a PRA since its 

first DC By-law.  In 2007, Regional staff sought to remove this exemption, with the goal of 

providing some consistency between the City’s 2004 DC By-law and the Regions 2007 DC By-

law.  Regional Council Members representing the City of Brampton were opposed to this policy 

change and the policy was not included in the final approved DC By-law.  In 2012, Regional 

staff proposed that the area of worship be restricted to one room per development for the 

purposes of calculating the exemption.  This was adopted by Regional Council in 2012 and 

remains in place in the 2015 DC By-law. 

History of DC Exemptions or Grants approved by Council 

Historically, there have been no exemptions provided for Council-approved DC payments to 

residential or non-residential development outside of those exemptions that are provided for 

specifically under the DC Act, 1989 or the amended DC Act, 1997. 

There has been one grant approved with respect to DCs.  During the approval of the 2014 DC 

By-law, Councillor Katie Mahoney moved that Council approve a grant in the amount equivalent 

to the total City development charges payable for the Heart Hospice House when a building 

permit was to be issued.  This motion was approved by Council resolution 0120-2014. 
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DC Background Study and By-law Public Engagement Process 

The approval of the City’s Development Charge Study and By-law is an extensive process 

which generally takes eighteen months to complete from start to finish.  As part of this process, 

administrative issues are collected over the five-year period of the preceding DC By-law, and 

are reviewed in detail.  Any changes deemed appropriate are recommended in the next DC By-

law, submitted for Council approval.  All major changes to policies from one By-law to the next 

are highlighted for Council’s consideration and approval. 

The 2014 DC By-law Update undertook an extensive stakeholder engagement process, with 5 

stakeholder meetings, advertisement of public and Council meetings, and several discussions at 

Council (timelines are provided in Appendix 2).  At no time during this engagement were any 

issues brought forward requesting the City to provide an exemption to the area of worship for 

PRAs.  Furthermore, at no time was this issue raised over the previous five-year period. 

Appendix 3 (provided for information) identifies the DC By-laws that have been approved by 

Council since 1991, including when Development Charge legislation came into effect.  

Financial Impact 
Any grants that would be provided for DCs payable related to areas of worship would be drawn 

from tax-based funding sources.  The approval to provide grants for DCs paid under the 2014 

By-law would cost $94.5K immediately as a refund, and an estimated $286.7K for potential 

future grants (a total of $381.2K under the current By-law).  

Provision of similar grants for previous By-laws would have the following costs: 

2009 By-law – $118.5K 

2004 By-law – $261.1K 

1999 By-law – $77.0K 

These are minimum estimates, since there is no methodology that extracts PRA information 

from MAX.  City staff have attempted to extract all available information from the MAX system 

based on a number of criteria related to PRAs but there is always the possibility that additional 

developers would self-identify if grants were approved. 

 

Conclusion 
This report provides the information requested by Council with respect to the cost of providing a 

grant to St. Mary Antiochian Orthodox Church and other PRA applicants in lieu of paying 

developments charges for the areas of worship under the 2014 DC By-law.  If this motion is 

successful, a tax-based funding source would need to be directed by Council for the amount of 

grants approved. 
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Attachments 
Appendix 1: Ward Listing Detail of Development Charges Paid under 2009 and 2014 DC By-

laws 

Appendix 2:  2014 DC By-law Engagement Process 

Appendix 3: History of Development Charges By-law Approved by Council 

 

 

 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by:   Susan Cunningham, Manager Development Charges and Reserve Management 
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Ward Listing Detail of Development Charges Paid 
under 2009 and 2014 DC By-laws  

Appendix 1

Ward
Building 
Permit #

Permit Issue 
Date  

(mm/dd/year)
City DC     
By-law DESCRIPTION Address

Demo 
Credits Unit 

or m2

 City S.14 
Credit/ 
$Credit 
Value Sq. Ft.

 GFA Exempted 
for Worship 
Area Sq. Ft. 

 Value of 
Regions 

Exemption $ 

 Value if City 
Issued 

Exemption $ 

 City 
Development 
Charges Paid 

3 10-1845 11/04/2010 2009 By-law NEW - CHURCH, WEST END 
BUDDHIST CULTURAL CENTRE 3133 CAWTHRA RD 1 house 9,237.41$    7,480.98            -                     -$              -$                43,778.05$       

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 3 9,237.41      7,480.98            -$                43,778.05$       

4 14-2055 07/31/2015 2014 By-law ROMAN CATHOLIC EPISCOPAL 4070 CENTRAL PKY E -                     -                     18,807.33         

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 4 -$                18,807.33$       

5 05-8558 R1 04/14/2011 2009 By-law
NEW - MOSQUE ANJUMAN-E 
ANWARUL ISLAM OF MALTON 
ADDITION

7097 AIRPORT RD 430.56               -                     -$              -$                2,550.00$         

5 07-4549 04/14/2010 2009 By-law
NEW - PLACE OF RELIGIOUS 
ASSEMBLY, VEDIC ARYAN CULTURAL 
CENTRE

405 WATLINE AVE 6,058.95            1,655.72            13,769.97$   7,661.77$       28,037.55$       

5 12-3227 05/06/2014 2009 By-law

ADDITION/ALTERATIONS - ENTRANCE 
ENCLOSURE / VESTIBULE FOR PLACE 
OF RELIGIOUS ASSEMBLY, 
MISSISSAUGA RAM MANDIR

270 EXPORT BLVD 448.00               -                     -$              -$                2,825.58$         

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 5 6,937.51            1,655.72            13,769.97$   7,661.77$       33,413.13$       

5 15-4343 09/09/2015 2014 By-law
NEW (2) STOREY CHURCH - ST MARY 
ANTIOCHIAN ORTHODOX CHURCH - 
FOUNDATION ONLY

280 TRADERS BLVD 21,721.43          7,352.89            137,917.89$ 66,984.79$     197,882.14$     

2014 DC By-law Total Ward 5 21,721.43          7,352.89            137,917.89$ 66,984.79$     197,882.14$     

6 12-2396 02/14/2013 2009 By-law ROMAN CATHOLIC EPISCOPAL 1290 MCBRIDE AVE 4,866.51            503.00               9,163.29$     3,164.09$       30,612.37$       

6 13-7266 05/12/2014 2009 By-law MISSISSAUGA CARMEL MANDARIN 
ALLIANCE, ADDITION 5725 TERRY FOX WAY 9,408.81            -                     -$              -$                

6 13-5845 12/06/2013 2009 By-law ALTERATIONS - ADDITION OF NEW 
H/C LIFT + COAT ROOM 1400 DUNDAS CRES 176.53               -                     -$              -$                1,111.92$         

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 6 14,451.85          503.00               9,163.29$     3,164.09$       31,724.29$       

6 15-4759 05/22/15 2014 By-law
ST. ELIZABETH'S ANGLICAN 
CHURCHTHE INCORPORATED SYNOD 
OF THE DIOCESE OF TORONTO

1051 EGLINTON AVE WEST 7,110.48            3,059.13            56,717.79$   27,544.66$     64,023.41$       

2014 DC By-law Total Ward 6 7,110.48            3,059.13            56,717.79$   27,544.66$     64,023.41$       

7 06-2527 10/24/2006 2009 By-law WESTSIDE PRESBYTERIAN CHURCH - 3637 GRAND PARK DR 36,602.12          15,905.32          65,651.55     62,770.15       144,449.84       

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 7 36,602.12          15,905.32          65,651.55$   62,770.15$     144,449.84$     
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under 2009 and 2014 DC By-laws  

Appendix 1

Ward
Building 
Permit #

Permit Issue 
Date  

(mm/dd/year)
City DC     
By-law DESCRIPTION Address

Demo 
Credits Unit 

or m2

 City S.14 
Credit/ 
$Credit 
Value Sq. Ft.

 GFA Exempted 
for Worship 
Area Sq. Ft. 

 Value of 
Regions 

Exemption $ 

 Value if City 
Issued 

Exemption $ 

 City 
Development 
Charges Paid 

8 13-7225 10/07/2014 2009 By-law

NEW - CHURCH & DEMOLITION OF 
EXISTING BUILDINGS, CHURCH OF 
GOD PILLAR & GROUND OF TRUTH 
INC

3341 WINSTON CHURCHILL 
BLVD 386.65          -$             4,355.11            962.30               -$              6,069.37$       1,218.63$         

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 8 386.65          4,355.11            962.30               -$              6,069.37$       1,218.63$         

9 09-5162 11/27/2009 2009 By-law NEW - CHURCH, CHURCHILL 
MEADOWS CHRISTIAN CHURCH 7755 TENTH LINE WEST  36,436.14          8,234.46            69,171.30$   38,907.90$     172,161.10$     

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 9 36,436.14          8,234.46            69,171.30$   38,907.90$     172,161.10$     

11 11-3650 02/28/2011 2009 By-law NEW - STORAGE SHED, KINGDOM 
HALL OF JEHOVAH WITNESS 2125 ERIN CENTRE BLVD 319.69               -                     -$              -$                785.57$            

2009 DC By-law Total Ward 11 319.69               -$              -$                785.57$            

11 14-216 06/30/2015 2014 By-law

NEW - 3 STOREY PLACE OF 
RELIGIOUS ASSEMBLY (PRA) & 
DEMOLITION OF EXISTING PRA - 
COMPLETION  Big 3 Agreement No DC's 
Payable

6635 CAMPOBELLO RD 2,085.79       27,877.68          9,449.72            100,605.23$ -$                -$                  

2014 DC By-law Total Ward 11 2,085.79       27,877.68          9,449.72            100,605.23$ -$                -$                  

2009 -2014 DC By-laws Total All Wards 2,472.44       9,237.41      163,293.00        47,122.53          452,997.01$ 213,102.73$   708,243.49$     
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City of Mississauga 
2014 DC By-law Public Engagement  Appendix 2 

The City’s 2014 Development Charges (DC) By-law 0161-2014 was approved by Council on 
June 25, 2014.  Prior to the approval of the 2014 DC By-law, a series of stakeholder meetings 
were held, including a public meeting and a number of communications posted in the 
Mississauga News and on the City’s website. 

The stakeholder group participants represented a cross section of development interests.  
These included large residential and non-residential developers, architects, planning firms, and 
the Building Industry Land Development (BILD) Association. 

Table 1 provides a summary of the DC Study public engagement process: 

Table 1 –Summary of engagement process for 2014 DC By-law 0161-2014 

Type of Public Engagement Date 

Stakeholder Meeting #1 January 28, 2014 

Stakeholder Meeting #2 March 24, 2014 

Stakeholder Meeting #3 April 25, 2014 

Advertisement of Public Meeting –Mississauga News (2 notices) 
April 16, 2014 

April 23, 2014 

City Website Notice of Public Meeting April 9, 2014 

DC Background Study & Draft By-law Released to the Public 
(Website & Hard Copy available in Clerks Office) 

City Media Advisory Issued 
April 29, 2014 

Mississauga News Cityscape –Notice of Public Meeting listed April 30, 2014 

Public Meeting Held in Council Chambers May 14, 2014 

Stakeholder Meeting #4 May 23, 2014 

Stakeholder Meeting #5 May 30, 2014 

DC Study and By-law for Council approval (deferred) June 11, 2014 

DC Study and By-law for Council approval (deferred) June 18, 2014 

DC Study and By-law for Council (approved) June 25, 2014 
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 City of Mississauga Development Charges By-laws Appendix 3 

DC By-law Number 
Effective 
Period 

Transition Period 
(BP –Building Permit) DC Act in effect 

0532-91 Approved Oct 21, 
1991 

October 22, 
1991 to Aug 11, 
1999 

BP Application Submitted 
before Oct 21, 1991  

BP issued by Jan 20, 
1992 

Development Charges 
Act, 1989 0375-96 Sept 4, 1996 to 

remove the expiry date for  
0532-91 DC By-law per 
transition rules of DC Act, 
1997 

n/a 

0329-1999 August 11, 1999 August 12, 1999 
to July 7, 2004 

BP Application Submitted 
before Aug 11, 1999  

BP issued by Dec 24, 
1999 

Development Charges 
Act, 1997 

0316-2004 July 7, 2004 July 8, 2004 to 
June 24, 2009 

BP Application Submitted 
before Jul 7, 2004 

BP issued by Dec 23, 
2004 

Development Charges 
Act, 1997 

0197-2009 Jun 24, 2009 
(repealed and replaced by 
0342-2009) 

 

Jun 25, 2009 to 
Nov 12, 2009 

BP Application Submitted 
by Dec 4, 2009 

BP issued by Apr 30, 
2010 

Development Charges 
Act, 1997 

0342-2009 Nov 11, 2009 Nov 12, 2009 to 
June 25, 2014 

BP Application Submitted 
by Dec 4, 2009 

BP issued by Apr 30, 
2010 

Development Charges 
Act, 1997 

0161-2014 Jun 25, 2014 Jun 26 2014 to 
June 25, 2019 

BP Application Submitted 
before Jun 25, 2014  

BP issued by Nov 11, 
2014 

Development Charges 
Act, 1997 
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Date: 2016/11/08 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
2017 Conversion of Full-Time Contract Staff to Permanent Status 

Recommendation 
That the report dated November 8, 2016 from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and 

Chief Financial Officer entitled “2017 Conversion of Full-Time Contract Staff to Permanent 

Status” be approved; and incorporated into the 2017 Operating Budget at a cost of $17,682. 

Comments 
There are two full-time contract positions that are recommended for conversion to full-time 

permanent status due to the ongoing need for the service provided by these positions.  The 

positions have existed for several years and are required to maintain current service levels. 

A list of the affected positions and justifications for each conversion is provided in the attached 

Appendix 1. 

Staff in contract positions that are renewed, such that they accumulate service with the City, 

have the same right to Employment Standards and Common Law notice of termination and 

severance as those in permanent positions. 

The contract positions are filled with well qualified employees but as the positions are not 

permanent, the incumbents do not receive benefits.  By converting these positions to permanent 

status, service levels will be maintained by qualified skilled individuals and internal equity will be 

maintained between long service contract employees in the positions and permanent staff.  

These positions are included in the full-time equivalent (FTE) staff numbers presented in the 

recommended 2017 Operating Budget. 

Financial Impact 
The cost of converting these two contract positions to permanent status is $17,682 which 

reflects additional salary and benefit costs, impacting the 2017 Operating Budget as defined in 

2017 Contract Conversion Appendix. 
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Conclusion 
The City has two full-time contract positions being recommended for conversion to full-time 

permanent status due to the ongoing continued need for the service provided by these 

positions.  Converting the positions to permanent status will provide consistency in service 

levels by attracting and retaining qualified skilled individuals, as well as ensuring internal equity 

amongst employees.

Attachments 
Appendix 1: 2017 Contract Conversions 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

Prepared by:   Ann Wong, Manager Business Planning and Reporting 
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Service Area Type of Position FTE Budget 
Impact FTE Conversion Justification

City Manager's 

Office

Municipal Lawyer - 

Transportation and 

Works

1
$12,823

(Capital)

A lawyer position within Legal Services continues to support the City’s ability to 

advise and represent the Transportation and Works (“T&W”) Department in 

respect of multiple large projects including the BRT and LRT. This position was 

originally a 3 year contract with cost recovered from capital projects. However 

the demands on Legal Services will require a lawyer dedicated to T&W matters. 

The cost this of conversion is $12,823. This position will continue to be funded 

through the capital budget with no impact on the operating budget.

Recreation Web Assistant 1
$17,682

(Operating)

As Recreation moves towards more digital content and relies less on print, a 

contract staff resource has been in place to meet this demand.  The conversion 

of the part time Contract Web Assistant position to a full time

grade B Web Assistant position will ensure the ongoing availability of this 

resource to help manage increased online demand. This contract position has 

been in place since  2011.

2017 Contract Conversions

Page 1
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Date: 2016/11/11 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and 
Chief Financial Officer 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Municipal Act Reporting Requirements under Ontario Regulation 284/09 

Recommendation 
That the report dated November 11, 2016 entitled “Municipal Act Reporting Requirements 

Under Ontario Regulation 284/09” from the Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief 

Financial Officer be received for information. 

Report Highlights 
 In accordance with Ontario Regulation 284/09, an annual report must be presented to

Council which outlines the estimated expenses that will be included in the annual financial

statements but are excluded from the 2017 budget, and the impact of these differences on

the accumulated surplus. The report should also include an analysis of the estimated

impact on the future tangible capital asset funding requirements.

 Amortization and post-employment benefits expenses are included in the City's financial

statements but not in the budget. If amortization and post-employment benefits were not

included in the City's financial statements, the accumulated surplus at the end of the year

would be $133.6 million higher.

 Regulation 284/09 does not require other adjustments to be disclosed in this report.  If all

differences between the annual financial statements and the 2017 budget were disclosed,

the annual financial statements would show a deficit of $19.4 million.

 The City provides for the replenishment of its assets through contributions to its reserve

funds, debt and from funding from other levels of government. The 2017 budget proposes

that $98 million be spent in the tax funded budget and $6.5 million in the storm water

charge funded budget for infrastructure renewal.

 The 2017 budget proposes that $2.7 million be provided to fund current post-employment

benefit payments. The City has a balance of $34.4 million in its Employee Benefits

Reserve Fund which may be used to offset the estimated liability of $64.2 million.
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Background 
The Municipal Act requires that municipalities prepare annual financial statements that are in 

accordance with generally accepted accounting principles (GAAP) for local governments as 

recommended by the Public Sector Accounting Board (PSAB) of the Chartered Professional 

Accountants of Canada (CPA Canada). PSAB standard 3150 requires the recording of the cost 

of tangible capital assets and related annual amortization expense on municipal financial 

statements.  

The budget is prepared on the cash basis of accounting which differs from PSAB in that 

revenue and expenses are recorded when received or spent rather than accrued in the year in 

which they are earned or measurable. The budget accounts for liabilities in whole or in part by 

setting aside funds for future use in reserves. There is no amortization or depreciation of assets, 

or deferral of development charges or other fees. These are recorded when received. Reserves 

may be increased or decreased through transfers between funds and not accounted for as a 

revenue or expense.  

The budget is prepared in accordance with the requirements of the Municipal Act, 

notwithstanding that it is prepared on a different basis of accounting from the annual financial 

statements. Ontario Regulation 284/09 was introduced as an attempt to reconcile the major 

differences between the annual financial statements and the budget. This regulation requires 

formal reporting to advise Council of the impact of not including these items. This report is 

required to be prepared and adopted at the time the budget is approved. 

Regulation 284/09 requires a Corporate Report to be prepared for Council’s adoption by 

resolution that identifies the impacts of not including amortization expenses, post-employment 

retirement benefits and solid waste landfill closure and post-closure expenses in the budget. 

Specifically, the report must provide an estimate of the change in the accumulated surplus of 

the municipality resulting from the exclusion of any of these expenses, and an analysis of the 

estimated impact of the exclusion of any of the expenses on the future tangible capital asset 

funding requirements of the municipality. 

Comments 
The purpose of the PSAB requirements in the annual financial statements is to fairly present the 

financial position of the City at a point in time (i.e., year end, which is December 31 for 

municipalities in Ontario). The financial statements require estimates of various liabilities, 

prepaid expenses and deferred revenues, and other items. These are disclosed in the 

Significant Accounting Policies Note 1 to the annual financial statements.   

The budget is not an accounting of the City’s financial position at a point in time. It is a spending 

control document, a revenue rate setting document and the means to calculate a property tax 

levy. This is specified in section 290 on the Municipal Act, “A local municipality shall, in the year 

or the immediately preceding year, prepare and adopt a budget including estimates of all sums 

required during the year for the purposes of the municipality…” Section 312 of the Municipal Act 

goes on to state “general local municipality levy means the amount the local municipality 
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decided to raise in its budget for the year under section 290 on all rateable property in the local 

municipality…” 

From time to time, municipalities have come under criticism from groups like C.D. Howe Institute 

that the budget should be prepared on the same basis of accounting as the annual financial 

statements to ensure that Council and the public are aware of the impact of not fully providing 

for all liabilities incurred by the City, and that by not doing so, the City is indebting future 

generations with costs incurred today. 

It is the view of Finance staff, that the City does provide this information through adoption of 

PSAB in the annual financial statements, the provision of the approved budget in the annual 

financial statements, which allows comparison of actual financial results to the budget 

estimates, and the provision of note 18 to the annual financial statements, which adjusts the 

approved budget to the same basis of accounting as the annual financial statements to allow for 

more meaningful comparison of actual and estimated budget results.  

Further, the City provides through this report, both the information required to comply with 

regulation 284/09 and a reconciliation between the budget as proposed to Council and the 

budget as if it were presented on a PSAB basis.  This reconciliation is shown in the financial 

impact section of this report and has been reproduced in its entirety from that shown in the 2017 

budget book on page U-8. (There will be a difference between the surplus/deficit shown in the 

budget book and that contained in note 18 to the annual financial statements because the 

former is an estimate based upon information known earlier in the year compared to the annual 

financial statements for which actual information at year end is available). 

It is important to note that there is a difference between a requirement to account for a revenue, 

expense or liability on a PSAB basis and actually receiving, spending or providing for those 

amounts with actual cash. The concern with fully funding in the budget all liabilities as identified 

through PSAB accounting is first that liabilities are an estimate at a point in time which can 

change in subsequent accounting periods and second that not all liabilities will need to be 

funded, or can be funded in another manner. For example, vacation pay does not need to be 

funded because it is the practice of the City to require employees to take their annual vacation, 

and in the year of retirement or leaving, the City does not incur replacement employee salaries 

because positions are not filled until the actual retirement date of the employee, which includes 

unused vacation time. Thus there is no additional cost to the City beyond the normal salary 

which would be paid to the employee regardless. Similarly, although the budget does not 

provide for amortization it does set aside funds through its reserves to pay for future renewal of 

its infrastructure. The budget also contains funding contributions from other levels of 

government (e.g., Gas tax and infrastructure funding, applied to infrastructure renewal) and debt 

funding. 

Financial Impact 
The following table provides a reconciliation between the budget as proposed to Council and the 

budget if it were presented on a PSAB basis. This table is reproduced in its entirety from page 

6.18



Budget Committee 
 

2016/11/11 4 

 

U-8 of the budget book. On a PSAB basis, the levy would need to be increased by $19.392 

million or 1.5% on the total tax bill. 

 

TAX BASE 

($000s)

STORMWATER 

($000s)

CONSOLIDATED 

($000s)

Proposed 2017 Net Operating Budget 462,761 0 462,761

REVENUE

Proposed 2017 Operating Budget 296,684 38,416 335,100

Adjustments:

   Property Tax Revenue 462,761 462,761

   Contributions from reserves and reserve funds (30,258) (30,258)

   Enersource dividend (10,100) (10,100)

Adjusted Operating Budget 719,087 38,416 757,503

Proposed 2017 Capital Budget 200,106 33,123 233,229

   Adjustments for transfers from reserve funds (178,206) (24,032) (202,238)

Adjusted Capital Budget 21,900 9,091 30,991

   Reserve funds interest 12,290 1,200 13,490

Total Revenue 753,277 48,707 801,984

EXPENSES

Proposed 2017 Operating Budget 759,445 38,416 797,861

Adjustments:

   Transfers to own (61,847) (28,553) (90,400)

   Amortization 120,230 10,411 130,641

   Debt principal repayments (15,847) (879) (16,726)

Adjusted Operating Budget 801,981 19,395 821,376

  Proposed 2017 Capital Budget 200,106 33,123 233,229

  Adjustments: Eliminate capital expense budget (200,106) (33,123) (233,229)

Adjusted Capital Budget 0 0 0

Total Expenses 801,981 19,395 821,376

Annual Surplus / (Deficit) (48,704) 29,312 (19,392)

O.Reg 284/09 requires the City to provide an estimate of the change in the accumulated surplus 

of the municipality resulting from the exclusion of amortization expenses, post-employment 

benefits expenses and solid waste landfill closure and post-closure expenses, and an analysis 

of the estimated impact of the exclusion of any of these expenses on the future tangible capital 

asset funding requirements. 

If these expenses were not included in the City's financial statements, the accumulated surplus 

at the end of the year would be $133.6 million higher. 

The estimated amortization expense based upon the historical cost of the underlying assets, in 

accordance with PSAB requirements is $131 million comprised of $121 million for the tax 

funded budget and $10 million for the storm water charge funded budget. Page B-61 of the 

budget book proposes $98 million be spent on infrastructure renewal in the tax funded budget, 
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for a funding gap of $23 million when compared to historical costs. The storm water budget 

proposes $6.5 million be spent on infrastructure renewal, for a funding gap of $3.5 million. 

The estimated post-employment benefits expense is $2.6 million with an estimated liability of 

$64.2 million at the end of 2017. The budget provides for estimated payments in 2017 of $2.7 

million and a balance in the Employee Benefits Reserve Fund of $32.4 million. The Employee 

Benefits Reserve fund provides funds related to Early Retirement, Vacation Pay, Group 

Insurance Benefit, Sick Leave and Worker's Compensation. 

Conclusion 
The City is required by O.Reg 284/09 of the Municipal Act to prepare and have Council approve 

an annual report prior to adopting the budget which identifies the changes in accumulated 

surplus if amortization and post-employment benefit expenses were excluded from the budget. 

If these expenses were not included in the City's financial statements, the City's 2017 

accumulated surplus would be $133.6 million higher. 

O.Reg 284/09 only requires that the impact of amortization and post-employment benefit 

expenses be disclosed. There are other differences in the basis of accounting used in the 2017 

budget and the annual financial statements. If these other differences are accounted for, the 

annual financial statements would show a deficit of $19.4 million. 

The City provides for the replenishment of its assets through contributions to its reserve funds 

and from funding from other levels of government as well as the issuance of debt. The 2017 

budget proposes that $98 million be spent in the tax funded budget and $6.5 million in the storm 

water funded budget for infrastructure renewal. 

The 2017 budget proposes that $2.7 million be provided to fund current post-employment 

benefit payments. The City has a balance of $32.4 million in its Employee Benefits Reserve 

Fund which may be used to offset the estimated liability of $64.2 million. 

 

 

 

 
 

Gary Kent, Commissioner of Corporate Services and Chief Financial Officer 

 

Prepared by:   Zubair Ahmed, BEng, MBA, CPA, CMA, Financial Policy Analyst 
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Date: November 18, 2016 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Edward R. Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and 
Building 

Originator’s file: 
CD.21.DEV 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Planning Application and Building Permit Fees 

Recommendation 
1. That the report dated November 18, 2016 from the Commissioner of Planning and Building

regarding Planning Application and Building Permit Fees be approved.

2. That the necessary amending by-law to the City’s Planning Act Processing Fees and

Charges By-law be prepared in accordance with Appendix 4 attached to the report entitled

“Planning Application and Building Permit Fees” dated November 18, 2016 to be in effect

on January 9, 2017.

3. That the necessary amending by-law to the City’s Building By-law be prepared in

accordance with Appendix 5 attached to the report entitled "Planning Application and

Building Permit Fees" dated November 18, 2016 to be in effect on January 9, 2017.

4. That the necessary amending by-law to the City’s General Fees and Charges By-law be

prepared in accordance with Appendices 4 and 5 attached to the report entitled "Planning

Application and Building Permit Fees" dated November 18, 2016 to be in effect on

January 9, 2017.

