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1. Introduction 
1.1 Background 

In 2017, Watson and Associates Economists Ltd. (Watson), was retained by the City of 
Pickering (City) to undertake a comprehensive update to the development approval 
application process (D.A.A.P) fee reviews that Watson had previously undertaken for 
the City in 2005 and 2013.  The 2017 review assessed the activity-based costs (A.B.C.) 
of processing planning applications under the authority of the Planning Act, 
development services (engineering) fees under the authority of the Municipal Act, and 
building permit fees for the administration and enforcement of the Building Code Act.  
The 2017 study was, in part, undertaken in response to development patterns within the 
City continuing to bring about changes in planning application and building permit 
volumes, and changes in application characteristics resulting in budgetary pressures.  
Furthermore, there had also been changes to service levels implemented by the City, 
regulatory requirements, complexity of applications, and approvals processes.   

Since the completion of the 2017 Study the previously witnessed trends in development 
activity and nature of the proposed developments have continued to put pressure on 
staff resources to process development applications and on revenues to fund the City’s 
costs of processing planning applications.  Moreover, processing planning applications 
are requiring a greater intensity of staff involvement due to increased public 
engagement (including increased staff time to facilitate on-line engagements), and to 
provide increases in service such as the implementation of the City’s Integrated 
Sustainable Design Standards that come into effect January 1, 2023.  

1.2 2022 Update Study 

In response to the foregoing changes, Watson was requested to undertake an update to 
the 2017 Study to with the objective of determining new planning application fees 
reflective of the anticipated processing costs of processing planning applications (2022 
Fee Update).   

During the process of undertaking the 2022 Fee Update, the Province released Bill 109, 
More Homes for Everyone Act.  One of the amendments to the Planning Act brought 
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forth through Bill 109 are requirements for municipalities to refund Zoning By-Law 
Amendment and Site Plan application fees if legislated timeframes for 
decisions/approvals are not met.  Furthermore, Bill 109 also includes the ability for 
municipalities to deem Site Plan applications incomplete and require additional 
information to be provided with the submission of an application.   

As such, the City is updating their application approvals procedures to mitigate the 
financial risk associated with not meeting the decision/approval timeframes, while 
ensuring they are able to continue to provide a high-quality service to applicants and 
meet the requirements of the Planning Act and Provincial Policy Statement pertaining to 
development approvals.  The proposed procedural changes have been considered in 
the fee recommendations and full cost analysis herein.  The amendments to the 
Planning Act made through Bill 109 are further discussed in Section 1.3.2. and the 
proposed procedural changes within the City are discussed in Section 2.3. 

The Province has also recently introduced into legislature Bill 23, More Homes Built 
Faster Act, 2022.  Bill 23 proposes a number of changes to the Planning Act and other 
growth management and long-range planning initiatives at the municipal level, amongst 
changes to other pieces of legislation.  Some of the planning related changes include: 

• Increased housing targets by municipality (including for the City); 
• Removal of planning policy and approval responsibilities for the Region of 

Durham; 
• Creation of Supporting Growth and Housing in York and Durham Regions Act 

2022 to require York and Durham Regions to work together to enlarge and 
improve the existing York Durham Sewage System; 

• Integration of Place to Grow and Provincial Policy Statement 
• Review and revocation of the Central Pickering Development Plan; and 
• Changes to expand/support rental and affordable housing supply opportunities. 

At the time of writing, Bill 23 has not received Royal Assent and the proposed changes 
are not yet in effect.  As such, the impacts of those changes have not been considered 
within this review and will be assessed by the City as the Bill moves through the 
legislative approvals process. 
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This technical report summarizes the legislative context for the 2022 Fee Update, 
provides in detail, the methodology utilized to assess the full costs of processing 
D.A.A.P. fee applications and presents the full costs of service and recommended fee 
schedules. 

1.3 Legislative Context for Fees Review 

The context for the 2022 Fee Update is framed by the statutory authority available to the 
City to recover the costs of service.  The statutory authorities that must be considered 
are the Planning Act, 1990 which governs the imposition of fees for recovery of the 
anticipated costs of processing planning applications, and Part XII (s.391) of the 
Municipal Act, 2001 for municipal services without prescribed statutory authority, such 
as post planning application approval engineering review and clearance of conditions.   

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. 

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 
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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.   

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.  In addition, time spent on 
Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT) related activities would not constitute application 
processing.  

It is noted that the statutory requirement is not the actual processing costs related to 
any one specific application.  As such, actual time docketing of staff processing effort 
against application categories or specific applications does not appear to be a 
requirement of the Act for compliance purposes.  As such our methodology, which is 
based on staff estimates of application processing effort, meets with the requirements of 
the Act and is in our opinion a reasonable approach in determining anticipated costs. 

The Act does not specifically define the scope of eligible processing activities and there 
are no explicit restrictions to direct costs as previously witnessed in other statutes.  
Moreover, recent amendments to the fee provisions of the Municipal Act and Building 
Code Act are providing for broader recognition of indirect costs.  Acknowledging that 
staff effort from multiple departments are involved in processing planning applications, it 
is our opinion that such fees may include direct costs, capital-related costs, support 
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 OLT if 
the applicant believes the fees were inappropriately charged or are unreasonable.  The 
OLT will hear such an appeal and determine if the appeal should be dismissed or direct 
the municipality to refund payment in such amount as determined by the Tribunal.  
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.  
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1.3.2 Bill 109, More Homes for Everyone Act,2022 

The Provincial Government introduced Bill 109, More Homes for Everyone Act, 2022 on 
March 30, 2022, which subsequently received Royal Assent on April 14, 2022.  Bill 109 
was in part, introduced in response to the recommendations from Ontario’s Housing 
Affordability Task Force that were provided to the Minister of Municipal Affairs and 
Housing to supporting housing affordability.  Bill 109 amends multiple pieces of 
legislation including the Planning Act.  The amendments to the Planning Act that are 
pertinent to this review are summarized below. 

1.3.2.1 Complete Application Requirements for Site Plan 

Prior to the passage of Bill 109, municipalities had the ability, by by-law, to require 
consultation prior to submitting Site Plans for approval . However, municipalities now 
also have the ability to refuse an application on the grounds that it is not complete.  
Municipalities may now require any other information or material that the municipality 
considers it may need if the Official Plan contains provisions relating to the information 
requirements.  If the municipality does not receive the plans and drawings or the other 
required information, the municipality may refuse the application and has 30 days from 
the submission of the application to notify the applicant that the application is not 
complete. 

1.3.2.2 Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Application Refund 
Requirements 

Sections 34 and 41 of the Planning Act, which speak to the approval of Zoning By-law 
Amendment and Site Plan applications were amended to include criteria for when 
municipalities would be required to refund application fees.  Tiered application fee 
refunds are now required where a decision on a Zoning By-Law Amendment application 
or an approval of a Site Plan application are not made within the legislated timeframes.  
The refund requirements, which apply to applications that are received on or after 
January 1, 2023, are set out in Table 1-1 below. 
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Table 1-1 
Bill 109 Application Refund Criteria and Timeframes 

Fee Refund Zoning By-law 
Amendment Applications Site Plan Applications 

50% of the fee  No decision within 90 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

No approval within 60 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

75% of the fee  No decision within 150 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

No approval within 90 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

100% of the fee  No decision within 210 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

No approval within 120 
days from the date of 
complete application*  

*Where Zoning By-law Amendment applications are made concurrent with Official Plan Amendment 
applications, 50% of the fees are refunded at 120 days, 75% of the fees are refunded at 180 days and 
100% of the fees are refunded at 240 days. 

Sections 34 and 41 of the Planning Act contain provisions that a municipality may 
require by, by-law, that an applicant consult with the municipality before submitting 
applications.  Both these sections of the Act also contain provisions that if either 
prescribed information or other information that a Council may require, if identified in the 
Official Plan, is not provided, the Council may refuse to accept or further consider the 
application.  If the required information and material is not provided, the refund 
timeframes referred to Table 1-1 do not begin. 

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 
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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 
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 fees related to engineering review of site works and 
drawings, sign variances, and tree conservation permits, amongst others that are not 
specifically provided for under the Planning Act.   

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 OLT., 
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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Chapter 2 
Activity-Based Costing 
Methodology 
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2. Activity-Based Costing Methodology 
2.1 Methodology 

An A.B.C. methodology, as it pertains to 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 department focussed and thereby inadequate for fully costing 
services with involvement from multiple municipal departments.  An A.B.C. approach 
better identifies the costs associated with the processing activities for specific user fee 
types and thus is an ideal method for determining full cost recovery fees. 

