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Project Context and Objectives

Project Context & Objectives

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

This project is timely for the Town of Grimsby as it anticipates significant future growth and the associated rising costs of delivering services across various

areas.

In 2023, the Town of Grimsby engaged StrategyCorp to conduct a comprehensive Municipal Services Fees and Charges Review. Grimsby is a high growth
community and significant time has passed since the Town last comprehensively assessed its fee structure (10+ years), emphasizing the need for a thorough
reevaluation.
The purpose of this review is to examine the Town’s existing fees in key service areas against established principles and identify any adjustments required to
ensure fees better capture the costs of delivering services and are in line with comparator municipalities, including those in the Niagara Region. This can help
ensure that the fees are fair, transparent, and in line with the Town’s goals and priorities. Objectives for this project include:

.
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v
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Completing a 360° analysis of the Town’s Leveraging best practices research and
fees and charges for 12 different in-scope comparator benchmarking to assess
service areas through background and optimize the Town's fee structures,
research and stakeholder engagement to ensuring they continue to be both
understand the current state, competitive and in alignment with
expectations, and potential areas of industry standards.
improvement (e.g., adjustments, new
fees/charges, etc.).

5%

Identifying opportunities to ensure that
the Town’s fees are characterized by
efficiency, effectiveness, defensibility, and
align with a cost recovery basis (where
appropriate), thereby providing a
financially sustainable framework that can
be leveraged by the Town for years to
come.
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Overview of Project Methodology and Approach

This Fees and Charges Review employed a structured approach to assess the cost of service delivery and levels of cost recovery under
the Town’s current user fee schedules, and to evaluate the appropriateness and effectiveness of those fees in the context of
comparator municipalities and different user fee principles.

Key Methodological Elements

Evaluating Cost Drivers: Assessing the cost of service delivery involves considering direct, indirect, and relevant capital replacement costs. Direct
costs, mainly driven by staff time dedicated to providing services linked to various fees and charges (i.e., activity-based costing), are typically
evaluated to determine cost recovery rates. However, to develop a more accurate picture of cost recovery rates, it is essential to also consider other
costs that may not be directly associated with providing the service, such as administrative cross-departmental support and other capital asset
management costs. For further information on the fees and charges review costing model, please refer to pages 22-23.

Benchmarking Against Comparator Municipalities: In this review, a thorough examination of user fees across various municipalities was also
conducted. This benchmarking exercise included a two-level analysis, where the Town of Grimsby was compared to two groups of municipalities:
one representing other municipalities with similar populations / growth profiles, and another comprising nearby municipalities, including some in the
Niagara Region. This analysis aimed to understand different user fee rates and practices among comparable municipalities, providing a reference
point for Grimsby to evaluate and adjust its fee structures where they significantly deviate from the benchmark averages. Further information
regarding the municipal benchmarking analysis is available on pages 24-25.

=
—
—
—

User Fee Policy Framework: A user fee policy framework delineates the principles and guidelines governing the establishment and management of
user fees within a municipality, encompassing various elements such as fee-setting methodologies as well as cost recovery considerations and
objectives. This review primarily relies on the use of the Public Benefit Pyramid methodology, which is a structured approach that helps to evaluate,
categorize, and prioritize fees and charges imposed by a municipality. It is often used to ensure transparency, fairness, and efficiency in fee
structures and their associated policies. The User Fee Policy Framework approach is outlined on pages 26-28.

By integrating these methodological elements, the Town can thoroughly assess different cost recovery levels and update existing fees or assign value to new
fees accordingly, now and into the future. A template to guide the undertaking of this process is outlined on pages 37-38.
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Key Findings by Service Area (1/4)

Through the municipal fees and charges review, the following high-level service area findings have been identified with respect to
current fee setting and cost recovery:

Service Area High-Level Findings

Animal Control

Library Services

Finance

Clerks

By-law
Enforcement

Since 2019, Animal Control has consistently been improving its service area cost recovery level, reaching 49% in 2023.