Report Highlights 
 Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson) was retained in 2016 to update the

comprehensive review of Planning Applications and Building Permit fees

 Overall application volumes have generally remained constant, but the application

characteristics have changed as a result of smaller sized developments and increased

alteration permits

 Careful consideration was given to legislative context, related costs, recent trends and
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future efficiencies in developing cost recovery fee structures  

 Modified fee structures recommended that will increase cost recovery and build a 

sustainable reserve fund for building permit revenue 

 

Background 
In 2011, Watson was retained by the City to identify the full costs associated with processing 

planning applications within sections/divisions of four City departments. In 2012, a new fee 

structure and rates were approved by Council with the intent of improving the City's cost 

recovery performance regarding planning application and building permit processing costs. 

 

In April 2016, Watson was retained to review the following: 

 

 Planning application fees charged in accordance with the Planning Act, excluding minor 

variance and consent application fees; to measure the changes; and to identify cost 

recovery improvements 

 Building permit fees charged in accordance with the Building Code Act; sign permit fees; 

and zoning review application fees 

 

The full technical report prepared by Watson titled “City of Mississauga Development Fees 

Review Study” is attached as Appendix 1. 

 

The consultant's report outlines the following: 

 Legislative context for the planning applications and building permit fees and charges 

review 

 Methodology undertaken 

 Activity based costing results for planning and building permit applications 

 Rate structure analysis 

 

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of the findings of the review and recommend 

new fee structures for planning and building permit application fees that will continue to increase 

cost recovery. 

 

Comments 
PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

 

Methodology 

The Activity Based Costing methodology used by Watson for the 2016 planning application fee 

review is the same method used for the 2011 review. The average processing times for different 

types of planning applications were based on time estimates provided by staff reflecting their 

involvement i.e. “hands-on-the-file”, for each application type. These average processing times 
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were applied to average planning application volumes to determine annual staff time required to 

process the various types of applications. 

 

Application Volumes and Characteristics 

The 2011 review was based on planning application volumes and characteristics exhibited 

during the period 2008 to 2010. The 2016 review considered the application volumes and 

characteristics over the 2011 to 2015 period. Comparing the two periods, the application 

volumes have remained relatively constant at approximately 340 applications per year. The 

average application characteristics have changed as a result of the increasing number of 

smaller sized development proposals. In other words, with the emphasis on infill development 

and redevelopment, as opposed to larger subdivisions with hundreds of similar lots, the number 

of units in more recent applications tends to be fewer, so economies of scale are not achieved. 

 

Staff Capacity 

Planning application processes consume approximately 39 full time equivalent (FTE) positions 

annually, compared to 35 FTE from the 2011 review. Although the application volumes have 

generally remained constant, the increase of 4 FTE is a result of increasingly complex 

development applications that require more staff effort; additional staff advice and guidance for 

applicants; multiple meetings to address resident concerns; Ontario Municipal Board (OMB) 

Hearings and the introduction of Section 37 negotiations. Further, as land prices increase, there 

is a trend for applicants to seek to maximize densities, thereby requiring substantial negotiations 

to achieve an acceptable project. 

 

Appendix 2 shows the percentage of time spent, by Department, for residential and non-

residential Rezoning and Site Plan applications. This illustrates typical application involvement 

by Department. It is important to note that the time spent by all Departments influences 

the costs. 

 

Costs and Cost Recovery 

The Watson report identifies the cost of processing differing types of applications and compares 

these per application processing costs with revenues by applying the City’s current fee 

structure.  Table 3-4 in the Watson report (Appendix 1) summarizes the cost recovery impacts 

by application type.  In aggregate, the Watson report concludes that the current planning 

application fees are recovering just under eighty percent of processing costs.  

 

Average revenues collected over the 2011-2015 period (adjusted for indexing to 2016 dollars) 

are $3.8 million.  Based on the full cost recovery recommendations in the Watson report, and 

historic average application volumes and characteristics, annual planning application revenues 

would be expected to increase by $1.0 million, to a total of $4.8 million annually.  

 

Watson report fee recommendations are based on 2016 dollars, therefore the recommended 

fees should be increased by the Consumer Price Index for implementation in 2017. 
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A.  PLANNING APPLICATION FEE STRUCTURE AND RATES 

In establishing fees, it is recognized that the Planning Act does not allow for cross subsidization 

of fees and that payment of fees can be made under protest and appealed to the OMB. For this 

reason, fees must be designed to recover the cost of processing each specific type of 

application.  The following provides highlights from the Watson Study. 

 

1.  Pre-application and DARC Meetings 

Pre-application meetings and Development Application Review Committee (DARC) meetings 

are “under recovering" costs due to the following: 

 No fees are currently being imposed for pre-application meetings 

 DARC meetings fees were set only to recover 50% of processing costs 

 The number of meetings held that do not result in a planning application 

 

The rationale behind no or reduced fees was to address the concern that it would discourage 

discussion with staff regarding development proposals. Since implementation of DARC Meeting 

fees, staff have recognized that these fees do not discourage discussion. 

 

As a result of “under recovering” costs for pre-application and DARC meetings, staff support full 

cost recovery for DARC meetings; and partial cost recovery for pre-application meetings. The 

reason for partial cost recovery for pre-application meetings is to address the wide variety of 

requests for pre-application meetings, including homeowners and small businesses. Staff do not 

want to discourage discussion with one-time applicants regarding small projects, such as an 

addition to a detached dwelling. It is important to note that these meeting fees would not apply 

to informal meetings with staff regarding application advice and guidance. Further, the amount 

paid for the meeting would be credited towards the total application fee at time of application 

submission. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #1: Implement partial cost recovery for pre-application meetings – $300 

(34.4% cost recovery). 

 

RECOMMENDATION #2: Implement full cost recovery for DARC meetings – $2,740 to $4,000 

depending on application type. 

 

2. Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking (PIL) 

Based on full cost recovery, an application for Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking (PIL) would 

generally cost more than the amount of a parking space. To make the PIL program more 

affordable and recognizing there is community benefit in providing PIL, staff support the 

continuation of partial cost recovery. The impact on cost recovery should be relatively low as the 

average volume for PIL applications is 3 to 4 applications per year. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #3: Continue with partial cost recovery for PIL applications – $800 (6.3% 

cost recovery for PIL and 9.2% cost recovery for PIL delegation). 

3. Small Businesses 
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In keeping with the principle that the fees should support achieving City policy directions, such 

as Mississauga Official Plan, staff support the continuation of partial cost recovery of Rezoning 

and Site Plan applications for small businesses. This would address concerns related to 

prohibitive fee levels for smaller businesses wishing to locate in designed Community Nodes 

such as Port Credit, Clarkson, Streetsville and Cooksville. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #4:  Continue with partial cost recovery (50%) of Rezoning and Site Plan 

applications for small-scale retail commercial development in C4 – Mainstreet Commercial 

Zone. 

 

4. Rezoning and/or Official Plan Amendment, Removal of Holding Symbol and Temporary 
Use By-law 

Watson’s recommended fee structure for Rezoning and/or Official Plan Amendment, Removal 

of Holding Symbol and Temporary Use By-law (including extensions) has increased 

significantly.  As an example, the recommendation for the base fee of a Rezoning application 

has increased by 97% (i.e. $30,832 to $60,840). The increased fee structure would continue to 

be one of the highest fees for a typical application in the Greater Toronto Area (GTA), as shown 

in Appendix 3.  Although the City’s fees are high, it is related to the fact that the City does not 

have the efficiencies of scale that can be achieved in areas that still have greenfield which the 

other 905 municipalities still have, and thereby able to “over recover” the cost of processing. 

 

Based on Watson’s recommendations, application fees would increase significantly, with the 

exception of Rezoning and/or Official Plan Amendment applications greater than 100 residential 

units, where the City would be “over recovering” costs of processing. 

 

Staff from various Departments are currently and/or will be involved in a number of process 

improvements, such as streamlining conditions; development and servicing agreements; and 

adding additional development applications to ePlans, which will potentially result in efficiencies. 

Prior to considering increasing the fees, the improvements should be implemented and a review 

undertaken to reassess the effort spent on applications. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #5: That the existing fee structure be maintained for Rezoning and/or 

Official Plan Amendment, Removal of Holding Symbol and Temporary Use By-law (including 

extensions), except for development proposals greater than 100 residential units. 

 

5. Subdivisions 

The cost recovery for Subdivision applications is slightly "over recovering". With the change in 

application characteristics, fees must be designed to recover the cost of processing each 

specific application type; therefore Watson has recommended that the variable rate per unit be 

decreased. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #6: Modify the existing fee structure in accordance with Watson's 

recommendations. 
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6. Condominium 

Condominium applications are “under recovering” costs of processing.  The review of these 

applications is largely a fixed process independent of application size; therefore the base fee 

should be increased. 

 

RECOMMENDATON #7: Modify the existing fee structure for Condominium in accordance with 

Watson's recommendations. 

 

7. Site Plan Approval 

A new fee category for a Master Site Plan has been introduced in order to recognize the extra 

work undertaken to layout road networks and services, any public parkland and determine 

location of buildings and amenity space prior to a Site Plan submission. As demonstrated in the 

recent Rogers Master Site Plan, considerable effort was undertaken for this review.  There 

will be future sites that will require a Master Site Plan (i.e. Inspiration Lakeview, 

Inspiration Port Credit). 

 

RECOMMENDATION #8: Implement a new fee for Master Site Plan in accordance with 

Watson's recommendations. 

 

The Watson Study recommends the following for Site Plans: 

 Increase base fee 

 Adjust variable rate per unit, square metre and hectare 

 Adjust maximum charge per application 

 

As a result of these changes, the recommended fees would generally  

 Increase for low and medium density residential, commercial, office and institutional 

 Decrease for high density residential and industrial 

 

Based on these changes, the average application would generally have a modest increase or 

decrease in fees depending on the application type.  Further, the changes would improve cost 

recovery due to the change in application characteristics. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #9: Modify the existing fee structure for Site Plan in accordance with 

Watson’s recommendations. 

 

8. Other Applications 

There are also other proposed minor adjustments to the fee structure, such as surcharges for 

the review of a parking utilization study; telecommunication tower applications; transactional 

process related to Part Lot Control; and changing the name of ‘Site Plan Minor’ to ‘Site Plan 

Control – Limited Circulation’. The full proposed modified fee structure for Planning Applications 

can be viewed in Appendix 4. 
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B. BUILDING APPLICATIONS 

Watson performed a similar analysis for building permits, sign permits, and zoning certificates 

as was done for planning applications. Staff provided Watson with baseline application data 

and activity processing times for applications processed from 2011 to 2015. Watson 

conducted an Activity Based Costing Analysis for each fee costing category and these 

estimates were reviewed against current resource capacity and past permit volumes. 

 

Base fees were adjusted in 2012 through amendments to the Building By-law and starting in 

2013 a 3% annual increase across the board was endorsed. Those base changes, coupled with 

the annual 3% increases, have worked well over the past 4 years to stabilize revenue, maximize 

cost recovery, and contribute to the Building Reserve. This same approach is recommended for 

building permits, sign permits, and zoning applications over the next 3 years, starting in 2017. 

 

 

1. Building Permits 

The Building Code Act allows for cross-subsidization of fees, unlike the restrictions on planning 

application fees. For this reason, it is possible to consider charging higher fees in some areas to 

make up for lower cost recovery in others to address concerns related to prohibitive fee levels 

for smaller residential and non-residential permits.  There has been a significant increase in the 

number of alteration type permits, both residential and non-residential, and a reduction in new 

buildings that has affected the ability to continue to recover costs at a reasonable rate. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #10: Modify the existing fee structure for alteration permits. Add the base 

fee of $145.00 for residential alterations or $245.00 for non-residential alterations to the variable 

rate of $5.75/m
2
 of renovated area, in accordance with the Watson recommendations. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #11:  Modify the existing fee structure for new buildings to achieve a 

higher cost recovery in accordance with Watson’s recommendations. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #12:  Modify other fees by 3% annually starting in 2018 to keep pace with 

increases in costs. 

 

2. Conditional Building Permits 

Increasingly, Conditional Permits are being requested to be extended beyond originally intended 

expiration dates. Extending these conditional permits requires additional effort from staff as well 

as increased monitoring. Currently, the costs associated with extending of conditional permits 

are not being recovered. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #13: Modify the existing fee structure for extending Conditional Permits – 

20% of the original conditional permit fee or a minimum of $850. 

3. Shoring 

A new permit fee category for ‘shoring’ is proposed. Shoring is typically an earth supporting 

system to facilitate the underground large excavation allowing building foundations and 
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underground floors to be constructed. The structure itself meets the definition of a ‘building’ 

under the Ontario Building Code and would require a permit. While this construction is not new 

to Mississauga, its use has become more frequent and with the proximity to roads, sewers, and 

utility services, has caused increased scrutiny, thus requiring additional review to ensure that 

this infrastructure is not adversely affected during building construction. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #14: Implement a new fee category for Shoring – Variable rate charge at 

$11.52 per linear metre of shoring. 

 

4. Second Units 

There has been a large increase in building permit activity in conjunction with the Second Units 

Registration By-law, and an increase in compliant investigations resulting in building permit 

requests. During the last two years, over 250 second unit building permits have been submitted 

at an average fee of $908. While this is above the average Part 9 Alteration permit fee of $394, 

the overall cost to process these applications is close to $3,000 per permit.  The registration 

process is included along with the building permit process; however, the cost to process the 

registration is not being recovered.  Currently, one contract staff is funded from the building 

permit reserve dedicated to processing second unit registration in addition to the current staff 

complement.  A base fee of $145.00 is proposed in addition to the existing variable fee of 

$9.25/m2 to partially recover the cost associated with processing second unit registrations. The 

resulting average fee for a second unit building permit would be $1,053. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #15: Modify the existing fee structure for Second Units to $145 plus 

variable rate of $9.25/m2. 

 

5. Sign Permits and Sign By-law Variances 

Based on the Watson analysis, sign permit fees are not recovering the cost of service by a 

shortfall of $90,000 annually. By having Transportation and Works assume the responsibility of 

illegal sign removal from boulevards as part of their other boulevard cleanup work, efficiencies 

will be achieved and the shortfall reduced. The Watson study has also identified sign by-law 

variances applications not being fully recovered. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #16: That the existing fee structure for Sign Permits be maintained. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #17: Implement full cost recovery for Sign By-law Variances – $1,202.  

 

 

 

 

 

6. Zoning Certificates 

Increasing the Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Fee to full cost levels, i.e. $759 per application, 

will bring Zoning Fees to full cost levels in aggregate. Fees associated with Zoning Certificates 
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are authorized under the Planning Act.  Municipalities are not able to cross subsidize those 

applications with other building permits. 

 

The current fee for Zoning Certificates is $267 and to raise it to the full recovery level may be 

onerous for applicants. 

 

RECOMMENDATION #18: Implement partial cost recovery for Zoning Certificates – $500 

(65.8% cost recovery). 

 

7. Other Building Applications 

Other modest increases to variable rate fees for new construction are proposed to provide a 

larger base for cross subsidization; supplement the building permit reserve; and keep pace with 

neighbouring municipalities.  The full proposed modified fee structure for Building Applications 

can be viewed in Appendix 5. 

 

Financial Impact 
The 2017 Land Development Services budget is $3.8 million for planning application revenue 

and $8.8 million for building permit revenue. The following table shows the potential impact on 

the 2017 City tax levy.  The ‘2017 Budgeted Revenue’ is based on the current fee structure and 

is reflected in the 2017 Budget Book. The two scenarios for ‘Projected Revenue’ include 

Watson’s full cost recovery fee structure and the proposed modified fee structure, which are 

both listed in Appendices 4 and 5.  

 

 Planning Applications Building Permits 

Actual Annual Average Revenue 
collected between  2011-2015  
(Indexed to 2016$) 

$3,800,000 $9,800,000 

2017 Budgeted Revenue - Current Fee 
Structure (a)  $3,800,000 $8,800,000 

Projected Revenue - Watson’s Full 
Cost Recovery Fee Structure $4,800,000 $9,600,000 

Projected Revenue - Proposed 
Modified Fee Structure (b) $4,300,000 $9,600,000 

Impact of Proposed Fee Structure on 
2017 Net Operating Budget (a - b) ($500,000) ($800,000) 

Impact on 2017 City tax levy (0.1%) (0.2%) 
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By approving the fee structure outlined in Appendices 4 and 5, there will be a projected 
$1,300,000 of revenue generated beyond what was in the original budget submission from 
Planning and Building. 

 

Conclusion 
A staff review of the Watson 2016 Study concluded that a modified fee structure for Planning 

Applications and Building Permits should be implemented and be effective January 9, 2017.  

The modified fee structure should improve cost recovery of service and continue to contribute to 

the reserve fund for building permit revenue. 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Watson & Associates Economists Ltd., City of Mississauga Development Fees 

Review Study, November 18, 2016 

Appendix 2: Percentage of Time Spent on Planning Applications by Department 

Appendix 3: Municipal Planning and Building Fees Comparison 

Appendix 4: Planning Application Fees 

Appendix 5: Building Application Fees 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Edward R. Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and Building 

 

Prepared by:   Timothy Lee, Planner 
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1. Introduction 

1.1 Background 

In 2011, Watson and Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson), was retained by the City of 
Mississauga (City) to update the comprehensive review of planning application fees that 
was undertaken initially in 2008.  The 2011 Study expanded the scope of the review to 
include building permits, signs, and zoning fees.  The 2011 review assessed the 
activity-based costs of processing planning application fees, and administration and 
enforcement under the Building Code Act through building permit fees.  Processing 
activities for planning applications excluded staff time related to planning policy and 
special projects to focus cost recovery on processing resources.  Moreover, building 
permit fees were assessed in the context of providing sustainable operations over the 
long-term through the maintenance of a Building Code Act reserve fund. 

Since the preparation of the 2011 Study, development patterns within the City continue 
to bring about changes in planning application and building permit volumes, and 
changed in application characteristics resulting in budgetary pressures.  These 
changes, as well as recent changes in provision of application processing services (e.g. 
the adoption of E-plans requirements for development applications), have necessitated 
the need to update the City’s development fees. 

Watson was retained in 2016 to undertake an update to the City’s development fees 

model.  This technical report summarizes the legislative context for the fees review, 
provides in detail, the methodology utilized to assess the full costs of processing 
development fee applications and presents the financial implications of full cost 
recovery and the associated fee schedules. 
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1.2 Study Process 

Set out in Table 1-1 is the project work plan that has been undertaken in the review of 
the City’s development fees. 

Table 1-1 
Development Fees Review Study Work Plan 

Work Plan Component Description of Critical Path Component 

1. Project Initiation and 

Orientation 

• Project initiation meeting with Core Working Team to 
review project scope, methodology and work plan 

• Core Working Team Meeting to review legislative context, 
development fee trends, ABC full cost methodology and 
refinements to fee categorization and service delivery  

2. Review Background 

Information 

• Review of ABC model, cost recovery policies, reserve fund 
policies and by-laws 

• Establish municipal comparators 
• Review 2011-2015 cost recovery performance and 

application patterns 

3. Municipal Policy Research 

and Municipal User Fee 

Comparison 

• Assist City staff with municipal development fee policy 
research regarding development fee structures and 
implementation policies 

• Prepare municipal comparison survey for municipalities and 
fees identified in Task #2 

4. Development Fee Application 

Processing Effort Review 

 

• City staff meetings with Core Working Team members to 
review and refine fee design parameters   

• Working sessions reviewed established development fee 
review costing categories with regard to processing 
distinctions by application type.  These categories, and any 
refinements, were costed through an update to the City’s 
existing ABC model 

• In collaboration with City staff, existing process maps 
reviewed and new process maps developed with regard to 
fee categories/processes established through these 
discussions 

5. Design and Execution of 

Direct Staff Processing Effort 

Estimation  

 

• Updated development application processing activity maps 
were reviewed with City staff within each of the Core 
Working Team business units to establish effort estimation 
data reflecting updated processes, including E-plans 
submissions 

• City staff conducted effort estimation workshops with 
participating divisions and sections to collect processing 
effort estimates 

• Effort estimates were examined to quantify and test overall 
staff capacity utilization (i.e. capacity analysis) for 
reasonableness 
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6. Update ABC model to 

determine the full costs of the 

development fee processes  

• The City’s ABC model was updated to reflect the current 
cost base (i.e. 2016$),fee costing categories, direct and 
indirect cost drivers, data flows and full cost fee schedule 
generation 

7. Calculation of Full Cost 

Recovery Fees and Financial 

Impact Analysis 

 

• Modeled costing results were used to generate full cost 
recovery fee structure options 

• Full cost recovery fee structure options were considered in 
consultation with the Core Working Team  

• A reserve fund continuity forecast was prepared, in the 
context of the legislative authority for the maintaining 
building operations and sustainability targets 

• Overall financial impact and development fee structure 
impact analysis was undertaken 

• Provided impact analysis for sample development types and 
for municipal comparators 

8. Draft and Final Report • Draft Report findings prepared and present to Core 
Working Team and Leadership Team 

• Final Report prepared and presented to development 
industry stakeholders and City Planning Committee  

  

1.3 Legislative Context for Fees Review 

The context for the development fees review is framed by the statutory authority 
available to City to recover the costs of service.  The statutory authorities that must be 
considered are the Planning Act, which governs the imposition of fees for recovery of 
planning application processing, Section 7 of the Ontario Building Code Act, governing 
building permit fees and Part XII (S.391) of the Municipal Act, for municipal services 
without statutory authority such as signs permits and zoning fees.  The following 
summarizes the provisions of these statutes as they pertain to fees. 

1.3.1 Planning Act, 1990 

Section 69 of the Planning Act, allows municipalities to impose fees through by-law for 
the purposes of processing planning applications.  In determining the associated fees, 
the Act requires that: 

“The council of a municipality, by by-law, and a planning board, by resolution, 
may establish a tariff of fees for the processing of applications made in respect of 
planning matters, which tariff shall be designed to meet only the anticipated cost 
to the municipality or to a committee of adjustment or land division committee 
constituted by the council of the municipality or to the planning board in respect 
of the processing of each type of application provided for in the tariff.” 
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Section 69 establishes many cost recovery requirements that municipalities must 
consider when undertaking a full cost recovery fee design study.  The Act specifies that 
municipalities may impose fees through by-law and that the anticipated costs of such 
fees must be cost justified by application type as defined in the tariff of fees (e.g. 
Subdivision, Zoning By-Law Amendment, etc.).  Given the cost justification 
requirements by application type, this would suggest that cross-subsidization of 
planning fee revenues across application types is not permissible.  For instance, if Site 
Plan application fees were set at levels below full cost recovery for policy purposes this 
discount could not be funded by Subdivision application fees set at levels higher than 
full cost recovery.  Our interpretation of the Section 69 is that any fee discount must be 
funded from other general revenue sources such as property taxes.  In comparison to 
the cost justification requirements of the Building Code Act, where the justification point 
is set at the aggregate level of the Act, the requirements of the Planning Act are more 
stringent in this regard. 

The legislation further indicates that the fees may be designed to recover the 
“anticipated cost” of processing each type of application, reflecting the estimated costs 
of processing activities for an application type.  This reference to anticipated costs 
represents a further costing requirement for a municipality.  It is noted that the statutory 
requirement is not the actual processing costs related to any one specific application.  
As such, actual time docketing of staff processing effort against application categories 
or specific applications does not appear to be a requirement of the Act for compliance 
purposes.  As such our methodology which is based on staff estimates of application 
processing effort meets with the requirements of the Act and is in our opinion a 
reasonable approach in determining anticipated costs. 

The Act does not specifically define the scope of eligible processing activities and there 
are no explicit restrictions to direct costs as previously witnessed in other statutes.  
Moreover, recent amendments to the fee provisions of the Municipal Act and Building 
Code Act are providing for broader recognition of indirect costs.  Acknowledging that 
staff effort from multiple business units is involved in processing planning applications, it 
is our opinion that such fees may include direct costs, capital-related costs, support 
function costs directly related to the service provided, and general corporate overhead 
costs apportioned to the service provided.   

The payment of Planning Act fees can be made under protest with appeal to the Ontario 
Municipal Board (OMB) if the applicant believes the fees were inappropriately charged 
or are unreasonable.  The OMB will hear such an appeal and determine if the appeal 
should be dismissed or direct the municipality to refund payment in such amount as 
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determined by the Board.  These provisions confirm that fees imposed under the 
Planning Act are always susceptible to appeal.  Unlike other fees and charges (e.g. 
Development Charges) there is no legislated appeal period related to the timing of by-
law passage, mandatory review period or public process requirements. 

1.3.2 Building Code Act, 1992 

Section 7 of the Building Code Act provides municipalities with general powers to 
impose fees through passage of a by-law.  The Act provides that: 

“The council of a municipality…may pass by-laws 

(c) Requiring the payment of fees on applications for and issuance of permits 
and prescribing the amounts thereof; 

(d) Providing for refunds of fees under such circumstances as are 
prescribed;” 

The Building Code Statute Law Amendment Act imposed additional requirements on 
municipalities in establishing fees under the Act, in that: 

“The total amount of the fees authorized under clause (1)(c) must not exceed the 
anticipated reasonable cost of the principal authority to administer and enforce 
this Act in its area of jurisdiction.” 

 In addition, the amendments also require municipalities to: 

 Reduce fees to reflect the portion of service performed by a Registered Code 
Agency; 

 Prepare and make available to the public annual reports with respect to the fees 
imposed under the Act and associated costs; and 

 Undertake a public process, including notice and public meeting requirements, 
when a change in the fee is proposed. 

O.Reg. 305/03 is the associated regulation arising from the Building Code Statute Law 

Amendment Act, 2002.  The regulation provides further details on the contents of the 
annual report and the public process requirements for the imposition or change in fees.  
With respect to the annual report, it must contain the total amount of fees collected, the 
direct and indirect costs of delivering the services related to administration and 
enforcement of the Act, and the amount of any reserve fund established for the 
purposes of administration and enforcement of the Act.  The regulation also requires 
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that notice of the preparation of the annual report be given to any person or organization 
that has requested such notice.   

Relating to the public process requirements for the imposition or change in fees, the 
regulations require municipalities to hold at least one public meeting and that at least 
21-days notice be provided via regular mail to all interested parties.  Moreover, the 
regulations require that such notice include, or be made available upon request to the 
public, an estimate of the costs of administering and enforcing the Act, the amount of 
the fee or change in existing fee and the rationale for imposing or changing the fee. 

The Act specifically requires that fees “must not exceed the anticipated reasonable 

costs” of providing the service and establishes the cost justification test at the global 
Building Code Act level.  With the Act requiring municipalities to report annual direct and 
indirect costs related to fees, this would suggest that Building Code Act fees can include 
general corporate overhead indirect costs related to the provision of service.  Moreover, 
the recognition of anticipated costs also suggests that municipalities could include costs 
related to future compliance requirements or fee stabilization reserve fund contributions.  
As a result, Building Code Act fees modeled in this exercise include direct costs, capital-
related costs, indirect support function costs directly consumed by the service provided, 
and corporate management costs related to the service provided, as well as provisions 
for future anticipated costs.  

1.3.3 Municipal Act, 2001 

Part XII of the Municipal Act provides municipalities and local boards with broad powers 
to impose fees and charges via passage of a by-law.  These powers, as presented in 
s.391 (1), include imposing fees or charges: 

 “for services or activities provided or done by or on behalf of it; 
 for costs payable by it for services or activities provided or done by or on behalf 

of any other municipality or any local board; and 
 for the use of its property including property under its control.” 