As illustrated in Figure 2-1, an A.B.C. methodology attributes processing effort and 
associated costs from all participating municipal departments to the appropriate user fee 
costing categories.  The resource costs attributed to processing activities and user fee 
categories include direct operating costs, indirect support costs, and capital costs.  
Indirect support function and corporate overhead costs are allocated to direct 
departments according to operational cost drivers (e.g. information technology costs 
allocated based on the relative share of departmental personal computers supported).  
Once support costs have been allocated amongst direct departments, the accumulated 
costs (i.e. indirect, direct, and capital costs) are then distributed across the various user 
fee costing categories, based on the department’s direct involvement in the processing 
activities.  The assessment of each department’s direct involvement in the application 
review process is accomplished by tracking the relative shares of staff processing effort 
across each user fee costing 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 fee review processes, as it acknowledges 
not only the direct costs of resources deployed but also the operating and capital 
support costs required by those resources to provide services. 

The following sections of this chapter review each component of the A.B.C. 
methodology as it pertains to the City’s planning application fee review. 
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Figure 2-1 
Activity Based Costing Conceptual Cost Flow Diagram 

 

2.2 Costing Category Definition 

The fee recoverable services considered within the scope of this study are captured in 
various cost objects or costing categories.  A critical component of the full cost D.A.A.P. 
review undertaken in previous years was 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 
standpoint where, as noted previously, the Planning Act requires fees to be cost justified 
by application type consistent with the categorization contained within the municipality’s 
tariff of fees.   

The fee categorization which is shown in Table 2-1 was developed during the City’s 
prior fee reviews and was maintained for this update.   
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Table 2-1  
Planning Application Fee Types and Costing Categories 

Application Type Costing Category 
Plan of Subdivision Plan of Subdivision 
 Plan of Subdivision - Oak Ridges Moraine/Greenbelt 
 Revisions to Draft Approved Plan (Redline Revisions) 
 Major Revisions (prior to Draft Plan Approval) 
Plan of Condominium Condominium Common Element 
 Plan of Condominium 
 Condominium Conversion 
 Revisions to Draft Approved Plan (Redline Revisions) 
Pickering Official Plan 
Amendment Pickering Official Plan - Standard 
 Pickering Official Plan - Complex 
 Pickering Official Plan - Oak Ridges Moraine/Greenbelt 
 Neighbourhood Development Guideline Amendment 
 OPA-City Initiated 
Regional Official Plan 
Amendment Regional Official Plan 

Site Plan Site Plan (multi-residential, mixed use) 
 Site Plan (commercial) 
 Site Plan (industrial) 
 Site Plan – Minor Revision 
 Site Plan – Major Revision 
 Site Plan-City Initiated 
Land Severance Comments 
 Clearance of Conditions 
 Council authorization to proceed by land division instead of draft plan of 

subdivision 
Minor Variance Accessory buildings, structures, decks, platforms & driveway widening 
 Residential Minor (a lot for a Detached dwelling unit, Semi-detached 

dwelling unit and/or Freehold Townhouse dwelling unit) 
 Residential Major (all other residential and mixed-use buildings) 
 Institutional, Commercial & Industrial 
 Tabling Fee & Recirculation (applicant initiated) 
 Special Meeting 
Part Lot Control By-Law Part Lot Control By-Law 
Zoning By-Law Amendment Zoning By-Law Amendment - Standard 
 Zoning By-Law Amendment - Complex 
 Zoning By-Law Amendment - Oak Ridges Moraine/Greenbelt 
 Zoning By-Law Amendment (s.37) 
 Zoning By-Law Remove H 
 Zoning By-law to Lift H – Complex / Block Plan Required 
 ZBA-City Initiated 
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2.3 Processing Effort Cost Allocation 

In undertaking the 2017 Study, each participating staff member’s relative level of effort 
in processing planning-related applications was estimated by staff.  This involved the 
development of application review process templates for each of the above-referenced 
application costing categories to guide staff’s estimation of effort expended.  These 
2017 processing effort estimates were applied to updated annual application volumes to 
produce annual processing time per position.   

Annual processing efforts per staff position were compared with each individual’s 
available annual capacity to determine overall service levels.  Subsequent to this initial 
capacity analysis, working sessions were held with City staff to further define the scope 
and nature of Development Services staff involvement in planning application review 
activities and staff utilization levels to ensure resource allocations were reasonable and 
reflective of current service levels.  Staff efforts related to planning policy, preparation 
for and defence of applications at OLT., and special projects not related to planning-
related applications were excluded from the planning-related application processing 
activities.   

The capacity utilization results are critical to the full cost recovery review because the 
associated resourcing costs follow the activity generated effort of each participating staff 
member into the respective fee categories.  As such, considerable time and effort was 
spent with staff ensuring the reasonableness of the capacity utilization results.  The 
overall staff resource utilization levels resulting from these calculations are provided in 
Chapter 3 of this report. 

In response to the shorter application review timeframes that apply to Zoning By-Law 
Amendment and Site Plan applications before fee refunds would be required, and the 
ability to require additional information with a Site Plan application, the City is proposing 
to revise their application submission requirements and review procedures.  In this 
regard the City is bringing forward an Official Plan Amendment, amended pre-

Application Type Costing Category 
Minister Zoning Order Minister Zoning Order - Major 
 Minister Zoning Order - Minor 
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consultation by-law, and revised pre-consultation and pre-submission policies to clarify 
what information and reviews will be required prior to submitting a planning application 
for approval.  These changes, which will apply to Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-
Law Amendment, Site Plan, Subdivision, and Condominium applications, are not 
anticipated to increase the overall level of City staff effort or costs.  However, working 
sessions were held with City staff to understand how the levels of processing effort 
described above should be allocated to the pre-submission, application review, and post 
approval stages of the development review process.  The intent of this assessment was 
to allow the City to design fees that better align the timing of cost recovery with when 
effort is expended.  

2.4 Direct Costs 

Direct costs refer to the departmental budget expenditures representing the services 
provided.  Based on the results of the staff capacity utilization analysis summarized 
above, the proportionate share of each individual’s direct costs is allocated to the 
respective costing categories.  The direct costs included in the City’s costing model are 
taken from the City’s 2022 Budget and includes cost components such as:  

• Labour Costs, e.g. salary, wages, and benefits; 
• Insurance Costs; 
• Communication Costs; 
• Consulting, Professional and Outside Agency Costs; 
• Hardware and Software Maintenance Costs; 
• Utility Costs; 
• Repairs and Maintenance Costs; and 
• Materials, Supplies and Other Services. 

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. 

The following departments have direct participation in the review and approval of 
development applications.  

• Mayor and Council; 
• Office of the Chief Administrative Officer; 
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• Corporate Services; 
• Fire Services; 
• Finance; 
• Community Services; 
• Engineering Services; 
• City Development Administration; 
• Planning Services; and  
• Building Services.  

2.5 Indirect Cost Functions and Cost Drivers 

An A.B.C. review includes both the direct service cost of providing service activities as 
well as the indirect support costs that allow direct service departments to perform these 
functions.  The method of allocation employed in this analysis is referred to as a step-
down costing approach.  Under this approach, support function and general corporate 
overhead functions are classified separate from direct service delivery departments.  
These indirect cost functions are then allocated to direct service delivery departments 
based on a set of cost drivers, which subsequently flow to planning application fee 
categories according to staff effort estimates.  Cost drivers are a unit of service that best 
represent the consumption patterns of indirect support and corporate overhead services 
by direct service delivery departments.  As such, the relative share of a cost driver (units 
of service consumed) for a direct department determines the relative share of 
support/corporate overhead costs attributed to that direct service department.  An 
example of a cost driver commonly used to allocate information technology support 
costs would be a department’s share of supported personal computers.  Cost drivers 
are used for allocation purposes acknowledging that these departments do not typically 
participate directly in the development review process, but that their efforts facilitate 
services being provided by the City’s direct departments.   

2.6 Capital Costs 

The inclusion of capital costs within the full cost review follow a methodology similar to 
indirect costs.  The annual replacement value of assets commonly utilized to provide 
direct department services has been included to reflect capital costs of service.  The 
replacement value approach determines the annual asset replacement value over the 
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expected useful life of the respective assets.  This reflects the annual depreciation of 
the asset over its useful life based on current asset replacement values using a sinking 
fund approach.  This annuity is then allocated across all fee categories based on the 
capacity utilization of direct departments. 
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Chapter 3 
Staff Capacity Utilization 
Results 
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3. Staff Capacity Utilization Results 
The application review processes considered within this assessment involves to varying 
degrees, staff from multiple departments across the organization as summarized in 
Section 2.4.  Processing effort estimates in this study reflect the City’s anticipated 
business processes as discussed in Section 2.3, average application volumes, and 
staffing allocation patterns in place across City departments.  Moreover, the processing 
effort estimates were developed with regard to the typical application types undertaken 
within the 2018-2022 period.  It is important to note that the capacity utilization levels 
refer to deployment of staff resources in the provision of services included within the 
scope of this review.  As a result, staff who are predominantly utilized in processes that 
are not part of this review may show low utilization levels, reflecting their allocation of 
resources to other service offerings.  The utilization figures reflected in this study are 
only specific to efforts related to the fee categories under review. They do not 
encompass the breadth of job duties regularly undertaken by City staff, the vast majority 
of which are not within the scope of this review. 