Based on very limited data, Grimsby is recovering costs at a slightly higher rate than comparators, possibly due to the Town's strategy of
outsourcing all animal control services to the Humane Society of Greater Niagara, which possesses specialized expertise and experience in
serving Grimsby residents and their pets.

Library Services demonstrates a high level of effectiveness in recovering the costs associated with providing services outlined in their fee
schedule — this is primarily driven by robust revenues from photocopying fees, book sales, lost/paid items fees, donations, and Authors' Series
event ticket fees, which consistently exceed associated costs.

Finance is effectively recouping the costs associated with conducting fee-related activities at a notably high rate, supported by timely and
efficient processes, as demonstrated by Finance’s high cost recovery rates for new tax account setups, providing tax account history / tax bill
reprints, and issuing tax certificates, among others.

Finance staff pinpointed cases where their time allocated to fee-related activities is either inadequately recovered, as in the tax sale process,
or where no fee currently exists, resulting in no recoupment of staff time costs (i.e., sending out arrears notices, preparing letters for income
tax or other purposes, and managing non-Canadian funds).

Clerks exhibits a balanced and fair cost recovery rate for fee-related activities, aligning with the community benefits generated by their
services, including commissioner services for affidavits, processing Freedom of Information requests, and administering marriage
solemnizations, among others.

Clerks is recouping more than 100% of the costs associated with commissioning various documents and performing civil marriage
ceremonies, while under-recovering for death registration services.

By-law Enforcement consistently recoups a significant proportion of the operating costs related to administering Schedule D, averaging over
80% from 2021 to 2023.
Some fees (i.e., orders, non-compliance / return inspections, and MTO searches) can be adjusted to achieve higher cost recovery.
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Key Findings by Service Area (2/4)

Service Area High-Level Findings

* Grimsby Fire Department’s (GFD) hourly incident response rate (per apparatus) achieves balanced recovery, but overlooks complexities such
as instances where the Town is only partially compensated or not compensated at all for incident response, including cases where GFD is not
the first responder on the QEW, discrepancies in MTO reimbursements, and situations where GFD is preempted by other emergency services.

* Like incident response, Grimsby is achieving balanced cost recovery for inspection services — yet, there are some instances where the

Fire Services Department is not compensated for its services (e.g., installing or replacing smoke alarms for older adult community members).

* Due to limited administrative staff capacity, invoices for services rendered may not be promptly sent to the MTO or other community
members and businesses, leading to revenue loss annually.

+ Grimsby's incident response rate for non-QEW incidents exceeds the 2024 MTO rate by approximately $272, raising concerns among GFD
staff about community perceptions regarding the rationale behind the higher charge.

* The GRTC - with its state-of-the-art facilities and capabilities — faces substantial operational and capital expenses, with its training tower
only recovering 32% of costs through full-day rentals.

S:r?::;ll * Revenue from GRTC facility rentals and hosting Ontario Fire College courses dropped by 45% from 2021 to 2023, attributed to fewer Fire
Trainil? Centre Departments renting the training tower and decreased enrollment in NFPA and Ontario Fire Code courses, possibly due to new RTCs in the
(GF\?TC) Greater Toronto Area offering lower rates.

*  Among five surveyed municipal Regional Training Centres in Ontario, only Richmond Hill and Oshawa offer preferred rates for Regional Fire
Department partners, with discounts ranging from 15%-33%.

» Cemeteries exhibits a high-cost recovery rate for existing fee-related services, attributed to factors such as higher fees overall vis-a-vis the
comparator group and additional revenue gained from non-resident fees.

» Staff identified several instances where they dedicate time to completing tasks for community members without any corresponding fee to
cover the associated costs — specific examples include conducting ancestral searches, duplicating Rights Holder Certificates, and completing

Cemeteries permission forms or commissioning documents.