This section of the Act also allows municipalities to charge for capital costs related to 
services that benefit existing persons.  The eligible services for inclusion under this 
subsection of the Act have been expanded by the Municipal Statute Law Amendment 

Act.  Moreover, the amendments to the Act have also embraced the broader recognition 
for cost inclusion within municipal fees and charges with recognition under s.391(3) that 
“the costs included in a fee or charge may include costs incurred by the municipality or 
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local board related to administration, enforcement and the establishment, acquisition 
and replacement of capital assets”.   

Fees and charges included in this review, permissible under the authority of the 
Municipal Act would include zoning fees and sign permits that are not specifically 
provided for under the statutes identified above.   

In contrast to cost justification requirements under other legislation, the Municipal Act 
does not impose explicit requirements for cost justification when establishing fees for 
municipal services.  However, in setting fees and charges for these services, 
municipalities should have regard for legal precedents and the reasonableness of fees 
and charges.  The statute does not provide for appeal of fees and charges to the 
Ontario Municipal Board, however, fees and charges may be appealed to the courts if 
municipalities are acting outside of their statutory authority.  Furthermore, no public 
process or mandatory term for fees and charges by-laws is required under the Act.  
There is, however, a requirement that municipal procedural by-laws provide for 
transparency with respect to the imposition of fees and charges. 
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2. Activity Based Costing Development 
Fees 

2.1 Methodology 

An ABC methodology, as it pertains to municipal governments, assigns an 
organization's resource costs through activities to the services provided to the public.  
Conventional municipal accounting structures are typically not well suited to the costing 
challenges associated with development or other service processing activities, as these 
accounting structures are business unit focussed and thereby inadequate for fully 
costing services with involvement from multiple City business units.  An ABC approach 
better identifies the costs associated with the processing activities for specific user fee 
types and thus is an ideal method for determining full cost recovery development fees. 

As illustrated in Figure 2-1, an ABC methodology attributes processing effort and 
associated costs from all participating municipal business units to the appropriate 
development fee service categories.  The resource costs attributed to processing 
activities and application categories include direct operating costs, indirect support 
costs, and capital costs.  Indirect support function and corporate overhead costs are 
allocated to direct business units according to operational cost drivers (e.g. information 
technology costs allocated based on the relative share of departmental personal 
computers supported).  Once support costs have been allocated amongst direct 
business units, the accumulated costs (i.e. indirect, direct and capital costs) are then 
distributed across the various development fee service categories, based on the 
business unit’s direct involvement in the processing activities.  The assessment of each 
business unit’s direct involvement in the development application review process is 
accomplished by tracking the relative shares of staff processing effort across each 
development fee category’s sequence of mapped process steps.  The results of 
employing this costing methodology provides municipalities with a better recognition of 
the costs utilized in delivering development application review processes, as it 
acknowledges not only the direct costs of resources deployed but also the operating 
and capital support costs required by those resources to provide services. 

The following sections of this chapter review each component of the ABC methodology 
as it pertains to the City’s development fees review. 
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Figure 2-1 
Activity Based Costing Conceptual Cost Flow Diagram  

 

2.2 Application Category Definition 

Departmental business units deliver a variety of development application fee related 
services, including those administered under the Planning Act, Building Code Act, and 
Municipal Act.  These services are captured in various cost objects or development fee 
categories.  A critical component of the full cost development application fees review is 
the selection of the costing categories.  This is an important first step as the process 
design, effort estimation and subsequent costing is based on these categorization 
decisions.  It is also important from a compliance stand point where, as noted 
previously, the Planning Act requires fees to be cost justified by application type 
consistent with the categorization contained within the City’s tariff of fees. 

The fee categorization process was developed during the City’s prior fee reviews and 
refined as part of the current fee review.  Refinements as part of this review occurred at 
that outset of the assignment, during initial sessions with City staff. 

Given the cost justification requirements of the Planning Act and comments of the OMB 
with respect to marginal costing, the fee categories reflecting the differing levels of effort 
within application types previously established was primarily maintained with some 
updates.  This level of disaggregation within application types is in direct response to 
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the comments of the OMB and reflects an evolution in the costing methodology to 
exceed the statutory requirements and to better understand the factors influencing 
processing effort.  Furthermore, while not statutorily required, this methodology has also 
been extended to building permit fees to better understand the City’s current pricing and 

its implications on full cost recover of services.   

Summarized in Table 2-1 and 2-2 are the development fee costing categories that are 
included in the City’s model and used to rationalize changes to the City’s fee schedules. 

The following explains the rationale for the planning application categorization decisions 

utilized in the fee review: 

 When the City receives an application for an Official Plan Amendment it is 
typically submitted in conjunction with a Zoning By-law Amendment application.  
As such the process was costed jointly to reflect these concurrent processes.  
While situations are rare where only an applicant-initiated OPA application would 
be submitted, in consultation with the Core Working Team it was determined that 
a standalone OPA application should be costed through this review;    

 Planning application fees were disaggregated by development type (e.g. 
residential, commercial/office, industrial etc.) for Official Plan/Zoning By-law 
Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan application types to 
reflect differences in processing effort typically experienced.  Site Plan 
categorization went beyond development type to consider application size and 
location characteristics; 

 Removal of Holding Symbol applications were perceived to have distinct 
processing requirements if the development was within the City Downtown area 
or outside of the City Downtown area.  As such multiple application categories 
were costed for this type; 

 Condominium application fees were disaggregated to reflect distinctions in level 
of processing effort relating to application type (i.e. standard or common 
element);  

 Recognizing that there may be characteristics to an application that are not 
included in the typical process a number of surcharge fees were costed.  These 
surcharges reflect additional fees that could be levied by the City for a number of 
sub-processes including: EIS environmental review, parking utilization studies, 
forestry inspection, heritage review, and minor site plan issues (e.g. landscape 
inspection, storm drainage, environmental, fire and forestry); 
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Table 2-1 
Planning Application Fee Types and Costing Categories 

Planning Application Type Planning Application Costing Category 

Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law 
Amendment 

Detached and Semi-Detached 

Townhouse 
Apartment 
Commercial 
Industrial/Office 

Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 

Zoning By-law Amendment (ZBA) 

Detached and Semi-Detached 
Townhouse 
Apartment 
Commercial 
Industrial/Office 

Site Plan 

Infill Housing 
Mixed Use 
Downtown Apartment 
Apartment 
Commercial 
Industrial Small 
Industrial Medium 
Industrial Large  
Industrial Very Large 
Institutional Public/Other 
Institutional School 
Inspection – Infill – Initial Inspection 
Inspection – Infill – Subsequent Inspection 
Inspection – Non-Infill – Initial Inspection 
Inspection – Non-Infill – Subsequent Inspection 
Express Site Plan Approval (SPAX) 
Minor Site Plan 
Master Site Plan 

Site Plan Minor Surcharge 

Planning and Building Landscape Inspection 
Transportation and Works Development Engineering 
Review 
Transportation and Works Storm Drainage Review 
Transportation and Works Environmental Review 
Transportation and Works Traffic Review 
Community Services Fire Review 
Community Services Forestry Review 
Community Services Heritage Review 

Removal of Holding Symbol Downtown 
 All Other 
Part Lot Control Exemption 
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Table 2-1 (cont’d) 
Planning Application Fee Types and Costing Categories 

Planning Application Type Planning Application Costing Category 

Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking 
Standard 

 
Delegation 

Temporary Use By-Law 
Standard 
Extension 

Condominium 
Standard  
Common Element 

Telecommunication Towers 
Standard 
Public Meeting 

Development Application Review Committee 
Preliminary Meetings 
Subdivision 
EIS Environmental Surcharge (applicable for 
ZBA, OPA/ZBA and Subdivision 
applications) 

Environmental Review 
EIS Minor 
EIS Major 

Parking Utilization Study (applicable for ZBA and OPA/ZBA applications) 

Forestry Inspection Fee 

Heritage Surcharge 
HIA 
HIA and Conservation 

Table 2-2 
Building Permits, Sign Permits and Zoning Fee Types and Costing Categories 

Application Type Application Costing Category 

Building Permits 

 Assembly  

 Institutional  
 Residential - Apartment  
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached/ Townhouse 
(>400 m2)  
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached (<400 m2)  
 Residential -  Townhouse (<400 m2)  
 Residential -  Addition (Detached / Semi / Townhouse)  
 Business and Personal Service - Shell  
 Business and Personal Service - Finished  
 Mercantile - Shell  
 Mercantile - Finished  
 Industrial - Shell  
 Industrial - Finished  
 Part 3 Building Alterations  
 Part 9 Building Alterations  
 Other Building Alterations  
 Occupancy of Unfinished Building  
 Conditional  
 Demolition  
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Table 2-2 (cont’d) 
Building Permits, Sign Permits and Zoning Fee Types and Costing Categories 

Building Permits 
 Sign Fascia  
 Sign Ground  

Sign Permits 

 Portable Sign - Counter Service - Road Allowances  
 Portable Sign - On-line Service - Road Allowances  
 Portable Sign - Counter Service - Private Property  
 Portable Sign - On-line Service - Private Property  
 Portable Signs - Festivals  
 Permanent Sign - Sign By-law  
 Sign Variance  

  Sign Removal - Litter, Summer Projects, Elections  

Zoning Fees 

 Pre-Application Zoning Review - Residential  
 Pre-Application Zoning Review - Non - Residential  
 Zoning Letters  
 Swimming Pool Review Process  
 Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Process  

 
 Site Plan inspections for infill and non-infill applications were costed, as wells as 

for subsequent inspections, recognizing the reduction in processing efforts with 
each subsequent inspection; 

 DARC meeting and preliminary meeting sub-processes were costed, as 
requirements for some rezoning, rezoning/OPA, subdivision, and site plan 
applications; and 

 Application processes identified for reviews relating to telecommunication towers. 

In addition to these initial categorization decisions, fee costing categories were 
established and expanded to include: 

 Master Site Plans which encompass an agreement for the long-term 
development of large land parcels, structuring road networks, amenity spaces, 
placement of building, and landscaping prior to Site Plan agreement for 
subsequent project phases; 

 Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking was expanded to include a delegation 
process, to capture applications for which a public meeting process is not 
required; 

 The Heritage Surcharge was expanded into two categories reflective of the 
distinction between reviews requiring only a Heritage Impact Assessment and 
those also requiring a Conservation Review;  

 Two additional minor surcharges were identified for Site Plan processes (i.e. 
heritage review and traffic review) to capture processing effort not currently 
accounted for in the existing surcharge processes; and 
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 Temporary Use By-laws and Temporary Use By-law extensions had previously 
been costed internally by the City.  The application types were added to the 
A.B.C. to verify internal City costing and current fees. 

For building permits, sign permits and zoning applications, fee categorization decisions 
established in the 2011 Study were maintained in this review, reflecting: 

 Differences in processing activities, effort and mandatory review and inspections 
by group as specified under the Building Code; 

 Within a specific group, disaggregation by development type (e.g. residential 
apartment, residential single/semi-detached, business personal service shell, 
business personal service finished); 

 Application size characteristics (e.g. residential permit application greater and 
less than 400 square metres);  

 Differences related to new development permits and building permits for 
additions and alterations by development type (i.e. Part 9, Part 3 or other); 

 Sign permits reflect processing effort differences for counter permit applications 
and on-line application processes; and  

 Zoning applications include pre-application zoning reviews pertaining to 
applicable law requirements under the Building Code, as well as separate zoning 
letter and certificate programs.  

2.3 Processing Effort Cost Allocation 

To capture each participating City staff member’s relative level of effort in processing 
development applications, process templates were prepared for each of the above 
referenced application costing categories.  The planning application process templates 
were generated initially during the 2008 review and subsequently updated during the 
2011 review, along with the creation of processing templates for building permits, sign 
permits and zoning fees.  As part of this review study, these process templates were 
updated by the Core Working Team for additional costing categories to reflect up-to-
date processes, including E-plans submission requirements. 

The individual process maps were populated with results from the 2011 review, 
reflecting the level of involvement in processing activities from participating City 
business units at that time.  These effort estimates were refined by the participating 
business units to reflect the current processing activities and efforts reflective of current 
application characteristics. 
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Annual processing effort per staff position was compared with available processing 
capacity to determine overall service levels.  Subsequent to this initial capacity analysis, 
working sessions were held with the City staff to further define the scope and nature of 
various departments’ involvement in development application review processes to 
reflect current staff utilization levels.  As was the approach in the previous review, these 
refinements provided for the recognition of efforts within the development fees review 
processes ancillary to direct processing tasks, i.e. management and application 
oversight activities by departmental senior management, and enforcement activities 
under the authority of the Building Code.  Effort related to planning policy and special 
projects related to planning applications was not included in the definition of planning 
application processing activities, consistent with the City’s practice in the 2011 fee 
review. 

The capacity utilization results are critical to the full cost recovery fee review because 
the associated resourcing costs follow the activity generated effort of each participating 
staff member into the identified development fee categories.  As such, considerable 
time and effort was spent ensuring the reasonableness of the capacity utilization results.  
The overall departmental fee recovery levels underlying the calculations are provided in 
Chapter 3 of this report. 

2.4 Direct Costs 

Direct costs refer to the employee costs (salaries, wages and benefits), materials and 
supplies, services and rents that are typically consumed by directly involved 
departments or business units.  Based on the results of the resource capacity analysis 
summarized above, the proportionate share of each individual’s direct costs are 
allocated to the respective planning application fee categories.  The direct costs 
included in the City’s costing model are taken from the City’s 2015 budget 
(subsequently indexed to 2016$ base year using CPI of 1.85%) and include cost 
components such as:  

 Labour Costs, e.g. salary, wages and benefits; 
 Staff Development Costs; 
 Communication Costs; 
 Transportation Costs; 
 Equipment Costs and Maintenance Agreements; 
 Contractor and Professional Services; 
 Advertising and Promotions; and 
 Materials, Supplies and Other Services. 
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It should be noted that transfers to reserves (reserve funds) and transfers to capital 
have been excluded from the direct service costs, as these reflect financing costs.  
Moreover, capital costs have been provided for separately within the analysis. 

Table 2-3 
City Business Units Directly Participating in Development Application Review 

City Manager Department 

-Economic Development 

 

-Legal Services 
 

Community Services Department 

-Fire Prevention and Life Safety 

-Forestry 

 

-Parks Planning  

-Parks Development 

 

-Culture and Heritage 

Planning 

 Corporate Services Department 

-Office of the Clerk 

 

-Corporate Finance 

 

 

Planning and Building Department 

-Building  

-Business and Customer Service 

 

-Development and Design 

 

 

 

-Policy Planning 

 

 Transportation and Works Department 

-Transportation and Infrastructure 

Planning 

 

-Transit 

 

 

-Engineering and 

Construction 

  

2.5 Indirect Cost Functions and Cost Drivers 

An activity based costing review includes both the direct service cost of providing 
service activities as well as the indirect support costs that allow direct service business 
units to perform these functions.  The method of allocation employed in this analysis is 
referred to as a step costing approach.  Under this approach, support function and 
general corporate overhead functions are classified separate from direct service 
delivery departments.  These indirect cost functions are then allocated to direct service 
delivery departments based on a set of cost drivers, which subsequently flow to 
development fee categories according to staff effort estimates.  Cost drivers are a unit 
of service that best represent the consumption patterns of indirect support and 
corporate overhead services by direct service delivery business units.  As such, the 
relative share of a cost driver (units of service consumed) for a direct department 
determines the relative share of support/corporate overhead costs attributed to that 
direct service department.  An example of a cost driver commonly used to allocate 
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information technology support costs would be a business unit’s share of supported 

personal computers.  Cost drivers are used for allocation purposes acknowledging that 
these business units do not typically participate directly in the development review 
process, but that their efforts facilitate services being provided by the City’s direct 
business units.   

Table 2-4 summarizes the support and corporate overhead functions included in the 
development fees calculations and the cost drivers assigned to each function for cost 
allocation purposes.  The indirect support and corporate overhead cost drivers used in 
the fees model reflects accepted practices within the municipal sector by municipalities 
of similar characteristics.   

Table 2-4 
Indirect Support and Corporate Overhead Functions and Cost Drivers 

Indirect Cost Functions Cost Driver 

Indirect Support Functions  

Building Maintenance 

 

Occupied facility square footage  Facility Maintenance Occupied facility square footage 
 Security  Occupied facility square footage 
 Building Operations  Occupied facility square footage 
 Energy Management  Occupied facility square footage 
 Community Services Departmental Support  Departmental Operating Expenditures 
 Fire & Emergency Support Services  Departmental Operating Expenditures 
 Parks & Rec. Divisional Support Services  Departmental Operating Expenditures 
 Information Technology  Personal Computers 
 Corporate Human Resources  Payroll Transactions 
 Insurance  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Workers Compensation & Rehabilitation  Payroll Transactions 
Legal Services  Legal Time Allocation 

Indirect Corporate Overhead Functions  

City Manager’s Office  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Internal Audit  Internal Audit Time 
 Corporate Finance  General Ledger Transactions 
 Revenue & Materiel Management  General Ledger Transactions 
 Communications  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Office of the City Clerk  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Council Committees  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Mayor & Council  Gross Operating Expenditures 
 Bank & External Audit  Gross Operating Expenditures 
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2.6 Capital Costs 

The inclusion of capital costs within the full cost development fees calculations follow a 
methodology similar to indirect costs.  Market-equivalent rents and/or replacement value 
of assets commonly utilized to provide direct business unit services have been included 
to reflect capital costs of service.  The replacement value approach determines that 
annual asset replacement value over the expected useful life of the respective assets.  
This reflects the annual depreciation of the asset over its useful life based on current 
asset replacement values using a sinking fund approach.  This annuity is then allocated 
across all fee categories based on the capacity utilization of direct business units.  For 
market-equivalent rents, the annual rent costs are calculated based on market rate and 
floor space utilized and then allocated to the various fee categories in a similar manner. 

The market-equivalent rate applied for facility space is $30/square foot.  This 
information was provided by City Finance consistent with municipal practices.  In 
addition to facility space, annual capital replacement costs have been estimated for 
computer workstations.  Based on information provided by City Finance, capital 
replacement costs for computer workstations were estimated at $9,000 each.  Average 
useful life estimates for computer workstations is 15 years.  Assuming a 2% net interest 
rate, the annual sinking fund per computer workstation was applied to the number of 
business unit workstations to determine the business unit’s annual replacement cost.  
These annual capital costs estimates were then allocated to the fee categories based 
on resource capacity utilization.   
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3. Planning Application Fees Review 

3.1 Staff Capacity Utilization Results 

The City’s 2011 Study designed fee structures based on planning application activity 

and characteristics exhibited over the 2008-2010 period.  This update considers the 
application activity and characteristics witnessed over the 2011-2015 period.  Moreover, 
the processing effort estimates were updated to reflect these current application 
characteristics.   

Comparing the two periods, total planning applications have remained relatively 
constant.  The 2008-2010 period and the 2011-2015 period have averaged roughly 340 
applications per year.  Furthermore, the mix of planning applications is similar as Site 
Plan applications continue to account for the largest share of annual application 
volumes within the City (i.e. 88% of applications vs. 85% in 2011). 

The planning application review process considered within this assessment involves to 
varying degrees, staff from multiple business units across the organization.  The 
planning application processing effort estimates in this report reflect the City’s current 

business processes, 2011-2015 average application volumes and characteristics, and 
staffing allocation patterns currently in place across City business units.  The capacity 
utilization analysis considered time related to planning applications, as well as time 
related to processing requests for preliminary meetings and DARC meetings (including 
those meetings not resulting in planning applications). 

Table 3-1 compares the number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions attributable to 
planning application processes from the 2011 Study and the updated estimates 
underlying the costing herein.  The current 2016 FTE estimates are presented in 
aggregate, both with and without the staff effort estimates related to preliminary 
meetings and DARC meetings not resulting in planning applications (as discussed 
above).  Currently, planning application processes consume approximately 38.62 FTEs 
annually.  Excluding staff processing efforts related preliminary meetings and DARC 
meetings that do not result in planning applications, 36.73 FTEs are attributable to 
processing planning applications annually.  Compared to the processing results in the 
2011 Study (34.53 FTEs), current planning applications consume approximately 2.20 
additional FTEs annually.  The majority of these increase is related to increase in staff 
processing efforts for Zoning By-law Amendment and OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment 
applications.  
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Table 3-1 
Planning Application Resource Utilization by Business Unit (in Full Time 

Equivalents) 

  
The following observations are provided based on the results of the capacity analysis 
presented in Table 3-1:   

 On average approximately 42% of all available planning application staff 
resources within the Development and Design Division are fully consumed 
annually processing applications.  This division continues to provide the largest 
amount of effort to planning applications within the City.  This level of planning 
recovery is comparable with levels of participation in other GTA municipalities, 
reflecting a significant amount of non-planning application processing effort 
provided by planning departments for corporate management, Ontario Municipal 
Board appeals and public information tasks. 

 Transportation and Works Departments represents the second largest allocation 
of staff resources to planning applications.  The overall utilization of the staff 
positions within Transportation & Infrastructure Planning is approximately 13%.    

 Less than 1% of Planning Policy staff resources have been allocated to planning 
application activities as planning policy effort has been excluded from the 
recovery of costs.  Based on this level of allocation, the majority of planning 
policy resource costs are being attributed to the general community for tax based 
recovery. 

 There is significant involvement from staff within Community Services (Parks, 
Planning, Forestry, and Culture & Heritage) that contribute in aggregate 12% of 
their available staff resources to planning applications.  

2011

PLANNING FTE 

PLANNING FTE 

(excluding DARC and 

Preliminary Meetings)

PLANNING FTE 

CITY MANAGERS DEPARTMENT 0.35                   0.35                   0.43                
COMMUNITY SERVICES 3.96                   3.91                   3.13                
CORPORATE SERVICES 0.48                   0.48                   0.77                
PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT

Commissioner 0.30                   0.30                   0.34                
Development & Design Division 22.90                  21.40                  20.20              
Policy Planning Division 0.07                   0.07                   0.15                
Building Division Total 2.82                   2.82                   3.66                

TRANSPORTATION & WORKS 7.74                   7.40                   5.85                
TOTAL 38.62                  36.73                  34.53              

2016
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 There are a number of City business units such as Economic Development, 
Corporate Finance, Legal, Office of the City Clerk, etc. that provide relatively 
small allotments of effort to planning applications.  These business units provide 
a small number of staff positions with specific planning application review 
requirements.   

3.2 Planning Application Type Impacts 

As presented in the introduction, the Planning Act requires fees to be cost justified at 
the application type level.  Moreover, recent OMB decisions require that there is 
consideration given to the marginal costs of processing applications of varying size and 
complexity.  In this regard, planning applications review processes have been costed at 
the application type and sub-type level.  This level of analysis goes beyond the statutory 
requirements of cost justification by application type to better understand costing 
distinctions at the application sub-type level to provide the basis for more a more 
defensible fee structure and fee design decisions.  Application costs reflect the 
organizational direct, indirect and capital costs based on 2015 budget estimates, 
indexed to 2016$ based on the Stats Canada CPI Index (1.85%).  Table 3-1, 
summarizes the per application processing costs compared with per application 
revenues derived from the City’s current fee structure.   

As presented in Table 3-1, most planning application fees should be increased to 
improve cost recovery levels by application type and sub-type.  The fee increases 
should be focused on recovery from the base charge and lower variable fee interval 
components of the fee structures, reflecting the increase in fixed process efforts for 
applications.  Moreover, maximum fee structure amounts should be reviewed to better 
align costs of processing with updated application characteristics (e.g. size).   

Review of revenue impacts at the sub-type level indicate that although the majority of 
planning application types are under recovering the costs of service, there are specific 
sub-types that recovering revenues in excess of costs.  These instances are explained 
further below: 

 Zoning By-law Amendment applications for high density residential apartments 
are over recovering the anticipated average costs of processing while all other 
Zoning By-law Amendment applications are under recovering cost.  Examining 
the average size of these applications and the marginal costs of processing 
indicate that reducing the per unit variable fee for units greater than 100 should 
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be considered while increasing base fees and per unit variable fees for units less 
than 100. 

 Site Plan apartment applications are recovering between 123% and 158% of 
processing costs.  As with Zoning By-Law Amendment applications, the marginal 
costs of processing indicates that a reduction of per unit variable fees should be 
considered. 

 Large and very large industrial Site Plan applications are also recovering revenue 
in excess of costs (132% - 174%).  All other industrial Site Plan application sub-
types are under recovering costs and as such, a reduction in per sq.mt. fees for 
GFA greater than 4,500 sq.mt. only, should be considered. 

Other application types which are recovering revenue greater that anticipate costs 
include Subdivision, Telecommunication Tower applications, Environmental 
Surcharges, and Minor Site Plan Storm Drainage Surcharges.  Reduced fees for these 
application types should be considered.  

Table 3-2 summarizes the cost recovery percentage by application type.  The overall 
recovery levels are based on weighted average annual historical application volumes 
over the 2011-2015 period.  In total, on average over the period planning application 
fees have recovered approximately 79% of processing costs. 
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Table 3-1 
Planning Fees Modelling Impacts by Application Sub-Type (2016$) 

 

2016$ 2016$ 2016$
Total Average Net Impact

Application Categories Cost per Revenue per per %
Application Application Application

Re-Zoning Detached and Semi-Detached 111,604         63,561           (48,044)          57%
Re-Zoning Townhouse 121,703         80,524           (41,179)          66%
Re-Zoning Apartment 134,552         172,393         37,842           128%
Re-Zoning Commercial 111,237         42,019           (69,217)          38%
Re-Zoning Industrial & Office 105,216         46,803           (58,413)          44%
Site Plan - Infill Housing 9,682            8,187            (1,495)           85%
Site Plan - Multi Unit Residential 34,484           26,395           (8,088)           77%
Site Plan - Downtown Apartment 60,094           74,167           14,073           123%
Site Plan - Apartment 37,350           58,843           21,494           158%
Site Plan - Commercial 30,196           22,650           (7,546)           75%
Site Plan - Industrial Small 27,793           15,480           (12,313)          56%
Site Plan - Industrial Medium 28,258           27,974           (284)              99%
Site Plan - Industrial Large 28,846           38,173           9,327            132%
Site Plan - Industrial Very Large 28,670           49,849           21,179           174%
Site Plan - Institutional Public / Other 37,189           23,464           (13,725)          63%
Site Plan - Institutional School 32,926           24,778           (8,148)           75%
Site Plan - Infill Inspection - Intial Inspection 549               470               (79)                86%
Site Plan - Infill Inspection - Subsequent Inspections 235               203               (32)                86%
Site Plan - Non-Infill Inspection - Intial Inspection 862               738               (124)              86%
Site Plan - Non-Infill Inspection - Subsequent Inspections 706               599               (107)              85%
Site Plan Minor 4,015            2,569            (1,446)           64%
Express Site Plan Approval (SPAX) 440               321               (119)              73%
Temporary Use By-law 17,411           4,817            (12,594)          28%
Temporary Use By-law Extenstion 14,155           3,747            (10,408)          26%
Removal of H Holding - Downtown 59,111           45,819           (13,292)          78%
Removal of H Holding - Outside Downtown 44,594           30,725           (13,869)          69%
Part Lot Control 2,608            2,361            (247)              91%
Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking 12,647           8,200            (4,447)           65%
Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking- Delegation 8,710            -                (8,710)           0%
OPA 45,468           23,524           (21,944)          52%
OPA / Re-Zoning - Detached and Semi-Detached 124,108         55,016           (69,092)          44%
OPA / Re-Zoning - Townhouse 135,538         77,897           (57,640)          57%
OPA / Re-Zoning - Apartment 147,440         140,661         (6,779)           95%
OPA / Re-Zoning - Commercial 126,010         90,848           (35,162)          72%
OPA / Re-Zoning - Industrial & Office 116,028         57,736           (58,292)          50%
Subdivision 103,150         116,730         13,580           113%
Condominium Standard 17,730           10,964           (6,767)           62%
Condominium Common Element 19,431           13,275           (6,156)           68%
Tele-communications Tower 2,813            4,280            1,467            152%
Tele-communications Tower - Public Meeting 4,096            -                (4,096)           0%
Environmental Review 1,401            1,713            312               122%
Minor EIS equired 2,627            3,169            542               121%
Major EIS required 7,705            9,336            1,631            121%
Parking Utilization Study 3,828            3,376            (452)              88%
Forestry Inspection Fee 155               95                 (60)                61%
Heritage Surcharge (HIA) 1,450            1,369            (81)                94%
Heritage Surcharge (HIA and Conservation) 2,003            -                (2,003)           0%
 Site Plan Minor Surcharges -                -                
Planning and Building Landscape Inspection 1,082            642               (440)              59%
Transportation and Works Development Engineering Review 371               363               (8)                  98%
Transportation and Works Storm Drainage Review 115               128               13                 111%
Transportation and Works Environmental Review 114               95                 (19)                83%
Community Services Fire Review 140               74                 (66)                53%
Community Services Forestry Review 311               191               (120)              61%
Heritage Review 392               -                (392)              0%
Transportation and Works Traffic Review 418               -                (418)              0%
Master Site Plan 60,307           -                (60,307)          0%
Preliminary Meetings (not resulting in application) 871               -                (871)              0%
DARC Meetings (not resulting in application) 3,370            2,275            (1,095)           68%
Preliminary Meeting Requests (not resulting in meeting) 83                 -                (83)                0%
TOTAL 79%
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Table 3-2 
Planning Fees Modelling Impacts by Application Type 

 

 

3.3 Rate Structure Analysis 

Fee structure recommendations were developed in regards to these cost revenue 
impacts presented in Table 3-1.  The recommended fee structure seeks to align the 
recovery of processing costs to application characteristics to balance Planning Act 
compliance, applicant benefits and municipal revenue certainty.  The following 
recommendations, which are also summarized in Table 3-3, are presented in 2016$ and 
would need be inflated for imposition in 2017 by the City’s annual inflation rate. 

Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 

Applicant initiated OPAs rarely occur, however to the extent that an OPA may be 
initiated under the Planning Act the process has been identified, effort estimated and 
costs determined.  Currently the City imposes a flat rate fee for OPA applications of 
$23,524.  Based on the results of the activity based costing model, this process would 
require approximately $45,500 to process.   

Full Cost Recovery Recommendation 
 Maintain the existing flat fee structure and increase the fee to $45,500 per 

application. 

Application Type

Cost 
Recovery 

(%)

Zoning By-Law Amendment 68%
OPA & OPA/Rezoning By-Law Amendment 74%
Removal of (H) Holding Symbol 73%
Site Plan Control 87%
Plan of Subdivision 113%
Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking (PIL) 64%
Part Lot Control 91%
Plan of Condominium 63%
Temporary Use By-law 27%
Telecommunication Towers 62%
Other Surcharges 50%
Preliminary and DARC Meetings 28%
Total 79%
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Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment  

Historical per application charging parameters for each application category, for the 
period 2011-2015, are as follows: 

 OPA / Re-Zoning – Detached and Semi-Detached – 15 units 
 OPA / Re-Zoning – Townhouse – 56 units and 114 sq.mt. 
  OPA / Re-Zoning – Apartment – 355 units and 1,212 non-residential sq.mt. 
  OPA / Re-Zoning – Commercial – 3 units and 26,496 non-residential sq.mt. 
  OPA / Re-Zoning - Industrial & Office – 4.25 non-residential ha 

Compared to current cost recovery performance, small residential and industrial/office 
applications are significantly under recovering the costs of processing.  As applications 
increase in size cost recovery levels improve.  As a result, the proposed fee structure 
includes higher application base charges and fee increases for lower residential unit 
intervals and decreases for higher unit intervals. 

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 
 Increase the base fee to $72,400.  
 Adjust declining block rate structure for all residential applications as follows: 

o $1,070/unit for first 25 units, 
o $470/unit for units 26-100 units, 
o $195/unit for units 101-200 units, 
o $90/unit for additional units beyond 200. 

 Maintain fee per square metre for commercial at $14.00  
 Increase the fee per gross hectare for industrial and office to $9,000. 
 Consider increasing the maximum charge for residential applications to $205,000 

reflective of a decrease in the variable fees for larger unit intervals. 
 Consider increasing the maximum charge per non-residential application to 

$175,000 to reflect lower variable fees. 

Zoning By-law Amendment 

Historical per application charging parameters for each application category, for the 
period 2011-2015, are as follows: 

 Re-Zoning – Detached and Semi-Detached – 57 units 
 Re-Zoning – Townhouse – 55 units 
 Re-Zoning – Apartment – 284 units and 126 non-residential sq.mt. 
 Re-Zoning – Commercial – 643 non-residential sq.mt. 
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 Re-Zoning - Industrial & Office –2.01 non-residential ha.   

Low and medium density residential applications, detached/semi-detached and 
townhouse, are generally under recovering costs of processing.  Similarly commercial 
and industrial/office applications are under recovering costs.  Larger apartment 
applications are generally recovering costs of processing.  As a result, the proposed fee 
structure includes higher application base charges, large fee increases for lower 
residential unit intervals and non-residential uses, and fee decreases for higher 
residential unit intervals reflective of a decrease in average application size. 

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 
 Increase the base fee to $60,840 for all application types.  
 Adjust declining block rate structure for all residential applications as follows 

o $1,190/unit for first 25 units, 
o $920/unit for units 26-100 units, 
o $385/unit for units 101-200 units, 
o $150/unit for additional units beyond 200. 

 Increase the fee per square metre for commercial to $94.00  
 Increase the fee per gross hectare for industrial and office to $27,100 
 Consider decreasing maximum charge for residential applications to $190,000 

and increasing maximum charge per non-residential application to $155,000 to 
reflect potential cost recovery from larger applications based on the 
recommended fee adjustments and average application sizes. 

Site Plan Control 

Historical per application charging parameters for each application category, for the 

period 2011-2015, are as follows: 

 Site Plan - Infill Housing – 1 unit 
  Site Plan – Multi-Unit Residential – 41 units and 75 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan – Downtown Apartment – 401 units and 785 non-residential sq.mt 
  Site Plan - Apartment – 232 units and 333 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Commercial – 3,242 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Industrial Small – 1,007 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Industrial Medium – 3,054 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Industrial Large – 5,413 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Industrial Very Large – 16,968 non-residential sq.mt. 
  Site Plan - Institutional Public / Other – 3,307 non-residential sq.mt. 
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  Site Plan - Institutional School – 2,813 non-residential sq.mt.  

It Is the City’s policy to charge one base charge for apartment or downtown apartment 
Site Plan applications in which there is more than one building.  Furthermore, for these 
types of Site Plan applications each building is assessed the decreasing block variable 
fees and maximum fees separately.  This policy has considered in assessing the 
average size characteristics of apartment and downtown apartment Site Plan 
applications. 

Average revenues for large scale residential (i.e. high density) and industrial site plan 
applications are currently higher than average processing costs, while small 
applications are generally under recovering average processing costs.  The proposed 
fee structure includes higher application base charges to recover the fixed costs of 
service.  The trend of smaller application sizes seen in other application types is 
continued with Site Plan applications resulting in increases to lower size charging 
interval and decreases to the larger intervals.   

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 

 Increase the fee for infill housing Site Plan Control to $9,680 
 Increase the base fee for Site Plan Control to $9,680 
 Adjust declining block rate structure for all residential applications as follows: 

o $570/unit for first 25 units,  
o $260/unit for units 26-100 units,  
o $60/unit for additional units beyond 100.  

 Implement an declining block rate structure for commercial/institutional 
applications as follows: 

o $13.20/sq.mt. for first 2,000 square metres,  
o $9.45/sq.mt. for square meters 2,001-4,500,  
o $5.75/sq.mt. for square meters 4,501-7,000, 
o $2.75/sq.mt. for additional square meters beyond 7,000.  

 Implement an declining block rate structure for industrial applications as follows: 
o $7.30/sq.mt. for first 2,000 square metres,  
o $5.10/sq.mt. for square meters 2,001-4,500,  
o $2.65/sq.mt. for square meters 4,501-7,000, 
o $1.20/sq.mt. for additional square meters beyond 7,000.  

Updated cost estimates and corresponding fee recommendations for Minor Site Plan, 
Express Site Plan and Site Plan Surcharges have been provided.  In additional fee 
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recommendations for infill and non-infill inspection fees have also been recommended 
based on the costing analysis. 

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 

 Adjust Site Plan Inspection fees as follows: 
o Infill – Initial Inspection $549, subsequent inspection $235 
o Non-Infill - Initial Inspection $862, subsequent inspection $706 

 Increase Express Site Plan Approval to $440.  
 Increase Site Plan Minor Building Alterations or Site Revisions to $4,015. 
 Increase current Site Plan Minor Surcharges: 

o Planning and Building Landscape Inspection - $1,082 
o Transportation and Works Environmental Review - $114 
o Community Services Forestry Review - $311 
o Transportation and Works Development Engineering Review - $371 
o Community Services Fire Review - $140 

 Decrease current Site Plan Minor Surcharges: 
o Transportation and Works Storm Drainage Review - $115 

 Provide for new Site Plan Minor Surcharges 
o Community Services Heritage Review - $392 
o Transportation and Works Traffic Review - $418 

 Implement fee for Master Site Plan - $60,300 

Removal of Holding Symbol, Part Lot Control Exemption, Payment in Lieu of Off-

Street Parking, Condominium, Temporary By-law, Telecommunication Towers, 

DARC and Preliminary Meetings, and Subdivision 

Many of the fees imposed for these planning applications are flat fees (i.e. charge per 
application, with some having additional charges for application size).  Historical per 
application charging parameters for Part Lot Control Exemption, Subdivision and 
Condominium application categories are as follows: 

 Part Lot Control – 17 lots 
 Subdivision – 47 units, 22,496 non-residential sq.mt. and 1.78 non-residential ha 
 Condominium Standard – 122 units, 310 non-residential sq.mt. and 0.03 non-

residential ha. 

Full cost fee recommendations provide for adjustments to the average application cost 
for flat fee applications.  For Part Lot Control, the application characteristics appear to 
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be slightly under recovering costs and therefore a small increase to the application base 
charge is proposed.  Subdivision applications are performing well and recovering costs 
of processing.  Decreases to the variable component of the fee are recommended.  The 
non-residential portion of Condominium applications are generally smaller than in 2011 
resulting in less fees being generated and a requirement for further fee increases.  
Condominium application review is largely a fixed process independent of application 
size and therefore, the increase in revenue required should be generated from larger 
application base charges. 

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 
 Increase the current Holding By-law Amendment fees as follows: 

o Increase Holding Bylaw Amendment fee to $44,605 
o Decrease the additional fee for Holding Bylaw Amendment applications 

within the defined Downtown area to $14,515 
 Increase the existing base fees for Part Lot Control Exemption to $1,640 and 

maintain the per lot fee of $57. 
 Increase the fee for Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking to $12,654 per 

application. 
 Provide for Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking (delegation) fee for applications 

not requiring a public meeting of $8,712. 
 Increase Condominium application fees as follows: 

o Base fee, $12,548 
 Maintain current Condominium declining block structure as follows: 

o $33.50/apartment unit, 
o $82.00/non-apartment or vacant lot, and 
o $164.00/hectare for non-residential  

 Maintain the maximum fee per application of $25,000 
 Increase the Condominium Common Element fee to $19,431/application 
 Adjust the Subdivision application fees as follows: 

o Base fee: $8,350 
o Detached, semi-detached and townhouse dwellings: $542/unit 
o All other residential, commercial or institutional uses: $2.72/m2 for GFA  
o Industrial and Office uses: $4,589/gross hectare. 
o maximum fee of $128,400 per application 

 Telecommunication Towers fee be decreased as follows: 
o Standard - $2,813 
o Requiring Public Meeting - $4,096 
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 DARC Meeting fees be decreased for the following application types.  Fees 
would be deduced from total application fee: 

o OPA/Rezoning and Rezoning - $4,000 
o Site Plan – $2,740 
o Subdivision - $3,481 

 Preliminary Meeting fee be reduced for OPA/Rezoning, Rezoning and Site Plan 
applications to $871.  The fee payable would be deducted if a planning 
application is submitted as a result of the preliminary meeting. 

Surcharge Fees 

Surcharge fees were identified in the 2008 and 2011 Studies and have been expanded 
upon for the current review.  Heritage Surcharges have been disaggregated into two 
levels of review, one level requiring only a Heritage Impact Assessment and one 
requiring a conservation review in addition to a Heritage Impact Assessment. 

Full Cost Recovery Recommendations 
 Environmental Impact Study (EIS) surcharges applicable in conjunction with 

Zoning By-law Amendment, Official Plan/Zoning By-law Amendment and/or 
Subdivision applications be decreased as follows: 

o Environmental Review Base Fee - $1,401, 
o Minor EIS is required - $2,627, 
o Major EIS is required - $7,705.   

 Parking Utilization Study Surcharge applicable in conjunction with Zoning By-law 
Amendment, Official Plan/Zoning By-law Amendment and/or Subdivision 
applications be increased to - $3,828. 

 Forestry Inspection Fee associated with a planning application be maintained at 
current rates - $155.  

 Heritage Surcharge for Heritage Impact Assessment associated with an 
application be increased to - $1,450 

 Heritage Surcharge for Heritage Impact Assessment and conservation review 
associated with an application be imposed at - $2,003 
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Table 3-3 
Comparison of Planning Application Fees Under the City’s Current By-Law and 

Recommended Fees (2016$)  

  

Current Full Cost
 Planning Application Type 2016 Fee Recovery Fee

Structure $ Structure $

 Official Plan Amendment (OPA) 23,524                45,500                

 Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment  
 - Base Fee 42,393                72,400                
 Residential 
 - first 25 units 888                    1,070                 
 - for units 26-100 units 470                    470                    
 - for units 101-200 units 245                    195                    
 - for additional units beyond 200 117                    90                      
 - maximum fee 192,690              205,000              
 Non-Residential 
 - Commercial/Institutional per sq.mt. 14.00                 14.00                 
 - Industrial/Office per ha. 4,292                 9,000                 
 - maximum fee 107,000              175,000              

 Zoning By-law Amendment 
 - Base Fee 30,832                60,840                
 - Additional Base Fee (non-apartment, industrial) -                     -                     
 Residential 
 - first 25 units 1,134                 1,190                 
 - for units 26-100 units 877                    920                    
 - for units 101-200 units 513                    385                    
 - for additional units beyond 200 203                    150                    
 - maximum fee 192,700              190,000              
 Non-Residential 
 - Commercial/Institutional per sq.mt. 17.40                 94.00                 
 - Industrial/Office per ha. 10,275                27,100                
 - maximum fee 107,000              155,000              

 Site Plan Control (Non-Infill)
 - Base Fee 8,350                 9,680                 
 Residential 
 - first 25 units 567                    570                    
 - for units 26-100 units 342                    260                    
 - for additional units beyond 100 117                    60                      
 - maximum fee 80,290                85,000                
Commercial/Institutional
  -first 2,000 square metres,  7.13                   13.20                 
 - for square meters 2,001-4,500,  5.09                   9.45                   
 - for square meters 4,501-7,000, 3.11                   5.75                   
 - for additional square meters beyond 7,000.  1.49                   2.75                   
 - maximum fee 55,670                55,670                
Industrial
  -first 2,000 square metres,  7.13                   7.30                   
 - for square meters 2,001-4,500,  5.09                   5.10                   
 - for square meters 4,501-7,000, 3.11                   2.65                   
 - for additional square meters beyond 7,000.  1.49                   1.20                   
 - maximum fee 55,670                55,670                

Master Site Plan 60,300                

 Site Plan Control (infill)
 - Base Fee 8,187                 9,680                 
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Table 3-3 (Cont’d) 
Comparison of Planning Application Fees Under the City’s Current By-Law and 

Recommended Fees (2016$)   

   

Current Full Cost
 Planning Application Type 2016 Fee Recovery Fee

Structure $ Structure $
 Site Plan Minor/Surcharges 
 Site Plan Inspection Fees 
 - Infill – initial inspection 470                    549                    
 - Infill – subsequent inspection 203                    235                    
 - Non-Infill – initial inspection 738                    862                    
 - Non-Infill – subsequent inspection 599                    706                    
 Express Site Plan Approval 321                    440                    

 Site Plan Minor Building Alterations or Site Revisions 2,569                 4,015                 
 Site Plan Minor Surcharges 
 - Planning and Building Landscape Inspection 642                    1,082                 
 - Transportation and Works Environmental Review 95                      114                    
 - Community Services Forestry Review 191                    311                    
 - Transportation and Works Development Engineering Review 363                    371                    
 - Transportation and Works Storm Drainage Review 128                    115                    
 - Community Services Fire Review 74                      140                    
 - Community Services Heritage Review 392                    
 - Transportation and Works Traffic Review 418                    

 Removal of Holding Symbol 
 - Base Fee 30,725                44,605                
 - Additional Fee - City Centre Area 15,094                14,515                

Temporary Use
Temporary Use By-law 4,817                 17,411                
Temporary Use By-law Extension 3,747                 14,155                

 Part Lot Control Exemption 
 - Base Fee 1,392                 1,640                 
 - Per Lot 57                      57                      

Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking
 Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking 8,200                 12,654                
 Payment in Lieu of Off-Street Parking  (Delegation) 8,712                 

 Condominium 
 Standard 
 - Base Fee 5,781                 12,548                
 - per apartment unit 33.50                 33.50                 
 - per non-apartment or vacant lot 82                      82                      
 - per non-residential hectare 164                    164                    
 - maximum fee 25,000                25,000                
 Common Element 13,275                19,431                
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Table 3-3 (Cont’d) 
Comparison of Planning Application Fees Under the City’s Current By-Law and 

Recommended Fees (2016$)  

  
 

The above fee structure recommendations are anticipated to increase overall planning 
application cost recovery performance from 79% to 98%. Full cost revenues are 2% 
less than anticipated costs, as total costs include effort related to preliminary meeting 
requests that do not result in a planning application.  In discussions with City staff fees 
are not being recommended to recover the costs of these requests.  Based on actual 
annual revenues for the 2011-2015 period of $3.8 million (2016$), the full cost fee 
recommendations could be expected to produce $4.8 million in annual planning 
application revenues, an increase of approximately $1.0 million.  

Current Full Cost
 Planning Application Type 2016 Fee Recovery Fee

Structure $ Structure $

 Subdivision 
 - Base Fee 8,350                   8,350                   
 - Detached, semi-detached and townhouse dwellings per unit 620                      542                      
 - All other residential, commercial or institutional uses per sq.mt. 3.11                     2.72                     
 - Industrial and Office uses per ha. 5,246                   4,589                   
 - maximum fee 128,400               128,400               
   

 Surcharge Fees 
 Environmental Impact Study (EIS) 
 - Environmental Review 1,713                   1,401                   
 - Minor EIS required 3,169                   2,627                   
 - Major EIS required 9,336                   7,705                   
 Parking Utilization Study 3,376                   3,828                   
 Forestry Inspection 95                       155                      
 Heritage (HIA) 1,369                   1,450                   
 Heritage (HIA and Conservation) -                      2,003                   
 Telecommunication Towers 4,280                   2,813                   
 Telecommunication Towers  - Public Meeting 5,350                   4,096                   
 DARC Meeting (OPA/Rezoning and Rezoning) 5,400                   4,000                   
 DARC Meeting (Site Plan) 3,700                   2,740                   
 DARC Meeting (Subdivision) 4,700                   3,481                   
 Preliminary Meeting (Site Plan) 2,300                   871                      
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4. Building Permits, Sign Permits and 
Zoning Fees Review 

4.1 Staff Capacity Utilization Results 

Similar to the analysis undertaken for planning applications, the fee review for building 
permits, sign permits and zoning fees considers application activity and characteristics 
witnessed over the 2011-2015 period.  Typical processing effort estimates were 
provided for each fee costing category and these estimates were reviewed against the 
City current resource capacity and estimates in other municipalities to ensure 
reasonableness.  As illustrated in Table 4-1, building permit applications have fluctuated 
annually, but on average have increased over the 2011-2015 period.  This data also 
indicates that the City has seen a drop in new residential and Industrial, Commercial 
and Institutional (ICI) permits and witnessed an increase in Part 9 residential alteration 
permits.  This trend is expected to continue based on growth projections contained 
within the City’s Development Charges (D.C.) Background Study and discussions with 
City Building Staff. 

Table 4-1 
Annual Building Permit Applications

 
Presented in Table 4-2 is the distribution of building permit processing effort by major 
permit type between 2011 and 2015.  The table shows the annual processing time for 
each major application type as a percentage of total annual processing time.  This 
information supports the data in Table 4-1, that new residential and ICI permits 
represent a smaller share of the building permit activity and processing time (24% in 
2015 vs 36% in 2011) and that this effort is being replaced by time spent on Part 9 
Alteration permits (increase from 16% to 25%) and to a lesser extent other 
miscellaneous permits. 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
NEW RESIDENTIAL PERMITS          494           658           436           412           342           
NEW ICI PERMITS      46             49             70             33             17             
PART 9 ALTERATION PERMITS      585           629           676           703           771           
Part 3 & OTHER ALTERATION PERMITS 1,115        1,039        1,054        1,142        950           
MISCELLANEOUS PERMITS            387           355           582           547           467           
TOTAL 2,627        2,730        2,818        2,837        2,547        

ANNUAL VOLUMES
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Table 4-2 
Annual Distribution of Building Permit Processing Effort

 
Sign permit application volumes have remained relatively constant over the 2011-2015 
period.  Applications being processed on-line continue to account for approximately 
90% of current applications, reducing the number of applications submitted in-person at 
the counter.  In total annual applications averaged 4,714 permits annually, with the 
majority 98% (4,458 permits) attributable to portable sign permits.  Permanent Signs, 
Sign Variance, and Sign Removal represent the remaining 2% of annual activity.  
Applying the effort estimates provided by City staff, Portable Signs account for 
approximately 65% of application processing time annually, with Sign Variance 
accounting for 23%, Permanent Signs accounting for 5% and Sign Removal accounting 
of the remaining 7% for which the City does not currently recover fees. 

Zoning application fees considered within the review include Pre-Application Zoning 
Review, differentiated for residential and non-residential building permit process; Zoning 
Letters; Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Processes and Swimming Pool Review 
Processes.  In terms of volume of activity, Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Processes 
represents approximately 73% of annual volumes (or 747 applications annually) for 
these costing categories.  Swimming Pool Review Processes account for the next 
largest share at 14% of volumes, with Zoning Letters accounting for 10%.  Pre-
Application Zoning Review volumes are negligible (less than 3%).  In applying the effort 
estimates provided by staff, Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Processes represents 
approximately 90% of total processing effort across these categories. 

Table 4-3 summarizes the number of full time equivalent (FTE) positions attributable to 
building permits, sign permits and zoning application processes across the organization 
by business unit.  For building permit processes, the Building Division represents the 
majority of effort with 82% of the total FTEs allocated to these processes. 

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015
NEW RESIDENTIAL PERMITS          28% 33% 23% 23% 20%
NEW ICI PERMITS      8% 8% 10% 5% 4%
PART 9 ALTERATION PERMITS      16% 16% 18% 20% 25%
Part 3 & OTHER ALTERATION PERMITS 45% 40% 43% 47% 46%
MISCELLANEOUS PERMITS            3% 3% 5% 5% 5%
TOTAL 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

DISTRIBUTION OF EFFORT
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Table 4-3 
Comparison of Building Permit, Sign Permit, and Zoning Fee Application 

Resource Utilization by Business Unit (in Full Time Equivalents) 

 

The following observations are provided based on the results of the capacity analysis 
presented in Table 4-3:   

 In total, approximately 56% of the City Building Division is directly attributable to 
processing and enforcement activities under the Building Code Act.  This 
includes the directors and administrative staff, plans examination services (both 
building and mechanical and zoning), building inspection services (including 
building, mechanical and signs) and business and customer service staff.  A 
further 10% of time is spent processing sign permits and zoning applications. 

 For Plans Examination Services specifically, approximately 55% of building and 
mechanical services are being allocated to building permit processes based on 
2011-2015 activity levels.  A further 13% is being allocated to the review of 
zoning applications. 

 For Building Inspections Services, approximately 60% of building and mechanical 
service resources are allocated to Building Code related matters and permits 
including sign inspection activities under the authority of the Building Code Act.  
Approximately 10% of inspection services are consumed processing sign 
permits. 

 Fire Services resources dedicated to processing building permits accounts for 
approximately 9 FTEs annually.  This is an increase of 3 FTEs from the 2011 
Study.  This increase is attributed to more complex review requirements for high 
density residential development and an improvement in the effort estimations at 
the outset of the study.  

BUILDING FTE SIGNS FTE ZONING FTE BUILDING FTE SIGNS FTE ZONING FTE

CITY MANAGERS DEPARTMENT -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
COMMUNITY SERVICES 8.84                -                  -                  5.69                -                  -                  
CORPORATE SERVICES -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
PLANNING & BUILDING DEPARTMENT

Commissioner 0.62                0.06                0.05                0.72                0.02                0.05                
Development & Design Division -                  0.12                -                  -                  0.08                -                  
Policy Planning Division -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  -                  
Building Division

Director 1.15               -                 -                 1.47               -                 -                 

Plans Examination Services 16.36              -                 -                 19.19              -                 -                 

Business & Customer Service 9.25               -                 -                 6.74               -                 -                 

Inspection Services 27.40              -                 -                 30.68              -                 -                 

Building Division Total 54.16              4.91                4.55                58.07              5.39                4.27                
TRANSPORTATION & WORKS 2.56                0.04                -                  3.58                0.05                -                  
TOTAL 66.19              5.13                4.60                68.07              5.53                4.33                

2016 2011
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 Transportation and Works Departments contributes approximately 2.6 FTE’s to 
building permit processes.  This is a 28% reduction in involvement from the 2011 
study reflective or a decrease in new residential and ICI permits where the 
entirety Transportation and Works involvement in the building permit process 
resides. 

 4.2 Full Cost Building, Signs and Zoning Fees 

Table 4-4 summarizes the City’s costs of providing building permit, sign permit and 

zoning application processing services on a per application/permit basis.  The per 
application/permit costs reflect the organizational direct, indirect and capital costs based 
on 2015 budget estimates, indexed to 2016$ at 1.85% (Stats Canada CPI).  Costs are 
compared with revenues derived from current application/permit fees and average 
charging parameters (e.g. average permit size).  Historical applications were reviewed 
from the City’s MAX database to determine average application/permit size estimates 
for revenue purposes.   