Table 3-1 summarizes the utilization of staff from across the City in processing planning 
applications from a percentage of annual time and on a utilized full time equivalent 
(FTE) basis.  Across the City, 21.9 FTE staff positions are utilized with 86% of those 
resources coming from staff within the Planning and Urban Design Division or City 
Development Administration.  The Planning and Urban Design Division and City 
Development Administration are 48% and 55% utilized, respectively, reflecting time 
spent on other organizational initiatives such as planning policy which is not included in 
the definition of application processing activities.  Involvement from staff outside of the 
City Development Department account for 14% of the annual staff effort, with the 
Engineering department accounting for 10% of the total staff efforts. 

  



 

 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  PAGE 3-2 
H:\Pickering\2022 Bill 109 Fees\Report\Pickering 2022 DAAP Update Final Report .docx 

Table 3-1 
Staff Capacity Utilization by Department/Division  

Department Compliment 
Utilization 

(%) 
Utilization 

(FTE) 
Engineering Services Department                29  8%               2.2  
City Development Administration                 5  48%               2.4  
Planning and Urban Design Division                30  55%             16.5  
Other Departments              269  <1%               0.8  

 

Table 3-2 shows the utilization of staff by major costing category grouping based on the 
costing categories shown in Table 2-1.  

Table 3-2 
Staff Utilization by Major Application Type 

Application Type % of Total 
Subdivision 9% 
Condominium 3% 
Official Plan 9% 
Site Plan 21% 
Land Severance 6% 
Minor Variance 28% 
Zoning By-Law Amendment 17% 
Minister Zoning Order 0% 
City Initiated Applications 6% 
Total 100% 

 

34% of annual planning application review time is spent on Committee of Adjustment 
applications (Minor Variance) and comments to Regional Land Division Committee 
(Land Severance), 21% of annual time is spent on Site Plan application review, and 
17% on Zoning By-Law Amendment application review.  These three application types 
represent 73% of the total annual time spent on planning application review.  As such, 
the design of fees in these areas have the greatest impact on the City’s ability to 
recover the full cost of service. 
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Chapter 4 
Cost Recovery Analysis and 
Full Cost Fees 
Recommendations
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4. Cost Recovery Analysis and Full Cost Fee 
Recommendations 

4.1 Introduction 

The annual application processing costs are calculated based on the staff capacity 
utilization summarized in Chapter 3 and the City’s 2022 Budget.  These annual costs 
are compared with annual revenues derived from the City’s current fee structure and 
historical average application volumes to inform current cost recovery levels in 
aggregate and by application type in Section 4.2.  Based on the full cost of service, 
application characteristics, proposed changes to application review processes and 
procedures, and the fee structures imposed in comparator municipalities, fee 
recommendations are summarized in Section 4.3. 

4.2 Annual Costs of Service and Current Cost Recovery 
Levels 

As presented in the introduction, the Planning Act requires fees to be cost justified at 
the application type level.  Moreover, past OLT decisions require that there is 
consideration given to the marginal costs of processing applications of varying size and 
complexity.  In this regard, planning application review processes have been costed at 
the application type and sub-type level.  This level of analysis goes beyond the statutory 
requirements of cost justification by application type to better understand costing 
distinctions at the application sub-type level to provide the basis for a more defensible 
fee structure and fee design decisions. 

Table 4-1 summarizes the calculated annual application processing costs, based on the 
staff capacity utilization summarized in Chapter 3 and the City’s 2022 Budget.  These 
annual costs are compared with annual revenues derived from the City’s current fee 
structure and historical average application volumes.  Annual costs of service for 
planning application review totals $4.3 million.  Direct service costs represent 76% ($3.3 
million) of the total costs including both salary, wage, and benefit (SWB) costs and non-
SWB costs.  Indirect and capital support costs accounting for the remaining 24% ($1.0 
million) of total costs.   
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Table 4-1 
Annual Costs of Service and Cost Recovery for Planning Application Fees (2022$) 

Description $ 

Direct Costs (SWB) 
    

2,628,556  

Direct Costs (non-SWB) 
       

621,903  

Total Direct Costs 
    

3,250,459  

Indirect Costs 
    

1,022,999  

Total Direct & Indirect Costs 
    

4,273,458  

Capital Replacement Costs 
           

2,690  

Total Costs (Direct, Indirect & Capital) 
    

4,276,148  
 

Table 4-2 summarizes the annual processing costs, annual revenues, and cost recovery 
levels by application type.  Furthermore, the table provides the percentage of costs 
recovered from fees by planning application type.  In consideration of the legislative 
requirements, this information provides the basis for proposed fee recommendations.   

In aggregate, planning application fees are recovering 50% of the annual costs of 
service resulting in $2.1 million in application costs not being recovered through fees 
(i.e. funded through property taxes).  Of this shortfall $1.6 million is related to 
Committee of Adjustment and City-initiated applications which are not intended to 
recover the full cost of service.  As such, when excluding the costs and revenues 
associated with Committee of Adjustment and City-initiated applications, current 
application fees are recovering 78% of the costs of service overall (i.e. $560,000 
shortfall). 

Cost recovery levels vary significantly by application type.  Site Plan and Zoning By-Law 
Amendment application fees (which account for 38% of the annual costs of service) are 
performing quite well, recovering 97% and 89% of annual costs, respectively.  On the 
other end of the spectrum, Official Plan Amendment, and Subdivision applications are 
recovering 37% and 53%, respectively, of annual costs. 
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Table 4-2 
Planning  Application Fee Impacts – Current Fees (2022$) 

Application Type 
 Annual 
Costs  

Annual 
Revenue 

Cost 
Recovery 

% 
Surplus/ 
(Deficit) 

Subdivision 
      

380,896  
      

203,727  53% 
     

(177,169) 

Condominium 
      

113,971  
        

93,565  82% 
       

(20,406) 

Official Plan 
      

403,397  
      

149,831  37% 
     

(253,567) 

Site Plan 
      

879,063  
      

858,301  98% 
       

(20,763) 

Land Severance 
      

264,432  
        

49,746  19% 
     

(214,686) 

Minor Variance 
    

1,218,697  
      

120,565  10% 
  

(1,098,132) 

Zoning By-Law Amendment 
      

737,068  
      

658,840  89% 
       

(78,228) 

Minister Zoning Order 
          

4,365  
          

1,869  43% 
         

(2,497) 

City Initiated Applications 
      

274,195                 -    0% 
     

(274,195) 

Total 
    

4,276,085  
    

2,136,442  50% 
  

(2,139,643) 
          

Total - Excluding City Initiated Applications 
    

4,001,890  
    

2,136,442  53% 
  

(1,865,448) 
          
Total - Excluding City Initiated Applications 
Land Severance/Minor Variance 

    
2,518,761  

    
1,966,131  78% 

     
(552,631) 

 

4.3 Planning Application Fee Rate Structure Analysis and 
Recommendations 

Fee recommendations were developed in regard to the cost-revenue impacts presented 
in Table 4-2.  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.  Furthermore, fee structure changes are being 
made for Official Plan Amendment, Zoning By-Law Amendment, Site Plan, Subdivision, 
and Condominium applications.  The revised fee structures are proposed to align the 
imposition of fees with the level of effort expended by the City under the proposed 
application review procedures in response to the shorter decision/approval timeframes 
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under Bill 109.  As discussed in Section 2.3, the City will be requiring a more in-depth 
pre-submission review process in advance of the receipt of planning applications.  As 
such, pre-submission review fees are being proposed to recover these costs.  As noted, 
earlier, the more in-depth pre-submission review process does not add to the overall 
costs of development review in the City. 

The recommended fee structure is presented in 2022$ and should be indexed annually 
for implementation consistent with cost-of-living increases in the City’s operating 
budget.  The complete recommended fee schedule is provided in Table 4-3. 

The following highlights the proposed fee structure changes. 

Pre-Consultation Meetings 

The City currently imposes a fee of $350 for Pre-Consultation Meetings.  It is proposed 
that this fee would be maintained for simple and routine Pre-Consultation Meetings.  For 
more complex application types a Pre-Consultation Meeting fee of $1,200 is being 
proposed. 

These fees will not be credited against subsequent application fees payable for the 
proposed development. 

Plan of Subdivision 

Currently the structure of the fee collected by the City includes a base fee of $34,650 
plus a variable decreasing block fee per residential unit (i.e. rate decreases as 
application increases in size), or a per land area rate for non-residential development.  
Furthermore, where future development blocks are being created, the City imposes a 
fee per hectare of land.  Applications within the Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt are 
charged an additional fee of $2,300.  As shown in Table 4-2, Subdivision fees are 
recovering only 53% of the full costs of service. 