* In the Niagara Region, many municipalities, including St. Catharines, Fort Erie, Niagara-on-the-Lake, Welland, and Thorold, differentiate
between resident and non-resident fees for most services (including internments), possibly to prevent resident taxpayers from subsidizing
cemetery services for non-residents. Meanwhile, municipalities like Pelham, and West Lincoln only differentiate for plot sales. Niagara Falls
and Port Colborne do not differentiate between resident and non-resident fees for cemetery services.
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Key Findings by Service Area (3/4)

Service Area High-Level Findings

Planning and
Development /
Committee of

Adjustment

Building
Services

The Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) has consistently achieved a Level 4 (Considerable Individual Benefit) cost recovery
ratelll between 2019 and 2023. During this period, DAAP's operating + capital cost recovery rate has shown an upward trend, rising from
61% in 2019 to 81% in 2023.

Some planning applications, like Official Plan / Zoning By-Law amendments, achieve nearly full cost recovery, while others, such as Draft
Plan of Condominium (70%) and Type 2 and 3 Site Plan applications (71% and 30% respectively), have lower rates. Additionally, all
Committee of Adjustment applications currently have cost recovery levels between 50%-55%.

Based on the low cost recovery rates observed for specific application types (i.e., Type 3 Site Plan, as well as Minor Variance / Consent
applications), there is an opportunity for the Town to adjust these fees upwards. This adjustment would aim to achieve higher cost recovery
rates seen in other application categories and to better align with direct comparators such as the Town of Lincoln.

Among the comparator group, most surveyed municipalities — who have similar development patterns to Grimsby — have introduced new
DAAP fee structures in recent years whereas they charge a base fee across one or more different application types (i.e., Official Plan / Zoning
By-law Amendments, Plans of Subdivision / Condominium, and Site Plans), in addition to a variable per unit fee that decreases through
different ranges of the number of units, reflecting a tiered pricing structure based on development scale. Further analysis is needed to
determine if similar fee structures would suit Grimsby's unique growth patterns and the increasing complexity of future planning applications.
Potential new DAAP fees were also identified, including instituting a special application fee for extending a settlement area boundary (in
response to Bill 185), as well as a provision to enable the municipality to fully recover 100% of all legal services costs associated with the
legal review of planning applications. The Town may also consider implementing new fees for applicants seeking to undertake alterations to
properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act (i.e., Heritage Permit)

Although Building Services has maintained an average operating cost recovery rate of over 82% from 2019 to 2023, it has fluctuated
significantly year-over-year during that time (i.e., 40% and 42% in 2023 and 2021, and 179% and 119% in 2019 and 2022).

Revenue from building permits has fluctuated significantly year-over-year since 2019 — as building permit revenue typically constitutes over
80% of total user fee revenue, these fluctuations impact the service area’s cost recovery rate significantly.

Building Services fees remain competitive when compared to similar municipalities, being either slightly above, below, or on par with them
across Schedule C.

[1] — Refer to Table 1 on page 26 for a detailed overview of the Public Benefit Pyramid Methodology, and associated cost recovery rates. stra tegyco rp.com A
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Key Findings by Service Area (4/4)

Service Area High-Level Findings

Public Works /
Water

In 2023, Engineering costs for the Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) were fully recovered, with total annual costs for
Engineering staff amounting to approximately $215K, while the Department received over $341K in DAAP Overhead Recovery revenue.
However, this one-year analysis has limitations, as many developments span several years and additional Engineering Development costs for
post-development tasks (e.g., construction inspections, letter of credit reviews, and deficiency walkthroughs) were not included due to
significant variation across different development projects.

Public Works faces challenges in collecting Engineering administration fees, as these are typically collected at the time of development
agreement registration, leading to potential losses when projects are not subsequently registered or sold. Additionally, Public Works incurs
substantial expenses for third-party peer reviews and studies related to the development process, but lacks provisions in its fee schedule to
fully recover these costs, unlike other comparator municipalities.