The findings in Table 4-4 indicate that building permits for new non-residential, high 
density residential and large low-density residential types are generally recovering costs 
of processing and providing sustainability for building code services.  Conversely, small 
residential, additions, alterations, and other miscellaneous permits typically under 
recover the costs of service.  Residential alterations, occupancy permits and sign fascia 
and ground permits providing the lowest levels of cost recovery.  Based on average 
historical permit volumes, building permits are generally recovering 94% of the total 
costs of service.  While generally recovering the costs of service, this average level of 
performance would not provide sufficient funds to sustain services over future 
downturns. 

With the exception of portable sign permits for festivals, portable sign permits generally 
provide revenues marginally in excess of processing costs.  Portable sign permits for 
festivals, permanent sign permits and sign variances recover between 30%-71% of 
costs.  The City does not currently impose a fee to recover the costs of sign removal 
services.  In aggregate, based on average historical permit volumes, sign permit fees 
are recovering approximately 86% of processing costs. 

Zoning fees, other that zoning certificate of occupancy permits, recover between 86%-
105% of processing costs.  The current fees for zoning certificate of occupancy process 
is recover approximately 35% of processing costs.  Based on historical application 
volumes, zoning fees in total are generally recovering 42% of annual processing costs. 
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Table 4-4 
Building Permit, Sign Permit and Zoning Fees  
Modeling Impact by Application Type (2016$) 

 

Average Revenue per
Cost per Permit /

Permit / Application Categories Permit / Application %
Application ($) ($)

Building Permit Fees
 Assembly 8,226            23,191        282%
 Institutional 17,977          107,949      600%
 Residential - Apartment 70,592          309,790      439%
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached/ Townhouse (>400 m2) 5,615            11,928        212%
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached (<400 m2) 5,663            4,583         81%
 Residential -  Townhouse (<400 m2) 6,540            2,155         33%
 Residential -  Addition (Detached / Semi / Townhouse) 4,427            839            19%
 Business and Personal Service - Shell 14,245          115,812      813%
 Business and Personal Service - Finished 16,524          7,933         48%
 Mercentile - Shell 13,272          20,257        153%
 Mercentile - Finished 14,996          32,449        216%
 Industrial - Shell 13,694          92,973        679%
 Industrial - Finished 15,304          6,715         44%
 Part 3 Building Alterations 4,162            4,117         99%
 Part 9 Building Alterations 2,918            394            14%
 Other Building Alterations 2,094            1,124         54%
 Occupancy of Unfinished Building 2,344            190            8%
Conditional 2,001            3,672         184%
Demolition 1,381            245            18%
Sign Fascia 742               30              4%
Sign Ground 802               30              4%
Building Permit Fees Total 94%

Sign Fees
Portable Sign - Counter Service - Road Allowances 91                120            132%
Portable Sign - On-line Service - Road Allowances 74                110            148%
Portable Sign - Counter Service - Private Property 108               120            112%
Portable Sign - On-line Service - Private Property 86                110            128%
Portable Signs - Festivals 403               120            30%
Permanent Sign - Sign By-law 226               110            49%
Sign Variance 1,203            850            71%
Sign Removal - Litter, Summer Projects, Elections 59,257          -             0%
Sign Fees Total 86%

Zoning Fees
Pre-Application Zoning Review - Residential 403               405            101%
Pre-Application Zoning Review - Non - Residential 470               405            86%
Zoning Letters 181               160            88%
Swimming Pool Review Process 245               258            105%
Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Process 759               267            35%
Zoning Fees Total 42%
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4.3 Rate Structure Analysis 

4.3.1 Building Permit & Sign Permit Fee Recommendations 

Building Permit Fee Recommendations 

Recognizing that the City is at the upper end of the fees charged by neighboring 
municipalities, City staff have recommended specific fee adjustments for 2017, (in 
addition to 3% annual increases for all other permit fees) with regard for 
competitiveness and affordability concerns.   

 Part 3 Alterations – recommended rate per square meter is $5.75 plus an 
additional base fee of $245 compared to current City building permit fees of 
$5.50/sq.mt.   

 Part 9 Alterations – recommended rate is $5.75/sq.mt. plus and additional base 
fee of $145 compared with the City existing fee of $5.50/sq.mt..  This fee 
increase reduces the average cost recovery from 14% to 19%.  At this fee, the 
City would remain at the top of the municipal comparison, with the closest 
comparison being the Town of Whitby at $5.41 per sq.mt. 

 Other Alterations – Recommended rate is $5.75/sq.mt. plus and additional base 
fee of $245 compared with the City existing fee of $5.50/sq.mt.  This 
recommended fee would improve cost recovery for this permit type from 54% to 
66%. 

 Assembly Occupancies – Recommended fee is $22.50/sq.mt. The City’s current 

fee of $17.50/sq.mt. is in the middle of the range of surveyed fees.  A 
recommended increase to fees would place the City in line with the City of 
Burlington, but still below the City of Toronto.   

 Institutional Occupancies – Recommended fee is $25.00/sq.mt.  This is an 
increase of $3.00 over the current fee and would bring the City’s fee in line with 
what is currently being charged in Burlington, Hamilton, Ottawa, and Oakville. 

 Business and Personal Service Occupancies and Industrial Occupancies – 
Recommended fees for this fee category are as follows: 

o Business and Personal Service – Shell - $16.50/ sq.mt. up from 
$13.00/sq.mt. 

o Business and Personal Service – Finished - $20.50/sq.mt. up from 
$16.75/sq.mt. 

o Industrial Occupancies, Shell (<10,000 sq.mt) - $10.75/sq.mt. up from 
$8.10/sq.mt. 
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o Industrial Occupancies, Finished (<10,000 sq.mt) - $12.50/sq.mt. up from 
$11.60/sq.mt. 

o Industrial Occupancies, Shell (>10,000 sq.mt) - $8.50/sq.mt. up from 
$7.50/sq.mt. 

o Industrial Occupancies, Finished (>10,000 sq.mt) - $12.00/sq.mt. up from 
$11.00/sq.mt. 

o The recommended fee increases would continue to fully recover costs and 
provide funds to sustain future service demands.   

 The remainder of building permit fees are recommended to increase at 3% 
annually. This increase is to account for annual cost inflation of providing 
services (approximately 2% annually) and to provide for contributions to the 
building permit reserve fund. 

 In addition to the fee recommendations and impacts provided for above, the City 
charges a fee for basement apartments of $9.25/sq.mt.  This fee is separate from 
the Part 9 alterations permit fee.  Based on the average size characteristics of 
Part 9 Alterations, the average revenue per permit could add approximately $110 
for each basement apartment permit received. 

 The City is considering the addition of a surcharge to Conditional permits that 
expire and must be extended.  The proposed surcharge is 20% of the initial 
permit fee.  As most conditional permits do expire and require an extension, this 
surcharge could produce as much as $15,000 annually in addition revenue. 

Table 4-5 compares current 2016 building permit fees and recommended fees for 2017 
(2017$). 

6.19



Page 4-8 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Mississauga\2016 DAP\Report\Mississauga Development Fees Final Report 
v4-Final.docx 

Table 4-5 
Comparison of Current 2016 Building Permit Fees and Recommended 2017 Fees 

 

Sign Permit Fee Recommendations 

 Portable Signs; 
o Increase fee for Festival Signs to $403 from $120 to recover full 

processing costs 
o Maintain all other Portable Sign fees as these fees are recovering the 

costs of service 
o Permanent Signs – Increase fee from $110 to $226 
o Sign Variance -Current fee is $850 per permit.  Increase fee to full cost 

levels of $1,202. 

2016 Fee Recommended 
 Building Permit Fees  Structure 2017 Fee Structure 

 $/sq.mt.  $/sq.mt. 

 Assembly 17.50             22.50                        
 Institutional 22.00             25.00                        
 Residential - Apartment 16.75             17.25                        
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached/ Townhouse (>400 m2) 15.50             15.97                        
 Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached (<400 m2) 15.50             15.97                        
 Residential -  Townhouse (<400 m2) 15.50             15.97                        
 Residential -  Addition (Detached / Semi / Townhouse) 11.40             11.74                        
 Business and Personal Service - Shell 13.00             16.50                        
 Business and Personal Service - Finished 16.75             20.50                        
 Mercentile - Shell 12.20             12.57                        
 Mercentile - Finished 16.25             16.74                        
 Industrial - Shell (<10,000 m2) 8.10               10.75                        
 Industrial - Finished (<10,000 m2) 11.60             12.50                        
 Industrial - Shell (>10,000 m2) 7.50               8.50                         
 Industrial - Finished (>10,000 m2) 11.00             12.00                        
 Part 3 Building Alterations (Base Fee) n/a 245.00                      
 Part 3 Building Alterations (Variable Fee) 5.50               5.75                         
 Part 9 Building Alterations (Base Fee) n/a 145.00                      
 Part 9 Building Alterations  (Variable Fee) 5.50               5.75                         
 Other Building Alterations (Base Fee) n/a 245.00                      
 Other Building Alterations  (Variable Fee) 5.50               5.75                         
 Occupancy of Unfinished Building 190.00           195.70                      
 Conditional  (Minimum) 850.00           875.50                      
 Demolition 245.00           252.35                      
 Sign Fascia 30.00             30.90                        
 Sign Ground 30.00             30.90                        
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The above fee recommendations for sign permits will improve cost recovery from 86% 
to 96%.  Based on estimated average annual revenues for 2011-2015 of $550,000 
(2016$), the City could expect an increase in annual revenue of approximately $62,000. 

The impact of the above recommended changes to building permits fees on future 
building permit revenues and building permits reserve fund levels is examined in 
Section 4.4. 

4.3.2 Zoning Fee Recommendations 

The model results for zoning fees show that these fees are under recovering the costs 
of service at 58% of full costs.  This deficit is principally attributable to Zoning 
Certificates of Occupancy.  Increasing the Zoning Certificate of Occupancy fee to full 
cost levels, i.e. $759 per permit, will produce full cost recovery for all zoning fees in 
aggregate.  Historical average revenues from zoning certificates of occupancy have 
been $180,000 (2016$).  Based on the recommended full cost fees, an additional 
$330,000 in annual revenue could be anticipated. 

A comparison of current and recommended sign permit fees and zoning fees is 
provided in Table 4-6.  As with recommended planning application fees, the 
recommended fees are presented in 2016$ and should be inflated for 2017 in 
accordance with the City’s annual rate of inflation. 
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Table 4-6 
Current vs. Recommended Sign Permit and Zoning Fees 

 
 

4.4 Building Code Act Reserve Fund Design 

Building Code Act municipal financial reporting regulations recognize the legitimacy of 
creating a municipal reserve fund(s) to manage Building Code responsibilities.  While 
the Act does not prescribe a specific methodology for determining an appropriate 
reserve fund, municipalities have developed building permit reserve funds providing 
service stabilization.  The City of Mississauga currently has a building permit reserve 
fund established for this purpose.  The 2015 year-end balance within the reserve fund is 
approximately $2.8 million.   

Building permit reserve funds should be developed to reduce the staffing and budgetary 
challenges associated with a cyclical economic downturn and the requirement for 
ongoing legislative turnaround time compliance.  Without such a reserve fund, reduced 
permit volumes during a downturn could result in severe budgetary pressures and the 
loss of certified City building staff, which would be difficult to replace during the 
subsequent recovery when mandatory permit processing turnaround times apply.  A 
reserve fund stabilization policy will provide the City with the ability to retain a 
sustainable portion of the qualified staff across a future economic downturn, while 
recognizing the City’s need to manage resources either through resource management 
until permit volumes improve during an economic recovery. 

2016 Fee Full Cost
 Structure Fee Structure 

 $/item  $/item (2016$)
Portable Sign - Counter Service - Road Allowances 120.00           120.00                      
Portable Sign - On-line Service - Road Allowances 110.00           110.00                      
Portable Sign - Counter Service - Private Property 120.00           120.00                      
Portable Sign - On-line Service - Private Property 110.00           110.00                      
Portable Signs - Festivals 120.00           403.34                      
Permanent Sign - Sign By-law 110.00           226.05                      
Sign Variance 850.00           1,201.97                   
Sign Removal - Litter, Summer Projects, Elections -                -                           

Zoning Fees
Pre-Application Zoning Review - Residential 405.00           405.00                      
Pre-Application Zoning Review - Non - Residential 405.00           405.00                      
Zoning Letters - Home Owners 160.00           160.00                      
Zoning Letters - Other Residential and Non-Residential 214.00           214.00                      
Swimming Pool Review Process 258.00           258.00                      
Zoning Certificate of Occupancy Process 267.00           759.45                      

Sign Fees
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As part of the 2011 study, it was recommended that the City adopt a reserve fund 
strategy and pricing structure to accumulate 1.5 to 2.0 years’ direct costs in a building 

permit reserve fund.  The study further recommended that this target be achieved in 6 to 
7 years, recognizing the general timing of economic cycles. 

Current direct costs of $8.4 million annually would suggest a target of $12.6-$16.8 
million or an annual contribution of $1.4-$2.0 million over 7 years.  

Through examination of the City’s development charges growth forecast and 

discussions with City building staff, a forecast of building permit activity has been 
prepared.  The forecast continues the trend described in Section 4.1 in which new 
residential and ICI permits will continue to represent a smaller share of the City’s permit 

volumes and Part 9 alterations will continue to grow at rates seen over the past 5 years 
(47 additional permits per year).  The downside to this forecast of permit activity is that 
Part 9 alterations are currently recovering only 14% of costs.  This level of under 
recovery is consistent with that seen in neighboring municipalities and will grow as 
these applications make up a greater share of building permit activity.  Based on this 
forecast and maintaining building permit fees at current rates plus 3% annual increases, 
the Building Code services would be unsustainable as there would be a required draw 
of approximately $490,000 annually from the building permit reserve fund until 2020 
when the next scheduled review of fees is to take place. 

Appendix A contains a comparison of the City’s current building permit fees with 

selected peer municipalities.  This comparison was used in determining potential 
increases to building permit fees.  

Incorporating fee recommendations provided in the previous section improves the City’s 

cost recovery in the near term as they could anticipate annual contributions of $275,000 
to the reserve fund annually vs. an annual draw of $490,000 over the same period with 
only 3% annual fee increases.  The reserve fund balance would be forecast to grow to 
$4.2 million by 2020 or just less than 0.5 times direct costs.  Although this balance falls 
short of the 1.5 times direct costs target, the reserve fund would have reasonable funds 
to provide stability in the near term.  Table 4-7 summarizes the 2016-2020 reserve fund 
analysis presented in this section (based on recommended fee structure adjustments). 

This reserve fund forecast would be improved if the mix of permits received is altered 
from what is forecast to include an increase in large non-residential and residential 
permits to offset losses on processing Part 9 alterations. 
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Table 4-7 
Building Permit Reserve Fund Forecast 

 

 

 

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Assembly 145,234      186,730      192,332      165,085      170,037      
Institutional 529,070      601,216      619,253      531,525      547,471      
Residential - Apartment 1,494,349    2,189,761    2,271,797    2,358,316    2,447,981    
Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached/ Townhouse (>400 m2) 1,155,693    322,967      335,824      349,162      362,998      
Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached (<400 m2) 1,329,664    371,585      386,377      401,723      417,642      

Residential -  Townhouse (<400 m2) 468,720      569,548      591,218      613,675      636,947      
Residential -  Addition (Detached / Semi / Townhouse) 157,234      161,951      166,810      171,814      176,969      
Business and Personal Service - Shell 1,087,608    1,122,828    1,183,468    1,247,234    1,314,239    
Business and Personal Service - Finished 28,188        28,061        29,576        31,170        32,845        
Mercentile - Shell 678,107      600,444      626,311      653,013      681,142      
Mercentile - Finished 534,762      473,516      493,915      514,973      537,155      
Industrial - Shell 546,803      725,696      747,467      641,576      660,823      
Industrial - Finished 10,402        11,348        11,688        10,032        10,333        

Part 3 Building Alterations 3,994,646    4,413,920    4,546,338    4,682,728    4,823,210    
Part 9 Building Alterations 322,395      481,501      522,637      565,809      611,100      
Other Building Alterations 100,963      127,553      131,380      135,321      139,381      
Occupancy of Unfinished Building 8,626          8,885          9,151          9,426          9,709          
Conditional 74,909        74,909        77,156        79,471        81,855        
Demolition 17,934        18,472        19,026        19,597        20,185        
Sign Fascia 8,376          8,376          8,627          8,886          9,153          
Sign Ground 1,482          1,482          1,526          1,572          1,619          
Total 12,695,166  12,500,749  12,971,878  13,192,108  13,692,793  

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Assembly 51,518        52,548        53,599        45,559        46,471        
Institutional 88,108        89,870        91,667        77,917        79,476        
Residential - Apartment 340,517      494,135      507,670      521,888      536,471      
Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached/ Townhouse (>400 m2) 544,043      150,561      155,035      159,627      164,341      
Residential -  Detached / Semi Detached (<400 m2) 1,642,950    454,677      468,187      482,056      496,292      

Residential -  Townhouse (<400 m2) 1,419,226    1,707,780    1,755,544    1,804,536    1,854,786    
Residential -  Addition (Detached / Semi / Townhouse) 829,696      846,290      863,216      880,480      898,090      
Business and Personal Service - Shell 133,779      110,991      115,850      120,907      126,165      
Business and Personal Service - Finished 58,718        48,716        50,848        53,068        55,376        
Mercentile - Shell 444,281      389,578      402,416      415,499      429,189      
Mercentile - Finished 247,138      216,709      223,850      231,128      238,743      
Industrial - Shell 74,573        76,064        77,586        65,948        67,267        
Industrial - Finished 25,002        25,502        26,012        22,110        22,552        

Part 3 Building Alterations 4,038,174    4,118,937    4,201,316    4,285,342    4,371,049    
Part 9 Building Alterations 2,385,138    2,571,223    2,763,796    2,963,045    3,169,158    
Other Building Alterations 188,060      191,822      195,658      199,571      203,563      
Occupancy of Unfinished Building 106,411      108,539      110,710      112,924      115,182      
Conditional 40,813        41,629        42,462        43,311        44,177        
Demolition 101,085      103,107      105,169      107,272      109,418      
Sign Fascia 207,142      211,285      215,510      219,821      224,217      
Sign Ground 39,643        40,436        41,245        42,070        42,911        
Total 13,006,013  12,050,398  12,467,346  12,854,078  13,294,893  

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020
Opening Balance 2,774,028    2,463,181    2,913,531    3,418,064    3,756,094    

Revenue 12,695,166  12,500,749  12,971,878  13,192,108  13,692,793  
Expense 13,006,013  12,050,398  12,467,346  12,854,078  13,294,893  
Draw / (Contribution) 310,847      (450,350)     (504,533)     (338,030)     (397,900)     

Closing Balance 2,463,181    2,913,531    3,418,064    3,756,094    4,153,994    

Building Permit Forecast Costs

Reserve Fund Forecast

Building Permit Revenues
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5. Impact Analysis of Recommended Fee 
Structure  

In order to understand the impacts of the full cost recovery planning application and 
building permit fee structure recommendations, an impact analysis for sample 
developments has been prepared.   

5.1 Impact Analysis 

Six development types have been considered, including: 

 Site Plan Control and Zoning By-law Amendment applications for a retail building 
of 1,000 square meters; 

 Site Plan Control, OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment, and Condominium 
applications for a multi-residential building of 300 residential units; 

 Residential Subdivision and Zoning By-law Amendment application of 210 single 
detached units;  

 Site Plan Control application for an office building of 20,000 square meters;  
 Site Plan Control application for an industrial building of 10,000 square meters; 

and 
 Subdivision, OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment, and Condominium application for 

100 back to back town house units. 

In addition to providing the fee impacts for the City of Mississauga, Tables 5-1 through 
5-6 provide development fee comparisons for selected municipalities.  The development 
fee comparison includes planning application fees, building permit fees and 
development charges for each of the six development types.  The comparison illustrates 
the impacts of the planning application and building permit fee structure options in the 
context of the total development fees payable to provide a broader context for the fee 
considerations. 

5.1.1 Retail Building (1,000 sq.mt.) - Site Plan Control and Zoning By-law 

Amendment Applications (Table 5-1) 

The current planning fees for this retail development would be $63,712 ($15,480 Site 
Plan and $48,232 Zoning By-law Amendment).  Imposing the recommended fee 
structure would result in a charge of $177,720 ($22,880 Site Plan and $154,840 Zoning 
By-law Amendment) or an increase of $114,008.  Building permit fee increase of 3% 
under the recommended fee structure would add an additional $490 to the application.  
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The total combined increase would be $114,498 (+143%) under the recommended 
option. 

The impact of the recommended fee structure option on total development fees 
payable, including development charges, would be substantial.  Planning fees currently 
comprise 14% of total development fees and would increase to 31% based on the 
recommended fee structure.  In total the City’s development fees would increase by 
25%.  Compared to other GTA municipalities, the City’s position in the ranking would 
increase to 3rd from 5th. 

5.1.2 Multi-Residential Building (300 units) - Site Plan Control, OPA/Zoning By-

law Amendment and Condominium Applications (Table 5-2) 

On a per unit basis, OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment fees would increase by $90 
(+18%), while per unit Site Plan fees would decrease by $54 (-22%) due to the 
decrease in recommended variable per unit fee.  Condominium fees would increase by 
$23 per unit or 36%.  In total, planning fees applicable for a new multi-residential 
building submitting a Site Plan, OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment, and Condominium 
application would increase by $58 per unit or 7%.  Building permit fees would increase 
by $34/unit or 30%.  In total, the planning and building permit fee impacts for the 
recommended fees is and increase of $93/unit (+5%). 

Including development charges, on a per unit basis the impact on the total development 
fee would result in a 0.2%.   

5.1.3 Residential Single Detached (10 units) – Subdivision and Zoning By-law 

Amendment Applications (Table 5-3) 

A 10-unit single detached residential subdivision in the City of Mississauga would pay 
$2,519 per unit in Subdivision fees and $3,971 per unit in Zoning By-law Amendment 
fees under the City’s current fee structure.  Building permit fees on a per unit basis total 

approximately $2,589.   

Under the recommended fee structure, Subdivision fees would remain relatively 
constant (-2%), Zoning By-law Amendment fees would increase by 83% or $3,303/unit, 
and building permit fees would increase by $78 per unit (+3%).  Including development 
charges, total development fees for this type of applicant would increase by 4% from 
$89,847/unit to $93,174/unit.  The City of would remain at the top of the municipal 
comparison for the development type. 
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5.1.4 Industrial Building (10,000 sq.mt.) - Site Plan Control Application (Table 5-4)  

The current planning fees for an industrial site plan of 10,000 sq.mt. would be $47,580.  
Imposing the recommended fee structure would result in a fee of $47,225 (decrease of 
$325 or -0.6%).  The recommended increase to industrial building permit fees would 
add an additional $19,900 to the application for a total increase of $19,575 (+12%).  
Measuring the impact including development charges, the total input cost would 
increase by 0.8%.  Under this recommendation the City’s position relative to the 

comparator municipalities would remain unchanged at 4th out of 11 municipalities.   

5.1.5 Office Building (20,000 sq.mt.) - Site Plan Control Application (Figure 5-5)  

Table 5-5 illustrates the development fee comparison for a 20,000 sq.mt. office building 
submitting a site plan application.  For this application type, the total planning fees 
would remain at $55,670.  Due to the large GFA associated with this applicant type, 
maximum Site Plan fees would be generated under the current and recommended fee 
structure.  Building permit fees would increase by 32% from $335,000 under the current 
fee structure to $442,400.   

In total, the combined planning and building permit fee increases total $107,400 (+27%).  
Including development charges, the proposed increase of $107,400 would produce an 
increase in total development fees of 2%. 

5.1.6 Back to Back Townhouse Development (100 units) - Site Plan Control, 

OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment, and Condominium Common Element 

Application (Table 5-6)  

Recommended planning fees would produce an additional $35,968 in fees for this 
applicant type over current planning fees of $174,293.  This represents a 21% increase 
over current fees.  This change in fee can be broken down by planning application type 
as follows 

 OPA/Zoning By-law Amendment - $34,557 increase (+31%) 
 Site Plan Application - $4,745 decrease (-10%) 
 Condominium Common Element - $6,156 increase (+38%) 

Including a 3% increase to building permit fees ($7,849 increase), recommended 
planning and building fees would increase by $43,817 (+10%).  The total impact, 
including development charges would be an increase of 0.5% which would maintain the 
City’s position at the top of municipal comparison. 
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5.2 Impact Analysis Summary 

Based on the survey results, the recommended fees generally produce development 
fees greater than those provided under the current fee structure.  However, when 
assessing the impacts for Site Plan fees individually, the larger non-residential 
applications see a decrease in Site Plan fees under the recommended fee structure.  
This reduction is as a result of the recommended fee structure being based on lower 
charging parameters than what had been generated in the 2011 review.  The 
recommended fee structure for Site Plan applications was adjusted to allow for greater 
cost recovery from smaller applicants and to produce less over recovery of costs from 
larger applicants, mitigating the risk of OMB appeal.  Finally, while the total planning 
and building permit fee impacts are significant in most cases, when measured on a total 
development cost basis, including development charges, the overall cost impacts are 
nominal for large applications.
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Table 5-1 
Development Fee Impacts Survey of 1,000 sq.mt Retail Development    

 
Table 5-2 

Development Fee Impacts Survey of a 300 unit Multi Residential Condominium Development 

  

Rank Municipality
Site Plan 
(Upper 
Tier)

Site Plan 
(Lower Tier)

Rezoning 
(Upper Tier)

Rezoning (Lower 
Tier)

Building 
Permit Fees

Development 
Charges

Total Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit 
Fees %

1 Tow n of Markham 8,300$         16,850$           1,000$              31,750$                  13,230$          1,098,430$     1,169,560$    5% 1%
2 City of Vaughan 8,300$         10,020$           1,000$              7,341$                    13,000$          536,400$        576,061$       5% 2%
3 City of Mississauga (Proposed) -$            22,880$           -$                  154,840$                16,740$          379,320$        573,780$       31% 3%
4 Tow n of Richmond Hill 8,300$         9,295$             1,000$              12,671$                  15,100$          501,530$        547,896$       6% 3%
5 City of Burlington 1,053$         7,280$             931$                 20,100$                  22,250$          478,720$        530,334$       6% 4%
6 City of Mississauga -$            15,480$           -$                  48,232$                  16,250$          379,320$        459,282$       14% 4%
7 City of Brampton -$            5,261$             -$                  9,726$                    15,750$          346,290$        377,027$       4% 4%
8 City of Ottaw a -$            20,684$           -$                  15,914$                  10,979$          305,370$        352,947$       10% 3%
9 City of Pickering -$            4,150$             1,000$              12,800$                  9,500$            227,870$        255,320$       7% 4%
10 Tow n of Whitby -$            14,076$           1,000$              13,658$                  13,580$          208,710$        251,024$       11% 5%
11 City of Hamilton -$            14,120$           -$                  21,890$                  15,720$          198,160$        249,890$       14% 6%
12 City of Toronto -$            8,104$             -$                  17,751$                  18,780$          203,070$        247,705$       10% 8%

Rank Municipality OPA (Upper 
Tier)

OPA (Lower 
Tier)

ZBA (Upper 
Tier)

ZBA (Lower 
Tier)

Site Plan 
(Upper 
Tier)

Site Plan 
(Lower Tier)

Plan of 
Condominium 
(Upper Tier)

Plan of 
Condominium 
(Lower Tier)

Building 
Permit Fees

Development 
Charges

Total Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit Fees 

%
1 City of Mississauga (Proposed) 10,000$           -$                -$                162,900$         -$            55,430$           3,000$              22,598$                  355,291$        15,811,212$   16,420,431$  2% 2%
2 City of Mississauga 10,000$           -$                -$                136,043$         -$            71,575$           3,000$              15,831$                  344,993$        15,811,212$   16,392,654$  1% 2%
3 City of Brampton 10,000$           6,032$             -$                9,085$             -$            64,826$           3,000$              65,566$                  235,213$        15,131,364$   15,525,086$  1% 2%
4 Tow n of Markham 8,700$             45,210$           1,000$             31,750$           8,300$         457,173$         3,600$              26,620$                  342,522$        13,364,100$   14,288,975$  4% 2%
5 City of Vaughan 8,700$             31,850$           1,000$             60,620$           8,300$         117,320$         3,600$              13,345$                  249,219$        13,413,600$   13,907,554$  2% 2%
6 Tow n of Richmond Hill 8,700$             49,276$           1,000$             12,671$           8,300$         22,134$           3,600$              5,484$                    381,037$        12,132,600$   12,624,802$  1% 3%
7 City of Burlington 9,345$             20,300$           931$                124,141$         1,053$         46,780$           3,449$              3,570$                    255,810$        8,646,006$     9,111,385$    2% 3%
8 Tow n of Whitby 2,000$             26,686$           1,000$             13,658$           -$            63,247$           4,000$              9,194$                    263,225$        7,923,600$     8,306,609$    1% 3%
9 City of Toronto -$                17,882$           -$                138,339$         -$            78,088$           -$                  14,805$                  361,099$        7,669,800$     8,280,012$    3% 4%
10 City of Pickering 2,000$             21,000$           1,000$             12,800$           -$            63,200$           4,000$              7,200$                    247,159$        7,466,700$     7,825,059$    1% 3%
11 City of Hamilton -$                17,655$           -$                21,890$           -$            27,220$           -$                  45,520$                  295,561$        7,145,700$     7,553,546$    1% 4%
12 City of Ottaw a -$                19,477$           -$                15,914$           -$            20,684$           -$                  14,683$                  226,134$        5,595,300$     5,892,192$    1% 4%

6.19



Page 5-6 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. H:\Mississauga\2016 DAP\Report\Mississauga Development Fees Final Report v4-Final.docx 

Table 5-3 
Development Fee Impacts for a Residential Single Detached (10 units) Subdivision  

  
Table 5-4 

Development Fee Impacts for an Industrial Building (10,000 sq.mt.) 