Fee Structure Recommendations 

In addition to application review fees, the City is proposing to implement Pre-
Submission Review charges to cover staff costs to review information prior to 
application submission.  These charges would be imposed in the same structure as the 
current application fees.  These charges would account for two re-circulations within the 
review of information before additional re-circulation fees would apply. 
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Fees that are currently imposed for a Major Revision (prior to Draft Plan Approval) 
would apply in the pre-submission review stage. 

Figure 4-1  
Subdivision Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Subdivision 53% 100% 

 
Plan of Condominium 

Plan of Condominium fees are imposed for Draft Plan approval, Common Element 
Condominium, and Condominium Conversions.  In addition to the application fees, the 
City also imposes recirculation fees and Release of Draft Plan of 
Condominium/Clearance fees.   

Fee Structure Recommendations 

Similar to Subdivision applications, Condominium application fees will be split into pre-
submission review and application review fees.  As the fees associated with 
Condominium applications are currently recovering 82% of costs, the average increase 
to Condominium fees is 22%.  This will bring Condominium application fees to full cost 
recovery levels. 

Figure 4-2 
Condominium Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Condominium 82% 100% 

 

Official Plan Amendment 

Currently Official Plan Amendment application fees are imposed for minor and major 
types with a surcharge added for applications within the Oak Ridges Moraine or 
Greenbelt.  Fees are also imposed for Regional Official Plan Amendment applications.  
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As shown in Table 4-2, fees for these applications are currently recovering only 37% of 
the full cost of service and as such 170% increases in fees would be required to move 
to full cost recovery levels.   

Fee Structure Recommendations 

Pre-Submission Review charges will also be implemented for Official Plan Amendment 
applications.  Due to the significant increases that would be required to move to full cost 
recovery levels, the City is proposing to implement only 50% of the proposed increase 
at this time (see Table 4-3). 

Figure 4-3 
Official Plan Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Official Plan Amendment 37% 69% 

 

Site Plan Approval 

Current application fees are comprised of a base application fee plus a decreasing 
block fee for residential units and a fee for each 2,000 m2 (or part thereof) of non-
residential gross floor area created.   

Fee Structure Recommendations 

Similar to previous application types, Pre-Submission Review charges will be imposed 
in the same structure as the current application fees.  Minor and major revision fees will 
be applied, as needed, during the pre-submission stage.  Furthermore, the City will also 
be implementing a flat fee for the involvement of Development Services staff in the 
preparation of a Site Plan agreement and clearance of Site Plan conditions.  Additional 
legal and engineering fees may also apply for the preparation and registration of the 
agreement and detailed engineering review and inspections. 

Re-circulation fees will be applied to re-circulations after the second re-circulation during 
the pre-submission review process.  No re-circulations will be accepted during the 
application review stage. 
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Figure 4-4 
Site Plan Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Site Plan 98% 100% 

 

Zoning By-Law Amendment 

Currently Zoning By-Law Amendment fees are imposed using a similar structure to Plan 
of Subdivision fees (i.e. base fee plus decreasing block per residential unit fee, per non-
residential hectare of land, and per hectare for development blocks).  Surcharges are 
also imposed for development within the Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt. 

Fee Structure Recommendations 

Zoning By-Law Amendment application fees will now be comprised of a Pre-Submission 
Review and Application Review fee. 

Where an application has been denied by Council, the Applicant may apply for 
reconsideration provided that the resolution of the issue of concern: 

• does not change the nature of the proposal; 
• is minor and technical in nature and is not expected to result in fundamental 

changes to the layout and design of the proposal; 
• does not involve re-engagement with the public; and 
• does not require recirculation of the application to external agencies. 

In that instance, a new fee of $5,230 would be imposed for the reconsideration of the 
application.   

Re-circulation fees will be applied for re-circulations after the second re-circulation 
during the pre-submission review process.  No re-circulations will be accepted during 
the application review stage. 
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Figure 4-5 
Zoning By-Law Amendment Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Zoning By-Law 
Amendment 

89% 100% 

 

Committee of Adjustment Fees 

Currently Minor Variance fees are imposed for minor residential, major residential, and 
institutional, commercial, and industrial uses.  Separate fees are proposed for 
applications that deal with a single or multiple variances to the Zoning By-Law.  

Land Severance fees are imposed for City comments and for the clearance of 
conditions. 

Fee Structure Recommendations 

Committee of Adjustment applications have historically been set below full cost recovery 
levels in the City to reflect the fact that applicants are often existing residents and 
business owners of the City.  These applications are typically required to accommodate 
construction related to the current use and enjoyment of the property and will not 
significantly increase the property’s overall value and usability.  To improve cost 
recovery levels, it is proposed that Minor Variance fees are increased by 20% and Land 
Severance fees are increased by 50%.  In comparison to the fees imposed by other 
area municipalities in Durham Region, the proposed increase would move the City to 
the top of the ranking for this type of fee.  However, the proposed fees would be 
competitive in comparison to the fees in municipalities across the Greater Toronto Area. 
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Figure 4-6 
Minor Variance and Land Severance Cost Recovery 

Application Type Current Cost Recovery Proposed Cost 
Recovery 

Minor Variance and Land 
Severance 

11% 15% 

 

Other Recommendations 

Zoning By-Law and Site Plan applications will no longer be accepted concurrently with 
any other application types due to the implications that processing concurrent 
applications may have on the City being able to meet the legislated timeframes before 
when refunds would be payable. 

Fees for responding to requests for Minister’s Zoning Orders are being increased to 
recover the full cost of service (i.e. $6,710 for major and $5,370 for minor). 
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Table 4-3 
Recommended Planning Application Fees– Recommended Fees (2022$) 

 

Description 2022 Fee Payable Proposed Fee
Pre-Consultation $350.00
Pre-Consultation Meetings
   Simple 2 $350.00
   Complex $1,200.00
Telecommunications Tower Approval
(Radiocommunication/Broadcasting Antenna Systems)

$8,910.00 $8,910.00

   Applications to recognize an “As built condition” Double the regular fee Double the regular fee

   Accessory buildings, structures, decks, platforms & driveway widening $685.00 $820.00
Residential Minor
   a lot for a detached dwelling unit, semi-detached dwelling unit and/or 
freehold townhouse dwelling unit

   Single variance $920.00 $1,100.00
   Multiple Variances $1,155.00 $1,390.00

Residential Major
  all other residential and mixed use buildings

   Single variance $2,000.00 $2,400.00
   Multiple Variances $2,255.00 $2,710.00

Institutional, Commercial & Industrial
   Single variance $2,530.00 $3,040.00
   Multiple Variances $2,960.00 $3,550.00

  Tabling Fee & Recirculation (applicant initiated) $630.00 $760.00
  Special Meeting $4,025.00 $4,830.00
  Authorization to Apply for Variance Under Section 45(1.4) of the Planning 
Act

$5,755.00 $6,906.00

Pre-submission Review
    Zoning By-law Amendment – Major $9,590.00

    Plus Fee per Residential Unit
    First 25 units (1-25) $260.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $190.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $160.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $65.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $525.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $330.00

    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $1,320.00
    Removal of Holding Zone $1,980.00
    Removal of Holding Zone - Complex/Block Plan required $9,590.00
    Extension of Temporary Use By-law $9,590.00
    Zoning By-law Amendment – Minor $6,690.00
    Recirculation of Zoning By-law Amendment 1 $2,000.00
Application Review
    Zoning By-law Amendment – Major $17,700.00 $10,100.00

    Plus Fee per Residential Unit
    First 25 units (1-25) $450.00 $240.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $335.00 $180.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $275.00 $145.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $110.00 $60.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $910.00 $485.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $575.00 $305.00

Committee of Adjustment (Minor Variance)

Zoning By-law Amendment
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Table 4-3 (Cont’d) 
Recommended Planning Application Fees– Recommended Fees (2022$) 

  

Description 2022 Fee Payable Proposed Fee
    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $2,300.00 $1,250.00
    Removal of Holding Zone $3,450.00 $1,830.00
    Removal of Holding Zone - Complex/Block Plan required $4,375.00 $10,100.00
    Extension of Temporary Use By-law $17,710.00 $10,100.00
    Zoning By-law Amendment – Minor $12,650.00 $6,500.00
    Recirculation of Zoning By-law Amendment 1 $1,300.00 n/a