Administrative water fees demonstrate effective cost recovery, with approximately 90% of the costs for creating or modifying water accounts
and about 86% of costs for transferring overdue accounts to the tax roll being offset by these fees.

While Pool Bond Release and Outdoor Patio permit fees achieve high rates of cost recovery (82% and 77% respectively), Entrance, Site
Alteration, Lot Grading Review and Inspection, and Site Servicing permit fees fall short, with cost recovery rates ranging from 30% to 57%.
Grimsby struggles with low cost recovery rates for private water services, recouping only 47% of the costs associated with water meter
supply and installation fees and 32% for water off/on charges.

Public Works staff have identified the need for a new fee for conducting Sewer Lateral Investigations. The Town is currently losing significant
revenue in cases where defects are identified on the private portion of a resident’s property line.

strategycorp.com A
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Key Considerations for Evaluating Recommendations

The following key factors should be taken into account when evaluating all recommendations within this report:

QEORORORORC

Council Consideration and Approval: All recommendations are subject to Council consideration and approval, ensuring alignment with Council's cost
recovery goals and other policy priorities for the Town and its community members.

Revenue Impacts: It is important to note that some fee recommendations are estimated to generate additional revenue, while others are projected to
reduce revenue; any negative revenue impacts should be appropriately addressed through the annual budget process.

Revenue Generation and Fee Defensibility: A key objective of this review was to identify new revenue opportunities while ensuring that all fees are
justifiable. This includes validating the fairness and transparency of fee structures to support their defensibility and acceptance by stakeholders.

Targeted Fee Adjustments: Given the Town's achievement of effective cost recovery levels across many in-scope service areas, this review focused on
recommending upward adjustments to fees only where fee-related services were found to be significantly under-recovering costs or where fees were
significantly lower than comparators.

Holistic Fee Evaluation: In addition to assessing fees through cost recovery and benchmarking lenses, it is also essential to evaluate recommendations
through other important fee-setting principles such as transparency, fairness, and efficiency in fee structures.

Cost Recovery Levels: While full cost recovery may not always be the primary goal in setting fees nor does this report provide recommendations to that
effect, this report sets out the fee levels necessary for 100% cost recovery for all computed fee-related services for Council and staff’s information.

strategycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (1/5)

The table below provides an overview of the 37 recommendations presented across the 12 in-scope services. While most pertain to
adjustments to current fees and the introduction of new fees, some involve the elimination of unnecessary fees, policy revisions, and
human resourcing considerations. It is estimated that these proposed recommendations, if implemented, would generate an additional
$194,612 in revenue annually.m

Estimated Service
Recommendation Area Revenue Gain

/ (Loss)

Finance

R1 Subdivide the current Tax Sale Administration fee of $515 into four separate fees. This restructuring, while retaining the total fee amount,
will enable a more precise capture of staff time spent on different stage gates before and after the tax sale registration process.

R2 Introduce new fees for specific services, including sending arrears notices, creating different tax sale agreements, preparing letters for income

tax or other purposes, and transferring non-Canadian funds — doing so will ensure fair cost recovery for these services. 366,902

R3 Increase fees for high-volume services that currently recover costs below 100% (i.e., returned cheque fees, printed tax account histories / bill
reprints, ownership and mailing address changes, and mortgage electronic listings).

Gradually increase fees for death registrations and liquor license/special events registration to better align with municipal comparators, while

increasing the routine disclosure fee immediately.

$4,669
Implement new fees for marriage solemnization cancellations and witness provision (i.e., Town staff member) during ceremonies to align

with best practices.

Additional information related to recommendations - including specific fee adjustments / additions and their corresponding cost recovery levels — can be
found in Section Two: Service Area Profiles and Recommendations.

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Please
Note

[1] — This net revenue increase reflects the combined effect of total gross fee revenue increases amounting to $214,211 and total gross fee revenue decreases equaling $19,599. strate gycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (2/5)

Estimated Service
Recommendation Area Revenue Gain

/ (Loss)

By-law Enforcement

Slightly increase fees for orders, non-compliance / return inspections, and MTO searches to boost cost recovery rates and bring them more in
line with the service area benchmark.