   

Rank Municipality
Subdivision 
Fees (Upper 

Tier)

Subdivision 
Fees (Lower 

Tier)

Rezoning 
(Upper Tier)

Rezoning 
(Lower Tier)

Building Permit 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total

Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit 
Fees %

1 City of Mississauga (Proposed) 15,000$             9,639$               -$                   72,740$             26,670$             807,692$           931,741$           10% 3%
2 City of Mississauga 15,000$             10,185$             -$                   39,712$             25,885$             807,692$           898,474$           7% 3%
3 City of Brampton 15,000$             13,013$             -$                   15,475$             19,071$             815,477$           878,037$           5% 2%
4 Tow n of Markham 7,800$               49,140$             1,000$               29,840$             23,530$             679,500$           790,810$           11% 3%
5 City of Vaughan 7,800$               28,330$             1,000$               12,070$             18,036$             697,680$           764,916$           6% 2%
6 Tow n of Richmond Hill 7,800$               8,644$               1,000$               12,671$             23,547$             616,910$           670,572$           4% 4%
7 City of Toronto -$                   41,212$             -$                   129,235$           28,549$             406,430$           605,426$           28% 5%
8 City of Burlington 11,583$             36,900$             931$                  13,391$             20,741$             517,757$           601,303$           10% 3%
9 Tow n of Whitby 4,000$               33,415$             1,000$               13,658$             19,639$             417,400$           489,112$           11% 4%
10 City of Pickering 4,000$               14,250$             1,000$               12,800$             20,040$             419,870$           471,960$           7% 4%
11 City of Hamilton -$                   37,375$             -$                   21,890$             23,965$             377,810$           461,040$           13% 5%
12 City of Ottaw a -$                   72,578$             -$                   15,914$             17,257$             330,820$           436,569$           20% 4%

Rank Municipality
Site Plan 

(Upper Tier)

Site Plan 
(Lower 

Tier)

Building Permit 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total

Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit Fees 

%
1 Tow n of Markham 8,300$         74,270$        108,200$           4,511,500$           4,702,270$     2% 2%
2 Tow n of Richmond Hill 8,300$         9,295$          138,000$           2,778,800$           2,934,395$     1% 5%
3 City of Vaughan 8,300$         22,670$        89,000$             2,807,900$           2,927,870$     1% 3%
4 City of Mississauga (Proposed) -$             47,255$        135,900$           2,260,000$           2,443,155$     2% 6%
5 City of Mississauga -$             47,580$        116,000$           2,260,000$           2,423,580$     2% 5%
6 City of Burlington 1,053$         18,530$        76,578$             2,323,500$           2,419,661$     1% 3%
7 City of Brampton -$             18,851$        103,300$           1,923,300$           2,045,451$     1% 5%
8 City of Pickering -$             5,950$          80,000$             1,592,000$           1,677,950$     0% 5%
9 Tow n of Whitby -$             55,656$        97,500$             1,496,200$           1,649,356$     3% 6%
10 City of Ottaw a -$             20,684$        86,111$             1,093,600$           1,200,396$     2% 7%
11 City of Hamilton -$             34,120$        77,500$             1,032,300$           1,143,920$     3% 7%
12 City of Toronto -$             33,519$        135,900$           115,200$              284,619$        12% 48%
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Table 5-5 
Development Fee Impacts an Office Building (20,000 sq.mt.) 

 
Table 5-6 

Development Fee Impacts for Back-to-Back Townhouse Development (100 units) 

 
 

Rank Municipality
Site Plan 

(Upper Tier)

Site Plan 
(Lower 

Tier)

Building Permit 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total

Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit Fees 

%
1 Tow n of Markham 8,300$         146,370$      310,200$           9,023,000$           9,487,870$     2% 3%
2 Tow n of Richmond Hill 8,300$         17,595$        386,000$           5,557,600$           5,969,495$     0% 6%
3 City of Vaughan 8,300$         39,970$        270,000$           5,615,800$           5,934,070$     1% 5%
4 City of Burlington 1,053$         19,583$        444,000$           4,647,000$           5,111,636$     0% 9%
5 City of Mississauga (Proposed) -$             55,670$        442,400$           4,520,000$           5,018,070$     1% 9%
6 City of Mississauga -$             55,670$        335,000$           4,520,000$           4,910,670$     1% 7%
7 City of Brampton -$             33,951$        315,000$           3,846,600$           4,195,551$     1% 8%
8 City of Pickering -$             7,950$          250,000$           3,184,000$           3,441,950$     0% 7%
9 Tow n of Whitby -$             72,493$        314,800$           2,992,400$           3,379,693$     2% 9%
10 City of Hamilton -$             109,120$      377,800$           2,064,600$           2,551,520$     4% 15%
11 City of Ottaw a -$             20,684$        258,400$           2,187,200$           2,466,284$     1% 10%
12 City of Toronto -$             63,419$        442,400$           230,400$              736,219$        9% 60%

Rank Municipality OPA (Upper 
Tier)

OPA (Lower 
Tier)

ZBA (Upper 
Tier)

ZBA (Lower 
Tier)

Site Plan 
(Upper 
Tier)

Site Plan 
(Lower Tier)

Plan of 
Condominium 
(Upper Tier)

Condominium 
Common 

Element (Lower 
Tier)

Building 
Permit Fees

Development 
Charges

Total Planning 
Fees %

Building 
Permit Fees 

%

1 City of Mississauga (Proposed) 10,000$           -$                -$                134,400$         -$            43,430$           3,000$              19,431$                  266,699$        8,076,920$     8,553,880$    2% 3%
2 City of Mississauga 10,000$           -$                -$                99,843$           -$            48,175$           3,000$              13,275$                  258,850$        8,076,920$     8,510,063$    2% 3%
3 City of Brampton 10,000$           6,032$             -$                72,985$           -$            67,651$           3,000$              4,491$                    190,714$        8,154,774$     8,509,647$    2% 2%
5 Tow n of Markham 8,700$             45,210$           1,000$             31,750$           8,300$         137,470$         3,600$              22,830$                  235,303$        6,795,000$     7,289,163$    4% 3%
4 City of Vaughan 8,700$             31,850$           1,000$             33,745$           8,300$         44,320$           3,600$              13,345$                  180,360$        6,976,800$     7,302,020$    2% 2%
6 Tow n of Richmond Hill 8,700$             49,276$           1,000$             12,671$           8,300$         56,267$           3,600$              5,484$                    235,470$        6,169,100$     6,549,868$    2% 4%
7 City of Burlington 9,345$             20,300$           931$                13,391$           1,053$         23,780$           409$                 3,570$                    207,414$        5,177,569$     5,457,762$    1% 4%
8 City of Toronto -$                17,882$           -$                129,235$         -$            58,167$           -$                  8,238$                    285,487$        4,064,300$     4,563,308$    5% 6%
10 Tow n of Whitby 20,000$           26,686$           1,000$             13,658$           -$            38,083$           4,000$              9,246$                    196,392$        4,174,000$     4,483,064$    3% 4%
9 City of Pickering 20,000$           21,000$           1,000$             12,800$           -$            23,200$           4,000$              7,200$                    200,400$        4,198,700$     4,488,300$    2% 4%
11 City of Hamilton -$                17,655$           -$                21,890$           -$            27,220$           -$                  23,020$                  239,645$        3,778,100$     4,107,530$    2% 6%
12 City of Ottaw a -$                19,477$           -$                15,914$           -$            20,684$           -$                  14,683$                  172,567$        3,308,200$     3,551,525$    2% 5%
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6. Development Fees Review Study 
Conclusions 

6.1 Conclusions 

Summarized in this technical report is the legislative context for the development fees 
review, the methodology undertaken, ABC results and the associated full cost recovery 
and fee structure recommendations.  In developing the recommended cost recovery fee 
structure, careful consideration was given to the recent trends pertaining to planning 
fees, including recent comments of the Ontario Municipal Board concerning planning 
application fees.  Building permit fee recommendations considered the mix of building 
permit application activity, affordability concerns, and service demands in addressing 
current under recovery of service costs and provisions for sustainable reserves.  Sign 
permit and zoning fees recommendations minor adjustments to the existing fees to 
improve cost recovery of service. 

The intent of the user fee review is to provide the City with a recommended fee 
structure for Council’s consideration to appropriately recover the service costs from 

benefiting parties.  The municipality will ultimately determine the level of cost recovery 
and phasing strategy that is suitable for their objectives. 
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Appendix A – Building Permit Fee Municipal 
Survey 
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Building Classification Mississauga Burlington Brampton

(A) Construction
Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas, pools, restaurants, recreation centres, 
transit stations, bus terminals, etc

$17.50 $22.65 $16.29 

Restaurant (shell) $14.00 $22.65 $16.29 

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc. $22.00 $25.73 $20.64 

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes $15.50 < 300 sq. m. - $12.42

> 300 sq. m. - $16.00
Custom - $13.58

Certified Model - $11.42
Min. fee - $1630.24

All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc) $16.75 $16.29 

Hotels, motels $17.50 $16.29 
Residential Addition $11.40 $12.42 $9.78 
Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell) $13.00 Up to 10 storeys - $16.70

More than 10 storeys - $18.30
$11.96 

Office buildings (finished) $16.75 Up to 10 storeys - $22.20
More than 10 storeys - $23.80

$15.75 

Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc. $16.75 $22.46 

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas) $12.20 $15.60 $11.96 
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets, department stores, car dealerships, etc. $16.25 $22.25 $15.75 

Group F: Industrial Occupancies
Warehouses, factories (shell)(≤10,000m2) $8.10 

Warehouses, factories: (Single tenancy) (finished) (≤10,000m2) $11.60 

Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2) $7.50 

Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)

$11.00 

(B) Alterations
Interior alterations and partitioning to new construction and change of occupancy 
classification

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.) $5.50 $5.50 $4.34 

Group B: Institutional occupancies $5.50 $5.50 $4.34 
Group C: Residential occupancies (Part 9) $5.50 $2.64 $4.34 

Group D: Business and personal services occupancies $5.50 $5.50 $3.81 
Group E: Mercantile occupancies $5.50 $5.50 $3.81 

Group F: Industrial occupancies (≤10,000m2) $5.50 $5.50 

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2) $2.90 $2.90 

Other Fees
Conditional Permit $850 20% of full permit fee 10% of full permit fee

min: $326.05
max: $3260.49

Occupancy of unfinished building
Residential
Residential Occupancy Permit for dwelling units [Div. C, 1.3.3.4.(4)] detached, semi 
detached & most townhomes,etc.]

$105/unit

Occupancy Permit for residential buildings [other than Div. C,1.3.3.4.(4) detached, semi-
detached or most townhomes,] & Care Facilities (B3)

$208 
(+25.00/suite for multiple unit

buildings)

Occupancy Permit for new buildings, additions and renovations [other than residential 
buildings & Care Facilities (B3) listed above]

$229.00 (flat fee)

Commercial/Industrial $18.50/100 sq. m.

Demolition $18.50/100 sq. m.
Min. $245. Accessory residential

Structure - $145 each

Up to 600 sq. m. - $229 flat fee
Over 600 sq.m. - $740 flat fee

Detached Residential - $1630.24 
each

Accessory - $217.36 flat fee
Non-residential or multi-unit
residential - $543.43 flat fee
Implosion - $1630.24 each

Less than or equal to 4 storeys -
$11.82

More than 4 storeys - $16.75

1st 4,650 sq. m. - $9.22
Over 4,650 sq. m. - $6.30

$190/unit

Shell  - $7.07

Finished:
Major occupancy warehouse / 

distribution - $10.33

Major Occupancy 
Manufacturing/Processing/Repair or 

$

Warehouse / distribution - $3.26 
Manufacturing/Processing/Repair or 

High Hazard - $3 80
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Building Classification

(A) Construction
Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas, pools, restaurants, recreation centres, 
transit stations, bus terminals, etc

Restaurant (shell)

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes

All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)

Hotels, motels
Residential Addition
Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)

Office buildings (finished)

Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets, department stores, car dealerships, etc.

Group F: Industrial Occupancies
Warehouses, factories (shell)(≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories: (Single tenancy) (finished) (≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)

(B) Alterations
Interior alterations and partitioning to new construction and change of occupancy 
classification

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.)

Group B: Institutional occupancies
Group C: Residential occupancies (Part 9)

Group D: Business and personal services occupancies
Group E: Mercantile occupancies

Group F: Industrial occupancies (≤10,000m2)

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2)

Other Fees
Conditional Permit

Occupancy of unfinished building
Residential
Residential Occupancy Permit for dwelling units [Div. C, 1.3.3.4.(4)] detached, semi 
detached & most townhomes,etc.]
Occupancy Permit for residential buildings [other than Div. C,1.3.3.4.(4) detached, semi-
detached or most townhomes,] & Care Facilities (B3)

Occupancy Permit for new buildings, additions and renovations [other than residential 
buildings & Care Facilities (B3) listed above]
Commercial/Industrial

Demolition

Hamilton Ottawa Toronto

$21.32 All (except as noted below) -
$15.28

Schools, Colleges, Universities -
$18.30

Community Centres, Theatres,
Arenas, Recreational Facilities -

$20.77

$27.98 

$18.50 $23.41 

$25.47 Hospital and Detention facilities -
$24.43

All other B Occupancies - $15.28

$29.77 

$14.35 $10.33 

$14.35 

$18.97 $50.94 plus $26.57/sq.m.
$14.35 $10.33 $50.94 plus $16.79/sq.m.

Up to 10 storeys - $14.32
More than 10 storeys - $17.32

less than or equal to 10 storeys
and any other Group D building 

not listed below - $12.92

$17.59 

Up to 10 storeys - $18.89
More than 10 storeys - $22.17

more than 10 storeys - $15.93 $22.12 

Banks, Medical Office, Police and
Fire Stations - $14.64

$11.75 $14.25 
$15.72 $18.78 

Industrial Buildings, Warehouses,
Self-Storage Buildings (< 7 500 

sq.m.) - $11.18

Industrial Buildings (finished, < 7
500 sq.m.) - $15.39

Industrial Buildings, Warehouses,
Self-Storage Buildings (shell > 7

500 sq.m.) - 9.06

Industrial Buildings (finished, > 7
500 sq.m.) - 13.59

$3.18 $5.20 

$3.18 $5.20 
$3.18 $4.83 

$3.18 $5.20 
$3.18 $4.83 

$3.18 

Res under Part 9 of Div. B Building
Code - $354

Residential/I/C/I under Part 3 of Div. B
of the Building Code:

up to 1200 m2 - $881
>1200 sq. m. - $2,645

single detached, semi-detached
and row house units - $300

All other - $900

additional 10% of full fees
Min. $279.70/permit 

Max $2,796.98/permit

$0.43/m2
Accessory structures to a residential

use - $146 minimum
Non-res and multi-res - $364 minimum

$90 for the first 5,000 sq.ft. (464.5 
sq.m.) of GFA or portion thereof, 

plus $9.90 for each additional 
1,000 sq.ft. (92.9 sq.m.) of GFA 

or part thereof

$0.15/sq.m. 

Environmental Review - $932.33
(flat fee)

Implosion - $2,097.76

$13.45 

$10.98 

$8.61 

$9.90 / $1,000 of construction 
value.

Min. $80

$50.94 plus $16.79/sq.m.

$4.83 

Up to 4,650 sq. m. - $11.03

Over 4,650 sq. m. - $7.75
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Building Classification

(A) Construction
Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas, pools, restaurants, recreation centres, 
transit stations, bus terminals, etc

Restaurant (shell)

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes

All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)

Hotels, motels
Residential Addition
Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)

Office buildings (finished)

Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets, department stores, car dealerships, etc.

Group F: Industrial Occupancies
Warehouses, factories (shell)(≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories: (Single tenancy) (finished) (≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)

(B) Alterations
Interior alterations and partitioning to new construction and change of occupancy 
classification

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.)

Group B: Institutional occupancies
Group C: Residential occupancies (Part 9)

Group D: Business and personal services occupancies
Group E: Mercantile occupancies

Group F: Industrial occupancies (≤10,000m2)

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2)

Other Fees
Conditional Permit

Occupancy of unfinished building
Residential
Residential Occupancy Permit for dwelling units [Div. C, 1.3.3.4.(4)] detached, semi 
detached & most townhomes,etc.]
Occupancy Permit for residential buildings [other than Div. C,1.3.3.4.(4) detached, semi-
detached or most townhomes,] & Care Facilities (B3)

Occupancy Permit for new buildings, additions and renovations [other than residential 
buildings & Care Facilities (B3) listed above]
Commercial/Industrial

Demolition

Pickering Vaughan Whitby

$15.00 Shell - $11.50

Custom - $16.5

Transit stations - $16.80

All others - $18.14

$17.50 $17.50 $20.06 

$12.00 Singles Detached Units = $10.50 $11.76 

Multiple Units incl. Townhouses -
$11.75

$12.78 

$16.00 
$12.00 $10.50 $11.76 

Single Storey - $9.50 $1.50 $12.25 

Multi-Storey - $12.50 $13.25 $15.74 

$9.00 $10.58 
$12.50 $13.58 

Farm buildings, unserviced storage
buildings, unfinished basements -

$4.50

shell  - $9.00 shell  - $8.22

Parking garages and other industrial
buildings - $8

finished - $12.50 finished - $9.75

$5.00 min $100

$5.37 

$5.41 
$3.50 $5.41 

$4.80 
$4.54 

$3.90 

10% of applicable permit fee to a
maximum of $2,750.00 in addition 

to applicable fee

$1,000 per agreement $1,076.90 

$300.00 

$10.50 for each 100m² of floor area 
or part thereof, minimum $125.00

$103.00 (Residential) $515.00 (Non 
Residential)

All other occupancies - $0.18

SFD/Accessory Structures - 
$107.69 (flat fee)

Residential (Part 9) heating,
mechanical ventilating and

airconditioning equipment - $100

Non-residential & Res. Part 3
mechanical heating, ventilating and

air-conditioning equipment - 
$0.35/sq.m. $200 min. 
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Building Classification

(A) Construction
Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas, pools, restaurants, recreation centres, 
transit stations, bus terminals, etc

Restaurant (shell)

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes

All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)

Hotels, motels
Residential Addition
Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)

Office buildings (finished)

Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets, department stores, car dealerships, etc.

Group F: Industrial Occupancies
Warehouses, factories (shell)(≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories: (Single tenancy) (finished) (≤10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)

Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)

(B) Alterations
Interior alterations and partitioning to new construction and change of occupancy 
classification

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.)

Group B: Institutional occupancies
Group C: Residential occupancies (Part 9)

Group D: Business and personal services occupancies
Group E: Mercantile occupancies

Group F: Industrial occupancies (≤10,000m2)

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2)

Other Fees
Conditional Permit

Occupancy of unfinished building
Residential
Residential Occupancy Permit for dwelling units [Div. C, 1.3.3.4.(4)] detached, semi 
detached & most townhomes,etc.]
Occupancy Permit for residential buildings [other than Div. C,1.3.3.4.(4) detached, semi-
detached or most townhomes,] & Care Facilities (B3)

Occupancy Permit for new buildings, additions and renovations [other than residential 
buildings & Care Facilities (B3) listed above]
Commercial/Industrial

Demolition

Richmond Hill Milton Oakville Cambridge

Transit stations - $17.00

All others - $17.60

$14.42 Recreational Facilities –
arenas(1),/gymnasiums/pools,theatr

es$20.90-$33.95
Schools/libraries - $27.55

Place of Worship - $20.90

Shell - $23.68
Finished - $26.91

$14.42 $23.95 

Shell only - $19.80

Finished - $23.00

$17.84 $20.90-$30.85 Shell only - $25.30
Finished - $28.63

$14.10 $11.60 $14.42 

$18.50 $10.37 $13.89 

$22.00 $14.42 $24.90 $22.71 
$14.10 $11.60 $16.70 $14.42 

$12.70 $11.89 Shell only:
1 to 9 storeys - $16.7

10 - 19 storeys - $18.30
20+ storeys - $20.65

$19.48 

$19.30 $14.42 For interior office 
finish/alteration/partitioning add

$5.50

$22.71 

Banks, Trust Companies etc. Shell -
$20.90

Interio finish - add $10.45

$11.90 $8.61 $15.60 $12.70 
$15.10 $10.62 $22.25 $16.04 

shell  - $8.20 shell  - $6.57 shell  - $7.97

finished - $13.80 finished - $7.08 finished - $10.01

Restaurants - $7.10
All others - $4.60

$3.52 Places of Worship - $10.45
Restaurants - $12.60 

Schools - $13.75
Swimming Pools/Recreation 
Complex/Theatres - $17.00 

$4.52 min. $114

$4.60 $3.52 10.45 -13.95 $4.52 min. $114
$5.20 Finished Basement &/or Accessory

apt. - $5.39
Parking Garage repair - $1.38

Basement walkouts, exterior stairs,
attached decks - $71 (flat fee)

$4.40 $4.52 min. $114

$4.60 $3.52 $5.50 $4.52 min. $114
$3.50 $3.52 $10.60 $4.52 min. $114

$3.50 $3.52 $5.50 $4.52 min. $114

$3.52 

25% of the permit fee
min. $1,046.50 

max. $10,465.00

$640 $1.83/sq.m.

Residential:
SFD - $220 (flat fee)

All other residential - $350 (flat fee)

$124 (flat fee) First 300 sq. m. - $392
Each additional 100 sq.m. (or part) -

$90

$1.40/sq.m.