    Reconsideration Fee 5 $5,230.00

Pre-submission Review
    Pickering Official Plan Amendment – Major $45,500.00
    Pickering Official Plan Amendment – Minor $21,650.00
    Recirculation of Pickering Official Plan Amendment 1 $2,000.00
    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $3,300.00
Application Review
    Pickering Official Plan Amendment – Major $48,000.00 $43,500.00
    Pickering Official Plan Amendment – Minor $23,000.00 $20,750.00
    Recirculation of Pickering Official Plan Amendment 1 $1,300.00 n/a
    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $2,300.00 $3,000.00
Neighbourhood Development Guideline Amendment $1,600.00 $4,300.00
Draft Plan of Subdivision
Pre-submission Review

    Draft Plan of Subdivision $32,800.00
    Plus Fee per Residential Unit

    First 25 units (1-25) $470.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $380.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $300.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $190.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $150.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $95.00
    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $1,000.00
    Recirculation of Draft Plan of Subdivision 1 $2,000.00

Application Review
    Draft Plan of Subdivision $34,650.00 $34,600.00

    Plus Fee per Residential Unit
    First 25 units (1-25) $560.00 $575.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $450.00 $465.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $355.00 $365.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $225.00 $230.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $180.00 $185.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $110.00 $115.00
    Additional fee if within Oak Ridges Moraine or Greenbelt $2,300.00 $2,500.00
    Recirculation of Draft Plan of Subdivision 1 $1,300.00 $2,000.00
    Release of Draft Plan of Subdivision/Clearance Fee $1,300.00 $2,000.00

    Revisions to Draft Approved Plan (Red Lined Revisions) $13,860.00 $26,600.00
    Plus Fee per Residential Unit

    First 25 units (1-25) $560.00 $575.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $460.00 $465.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $335.00 $365.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $225.00 $230.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $180.00 $185.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $110.00 $115.00

Pickering Official Plan Amendment
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Table 4-3 (Cont’d) 
Recommended Planning Application Fees– Recommended Fees (2022$) 

  

Description 2022 Fee Payable Proposed Fee
    Major Revisions (prior to Draft Plan Approval) $11,560.00 $22,200.00

    Plus Fee per Additional Residential Units
    First 25 units (1-25) $560.00 $575.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $460.00 $465.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $335.00 $365.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $225.00 $230.00

    Plus Fee per Non-Residential Hectare of Land Area 3 $180.00 $185.00
    Plus Fee per Development Block Hectare of Land Area 4 $110.00 $115.00

Draft Plan of Condominium
Pre-submission Review
    Draft Plan of Condominium $5,400.00
    Common Element Condominium $7,900.00
    Application for Condominium Conversion $7,900.00
Application Review
    Draft Plan of Condominium $16,720.00 $13,600.00
    Common Element Condominium $23,000.00 $19,300.00
    Application for Condominium Conversion $23,000.00 $19,300.00
    Release of Draft Plan of Condominium/Clearance Fee $1,300.00 $2,000.00
    Recirculation of Draft Plan of Condominium 1 $1,300.00 $2,000.00
    Revisions to a Draft Approved Plan (Red Line Revisions) $2,420.00 $3,100.00

Pre-submission Review
    Site Plan (Residential, Non-Residential, Mixed-Use) $5,300.00

    Plus Fee per Residential Unit
    First 25 units (1-25) $370.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $300.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $225.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $55.00

    Plus Fee per 2,000m2 of Non-Residential GFA $4,405.00
    Recirculation 1 $2,000.00
Application Review
    Site Plan (Residential, Non-Residential, Mixed-Use) $9,975.00 $2,900.00

    Plus Fee per Residential Unit
    First 25 units (1-25) $560.00 $145.00
    Next 75 units (26-100) $450.00 $115.00
    Next 100 units (101-200) $335.00 $85.00
    Next 800 units (201-1,000) $85.00 $20.00

    Plus Fee per 2,000m2 of Non-Residential GFA $6,630.00 $1,695.00
    Minor Revision of approved Site Plans $2,300.00 $0.00
    Major Revision of approved Site Plans $9,215.00 $0.00
    Compliance Inspections/Conformity/LC Release Report (includes 2 
inspections)

$940.00 $960.00

    Additional Compliance Inspections $400.00 $410.00
    Site Plan Agreement and Clearance of Conditions n/a $7,300.00
    Minor Revision to Approved Condo Site Plan (by unit owner, i.e. decks, 
sheds, fences)

$115.00 $115.00

Site Plan Approval
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Table 4-3 (Cont’d) 
Recommended Planning Application Fees– Recommended Fees (2022$) 

  

Based on the foregoing recommendations, the annual application fees will move to full 
cost recovery levels except for Official Plan Amendment, Minor Variance and Land 
Severance applications.  In aggregate, cost recovery levels will increase from 50% to 
61%, or a 23% increase in revenue.  Excluding Committee of Adjustment and City-
initiated applications, cost recovery performance will increase rom 78% to 95%.  

Description 2022 Fee Payable Proposed Fee

    File Reactivation $2,040.00 $5,230.00
    Opinion Letter for Complex Inquiries $560.00 $1,200.00
    Peer Reviews
    the applicant is responsible for the City’s full costs of undertaking the peer 
review of any studies or drawings submitted in support of the application; this 
requirement applies to matters such as, but not limited to, the peer review of 
site plans, traffic, marketing, environmental, noise, engineering drawings and 
reports, and architectural drawings

Full recovery of the 
City cost plus 10% 
administrative fee + 
HST

Full recovery of the 
City cost plus 10% 
administrative fee + 
HST

    Add Street Name to Approved List 1,020.00 +HST 1,020.00 +HST
    Request to Change Municipal Address 1,020.00 + HST 1,020.00 + HST
    Refund of Application Fees Fees paid minus 10% 

Administrative fee and 
minus (if applicable) 

credit card fee
Film Location Permit (public road use) $250.00 + HST $250.00 + HST
Request for Zoning Information $50.00 $50.00
Request for Exception to Council Adopted Policies on Municipal 
Addressing and Street Naming $5,230.00 $5,230.00

Regional Official Plan Amendment
(not part of a Pickering Official Plan Amendment)

$13,800.00 $37,100.00

Land Division – City Comments $1,725.00 $2,600.00
Land Division – Clearance of City Conditions $865.00 $1,300.00
Council authorization to proceed by land division instead of draft plan of 
subdivision

$5,750.00 $8,670.00

Minister’s Zoning Order Amendment – Major $2,875.00 $6,710.00
Minister’s Zoning Order Amendment – Minor $2,300.00 $5,370.00

4. Excludes lands to be conveyed for roads, parkland, natural hazards, and stormwater or other public infrastructure.

5.  An Application may apply for reconsideration provided that the resolution of the issue of concern:
-does not change the nature of the proposal;
-is minor and technical in nature and I not expected to result in fundamental changes to the layout and design of the proposal;
-does not involve re-engagement with the public;  and
-does not require recirculation of the application to external agencies.

1. Pre-Submission Review Charges include two resubmissions before re-circulation fees apply.  Recirculation fees will be 
charged for the fourth submission and every submission thereafter.
2. Oak Ridges Moraine applications, minor additions to existing bldgs (up to 20% of the current gross floor area), inclusion of 
related uses, etc.
3. Applies to blocks intended to be developed for commercial, industrial, and institutional uses (including school blocks)

Please check with either the Regional Planning Department or the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and 

Applications from the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

Other Processing Fees
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Chapter 5 
Impact Analysis of 
Recommended Fee Structure
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5. Impact Analysis of Recommended Fee Structure 
To understand the impacts of the fee structure recommendations, an impact analysis for 
sample developments has been prepared.  In addition to providing the fee impacts for 
the City of Pickering, Figures 5-1 through 5-5 provide development fee comparisons for 
municipalities across the Greater Toronto Area.  Detailed data tables for each of the 
comparisons are presented in Appendix A.  The development fee comparison includes 
planning-related application fees, building permit fees, development engineering fees, 
and development charges from the lower-tier and upper-tier municipalities.  The 
comparisons illustrate the impacts of the fee structure recommendations in the context 
of the total development fees payable to provide a broader context for fee 
considerations.  Note that the fees imposed by other Greater Toronto Area 
municipalities are as of November 1, 2022 and do not include potential fee increases 
that may be under consideration. 

Five development types have been considered, including: 

• Low Density Residential – example includes a 100-unit low density residential 
development requiring an Official Plan Amendment, Plan of Subdivision and 
Zoning By-law Amendment application; 

• Medium Density Residential – example includes a 50-unit medium density 
(townhouse) residential development requiring Zoning By-law Amendment, 
Condominium, and Site Plan applications; 

• High Density Residential – example includes a 200-unit residential high density 
(apartment) with 500 m2 of commercial development, requiring Official Plan 
Amendment, Zoning By-law Amendment, Condominium, and Site Plan 
applications; 

• Retail – example includes a 1,000 square metre retail development requiring Site 
Plan Approval and Zoning By-law Amendment applications; and 

• Industrial – example includes 10,000 square metre industrial development 
requiring Site Plan Approval and Zoning By-Law Amendment applications.  