Remove all non-parking administrative penalties from Schedule D (e.g., noise, nuisance, signs, etc.) as each of these penalties is governed by SR

its own specific municipal By-law or regulation, which outlines the appropriate enforcement procedures and penalties for non-compliance.

Fire Services

Explore the feasibility of aligning the Town’s current non-QEW incident response rate with the 2024 MTO rate — including evaluating
R8 potential revenue impacts — to enhance the defensibility of the Town's incident response fees and bring Grimsby in line with certain
comparator municipalities.

R9 Increase GFD’s hourly inspection rate to align more with the comparator group.
R10 Remove fees for services currently not provided by GFD (e.g., certain compliance inspections). 61,739
R11 Merge fee groups currently charged at the same rate (e.g., residential and commercial fire prevention inspections).

Prepare a business case to explore the addition of a new staff resource to provide additional administrative support for incident response

R12 and inspection invoicing.

R13 Explore the use of a third-party service to strengthen GFD's ability to recover eligible costs incurred by GFD during incident callouts.

Grimsby Regional Training Centre (GRTC)

Consider reducing the GRTC'’s training tower rate given the declining demand from Municipal Fire Departments and to enhance

R14 competitiveness with RTCs like Richmond Hill and Oshawa.

7.319)™
R15 Introduce a new fee for community groups or organizations to utilize the GRTC's classroom spaces, aiming to generate additional revenue. (3 )

R16 Introduce new fees for equipment rentals (i.e., Rescue Randy and portable radios) to cover the depreciation costs associated with their use.

12 [1] — This figure does not account for the potential revenue losses resulting from aligning the Town's non-QEW Incident Response fee with the MTO rate.

[2] — This figure does not account for potential additional revenue from new classroom / equipment rentals, as anticipated demand is unknown at this time. strate gycorp.com 2
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Summary of Recommendations (3/5)

Estimated Service
Recommendation Area Revenue Gain

/ (Loss)

Cemeteries

Consider introducing a uniform rate for internment services to reflect equal costs for all, while maintaining premium rates for plot and other

R17 sales to prevent residents from subsidizing non-residents.

1
Introduce new fees for specific services (e.g., ancestral searches, duplicating Rights Holder Certificates, completing permission forms or ($2,951)[ ]
R18 commissioning documents, and installing memorial trees and benches) to recover costs in cases where either staff currently perform the
service free of charge or to generate revenue for services that the Town could but does not currently provide.

Planning and Development / Committee of Adjustment

R19 Restore the Site Plan (Type 3) application fee to its 2022 level to ensure cost recovery is consistent with other application fees.
R20 Increase fees for Minor Variance / Consent applications to better match those of the Town of Lincoln.

Alongside Council, examine the feasibility of adopting new fee structures recently implemented by comparator municipalities (e.g., base fee
R21 plus variable fee for residential development) in light of Grimsby’s unique growth and development patterns, as well as the increasing

complexity and scale of planning applications anticipated over the next several years. N
12,319

In response to Bill 185, introduce a special application fee for extending a settlement area boundary to recover the significant staff costs

R22 associated with processing such applications, should this type of application be submitted in Grimsby.

Consider implementing new fees for applicants seeking to undertake alterations to properties designated under the Ontario Heritage Act

R23 (i.e., Heritage Permit). Special consideration should be given to the fact that neighbouring municipalities (i.e., Lincoln and Hamilton) currently
do not impose fees for Heritage Permits.

13 [1] — This figure includes estimated revenue losses from non-resident internments and cremations that would occur from introducing uniform cemetery fees for users. strate gycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (4/5)

Estimated Service
Recommendation Area Revenue Gain

/ (Loss)

Planning and Development / Committee of Adjustment (Cont’d)

Establish a new Schedule K provision to enable the municipality to fully recover 100% of all legal / professional services costs associated
R24 with the review of planning applications, including but not limited to Draft Plans of Condominium, Subdivision applications, and other
Committee of Adjustment applications.