SHELL ONLY:
Under 1,000m2 - $13.90

1000-2000 - $11.65
2000-5000 - $9.70

5000-15000 - $8.20
Over 15,000 - $7.80

For interior office finish add $5.50

$16.00 
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Municipal Planning and 
Building Fees Comparison 

 
 

 -

 50,000

 100,000

 150,000

 200,000

 250,000

Survey of  Fees Related to 1,000 m2 Retail Development

Site Plan Rezoning Building Permit

Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 20% of total cost of development including development charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $114,00 would equal a 29% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Reommended Fees: Increase of $8,000 would equal a  2% increase in total cost of development

A
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Municipal Development Fees 
Comparison 

 

 -
 100,000
 200,000
 300,000
 400,000
 500,000
 600,000
 700,000
 800,000
 900,000

 1,000,000

Survey of  Fees Related to a Mulit-Residential Condominium 
Development of 300 Units

OPA/Rezoning Site Plan Condominium Building Permit

Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 4% of total cost of development including development 
charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $28,00 would equal a 0.2% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Recommended Fees: Decrease of $7,000 would equal a  0.04% decrease in total cost of 
development
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Municipal Planning and Building 
Fees Comparison  

 -

 50,000

 100,000

 150,000

 200,000

 250,000

Survey of  Fees Related to a Residential Subdivision of 10 Single 
Dwelling Units

Subdivision Rezoning Building Permit

*Combined Subdivision/Rezoning Fee
Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 10% of total cost of development including development charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $33,000 would equal a 4% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Recommended Fees: Decrease of $500 would equal a  0.1% decrease in total cost of development
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Municipal Development Fees 
Comparison  

 -

 50,000

 100,000

 150,000

 200,000

 250,000

Survey of  Fees Related to Industrial Development (10,000 m2)

Site Plan Building Permit

Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 7% of total cost of development including development charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $9,000 would equal a 0.4% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Recommended Fees: Increase of $9,000 would equal a  0.4% increase in total cost of development
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Municipal Planning and Building 
Fees Comparison  

 -

 100,000

 200,000

 300,000

 400,000

 500,000

 600,000

 700,000

Survey of  Fees Related to Office Development (20,000 m2)

Site Plan Building Permit

Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 6% of total cost of development including development 
charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $75,000 would equal a 1% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Recommended Fees: Increase of $75,000 would equal a  1% increase in total cost of 
development
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Municipal Development Fees 
Comparison  

 -

 100,000

 200,000

 300,000

 400,000

 500,000

 600,000

Survey of  Fees Related to a Residential of 100 Back-to-Back 
Townhouses

OPA/Rezoning Site Plan Condominium Building Permit

Exis tingFees: Total charges represent 5% of total cost of development including 
development charges
Ful l Cost Fees: Increase of $42,000 would equal a 0.5% increase in total cost of development
Ci ty Recommended Fees: Increase of $9,000 would equal a  0.1% increase in total cost of 
development
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PLANNING APPLICATION FEES

Planning Application Type Current Fee 
Structure ($)

Waston's Full 
Cost Fee 
Structure 
(2016$)

Proposed Fee 
Structure 
(2017$)

Change - 
Current to 

Proposed ($)

Change - 
Current to 

Proposed (%)
Description

Official Plan Amendment (OPA) $23,542.00 $45,500.00 $24,013.00 $471.00 2% Official Plan Amendment (OPA) Base Fee
$42,393.00 $72,400.00 $43,241.00 $848.00 2% Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law Amendment Base Fee

$888.00 $1,070.00 $906.00 $18.00 2% Residential: $/unit for first 25 units
$470.00 $470.00 $479.00 $9.00 2% Residential: $/unit for units 26-100
$245.00 $195.00 $199.00 -$46.00 -19% Residential: $/unit for units 101-200
$117.00 $90.00 $92.00 -$25.00 -21% Residential: $/unit for units beyond 200

$192,690.00 $205,000.00 $209,100.00 $16,410.00 9% Maximum residential charge per application
$14.00 $14.00 $14.28 $0.28 2% Commercial/Institutional: $/m2

$4,292.00 $9,000.00 $4,378.00 $86.00 2% Industrial/Office: $/gross ha
$107,000.00 $175,000.00 $109,140.00 $2,140.00 2% Maximum industrial, commercial and office (ICI) charge per application

$30,832.00 $60,840.00 $31,449.00 $617.00 2% Zoning By-law Amendment Base Fee
$1,134.00 $1,190.00 $1,157.00 $23.00 2% Residential: $/unit for first 25 units

$877.00 $920.00 $895.00 $18.00 2% Residential: $/unit for units 26-100
$513.00 $385.00 $393.00 -$120.00 -23% Residential: $/unit for units 101-200
$203.00 $150.00 $153.00 -$50.00 -25% Residential: $/unit for units beyond 200

$192,700.00 $190,000.00 $193,800.00 $1,100.00 1% Maximum residential charge per application
$17.40 $94.00 $17.75 $0.35 2% Commercial/Institutional: $/m2

$10,275.00 $27,100.00 $10,481.00 $206.00 2% Industrial/Office: $/gross ha
$107,000.00 $155,000.00 $109,140.00 $2,140.00 2% Maximum industrial, commercial and office (ICI) charge per application

$30,725.00 $44,605.00 $31,340.00 $615.00 2% Base Fee
$15,094.00 $14,515.00 $15,396.00 $302.00 2% Additional fee per application for applications within City Centre

Temporary Use By-law $4,817.00 $17,411.00 $4,913.00 $96.00 2% Base Fee
Extension of Temporary Use By-
law $3,747.00 $14,155.00 $3,822.00 $75.00 2% Base Fee

$8,350.00 $9,680.00 $9,874.00 $1,524.00 18% Base Fee
$567.00 $570.00 $581.00 $14.00 2% Residential: $/unit for first 25 units
$342.00 $260.00 $265.00 -$77.00 -23% Residential: $/unit for units 26-100
$117.00 $60.00 $61.00 -$56.00 -48% Residential: $/unit for units beyond 100

$80,290.00 $85,000.00 $86,700.00 $6,410.00 8% Maximum residential charge per application
$7.13 $13.20 $13.46 $6.33 89% Commercial/Office/Institutional: $/m2 for first 2000m2
$5.09 $9.45 $9.64 $4.55 89% Commercial/Office/Institutional: $/m2 for 2001-4500m2
$3.11 $5.75 $5.87 $2.76 89% Commercial/Office/Institutional: $/m2 for 4501-7000m2
$1.49 $2.75 $2.81 $1.32 88% Commercial/Office/Institutional: $/m2 beyond 7000m2

$55,670.00 $55,670.00 $56,783.00 $1,113.00 2% Maximum commercial/office/institutional charge per application
$7.13 $7.30 $7.45 $0.32 4% Industrial: $/m2 for first 2000m2
$5.09 $5.10 $5.20 $0.11 2% Industrial: $/m2 for 2001-4500m2
$3.11 $2.65 $2.70 -$0.41 -13% Industrial: $/m2 for 4501-7000m2
$1.49 $1.20 $1.22 -$0.27 -18% Industrial: $/m2 beyond 7000m2

$55,670.00 $55,670.00 $56,783.00 $1,113.00 2% Maximum industrial charge per application
Site Plan Control - For Infill 
Residential $8,187.00 $9,680.00 $9,874.00 $1,687.00 21% Base Fee

$2,569.00 $4,015.00 $4,095.00 $1,526.00 59% Base Fee
$642.00 $1,082.00 $1,104.00 $462.00 72% Planning & Building - Site Inventory Reivew Surcharge
$363.00 $371.00 $378.00 $15.00 4% Transportation & Works - Development Engineering Review Surcharge
$128.00 $115.00 $117.00 -$11.00 -9% Transportation & Works - Storm Drainage Review Surcharge

$95.00 $114.00 $116.00 $21.00 22% Transportation & Works - Environmental Review Surcharge
$74.00 $140.00 $143.00 $69.00 93% Community Services - Fire Review Surcharge

$191.00 $311.00 $317.00 $126.00 66% Community Services - Forestry Review Surcharge
$392.00 $400.00 $400.00 Community Services - Heritage Review Surcharge (NEW)
$418.00 $426.00 $426.00 Transportation & Works - Traffic Review Surcharge (NEW)

Official Plan Amendment/Zoning 
By-law Amendment

Zoning By-law Amendment

Site Plan Control - Except for Infill 
Residential

Site Plan Control - Limit 
Circulation

Removal of (H) Holding Symbol
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PLANNING APPLICATION FEES (Cont'd)

Planning Application Type Current Fee 
Structure ($)

Waston's Full 
Cost Fee 
Structure 
(2016$)

Proposed Fee 
Structure 
(2017$)

Change - 
Current to 

Proposed ($)

Change - 
Current to 

Proposed (%)
Description

Site Plan Approval Express 
(SPAX) $321.00 $440.00 $449.00 $128.00 40% Base Fee

Master Site Plan $60,300.00 $61,506.00 $61,506.00 Base Fee (NEW)
$470.00 $549.00 $560.00 $90.00 19% Infill - initial inspection
$203.00 $235.00 $240.00 $37.00 18% Infill - subsequent inspections
$738.00 $862.00 $879.00 $141.00 19% Non-infill - initial inspection
$599.00 $706.00 $720.00 $121.00 20% Non-infill - subsequent inspections

$8,350.00 $8,350.00 $8,517.00 $167.00 2% Base Fee
$620.00 $542.00 $553.00 -$67.00 -11% Detached, semi-detached and townhouse dwellings: $/unit

$3.11 $2.72 $2.77 -$0.34 -11% All other residential, commercial, or institutional uses: $/m2 beyond 500m2
$5,246.00 $4,589.00 $4,681.00 -$565.00 -11% Industrial/Office: $/gross ha

$128,400.00 $128,400.00 $130,968.00 $2,568.00 2% Maximum fee per application
$1,713.00 $1,401.00 $1,429.00 -$284.00 -17% Planning & Building - Environmental Review
$3,169.00 $2,627.00 $2,680.00 -$489.00 -15% EIS Minor Required
$9,336.00 $7,705.00 $7,859.00 -$1,477.00 -16% EIS Major Required
$3,736.00 $3,828.00 $3,905.00 $169.00 5% Planning & Building - Parking Utilization Study
$1,369.00 $1,450.00 $1,479.00 $110.00 8% Community Services - Heritage Review (HIA)

$2,003.00 $2,043.00 $2,043.00 Community Services - Heritage Review (HIA/Conservation) (NEW)
$95.00 $155.00 $158.00 $63.00 66% Community Services - Forestry Inspection

$2,890.00 $4,000.00 $4,080.00 $1,190.00 41% OPA/Rezoning and Rezoning
$2,515.00 $3,481.00 $3,551.00 $1,036.00 41% Subdivision
$1,980.00 $2,740.00 $2,795.00 $815.00 41% Site Plan

Preliminary Meetings - Site Plan $871.00 $300.00 $300.00 Base Fee (NEW) 
$1,392.00 $1,640.00 $1,673.00 $281.00 20% Base Fee

$57.00 $57.00 $58.00 $1.00 2% Fee for each lot or block created
$167.00 $284.00 $117.00 70% Repeal / Amend Exempting By-law
$167.00 $284.00 $117.00 70% Extension of Exempting By-law
$167.00 $284.00 $117.00 70% Deletion of Restrictions
$138.00 $213.00 $75.00 54% Consent to Transfer / Charge

$5,781.00 $12,548.00 $12,799.00 $7,018.00 121% Base Fee
$33.50 $33.50 $34.20 $0.70 2% Apartment: $/unit
$82.00 $82.00 $84.00 $2.00 2% Non-apartment/vacant lot: $/unit

$164.00 $164.00 $167.00 $3.00 2% Non-residential: $/ha
$25,000.00 $25,500.00 $25,500.00 Maximum Fee (New)

Plan of Condominium Common $13,275.00 $19,431.00 $19,820.00 $6,545.00 49% Base Fee
Payment in Lieu (PIL) of Off-Street 
Parking $800.00 $12,654.00 $800.00 $0.00 0% Base Fee

Payment in Lieu (PIL) of Off-Street 
Parking (Delegation) $800.00 $8,712.00 $800.00 $0.00 0% Base Fee

Telecommunication Towers $4,280.00 $2,813.00 $2,869.00 -$1,411.00 -33% Base Fee
Telecommunication Towers - 
Public Meeting $5,350.00 $4,096.00 $4,178.00 -$1,172.00 -22% Base Fee

Site Plan Inspection Fees

Plan of Condominium Standard

Plan of Subdivision

Surcharges

Development Application Review 
Committee (DARC) Meeting 
Proposal Submissions

Part Lot Control
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BUILDING APPLICATION FEES

Building Permit Type Current Fee 
Structure ($)

Watson's Full 
Cost Fee 
Structure 
(2017$)

Proposed Fee 
Structure ($) Change ($) Change (%) Description

Assembly $17.50 $22.50 $22.50 $5.00 28.57% $/sq.m
Restaurant $14.00 $20.00 $20.00 $6.00 42.86% $/sq.m
Institutional $22.00 $25.00 $25.00 $3.00 13.64% $/sq.m
Residential - Apartment $16.75 $17.25 $17.25 $0.50 2.99% $/sq.m
Reesidential - Detached/Semi-detached/Townhouse (>400m2) $15.50 $15.97 $15.97 $0.47 3.03% $/sq.m
Residential - Detached/Semi-detached (<400m2) $15.50 $15.97 $15.97 $0.47 3.03% $/sq.m
Residential - Townhouse (<400m2) $15.50 $15.97 $15.97 $0.47 3.03% $/sq.m
Residential - Addition (Detached/Semi/Townhouse) $11.40 $11.74 $11.74 $0.34 2.98% $/sq.m
Business and Personal Service - Shell $13.00 $16.50 $16.50 $3.50 26.92% $/sq.m
Business and Personal Service - Finished $16.75 $20.50 $20.50 $3.75 22.39% $/sq.m
Mercentile - Shell $12.20 $12.57 $12.57 $0.37 3.03% $/sq.m
Mercentile - Finished $16.25 $16.74 $16.74 $0.49 3.02% $/sq.m
Industrial - Shell (<10,000m2) $8.10 $10.75 $10.75 $2.65 32.72% $/sq.m
Industrial - Finished (<10,000m2) $11.60 $12.50 $12.50 $0.90 7.76% $/sq.m
Industrial - Shell (>10,000m2) $7.50 $8.50 $8.50 $1.00 13.33% $/sq.m
Industrial - Finished (>10,000m2) $11.00 $12.00 $12.00 $1.00 9.09% $/sq.m
Part 3 Building Alterations (Base Fee) $245.00 $245.00 $245.00 Base Fee
Part 3 Building Alterations (Variable Fee) $5.50 $5.75 $5.75 $0.25 4.55% $/sq.m
Part 9 Building Alterations (Base Fee) $145.00 $145.00 $145.00 Base Fee
Part 9 Building Alterations (Variable Fee) $5.50 $5.75 $5.75 $0.25 4.55% $/sq.m
Other Building Alterations (Base Fee) $245.00 $245.00 $245.00 Base Fee
Other Building Alterations (Variable Fee) $5.50 $5.75 $5.75 $0.25 4.55% $/sq.m
Occupancy of Unfinished Building $190.00 $195.70 $195.70 $5.70 3.00% Base Fee
Conditional (Minimum) $850.00 $875.50 $875.50 $25.50 3.00% Minimum Fee
Demolition $245.00 $252.35 $252.35 $7.35 3.00% Base Fee
Sign Fascia $30.00 $30.90 $30.90 $0.90 3.00% $/sq.m
Sign Ground $30.00 $30.90 $30.90 $0.90 3.00% $/sq.m

Sign Application Type Current Fee 
Structure ($)

Watson's Full 
Cost Fee 
Structure 
(2016$)

Proposed Fee 
Structure ($) Change ($) Change (%) Description

Portable Sign - Counter Service - Road Allowances $120.00 $120.00 $120.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Portable Sign - Online Service - Road Allowances $110.00 $110.00 $110.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Portable Sign - Counter Service - Private Property $120.00 $120.00 $120.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Portable Sign - Online Service - Private Property $110.00 $110.00 $110.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Portable Signs - Festivals $120.00 $403.34 $120.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Permanent Sign - Sign By-law $110.00 $226.05 $110.00 $0.00 0.00% Base Fee
Sign Variance $850.00 $1,201.97 $1,226.00 $376.00 44.24% Base Fee

Zoning Application Type Current Fee 
Structure ($)

Watson's Full 
Cost Fee 
Structure 
(2016$)

Proposed Fee 
Structure ($) Change ($) Change (%) Description

Pre-Application Zoning Review - Residential $405.00 $405.00 $413.10 $8.10 2.00% Base Fee
Pre-Application Zoning Review - Non-Residential $405.00 $405.00 $413.10 $8.10 2.00% Base Fee
Zoning Letters - Home Owners $160.00 $160.00 $163.20 $3.20 2.00% Base Fee
Zoning Letters - Other Residential & Non-Residential $214.00 $214.00 $218.28 $4.28 2.00% Base Fee
Swimming Pool Review Process $258.00 $258.00 $263.16 $5.16 2.00% Base Fee
Zoning Certificate of Occupancy $267.00 $759.45 $500.00 $233.00 87.27% Base Fee
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Date: 2016/11/18 

To: Chair and Members of Budget Committee 

From: Edward R. Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and 
Building 

Originator’s files: 

Meeting date: 
2016/11/28 

Subject 
Amend By-law 0251-13 respecting Construction, Demolition and Change of Use Permits 

(The Building By-law) 

PUBLIC MEETING 

Recommendation 
1. That the By-law 0251-13 respecting Construction, Demolition and Change of Use

Permits be amended in accordance with Appendix 1 of the report from the

Commissioner of Planning and Building dated November 18, 2016.

2. That staff be directed to prepare an amending By-law for consideration of Council.

Report Highlights 
 The Building Code Act authorizes Council to administer the Act and determine an

appropriate fee structure to ensure cost recovery

 The proposed base rate increases in 2017 and subsequent annual 3 percent increase for
the next three years will result in increased cost recovery and allow for growth in operating

reserves

 New fee rates will be effective January 9, 2017

Background 
The construction, renovation, demolition and change of use of buildings are regulated through 
the Building Code Act, 1992 (BCA) and the Building Code.  

Clause 7(1)(c) of the Building Code Act authorizes Council to levy permit fees. The 
responsibility rests with Council to determine an appropriate fee structure for all classes of 
building permits. 
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Budget Committee 
 

2016/11/18 2 

 

By-law 0251-13 (amended by 61-14 and 96-15), a By-law respecting Construction, Demolition 
and Change of Use Permits, also known as the "Building By-law" was enacted and passed on 
November 20, 2013. 
 
Prior to passing of a By-law to introduce or change a fee imposed for permits or for the issuance 
of permits, the municipality must hold at least one public meeting at which any person who 
attends has an opportunity to make representations with respect to the matter. 
 
In accordance with Part X – Changing Permit Fees in the Building By-law, a 21-day notice must 
be provided prior to the public meeting to any persons and organizations that requested notice 
in the last five years. Upon discussions with the Office of the City Clerk, no persons or 
organizations has requested notice and Legal Services has confirmed that no additional notice 
is required other than this item being listed on the Committee’s agenda. 
 
A separate report entitled “Planning Application and Building Permit Fees” (Fees Report) dated 
November 18, 2016 is also being considered by Budget Committee at the same meeting as this 
report. The purpose is to provide a summary of the findings of the review conducted by Watson 
& Associates Economist Ltd (Watson) in 2016 and to recommend new fee structures for 
planning and building permit application fees that will achieve increased cost recovery. 
 

Comments 
The current building application fees have been in effect since November 20, 2013 with annual 

3 percent increases. The current fee schedules expire on December 31, 2016. 

 

The proposed fee increases for 2017, 2018 and 2019 are shown in the revised Building Permit 

Fee Schedules "A" and "B" (Appendix 1) which is based on recommendations in the Fees 

Report. These schedules will be included in the amendments to the Building By-law. 

 

Financial Impact 
The proposed fee rate increases and incremental increases of 3 percent annually will result in a 

continuation of full cost recovery for services prescribed by the Building Code Act.  In addition, 

the proposed fee increases will provide for contributions to the Building Permit Reserve. 

 

Conclusion 
The proposed amending Building By-law is in compliance with the Building Code Act, 1992, as 

amended, and in compliance with the Ontario Building Code, Ontario Regulation 332/12, as 

amended. 
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2016/11/18 3 

 

Attachments 
Appendix 1: Schedules “A” and “B” of the proposed Building By-law 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Edward R. Sajecki, Commissioner of Planning and Building 

 

Prepared by:   Jack Hinton, Manager Business and Customer Service 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "A-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Permit Fees and Refunds

(amended by ??-16)

1. FEES

The minimum fee for a permit shall be $150.00 for residential and $252.00 for
non-residential, unless stated otherwise. (96-15)

For applications submitted electronically, all fees shall be paid in full through an electronic
payment process to a maximum of $10,000 prior to the commencement of the application
review by the Chief Building Official. Where the total permit fee exceeds $10,000 the
balance of the permit fee must be paid in person prior to permit issuance. (96-15)

The fee for the electronic pre-screening of applications shall be $100.00. This fee is non-
refundable and a credit for this fee will be applied to the total building permit fee. (96-15)

1.1 CLASS OF PERMIT PERMIT FEE

1.1.1 Construct a building as defined See Schedule "B-1" for Building
by Section 1 of the Building Code Act, classifications and permit fees.
including a building intended
for farming purposes, may be
divided into the following
classes of permits:

1.1.1.1.  Complete Building
For new building construction including additions and alterations to existing
buildings (this permit includes associated drains, plumbing and mechanical
works, but does not include mechanical site services that serve more than one
building.)

1.1.1.2 Foundation Component
1.1.1.3 Foundation to Roof Component (Superstructure)
1.1.1.4 Plumbing Component
1.1.1.5 Drain  Component  (this  permit  may  include  drains  within  a  building  and/or

mechanical site services that serve one building only.)
1.1.1.6 Mechanical Component

For heating, ventilation, air conditioning and air contaminant extraction systems
1.1.1.7 Designated Structures

Includes all structures designated under Division A, Part 1, Article 1.3.1.1. of the
Building Code

1.1.2 For permits required in Article 1.1.1.1 $381.00 additional fee for each
when divided into partial permits partial permit, unless stated

otherwise

1.1.3 Site services (for mechanical site services $381.00 for each building or
that serve more than one building blocks of units serviced

1.1.4 Sewage System $618.00 for a new or replacement
sewage system
$309.00 for repairs to an existing
sewage system

APPENDIX 16.20



Permit Fees and Refunds

1.1.5 Demolish a building or $19.00 per 100 square metres or
interior demolition portion thereof of gross floor

area demolished, minimum
$252.00
Accessory residential structure $150.00
each

1.1.6 Authorize occupancy of a $196.00  per  dwelling  unit  or  building
prior to its completion $19.00 per 100 square metres or

part thereof of a Commercial or
Industrial Building

1.1.7 Authorize occupancy of a $118.00 per dwelling unit
Building of residential occupancy payable at time of building

permit application or permit
issuance as applicable

1.1.8 Material change (revision) to a plan $134.00 per hour or portion
specification, or other information thereof of permit application
accompanying a permit application, or review and site inspection
on the basis of which a permit was required in relation thereto, if
issued by the Chief Building Official the hours are worked on regular

time or $196.00 per hour if
worked overtime.

1.1.9 Change of use permit                                                  $134.00 per hour or portion thereof of
permit application review and inspection
time, minimum $299.00.

1.1.10 Conditional permit                                                   Regular fee for complete building plus
an additional 20% of the fee, minimum
$875.00 to a maximum of $7,725.00.

Where a conditional permit is requested
to be extended an additional 20% of the
original conditional permit fee shall be
required, minimum fee $870.00

1.1.11 Transfer permit (to new owner) $175.00

1.1.12 Duplicate copy of permit $118.00

1.1.13 Alternative Solution Review $1,030.00

1.2 In order to compensate the City of Mississauga for additional work and expense in plan
examination, if new, additional or revised information is submitted for a permit application
which applies to some or all of the permit which has already been reviewed, the greater of
$155.00 or the additional review time spent, measured to the nearest whole hour, multiplied
by the hourly rate of $134.00, if the hours are worked on regular time or $196.00 per hour if
worked on overtime.

1.3 Repealed by By-law 96-15

1.4 With respect to work commenced prior to permit issuance or permit application as described
in 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 1.1.5 and 1.1.7 above, to compensate the municipality for the
additional expenditure required because of such unlawful commencement, the permit fee
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prescribed shall be increased by the greater of $124.00 or with respect to work commenced
before permit application 20% and, with respect to work commenced after permit
application, but before permit issuance, 10% of the required permit fee based on the entire
work to be performed and exclusive of any part into which the application for permit may be
sub-divided, to a maximum of $7,210.00.
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Permit Fees and Refunds

2. REFUNDS OF PERMIT FEES

2.1 Pursuant to Part 10 of this By-law, the portion of the total calculated permit fee that
may be refunded shall be a percentage of the total fees payable under this By-law,
calculated as follows in regard to functions undertaken by the municipality:

2.1.1 85% if administrative functions only have been performed;

2.1.2 75% if administrative and zoning or Building Code permit application
review functions only have been performed;

2.1.3 55% if administrative, zoning and Building Code permit application
review functions have been performed;

2.1.4 45% if the permit has been issued and no field inspections have been
performed subsequent to permit issuance, and

2.1.5 5% shall additionally be deducted for each field inspection that has been
performed subsequent to permit issuance.

2.1.6 0% after a period of not less than two (2) years from the date of application
being received, if the application has not been cancelled, or the permit has
not been issued, or an issued permit has not been acted upon. (96-15)

2.2 If the calculated refund is less than $150.00, no refund shall be made for the fees paid.

2.3 The refund shall be returned to the owner named on the application for a building
permit or person named on the fee receipt, unless such person advises the Chief
Building Official, in writing and prior to the release of the refund, of a change in
name, in which case the refund shall be returned to the person then authorized to
receive it.

2.4 The refund, if applicable, shall be the difference between total calculated fee for
functions undertaken and the deposit made at time of permit application.

2.5 If an overpayment of a permit fee occurs on a permit application and the overpayment
is less than $100.00 the difference will not be refunded.

6.20



THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "A-2"

Effective January 1, 2018 to December 31, 2018

Permit Fees and Refunds

(amended by ??-16)

1. FEES

The minimum fee for a permit shall be $155.00 for residential and $260.00 for
non-residential, unless stated otherwise. (96-15)

For applications submitted electronically, all fees shall be paid in full through an electronic
payment process to a maximum of $10,000 prior to the commencement of the application
review by the Chief Building Official. Where the total permit fee exceeds $10,000 the
balance of the permit fee must be paid in person prior to permit issuance. (96-15)

The fee for the electronic pre-screening of applications shall be $100.00. This fee is non-
refundable and a credit for this fee will be applied to the total building permit fee. (96-15)

1.1 CLASS OF PERMIT PERMIT FEE

1.1.1 Construct a building as defined See Schedule "B-1" for Building
by Section 1 of the Building Code Act, classifications and permit fees.
including a building intended
for farming purposes, may be
divided into the following
classes of permits:

1.1.1.1.  Complete Building
For new building construction including additions and alterations to existing
buildings (this permit includes associated drains, plumbing and mechanical
works, but does not include mechanical site services that serve more than one
building.)

1.1.1.2 Foundation Component
1.1.1.3 Foundation to Roof Component (Superstructure)
1.1.1.4 Plumbing Component
1.1.1.5 Drain  Component  (this  permit  may  include  drains  within  a  building  and/or

mechanical site services that serve one building only.)
1.1.1.6 Mechanical Component

For heating, ventilation, air conditioning and air contaminant extraction systems
1.1.1.7 Designated Structures

Includes all structures designated under Division A, Part 1, Article 1.3.1.1. of the
Building Code

1.1.2 For permits required in Article 1.1.1.1 $392.00 additional fee for each
when divided into partial permits partial permit, unless stated

otherwise

1.1.3 Site services (for mechanical site services $392.00 for each building or
that serve more than one building blocks of units serviced

1.1.4 Sewage System $637.00 for a new or replacement
sewage system
$318.00 for repairs to an existing
sewage system
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Permit Fees and Refunds

1.1.5 Demolish a building or $19.60 per 100 square metres or
interior demolition portion thereof of gross floor

area demolished, minimum
$260.00
Accessory residential structure $155.00
each

1.1.6 Authorize occupancy of a $202.00  per  dwelling  unit  or  building
prior to its completion $19.60 per 100 square metres or

part thereof of a Commercial or
Industrial Building

1.1.7 Authorize occupancy of a $122.00 per dwelling unit
Building of residential occupancy payable at time of building

permit application or permit
issuance as applicable

1.1.8 Material change (revision) to a plan $138.00 per hour or portion
specification, or other information thereof of permit application
accompanying a permit application, or review and site inspection
on the basis of which a permit was required in relation thereto, if
issued by the Chief Building Official the hours are worked on regular

time or $202.00 per hour if
worked overtime.

1.1.9 Change of use permit                                                  $139.00 per hour or portion thereof of
permit application review and inspection
time, minimum $308.00.

1.1.10 Conditional permit                                                   Regular fee for complete building plus
an additional 20% of the fee, minimum
$901.00 to a maximum of $7,957.00.

Where a conditional permit is requested
to be extended an additional 20% of the
original conditional permit fee shall be
required, minimum fee $901.00

1.1.11 Transfer permit (to new owner) $180.00

1.1.12 Duplicate copy of permit $122.00

1.1.13 Alternative Solution Review $1,060.00

1.2 In order to compensate the City of Mississauga for additional work and expense in plan
examination, if new, additional or revised information is submitted for a permit application
which applies to some or all of the permit which has already been reviewed, the greater of
$160.00 or the additional review time spent, measured to the nearest whole hour, multiplied
by the hourly rate of $138.00, if the hours are worked on regular time or $202.00 per hour if
worked on overtime.

1.3 Repealed by By-law 96-15

1.4 With respect to work commenced prior to permit issuance or permit application as described
in 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 1.1.5 and 1.1.7 above, to compensate the municipality for the
additional expenditure required because of such unlawful commencement, the permit fee
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prescribed shall be increased by the greater of $128.00 or with respect to work commenced
before permit application 20% and, with respect to work commenced after permit
application, but before permit issuance, 10% of the required permit fee based on the entire
work to be performed and exclusive of any part into which the application for permit may be
sub-divided, to a maximum of $7,426.00.
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Permit Fees and Refunds

2. REFUNDS OF PERMIT FEES

2.1 Pursuant to Part 10 of this By-law, the portion of the total calculated permit fee that
may be refunded shall be a percentage of the total fees payable under this By-law,
calculated as follows in regard to functions undertaken by the municipality:

2.1.1 85% if administrative functions only have been performed;

2.1.2 75% if administrative and zoning or Building Code permit application
review functions only have been performed;

2.1.3 55% if administrative, zoning and Building Code permit application
review functions have been performed;

2.1.4 45% if the permit has been issued and no field inspections have been
performed subsequent to permit issuance, and

2.1.5 5% shall additionally be deducted for each field inspection that has been
performed subsequent to permit issuance.