5.1 Low Density Residential Development Impacts  

The total fees that would be charged for a residential subdivision with 100 single 
detached units are presented in Figure 5-1.  These fees can be expressed on a per unit 
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basis.  A 100-unit low density development in the City would pay $681 per unit for 
Official Plan Amendments fees, $542 per unit in Zoning-By-Law Amendment fees, and 
$888 per unit in Subdivision fees, under the City’s current fee structure. 

Under the recommended fee structure, Official Plan Amendment Fees would increase 
to $1,094 (+61%), Zoning-By-Law Amendment fees would increase to $607 per unit 
(+12%) and Subdivision fees would increase to $1,643 per unit (+85%).    Including 
development charges, development engineering fees, and building permit fees, the total 
development fees for this type of development within the City would increase by 1.5% 
based on the fee recommendations.  The proposed changes would not change the 
relative position of the City within the overall ranking of municipalities surveyed (i.e. 19th 
out of 20 municipalities).  

Figure 5-1 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Subdivision  

(100 Single Detached Units)  

 

5.2 Medium Density Residential Development Impacts  

The total fees that would be charged for a residential condominium with 50 townhouses 
are presented in Figure 5-2.  The planning application fees (i.e. Zoning By-Law 
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Amendment, Condominium, and Site Plan) that a 50-unit residential townhouse 
condominium in the City would pay are equivalent to $1,982 per unit under the City’s 
current fee structure. 

Under the recommended fee structure total planning application fees would increase to 
$2,267 per unit (+14%), including $844 per unit (+13%) for Zoning By-Law Amendment 
fees, $802 per unit (+11%) for Site Plan application fees, and $620 per unit (+22%) for 
Condominium.  Including development charges, development engineering fees, and 
building permit fees, the total development fees for this type of development within the 
City would increase by 0.4%.  The proposed changes would not change the City’s 
relative position within the overall ranking of municipalities surveyed as shown in Figure 
5-2.  

Figure 5-2 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Condominium  

(50 Medium-Density Townhouse) 

 

5.3 High Density Residential Development Impacts 

The total fees that would be charged for a development with 200 apartment units and 
500 m2 of commercial development are presented in Figure 5-3.  A 200-unit mixed use 
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apartment development in the City would pay the equivalent of $340 per unit in Official 
Plan Amendment, $100 per unit in Plan of Condominium fees, $470 per unit in Site Plan 
fees, and $416 per unit in Zoning-By-Law Amendment fees under the current fee 
structure. 

Under the recommended fee structure, total planning application fees would increase 
from $1,327 to $1,596 per unit (+20%).  Including development charges, development 
engineering fees, and building permit fees, total development fees for this type of 
development would increase by 0.6%.  The proposed changes would marginally 
increase the City’s position within the overall ranking of municipalities surveyed (based 
on data as of November 1, 2022) as presented in Figure 5-3 (i.e. increase to 17th from 
19th). 

Figure 5-3 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Condominium  

(200-unit mixed use development) 

 

5.4 Retail Development Impacts 

The total fees that would be charged for a 1,000 square metre retail development are 
presented in Figure 5-4.  A 1,000 square metre retail development in the City would pay 
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$32,553 in Site Plan and Zoning-By-Law Amendment application fees under the City’s 
current fee structure. 

Under the recommended fee structure, total planning application fees would increase by 
26%.  Including development charges, development engineering fees, and building 
permit fees, total development fees for this type of development would increase by 
2.0%.  The proposed changes would not result in a change to the City’s current 
competitive position in the ranking of total fees payable (i.e. 19th out of 20 municipalities)  

Figure 5-4 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Retail Development 

(1,000 Square Metres)   

 

5.5 Industrial Development Impacts  

The total fees that would be charged for a 10,000 square metre industrial development 
are presented in Figure 5-5.  This development proceeding through Zoning By-Law 
Amendment and Site Plan approvals in the City would pay $64,845 in planning 
application fees based on the City’s current fee structure.  With the recommended fee 
increases, the total planning application fees would increase to $71,280 (+10%).  
Including development charges, development engineering, and building permit fees, 
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total development fees for this type of development would increase by 0.3% with the 
proposed changes, marginally increasing the City’s position in the comparator 
municipalities from 16th to 15th.  

Figure 5-5 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for an Industrial Development  

(10,000 Square Metres)   

 

5.6 Development Impact Analysis Summary 

Planning application fees represent a relatively small proportion of the total municipal 
cost of development.  In the sample residential development types considered, the 
recommended planning application fees represented: 

• 3.4% for low-density residential development; 
• 3.4% for medium-density residential development; 
• 3.6% for high-density residential development; 

For the sample non-residential development types, the share of the overall cost is larger 
for smaller developments (9.5%) vs. larger developments (3.0%) due to largely fixed 
planning application costs and limited economies of scale. 
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Impacts of implementing the recommended planning application fees on total municipal 
development costs results in increases of: 

• 0.4% to 1.5% for residential development; and 
• 0.3% to 2.0% for non-residential development. 

The foregoing assessment of total development fees payable does not include cash-in-
lieu of parkland that would be payable, nor does it include any proposed changes to 
development review and planning policy procedures within Bill 23.  While the approval 
of these proposed fees would not significantly change the ranking of the City within the 
municipal comparators, it would further demonstrate the relatively minor role that 
planning application fees play in the total cost of municipal development fees.  

 



 

 

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd.  
H:\Pickering\2022 Bill 109 Fees\Report\Pickering 2022 DAAP Update Final Report .docx 

Chapter 6 
Implementation Plan and 
Conclusion 
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6. Conclusion 
Summarized in this technical report is the legislative context for the planning application 
fee review, the methodology undertaken, A.B.C. results and full cost of service, and fee 
structure recommendations.  In developing the recommended fee structure, careful 
consideration was given to keeping fees reasonable and proportional to the to the total 
cost of municipal development, market competitiveness, and to the recent trends 
pertaining to planning fees, including past comments of the OLT concerning planning 
application fees.  Furthermore, fee structure recommendations were made to recognize 
the proposed changes in application review procedures, including more substantial pre-
submission review requirements. 

The intent of the fees 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 City will ultimately determine the level of cost recovery and implementation 
strategy that is suitable for their objectives. 
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Appendix A 
Development Impact Tables 
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Appendix A:  Development Impact Tables  
Table A-1 

Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Subdivision  
(100 Single Detached Units)  

 

Rank Municipality Official Plan 
Amendment

Plan of 
Subdivision

Zoning By-Law 
Amendment

Building 
Permit Fees

Engineering 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total Planning Fees 

Total
Planning Fees 

% of Total % Increase

1 Vaughan, City of $68,782 $154,923 $50,654 $377,279 $116,250 $15,187,500 $15,955,387 $274,358 1.7%
2 Markham, City of $105,332 $390,027 $57,284 $357,863 $223,100 $14,448,100 $15,581,707 $552,644 3.5%
3 East Gwillimbury, Town of $54,739 $92,431 $21,857 $290,000 $77,500 $13,400,700 $13,937,227 $169,027 1.2%
4 King, Township of $47,348 $61,794 $11,060 $315,870 $46,500 $12,622,300 $13,104,872 $120,202 0.9%
5 Mississauga, City of $35,250 $85,505 $130,696 $342,626 $85,000 $12,183,227 $12,862,305 $251,451 2.0%
6 Oakville, Town of $38,458 $79,593 $27,920 $330,735 $103,900 $12,216,488 $12,797,093 $145,971 1.1%
7 Caledon, Town of $43,332 $120,749 $23,235 $250,095 $93,000 $12,208,328 $12,738,739 $187,316 1.5%
8 Newmarket, Town of $55,876 $154,533 $25,256 $287,442 $77,500 $11,955,200 $12,555,807 $235,665 1.9%
9 Brampton, City of $19,852 $31,395 $21,384 $295,803 $0 $11,972,156 $12,340,591 $72,632 0.6%