Introduce a provision within Schedule G that permits a waiver or partial subsidy for Committee of Adjustment applications submitted by

R charitable organizations, contingent upon the intended use or anticipated public benefit of the land utilization.

$30,646
Conduct a comprehensive Development Approval Process Review to not only identify recommendations to improve the efficiency and
R26 effectiveness of Grimsby’s development review process, but to further assess the potential impacts of new Provincial legislation (i.e., Bill
185) on current fee structures as well as identify how comparator municipalities are responding to these legislative changes.[!

Continue to monitor demand for pre-consultation services, given that Bill 185 has removed pre-consultation meetings as a mandatory

24 requirement and made it available at the applicants’ discretion.

Building Services
R28 Reassess current allocation levels to mitigate the risk of non-compliance with the Building Code Statute Law Amendment Act, 2022. N/A

Public Works / Water

Introduce a new item within Public Works' fee schedule to allow the Town to fully recover the actual costs (including HST) for the third-
party preparation or review of special engineering studies.

Implement a provision within Public Works’ fee schedule to allow the Town to collect a flat Engineering administration fee upfront at the
R30 time of the initial application, with final fees reconciled upon plan registration. This approach will help mitigate the risk of significant financial $6,782
losses associated with projects that reach the approval stage but are not subsequently registered.

Increase Schedule L fees for Entrance, Site Alteration, Lot Grading Review and Inspection, and Site Servicing permits to more effectively

e cover the expenses associated with these services and better align with comparators.

[1] — Several municipalities have utilized funding from the Ontario government’s Streamline Development Approval Fund to undertake comprehensive Development Approval
Process Reviews in response to new legislation (i.e., Bill 109), including Richmond Hill, Oakville, Markham, and the County of Lanark.

[2] — This figure excludes potential revenue from fully recovering costs for third-party engineering studies. Due to the variability of these costs, it is not feasible to provide an
accurate annual revenue estimate.

strategycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (5/5)

Estimated Service
Recommendation Area Revenue Gain

/ (Loss)

Public Works / Water (Cont’d)

Implement new fees to ensure compliance with permit timelines, including potentially a $75.00 fee for issuing an Order and a $300.00 non-
R32 compliance inspection fee, to address ongoing permit violations and encourage adherence to permit conditions.

Increase fees for high-volume services that currently recover costs below 100% (i.e., new water account set up and collection on overdue

R33 account).

Introduce a new fee for issuing hard copies of water account histories or bill reprints to fairly capture the costs of carrying out this service for
R34 community members.

$53,310
Increase Schedule P charges for water on/off services and meter supply and installation, to more effectively cover the expenses associated
R35 ith these services.
Implement and enforce a consistent policy for charging residents both the on and off water service fees to recover additional costs
R36 5ssociated with staff time and equipment being unutilized while ensuring uniformity in charges for all residents.
Introduce a new fee for conducting sewer lateral investigations for residents to recover costs in cases where Town staff determine that a
R37 defectis located on the private portion of the property line.
Estimated Additional Revenue Gain (Annual) $195,537

strategycorp.com A
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Project Scope

This report assessed 12 distinct service areas that fall within the scope of the Fees and Charges Review:

—
W Animal Control % Library Services e Finance @ Clerks

—v = . . ﬁ Grimsby Regional Training .

=7| By-law Enforcement "" Fire Services qip Centre (GRTC) Cemeteries

S Planning and H - . 222 Committee of E X .

ﬁ/ Develoament: HHE Building Services Q Adjustment D‘Eg Public Works / Water
0

\ )
______________________________ |

' Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) Partners

Note: The Town excluded the following services from this review: development charges, water and wastewater consumption charges and recreation facility rental and
programming fees.