2.1.6 0% after a period of not less than two (2) years from the date of application
being received, if the application has not been cancelled, or the permit has
not been issued, or an issued permit has not been acted upon. (96-15)

2.2 If the calculated refund is less than $150.00, no refund shall be made for the fees paid.

2.3 The refund shall be returned to the owner named on the application for a building
permit or person named on the fee receipt, unless such person advises the Chief
Building Official, in writing and prior to the release of the refund, of a change in
name, in which case the refund shall be returned to the person then authorized to
receive it.

2.4 The refund, if applicable, shall be the difference between total calculated fee for
functions undertaken and the deposit made at time of permit application.

2.5 If an overpayment of a permit fee occurs on a permit application and the overpayment
is less than $100.00 the difference will not be refunded.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "A-3"

Effective January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2019

Permit Fees and Refunds

(amended by ??-16)

1. FEES

The minimum fee for a permit shall be $160.00 for residential and $268.00 for
non-residential, unless stated otherwise. (96-15)

For applications submitted electronically, all fees shall be paid in full through an electronic
payment process to a maximum of $10,000 prior to the commencement of the application
review by the Chief Building Official. Where the total permit fee exceeds $10,000 the
balance of the permit fee must be paid in person prior to permit issuance. (96-15)

The fee for the electronic pre-screening of applications shall be $100.00. This fee is non-
refundable and a credit for this fee will be applied to the total building permit fee. (96-15)

1.1 CLASS OF PERMIT PERMIT FEE

1.1.1 Construct a building as defined See Schedule "B-1" for Building
by Section 1 of the Building Code Act, classifications and permit fees.
including a building intended
for farming purposes, may be
divided into the following
classes of permits:

1.1.1.1.  Complete Building
For new building construction including additions and alterations to existing
buildings (this permit includes associated drains, plumbing and mechanical
works, but does not include mechanical site services that serve more than one
building.)

1.1.1.2 Foundation Component
1.1.1.3 Foundation to Roof Component (Superstructure)
1.1.1.4 Plumbing Component
1.1.1.5 Drain  Component  (this  permit  may  include  drains  within  a  building  and/or

mechanical site services that serve one building only.)
1.1.1.6 Mechanical Component

For heating, ventilation, air conditioning and air contaminant extraction systems
1.1.1.7 Designated Structures

Includes all structures designated under Division A, Part 1, Article 1.3.1.1. of the
Building Code

1.1.2 For permits required in Article 1.1.1.1 $404.00 additional fee for each
when divided into partial permits partial permit, unless stated

otherwise

1.1.3 Site services (for mechanical site services $404.00 for each building or
that serve more than one building blocks of units serviced

1.1.4 Sewage System $656.00 for a new or replacement
sewage system
$328.00 for repairs to an existing
sewage system
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Permit Fees and Refunds

1.1.5 Demolish a building or $20.00 per 100 square metres or
interior demolition portion thereof of gross floor

area demolished, minimum
$268.00
Accessory residential structure $160.00
each

1.1.6 Authorize occupancy of a $208.00  per  dwelling  unit  or  building
prior to its completion $20.00 per 100 square metres or

part thereof of a Commercial or
Industrial Building

1.1.7 Authorize occupancy of a $126.00 per dwelling unit
Building of residential occupancy payable at time of building

permit application or permit
issuance as applicable

1.1.8 Material change (revision) to a plan $142.00 per hour or portion
specification, or other information thereof of permit application
accompanying a permit application, or review and site inspection
on the basis of which a permit was required in relation thereto, if
issued by the Chief Building Official the hours are worked on regular

time or $208.00 per hour if
worked overtime.

1.1.9 Change of use permit                                                  $143.00 per hour or portion thereof of
permit application review and inspection
time, minimum $317.00.

1.1.10 Conditional permit                                                   Regular fee for complete building plus
an additional 20% of the fee, minimum
$928.00 to a maximum of $8,195.00.

Where a conditional permit is requested
to be extended an additional 20% of the
original conditional permit fee shall be
required, minimum fee $928.00

1.1.11 Transfer permit (to new owner) $185.00

1.1.12 Duplicate copy of permit $126.00

1.1.13 Alternative Solution Review $1,092.00

1.2 In order to compensate the City of Mississauga for additional work and expense in plan
examination, if new, additional or revised information is submitted for a permit application
which applies to some or all of the permit which has already been reviewed, the greater of
$165.00 or the additional review time spent, measured to the nearest whole hour, multiplied
by the hourly rate of $142.00, if the hours are worked on regular time or $208.00 per hour if
worked on overtime.

1.3 Repealed by By-law 96-15

1.4 With respect to work commenced prior to permit issuance or permit application as described
in 1.1.1, 1.1.2, 1.1.3, 1.1.4, 1.1.5 and 1.1.7 above, to compensate the municipality for the
additional expenditure required because of such unlawful commencement, the permit fee
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prescribed shall be increased by the greater of $132.00 or with respect to work commenced
before permit application 20% and, with respect to work commenced after permit
application, but before permit issuance, 10% of the required permit fee based on the entire
work to be performed and exclusive of any part into which the application for permit may be
sub-divided, to a maximum of $7,649.00.
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Permit Fees and Refunds

2. REFUNDS OF PERMIT FEES

2.1 Pursuant to Part 10 of this By-law, the portion of the total calculated permit fee that
may be refunded shall be a percentage of the total fees payable under this By-law,
calculated as follows in regard to functions undertaken by the municipality:

2.1.1 85% if administrative functions only have been performed;

2.1.2 75% if administrative and zoning or Building Code permit application
review functions only have been performed;

2.1.3 55% if administrative, zoning and Building Code permit application
review functions have been performed;

2.1.4 45% if the permit has been issued and no field inspections have been
performed subsequent to permit issuance, and

2.1.5 5% shall additionally be deducted for each field inspection that has been
performed subsequent to permit issuance.

2.1.6 0% after a period of not less than two (2) years from the date of application
being received, if the application has not been cancelled, or the permit has
not been issued, or an issued permit has not been acted upon. (96-15)

2.2 If the calculated refund is less than $150.00, no refund shall be made for the fees paid.

2.3 The refund shall be returned to the owner named on the application for a building
permit or person named on the fee receipt, unless such person advises the Chief
Building Official, in writing and prior to the release of the refund, of a change in
name, in which case the refund shall be returned to the person then authorized to
receive it.

2.4 The refund, if applicable, shall be the difference between total calculated fee for
functions undertaken and the deposit made at time of permit application.

2.5 If an overpayment of a permit fee occurs on a permit application and the overpayment
is less than $100.00 the difference will not be refunded.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "B-1"
Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(1) CALCULATION OF PERMIT FEES

Permit fees shall be calculated based on the formula given below, unless otherwise specified
in this schedule.

Permit Fee = Minimum Fee (Alterations permits only) + (Service Index (SI) X Total
floor area (A)),where floor area (A) is measured to the outer face of
exterior walls and to the centre of party walls or demising walls, except
when calculating partition work.

(2) PERMIT FEES

Building Classification Service Index (SI)
$/m2

(A) CONSTRUCTION:

New buildings and additions:

Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas,
pools, restaurants, recreation centre,

   transit stations, bus terminals, etc.     22.50
   Restaurant (shell)       20.00

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.  25.00

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes   15.97
All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)   17.25
Hotels, motels   18.00
Residential addition   11.74
Unheated addition   10.30
Detached garage/shed building to single dwelling   5.40
Issued Repeats to detached, semis, townhouses,
duplexes   14.80
Basement apartment (plus min. Residential Fee)   9.53

Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)  16.50
Office buildings (finished)  20.50
Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.  20.50

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)  12.57
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets,
department stores, car dealerships, etc.  16.74

6.20



SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

Service Index (SI)

Group F: Industrial Occupancies $/m2

Warehouses, factories (shell)(#10,000m2)  10.75
Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (#10,000m2) 12.50
Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)  8.50
Warehouses, factories :
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)     12.00
Gas stations, car washes  11.33
Canopies (over gas pumps, storage, etc.)  4.74
Parking garages  5.97
Mezzanines and racking systems  5.97
Offices in warehouses or factories  3.61

Miscellaneous:
Permanent tents, air supported structures  4.74
Pedestrian bridges, crane runways, etc.  3.60
Finishing basements (Detached, semis,
townhouses, duplexes)  4.74
Unfinished basement (non-residential)  5.41
Repair or reclad wall (per surface area)  0.41
Parking garage repairs (minor concrete repairs)  2.37
Sprinkler  0.54
 Max. $3,600.00
Trailers or buildings on construction
sites for office or sales purpose  10.82
New roof or replacement  4.74
Roof membrane replacement  4.22

(B) ALTERATIONS:

Interior alterations and partitioning to new or existing construction
and change of occupancy classification (plus the minimum
applicable fee)

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.) 5.75
Group B: Institutional occupancies 5.75
Group C: Residential occupancies 5.75
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies 5.75
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 5.75
Group F: Industrial occupancies (#10,000m2)  5.75

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2) 2.99
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(C)      OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK:                                Flat Fee

New portable classrooms, new mobile homes, etc.                               $515.00 each
Moving or relocating a building (portable classrooms, etc.)               $263.00 each
Temporary tents                                                                                     $190.00 each
City temporary tents (see note #7)                                                         $190.00
Communication and transmission towers                                              $360.00 each
Solar Collectors
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)  $268.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential)  $592.00
Foundation for Tanks, Silos, Dust Collectors, etc.                                $360.00 each
Demising walls only                                                                              $299.00 each
Fire alarm system                                                                                   $670.00
Fire suppression system                                                                         $360.00
Electromagnetic locks                                                                            $268.00 each
          Max. $1,545.00
Decks, porches, basement walkout, etc. to single dwelling               $149.00 each
Fireplaces, wood stoves, etc.                                                                $149.00 each
Window replacements (for multiple unit residential and
Non residential buildings) 7.47 each
Underground and above ground storage tank 360.00 per tank
Balcony guard replacements (per m.) $14.94/
 Max. $1,545.00
Balcony repair (concrete)                                                                      $149/5 balconies
          Max. $1,545.00
Retaining walls (per m.)                                                                         $9.53/m
Shoring         $11.52/linear metre
Public pools                                                                                            $360.00
New loading dock door                                                                          $268/door

Max. $1,545.00

(D) MECHANICAL COMPONENTS:

Service Index (SI)
$/m2

Heating, ventilation, air conditioning etc.
(work independent of building permit):
Group A: Assembly occupancies 1.18
Group B: Institutional occupancies 1.18
Group C: Residential occupancies 1.18
Group D: Business and personal service occupancies 1.18
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 1.18
Group F: Industrial occupancies 1.18

Miscellaneous Work:  Flat Fee per Unit

Alternate heating systems – solar, geothermal, etc:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $206.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $360.00
Commercial kitchen exhaust (including related make-up air) $360.00
Spray booth, dust collector etc. $360.00/unit
Furnace replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $206.00
Boiler replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $206.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $360.00
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(D) OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK: (Continued)

HVAC unit installation:
(unit heater, rooftop unit, make-up air unit)   $206.00
Alterations to mechanical systems
(space heater, exhaust fan)   $360.00/unit
(duct work only)   $206.00
Full heating system replacement
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)   $206.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, multi residential)   $360.00

(E) PLUMBING AND DRAIN COMPONENTS:

Plumbing Fixtures: Fee per Fixture
(Plumbing review only)

Group A: Assembly occupancies $ 36.00
Group B: Institutional occupancies $ 36.00
Group C: Residential occupancies $ 36.00
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies $ 36.00
Group E: Mercantile occupancies $ 36.00
Group F: Industrial occupancies $ 36.00

$/lin.m
Miscellaneous Work:
Inside sanitary and storm piping      $1.44
Outside water services, sanitary and storm piping              $4.22
(when not included in complete building permit or
permit for site services)

Replacement of Domestic Water Risers: $7.72
 per riser per floor

(minimum $234)

Manholes, catchbasins, interceptors, sumps etc. $ 36.00 each
(when not included in complete building permit
or permit for site services)

Backwater valve $216.00
Backwater preventer $360.00

(F) Signs FEES
$/m2 *

 All Signs   $31.00
(minimum $252.00)

 * Fee is per m2 or part thereof, of the sign area of each sign face.
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SCHEDULE
"B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit
Fees

NOTES:

1. Fees for classes of permit not described or included in this schedule shall be
determined by the Chief Building Official.

2. The occupancy classification shall be established in accordance with the
occupancy definitions of the Building Code.

3. Except as provided in Item 5, the floor area is the sum of the areas of all floors
including basement and shall be measured to the outer face of the walls.

4. No deductions shall be made for openings within the floor area; i.e. stairs, elevators,
ducts etc.

5. A garage serving only the dwelling unit to which it is attached or built in and an
unfinished basement located within a dwelling unit shall not be included in the area
calculations.

6. Issued models (house types) are referred to as an issued repeats. An issued repeat
applicationis a repeat of the identical house design that the builder has previously
submitted as a model for which a building permit has been issued.

7. City temporary tents are one or more tents which are installed as part of an outdoor
special event which is hosted by a non-profit organization.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "B-2"
Effective January 1, 2018 to December 31, 2018

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(1) CALCULATION OF PERMIT FEES

Permit fees shall be calculated based on the formula given below, unless otherwise specified
in this schedule.

Permit Fee = Minimum Fee (Alterations permits only) + (Service Index (SI) X Total
floor area (A)),where floor area (A) is measured to the outer face of
exterior walls and to the centre of party walls or demising walls, except
when calculating partition work.

(2) PERMIT FEES

Building Classification Service Index (SI)
$/m2

(A) CONSTRUCTION:

New buildings and additions:

Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas,
pools, restaurants, recreation centre,

   transit stations, bus terminals, etc.     23.18
   Restaurant (shell)       20.60

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.  25.75

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes   16.45
All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)   17.78
Hotels, motels   18.54
Residential addition   12.09
Unheated addition   16.61
Detached garage/shed building to single dwelling   5.56
Issued Repeats to detached, semis, townhouses,
duplexes   15.24
Basement apartment (plus min. Residential Fee)   9.82

Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)  17.00
Office buildings (finished)  20.65
Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.  20.65

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)  12.95
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets,
department stores, car dealerships, etc.  17.24

6.20



SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

Service Index (SI)

Group F: Industrial Occupancies $/m2

Warehouses, factories (shell)(#10,000m2)  11.07
Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (#10,000m2) 12.88
Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)  8.75
Warehouses, factories :
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)     12.36
Gas stations, car washes  11.67
Canopies (over gas pumps, storage, etc.)  4.88
Parking garages  6.15
Mezzanines and racking systems  6.15
Offices in warehouses or factories  3.72

Miscellaneous:
Permanent tents, air supported structures  4.88
Pedestrian bridges, crane runways, etc.  3.72
Finishing basements (Detached, semis,
townhouses, duplexes)  4.88
Unfinished basement (non-residential)  5.57
Repair or reclad wall (per surface area)  0.42
Parking garage repairs (minor concrete repairs)  2.44
Sprinkler  0.56
 Max. $3,708
Trailers or buildings on construction
sites for office or sales purpose  11.14
New roof or replacement  4.88
Roof membrane replacement  4.35

(B) ALTERATIONS:

Interior alterations and partitioning to new or existing construction
and change of occupancy classification (plus the minimum
applicable fee)

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.) 5.92
Group B: Institutional occupancies 5.92
Group C: Residential occupancies 5.92
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies 5.92
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 5.92
Group F: Industrial occupancies (#10,000m2) 5.92

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2) 3.08
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(C)      OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK:                                Flat Fee

New portable classrooms, new mobile homes, etc.                               $530.00 each
Moving or relocating a building (portable classrooms, etc.)               $271.00 each
Temporary tents                                                                                     $196.00 each
City temporary tents (see note #7)                                                         $196.00
Communication and transmission towers                                              $371.00 each
Solar Collectors
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)  $276.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential)  $610.00
Foundation for Tanks, Silos, Dust Collectors, etc.                                $371.00 each
Demising walls only                                                                              $308.00 each
Fire alarm system                                                                                   $690.00
Fire suppression system                                                                         $371.00
Electromagnetic locks                                                                            $276.00 each
          Max. $1,591.00
Decks, porches, basement walkout, etc. to single dwelling               $153.00 each
Fireplaces, wood stoves, etc.                                                                $153.00 each
Window replacements (for multiple unit residential and
Non residential buildings) 7.69 each
Underground and above ground storage tank 371.00 per tank
Balcony guard replacements (per m.) $15.38/
 Max. $1,591.00
Balcony repair (concrete)                                                                      $153/5 balconies
          Max. $1,591.00
Retaining walls (per m.)                                                                         $9.82/m
Shoring         $11.86/linear metre
Public pools                                                                                            $371.00
New loading dock door                                                                          $276/door

Max. $1,591.00

(D) MECHANICAL COMPONENTS:

Service Index (SI)
$/m2

Heating, ventilation, air conditioning etc.
(work independent of building permit):
Group A: Assembly occupancies 1.22
Group B: Institutional occupancies 1.22
Group C: Residential occupancies 1.22
Group D: Business and personal service occupancies 1.22
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 1.22
Group F: Industrial occupancies 1.22

Miscellaneous Work:  Flat Fee per Unit

Alternate heating systems – solar, geothermal, etc:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $212.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $371.00
Commercial kitchen exhaust (including related make-up air) $371.00
Spray booth, dust collector etc. $371.00/unit
Furnace replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $212.00
Boiler replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $212.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $371.00
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(D) OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK: (Continued)

HVAC unit installation:
(unit heater, rooftop unit, make-up air unit)   $212.00
Alterations to mechanical systems
(space heater, exhaust fan)   $371.00/unit
(duct work only)   $212.00
Full heating system replacement
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)   $212.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, multi residential)   $371.00

(E) PLUMBING AND DRAIN COMPONENTS:

Plumbing Fixtures: Fee per Fixture
(Plumbing review only)

Group A: Assembly occupancies $ 37.00
Group B: Institutional occupancies $ 37.00
Group C: Residential occupancies $ 37.00
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies $ 37.00
Group E: Mercantile occupancies $ 37.00
Group F: Industrial occupancies $ 37.00

$/lin.m
Miscellaneous Work:
Inside sanitary and storm piping      $1.48
Outside water services, sanitary and storm piping              $4.35
(when not included in complete building permit or
permit for site services)

Replacement of Domestic Water Risers: $7.95
 per riser per floor

(minimum $241)

Manholes, catchbasins, interceptors, sumps etc. $ 37.00 each
(when not included in complete building permit
or permit for site services)

Backwater valve $222.00
Backwater preventer $371.00

(F) Signs FEES
$/m2 *

 All Signs   $32.00
(minimum $260.00)

 * Fee is per m2 or part thereof, of the sign area of each sign face.
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SCHEDULE
"B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit
Fees

NOTES:

1. Fees for classes of permit not described or included in this schedule shall be
determined by the Chief Building Official.

2. The occupancy classification shall be established in accordance with the
occupancy definitions of the Building Code.

3. Except as provided in Item 5, the floor area is the sum of the areas of all floors
including basement and shall be measured to the outer face of the walls.

4. No deductions shall be made for openings within the floor area; i.e. stairs, elevators,
ducts etc.

5. A garage serving only the dwelling unit to which it is attached or built in and an
unfinished basement located within a dwelling unit shall not be included in the area
calculations.

6. Issued models (house types) are referred to as an issued repeats. An issued repeat
applicationis a repeat of the identical house design that the builder has previously
submitted as a model for which a building permit has been issued.

7. City temporary tents are one or more tents which are installed as part of an outdoor
special event which is hosted by a non-profit organization.
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF MISSISSAUGA
BUILDING BY-LAW 251-13

SCHEDULE "B-3"
Effective January 1, 2019 to December 31, 2019

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(1) CALCULATION OF PERMIT FEES

Permit fees shall be calculated based on the formula given below, unless otherwise specified
in this schedule.

Permit Fee = Minimum Fee (Alterations permits only) + (Service Index (SI) X Total
floor area (A)),where floor area (A) is measured to the outer face of
exterior walls and to the centre of party walls or demising walls, except
when calculating partition work.

(2) PERMIT FEES

Building Classification Service Index (SI)
$/m2

(A) CONSTRUCTION:

New buildings and additions:

Group A: Assembly Occupancies
Schools, libraries, churches, theatres, arenas,
pools, restaurants, recreation centre,

   transit stations, bus terminals, etc.     23.87
   Restaurant (shell)       21.22

Group B: Institutional Occupancies
Hospital, nursing homes, care homes, etc.  26.52

Group C: Residential Occupancies
Detached, semis, townhouses, duplexes   16.94
All other multiple unit residential buildings (apts. etc)   18.31
Hotels, motels   19.10
Residential addition   12.45
Unheated addition   17.11
Detached garage/shed building to single dwelling   5.73
Issued Repeats to detached, semis, townhouses,
duplexes   15.70
Basement apartment (plus min. Residential Fee)   10.11

Group D: Business and Personal Services Occupancies
Office buildings (shell)  17.51
Office buildings (finished)  21.27
Funeral homes, banks, medical clinic, fire halls, etc.  21.27

Group E: Mercantile Occupancies
Retail stores (shell/ strip plazas)  13.33
Retail stores (finished) supermarkets,
department stores, car dealerships, etc.  17.75
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

Service Index (SI)

Group F: Industrial Occupancies $/m2

Warehouses, factories (shell)(#10,000m2)  11.40
Warehouses, factories:
(Single tenancy) (finished) (#10,000m2) 13.27
Warehouses, factories (shell) (>10,000m2)  9.01
Warehouses, factories :
(Single tenancy) (finished) (>10,000m2)     12.73
Gas stations, car washes  12.02
Canopies (over gas pumps, storage, etc.)  5.03
Parking garages  6.33
Mezzanines and racking systems  6.33
Offices in warehouses or factories  3.83

Miscellaneous:
Permanent tents, air supported structures  5.03
Pedestrian bridges, crane runways, etc.  3.83
Finishing basements (Detached, semis,
townhouses, duplexes)  5.03
Unfinished basement (non-residential)  5.74
Repair or reclad wall (per surface area)  0.43
Parking garage repairs (minor concrete repairs)  2.51
Sprinkler  0.58
 Max. $3,819
Trailers or buildings on construction
sites for office or sales purpose  11.47
New roof or replacement  5.03
Roof membrane replacement  4.48

(B) ALTERATIONS:

Interior alterations and partitioning to new or existing construction
and change of occupancy classification (plus the minimum
applicable fee)

Group A: Assembly occupancies (restaurants, churches, etc.) 6.10
Group B: Institutional occupancies 6.10
Group C: Residential occupancies 6.10
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies 6.10
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 6.10
Group F: Industrial occupancies (#10,000m2) 6.10

Industrial occupancies (>10,000m2) 3.17
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(C)      OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK:                                Flat Fee

New portable classrooms, new mobile homes, etc.                               $546.00 each
Moving or relocating a building (portable classrooms, etc.)               $279.00 each
Temporary tents                                                                                     $202.00 each
City temporary tents (see note #7)                                                         $202.00
Communication and transmission towers                                              $382.00 each
Solar Collectors
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)  $2.84.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential)  $628.00
Foundation for Tanks, Silos, Dust Collectors, etc.                                $382.00 each
Demising walls only                                                                              $317.00 each
Fire alarm system                                                                                   $711.00
Fire suppression system                                                                         $382.00
Electromagnetic locks                                                                            $284.00 each
          Max. $1,638.00
Decks, porches, basement walkout, etc. to single dwelling               $158.00 each
Fireplaces, wood stoves, etc.                                                                $158.00 each
Window replacements (for multiple unit residential and
Non residential buildings) $7.92 each
Underground and above ground storage tank 382.00 per tank
Balcony guard replacements (per m.) $15.84/
 Max. $1,639.00
Balcony repair (concrete)                                                                      $158/5 balconies
          Max. $1,639.00
Retaining walls (per m.)                                                                         $10.11/m
Shoring         $12.22/linear metre
Public pools                                                                                            $382.00
New loading dock door                                                                          $284/door

Max. $1,639.00

(D) MECHANICAL COMPONENTS:

Service Index (SI)
$/m2

Heating, ventilation, air conditioning etc.
(work independent of building permit):
Group A: Assembly occupancies 1.26
Group B: Institutional occupancies 1.26
Group C: Residential occupancies 1.26
Group D: Business and personal service occupancies 1.26
Group E: Mercantile occupancies 1.26
Group F: Industrial occupancies 1.26

Miscellaneous Work:  Flat Fee per Unit

Alternate heating systems – solar, geothermal, etc:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $218.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $382.00
Commercial kitchen exhaust (including related make-up air) $382.00
Spray booth, dust collector etc. $382.00/unit
Furnace replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $218.00
Boiler replacement:
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling) $218.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, and multi-residential) $382.00
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SCHEDULE "B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit Fees

(D) OTHER MISCELLANEOUS WORK: (Continued)

HVAC unit installation:
(unit heater, rooftop unit, make-up air unit)   $218.00
Alterations to mechanical systems
(space heater, exhaust fan)   $382.00/unit
(duct work only)   $218.00
Full heating system replacement
(detached dwelling, semi-detached dwelling, townhouse dwelling)   $218.00
(industrial, commercial, institutional, multi residential)   $382.00

(E) PLUMBING AND DRAIN COMPONENTS:

Plumbing Fixtures: Fee per Fixture
(Plumbing review only)

Group A: Assembly occupancies $ 38.00
Group B: Institutional occupancies $ 38.00
Group C: Residential occupancies $ 38.00
Group D: Business and personal services occupancies $ 38.00
Group E: Mercantile occupancies $ 38.00
Group F: Industrial occupancies $ 38.00

$/lin.m
Miscellaneous Work:
Inside sanitary and storm piping      $1.52
(when not included in complete building permit or
permit for site services)

Replacement of Domestic Water Risers: $8.19
 per riser per floor

(minimum $248)

Manholes, catchbasins, interceptors, sumps etc. $ 38.00 each
(when not included in complete building permit
or permit for site services)

Backwater valve $229.00
Backwater preventer $382.00

(F) Signs FEES
$/m2 *

 All Signs   $33.00
(minimum $268.00)

 * Fee is per m2 or part thereof, of the sign area of each sign face.
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SCHEDULE
"B-1"

Effective January 9, 2017 to December 31, 2017

Building Classifications and Permit
Fees

NOTES:

1. Fees for classes of permit not described or included in this schedule shall be
determined by the Chief Building Official.

2. The occupancy classification shall be established in accordance with the
occupancy definitions of the Building Code.

3. Except as provided in Item 5, the floor area is the sum of the areas of all floors
including basement and shall be measured to the outer face of the walls.

4. No deductions shall be made for openings within the floor area; i.e. stairs, elevators,
ducts etc.

5. A garage serving only the dwelling unit to which it is attached or built in and an
unfinished basement located within a dwelling unit shall not be included in the area
calculations.

6. Issued models (house types) are referred to as an issued repeats. An issued repeat
applicationis a repeat of the identical house design that the builder has previously
submitted as a model for which a building permit has been issued.

7. City temporary tents are one or more tents which are installed as part of an outdoor
special event which is hosted by a non-profit organization.
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