10 Aurora, Town of $68,845 $176,314 $26,146 $323,303 $93,000 $11,518,100 $12,205,707 $271,304 2.2%
11 Richmond Hill, City of $80,404 $110,964 $15,683 $311,225 $159,650 $10,996,747 $11,674,674 $207,052 1.8%
12 Whitchurch Stouffville, Town of $55,067 $108,828 $28,669 $326,000 $0 $11,154,700 $11,673,264 $192,564 1.6%
13 Halton Hills, Town of $45,868 $108,532 $16,765 $337,052 $89,750 $10,890,388 $11,488,356 $171,166 1.5%
14 Georgina, Town of $48,669 $82,078 $20,353 $338,000 $83,700 $10,835,700 $11,408,500 $151,100 1.3%
15 Milton, Town of $30,989 $96,049 $16,255 $309,739 $128,500 $10,082,988 $10,664,520 $143,293 1.3%
16 Burlington, City of $96,968 $89,951 $14,312 $375,142 $108,500 $9,547,488 $10,232,362 $201,231 2.0%
17 Whitby, Town of $56,828 $133,469 $12,600 $379,602 $93,465 $8,663,254 $9,339,218 $202,897 2.2%
18 Ajax, Town of $65,895 $67,674 $25,562 $250,838 $97,700 $8,086,500 $8,594,170 $159,131 1.9%
19 Pickering, City of - Calculated $109,400 $164,300 $60,740 $273,135 $101,250 $7,856,100 $8,564,925 $334,440 3.9% 1.5%
20 Pickering, City of $68,117 $88,817 $54,192 $273,135 $101,250 $7,856,100 $8,441,610 $211,125 2.5%
21 Oshawa, City of $36,846 $46,822 $4,392 $272,392 $109,440 $7,765,700 $8,235,592 $88,061 1.1%
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Table A-2 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Condominium  

(50 Medium-Density Townhouse) 

 

Rank Municipality Plan of 
Condominium Site Plan Zoning By-Law 

Amendment
Building 

Permit Fees
Engineering 

Fees
Development 

Charges Total Planning Fees 
Total

Planning Fees 
% of Total % Increase

1 Vaughan, City of $34,035 $58,737 $36,554 $141,480 $42,200 $6,361,500 $6,674,505 129,325            1.9%
2 Markham, City of $52,896 $144,577 $57,284 $134,198 $52,912 $5,912,050 $6,353,918 254,758            4.0%
3 East Gwillimbury, Town of $36,111 $42,659 $21,857 $108,750 $10,000 $5,553,050 $5,772,428 100,628            1.7%
4 King, Township of $21,289 $20,000 $11,060 $118,451 $6,000 $5,325,200 $5,502,000 52,349              1.0%
5 Newmarket, Town of $47,436 $71,220 $25,256 $107,791 $18,000 $4,929,250 $5,198,952 143,911            2.8%
6 Mississauga, City of $25,368 $37,127 $95,156 $128,485 $19,500 $4,836,834 $5,142,470 157,651            3.1%
7 Caledon, Town of $33,005 $43,636 $23,235 $93,786 $12,000 $4,806,550 $5,012,211 99,876              2.0%
8 Aurora, Town of $35,708 $54,745 $26,146 $121,238 $12,000 $4,692,650 $4,942,486 116,598            2.4%
9 Brampton, City of $11,828 $66,323 $21,384 $110,926 $0 $4,669,820 $4,880,282 99,536              2.0%

10 Whitchurch Stouffville, Town of $57,824 $39,136 $28,669 $122,250 $0 $4,631,700 $4,879,580 125,630            2.6%
11 Richmond Hill, City of $51,378 $36,679 $15,683 $116,709 $20,600 $4,580,993 $4,822,043 103,741            2.2%
12 Georgina, Town of $59,303 $43,570 $20,353 $126,750 $10,800 $4,511,200 $4,771,976 123,226            2.6%
13 Oakville, Town of $28,230 $42,207 $34,558 $124,026 $12,000 $4,422,325 $4,663,345 104,994            2.3%
14 Halton Hills, Town of $55,933 $35,448 $43,204 $126,395 $0 $3,687,450 $3,948,430 134,585            3.4%
15 Milton, Town of $91,043 $13,899 $30,105 $116,152 $26,000 $3,646,925 $3,924,124 135,047            3.4%
16 Whitby, Town of $13,238 $31,500 $27,113 $142,351 $24,760 $3,449,917 $3,688,879 71,851              1.9%
17 Burlington, City of $6,245 $29,535 $43,531 $140,678 $14,000 $3,345,750 $3,579,739 79,311              2.2%
18 Ajax, Town of $15,182 $46,275 $25,562 $94,064 $12,800 $3,277,150 $3,471,034 87,020              2.5%
19 Pickering, City of - Calculated $31,000 $40,110 $42,240 $102,426 $6,500 $3,155,350 $3,377,626 113,350            3.4% 0.4%
20 Pickering, City of $25,417 $36,282 $37,442 $102,426 $6,500 $3,155,350 $3,363,416 99,140              2.9%
21 Oshawa, City of $17,980 $24,318 $10,514 $102,147 $5,755 $3,175,550 $3,336,265 52,813              1.6%
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Table A-3 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Residential Condominium  

(200 Unit Mixed Use Apartment) 

 

Rank Municipality Official Plan 
Amendment

Plan of 
Condominium Site Plan Zoning By-Law 

Amendment
Building 

Permit Fees
Engineering 

Fees
Development 

Charges Total Planning Fees 
% of Total % Increase

1 Vaughan, City of $68,649 $34,035 $120,169 $61,856 $363,358 $95,600 $17,258,120 18,001,786$    1.6%
2 Markham, City of $105,268 $52,832 $491,363 $60,520 $306,200 $113,392 $16,443,955 17,573,528$    4.0%
3 East Gwillimbury, Town of $54,739 $36,111 $101,129 $25,157 $266,920 $15,000 $14,961,750 15,460,807$    1.4%
4 King, Township of $47,286 $21,227 $26,038 $14,298 $292,783 $9,000 $14,290,665 14,701,295$    0.7%
5 Mississauga, City of $35,250 $31,576 $65,568 $183,301 $342,940 $26,500 $13,847,506 14,532,642$    2.2%
6 Newmarket, Town of $55,787 $47,436 $122,450 $28,556 $329,954 $27,000 $13,409,190 14,020,372$    1.8%
7 Caledon, Town of $43,144 $40,616 $48,917 $23,047 $214,516 $18,000 $13,201,527 13,589,767$    1.1%
8 Brampton, City of $19,802 $11,778 $89,823 $21,900 $308,161 $0 $13,134,904 13,586,367$    1.1%
9 Aurora, Town of $68,810 $35,673 $99,260 $29,411 $282,450 $18,000 $12,953,320 13,486,924$    1.7%

10 Whitchurch Stouffville, Town of $55,025 $121,785 $74,997 $31,880 $356,196 $0 $12,819,527 13,459,411$    2.1%
11 Richmond Hill, City of $80,351 $107,674 $47,042 $18,930 $376,364 $30,900 $12,609,545 13,270,806$    1.9%
12 Georgina, Town of $48,615 $114,413 $43,509 $23,593 $359,557 $16,200 $12,652,390 13,258,277$    1.7%
13 Oakville, Town of $38,432 $256,354 $66,601 $47,202 $402,274 $18,000 $12,019,476 12,848,338$    3.2%
14 Halton Hills, Town of $54,707 $59,357 $60,773 $22,561 $309,925 $0 $10,883,506 11,390,829$    1.7%
15 Burlington, City of $96,843 $62,379 $64,543 $81,654 $389,963 $21,000 $9,691,956 10,408,338$    2.9%
16 Milton, Town of $31,699 $163,563 $19,549 $16,965 $288,070 $37,000 $8,943,106 9,499,952$      2.4%
17 Pickering, City of - Calculated $109,300 $23,800 $93,285 $92,792 $253,171 $35,750 $8,166,201 8,774,299$      3.6% 0.6%
18 Oshawa, City of $36,753 $18,887 $76,275 $5,799 $248,114 $8,486 $8,362,079 8,756,391$      1.6%
19 Whitby, Town of $56,779 $14,189 $60,064 $14,051 $354,337 $35,710 $8,219,076 8,754,204$      1.7%
20 Pickering, City of $68,088 $20,108 $93,910 $83,299 $253,171 $35,750 $8,166,201 8,720,526$      3.0%
21 Ajax, Town of $65,841 $16,128 $110,821 $27,008 $232,254 $19,200 $7,859,159 8,330,411$      2.6%
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Table A-4 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for a Retail Development 

(1,000 Square Metres)   

 

Rank Municipality Site Plan Zoning By-Law 
Amendment

Building 
Permit Fees

Engineering 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total Planning Fees 

Total
Planning Fees 

% of Total % Increase

1 Markham, City of $43,557 $57,414 $18,080 $15,912 $906,310 $1,041,272 $100,970 9.7%
2 Vaughan, City of $36,608 $11,515 $17,680 $4,790 $858,040 $928,633 $48,123 5.2%
3 Burlington, City of $15,068 $25,419 $28,080 $19,250 $788,860 $876,677 $40,487 4.6%
4 East Gwillimbury, Town of $26,319 $21,857 $11,840 $13,750 $801,901 $875,667 $48,176 5.5%
5 Oakville, Town of $29,174 $29,674 $26,950 $16,500 $755,900 $858,198 $58,848 6.9%
6 Richmond Hill, City of $22,363 $15,791 $17,940 $28,325 $773,526 $857,945 $38,154 4.4%
7 King, Township of $18,675 $11,185 $17,000 $8,250 $794,930 $850,040 $29,860 3.5%
8 Newmarket, Town of $35,859 $25,256 $13,080 $24,750 $736,780 $835,724 $61,114 7.3%
9 Whitchurch Stouffville, Town of $29,665 $28,848 $13,993 $0 $739,255 $811,760 $58,512 7.2%