______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

D This report contains multiple tools to support the Town of Grimsby Council and staff to consider the recommendations contained in the report,
as well as a framework to review and assess future revisions to maintain cost recovery targets as established by Council.

strategycorp.com A
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The Town's User Fee Process

Municipalities in Ontario have the authority to levy user fees as a way to fund services and infrastructure. These fees, governed by
legislation and the Town’s By-laws and Policies, allow the Town to charge for services provided by the Town, by other entities on the
Town’s behalf, or for the use of municipal property.

?7_:_7 Legislation and Authority By-Laws

\_% The Town has the authority to impose user fees based on provincial legislation The Town'’s User Fee By-law 23-24 outlines the types
such as the Municipal Act, 2001, the Development Charges Act, 1997, and the and levels of user fees that are imposed. This by-law is
Building Code Act, 1992. Specifically, Section 391 (1) of the Municipal Act under the guiding document for the assessment and collection
Part XII, Fees and Charges, grants the Town broad powers to establish user fees of fees related to the utilization of Town services and
for services provided by or on behalf of the Town, for services provided by other facilities.

municipalities or local boards, and for the use of Town property, including areas
under the Town’s control.

Cost Recovery Framework

Bl
OMe

The Town’s Fees and Charges By-law and associated policies encompass its current approach to incorporating various operational costs into the pricing of
services and programs. User fees play an important role in the Town by providing a revenue stream that supports the maintenance and delivery of essential
services and amenities. Simultaneously, the Town must carefully balance these fees with considerations of affordability and ensure that essential services
remain accessible to all community members. Each year Grimsby’s Finance Department initiates an annual review of the fees with the Town’s departments.
Generally, fees are increased by inflation reflected on the Consumer Price Index (CPI) on an annual basis to ensure that revenues continue to offset increases
in Town costs. In addition, an analysis is performed to determine whether new fees should be added in order to incorporate changes in services provided or

legislation.

strategycorp.com A
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Project Timeline and Next Steps

The Fees and Charges Review commenced in November 2023 and has progressed through multiple phases, each comprising various
activities.

Phase 3: Fee Recommendation

Phase 2: Research and Consultation Phase 4: Finalization

19

Phase 1: Project Initiation

Project kickoff meeting and
planning

Stakeholder engagement planning
Data and document review

Alignment on comparator
municipalities

Kickoff summary memo outlining
key project objectives

Review of Town data and
documents to inform analysis of
internal and external operating
context

1:1 interviews and focus groups
with targeted stakeholders

Assessment of current fee
schedules in relation to
benchmarking municipalities, cost
recovery rates, and other relevant
considerations.

Formulation

Consolidated all findings and draft
recommendations for the Town to
consider (i.e., Fees and Charges
Review Interim Report)

Refine recommendations based on
Corporate Leadership Team (CLT)
and Finance Committee feedback

for Final Report.

Finalize Fees and Charges Report
and present to Council for adoption.

Closeout project and deliver
documents for future use and
adjustments.

Finalizing the Fees and Charges Report marked the completion of the third phase of work. In Phase 4, a final, condensed version of this report will be
presented to Finance Committee as well as Council. Doing so will inform Council as they consider updates to Grimsby’s consolidated Fees and Charges By-

law, including the approval of updated 2025 Fee Schedules for the Town.

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

This report is structured to offer a thorough examination of the municipality's fees and charges landscape. It is divided into sections

focusing on:

Methodology and Approach

A detailed overview of the
methodological approach used to
evaluate the cost effectiveness of
service delivery and extent of cost

recovery across existing user fee
schedules. This includes an
analysis of cost drivers (direct,
indirect, and capital costs), fee
comparisons with similar
municipalities for benchmarking
purposes, and applying common
principles and guidelines to the
analysis of cost recovery rates.