10 Georgina, Town of $43,691 $20,474 $17,115 $14,850 $711,780 $807,910 $64,165 7.9%
11 Milton, Town of $10,725 $17,675 $18,610 $38,000 $716,560 $801,569 $28,399 3.5%
12 Aurora, Town of $27,814 $26,215 $16,400 $3,438 $712,840 $786,707 $54,029 6.9%
13 Halton Hills, Town of $22,498 $23,118 $17,170 $0 $717,160 $779,946 $45,616 5.8%
14 Whitby, Town of $18,424 $27,212 $25,390 $32,973 $512,148 $616,146 $45,636 7.4%
15 Mississauga, City of $28,767 $58,491 $19,320 $27,000 $429,286 $562,864 $87,258 15.5%
16 Brampton, City of $16,674 $22,616 $17,320 $0 $413,310 $469,920 $39,290 8.4%
17 Oshawa, City of $8,156 $10,702 $16,960 $4,084 $422,158 $462,060 $18,858 4.1%
18 Caledon, Town of $40,830 $23,612 $16,320 $16,500 $351,680 $448,942 $64,442 14.4%
19 Pickering, City of - Calculated $20,110 $20,993 $14,700 $36,938 $339,601 $432,342 $41,103 9.5% 2.0%
20 Pickering, City of $14,405 $18,148 $14,700 $36,938 $339,601 $423,792 $32,553 7.7%
21 Ajax, Town of $10,126 $25,671 $13,000 $17,600 $353,917 $420,314 $35,797 8.5%
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Table A-5 
Development Fee Impacts Survey for an Industrial Development  

(10,000 Square Metres)   

 

Rank Municipality Site Plan Zoning By-Law 
Amendment

Building 
Permit Fees

Engineering 
Fees

Development 
Charges Total Planning Fees 

Total
Planning Fees 

% of Total % Increase

1 Markham, City of 155,157$     57,414$            147,800$     71,712$            4,692,600$       5,124,682$       212,570            4.1%
2 Vaughan, City of 49,528$       17,545$            124,900$     47,900$            4,684,100$       4,923,973$       67,073              1.4%
3 King, Township of 23,175$       11,185$            120,000$     12,000$            4,053,000$       4,219,360$       34,360              0.8%
4 Newmarket, Town of 179,995$     25,256$            106,200$     36,000$            3,471,500$       3,818,950$       205,250            5.4%
5 Richmond Hill, City of 22,363$       15,791$            164,200$     41,200$            3,523,463$       3,767,016$       38,154              1.0%
6 Mississauga, City of 54,381$       50,540$            144,400$     32,500$            3,434,558$       3,716,379$       104,921            2.8%
7 Whitchurch Stouffville, Town of 47,665$       28,848$            128,090$     -$                  3,496,247$       3,700,849$       76,512              2.1%
8 East Gwillimbury, Town of 50,619$       21,857$            102,257$     20,000$            3,338,017$       3,532,751$       72,476              2.1%
9 Aurora, Town of 63,654$       26,215$            109,000$     24,000$            3,232,100$       3,454,969$       89,869              2.6%

10 Georgina, Town of 43,691$       20,474$            141,007$     21,600$            3,221,500$       3,448,272$       64,165              1.9%
11 Caledon, Town of 45,630$       23,612$            74,176$       24,000$            2,931,600$       3,099,018$       69,242              2.2%
12 Brampton, City of 76,524$       32,797$            -$             -$                  2,828,000$       2,937,321$       109,321            3.7%
13 Oakville, Town of 89,834$       35,434$            172,000$     24,000$            2,550,730$       2,871,998$       125,268            4.4%
14 Ajax, Town of 18,406$       25,671$            90,000$       25,600$            2,338,998$       2,498,675$       44,077              1.8%
15 Pickering, City of - Calculated 47,560$       23,720$            110,000$     31,000$            2,195,838$       2,408,118$       71,280              3.0% 0.3%
16 Whitby, Town of 64,378$       27,212$            159,000$     46,660$            2,107,900$       2,405,150$       91,590              3.8%
17 Pickering, City of 44,240$       20,605$            110,000$     31,000$            2,195,838$       2,401,683$       64,845              2.7%
18 Burlington, City of 35,318$       31,539$            129,664$     28,000$            2,155,730$       2,380,251$       66,857              2.8%
19 Milton, Town of 20,179$       30,455$            135,300$     46,000$            1,745,330$       1,977,264$       50,634              2.6%
20 Halton Hills, Town of 45,248$       33,144$            120,150$     -$                  1,551,830$       1,750,372$       78,392              4.5%
21 Oshawa, City of 17,156$       10,702$            142,300$     6,604$              1,431,600$       1,608,362$       27,858              1.7%


	1. Introduction
	1.1 Background
	1.2 2022 Update Study
	1.3 Legislative Context for Fees Review
	1.3.1 Planning Act, 1990
	1.3.2 Bill 109, More Homes for Everyone Act,2022
	1.3.2.1 Complete Application Requirements for Site Plan
	1.3.2.2 Zoning By-law Amendment and Site Plan Application Refund Requirements

	1.3.3 Municipal Act, 2001


	2. Activity-Based Costing Methodology
	2.1 Methodology
	2.2 Costing Category Definition
	2.3 Processing Effort Cost Allocation
	2.4 Direct Costs
	2.5 Indirect Cost Functions and Cost Drivers
	2.6 Capital Costs

	3. Staff Capacity Utilization Results
	4. Cost Recovery Analysis and Full Cost Fee Recommendations
	4.1 Introduction
	4.2 Annual Costs of Service and Current Cost Recovery Levels
	4.3 Planning Application Fee Rate Structure Analysis and Recommendations

	5. Impact Analysis of Recommended Fee Structure
	5.1 Low Density Residential Development Impacts
	5.2 Medium Density Residential Development Impacts
	5.3 High Density Residential Development Impacts
	5.4 Retail Development Impacts
	5.5 Industrial Development Impacts
	5.6 Development Impact Analysis Summary

	6. Conclusion
	Appendix A Development Impact Tables



Accessibility Report


		Filename: 

		Pickering 2022 DAAP Update Final Report .pdf




		Report created by: 

		

		Organization: 

		




[Enter personal and organization information through the Preferences > Identity dialog.]


Summary


The checker found no problems in this document.


		Needs manual check: 0

		Passed manually: 2

		Failed manually: 0

		Skipped: 2

		Passed: 28

		Failed: 0




Detailed Report


		Document



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Accessibility permission flag		Passed		Accessibility permission flag must be set

		Image-only PDF		Passed		Document is not image-only PDF

		Tagged PDF		Passed		Document is tagged PDF

		Logical Reading Order		Passed manually		Document structure provides a logical reading order

		Primary language		Passed		Text language is specified

		Title		Passed		Document title is showing in title bar

		Bookmarks		Passed		Bookmarks are present in large documents

		Color contrast		Passed manually		Document has appropriate color contrast

		Page Content



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged content		Passed		All page content is tagged

		Tagged annotations		Passed		All annotations are tagged

		Tab order		Passed		Tab order is consistent with structure order

		Character encoding		Passed		Reliable character encoding is provided

		Tagged multimedia		Passed		All multimedia objects are tagged

		Screen flicker		Passed		Page will not cause screen flicker

		Scripts		Passed		No inaccessible scripts

		Timed responses		Passed		Page does not require timed responses

		Navigation links		Passed		Navigation links are not repetitive

		Forms



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Tagged form fields		Passed		All form fields are tagged

		Field descriptions		Passed		All form fields have description

		Alternate Text



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Figures alternate text		Passed		Figures require alternate text

		Nested alternate text		Passed		Alternate text that will never be read

		Associated with content		Passed		Alternate text must be associated with some content

		Hides annotation		Passed		Alternate text should not hide annotation

		Other elements alternate text		Skipped		Other elements that require alternate text

		Tables



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Rows		Passed		TR must be a child of Table, THead, TBody, or TFoot

		TH and TD		Passed		TH and TD must be children of TR

		Headers		Passed		Tables should have headers

		Regularity		Passed		Tables must contain the same number of columns in each row and rows in each column

		Summary		Skipped		Tables must have a summary

		Lists



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		List items		Passed		LI must be a child of L

		Lbl and LBody		Passed		Lbl and LBody must be children of LI

		Headings



		Rule Name		Status		Description

		Appropriate nesting		Passed		Appropriate nesting






Back to Top