]

Service Area Profiles and
Recommendations

Comprises separate subsections
for each service area, providing a
summary of the department’s
current level of cost recovery from
fees, along with comparisons to
municipal benchmarks. Key
themes related to current fee
revenues and recovery levels are
also detailed, alongside specific
recommendations for adjustments
and the introduction of new fees
(where necessary).

strategycorp.com A
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Overview of Evaluated Cost Drivers (1/2)

Cost recovery levels for a range of fees were determined through the comprehensive analysis of direct, indirect, and capital costs
associated with service delivery.

An activity-based costing (A.B.C.) methodology, as it pertains to municipal
service delivery, involves analyzing the specific staff activities and resources
required to deliver services associated with various fees.

Direct costs, also known as activity-based costs, include staff salary and benefit
expenses directly linked to service delivery (i.e., processing efforts) and other
operational expenses which are essential for providing these services (e.g.,
equipment/ vehicle rates, materials, supplies, contracted services, etc.).

To gather data on staff effort, a structured template (Figure 1) was distributed to
staff in various service areas. This template facilitated the collection of detailed
information on staff time allocation for many different fee-related tasks and
activities. This data, combined with salary and benefit rates, helped calculate the
cost of staff time for each evaluated activity.

Non-salary and benefit direct operating costs were sourced from annual budget
documents. These costs varied among service areas, reflecting the differing
levels of direct expenses associated with each. For example, administrative
service areas (such as Clerks) typically incur minimal additional direct costs to
conduct fee-related activities, while other areas like Public Works, Cemeteries,
and Fire Services require substantial additional direct expenses (such as
materials, fuel, and equipment / vehicle maintenance) to deliver services.

1. Direct Costs | Figure 1: Sample Staff Time Allocation Template

Determining the amount of time each
staff member dedicates to specific
activities. These hourly figures were then
multiplied by the corresponding salary
and benefit rates, along with service
volume, to compute a staff time cost
recovery rate.

N

Amount of Time Spent
on Task Per Position(s)
Responsible

Identifying the staff
position(s)
responsible for
carrying out fee-
related activity

N\

Position(s)

Service
Volume

Fee or Charge

Responsible

AP Manager Manager

Clerk R&C AP Clerk R&C 2023
POA admin
fees added to X X 0.1 hours 0.1 hours 2
tax roll

Note: Due to their minor or infrequent use, not all fees underwent
activity-based costing in this review, with prioritization given to
those fees with significant revenue impact and/or frequent
utilization by users.

strategycorp.com A
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Overview of Evaluated Cost Drivers (2/2)

2. Indirect Costs | Figure 2: Methodology for Determining Cost Drivers

* Fees and charges reviews typically encompass not only the direct costs of providing _ « Staff effort (i.e., hourly salary and

service activities, but also the indirect support costs that allow direct service business B benefit rate) to complete activity
unitS tO perform these funCtionS. 0 ° Other operational expenses (e.g',
* In the context of a municipal service delivery review, indirect costs often refer to '§ equipment, materials, supplies,
support and corporate overhead functions like Human Resources, Finance, o contracted services, etc.)
Information Technology, Office of the Chief Administrative Officer, among others, g -
whose efforts facilitate the delivery of services being provided by the Town’s various ..2 ‘é +
direct business units. & 2
e This revievy employs the use of a standardize'd ra’.ce'(i.e., 7% applied to‘total direct 47'3 © Indirect « Overhead / support function cost
costs), derived from the long-accepted Ontario Ministry of Transportation (MTO) Q. — — it
. . : ! © Costs rivers
benchmark. This rate was uniformly applied to all service areas as a percentage. (@]
— e+
| A
©
* For the purpose of this review, cost recovery levels also factored in capital costs, which g’_
include long-term investments related to significant facilities (such as Town Hall, Fire o . « Amortization expenses for facilities
Hall, and the Grimsby Regional Training Centre) or major asset purchases (e.g., Capital and other departmental capital
specialized equipment/ vehicles, software, photocopiers, etc.). To calculate capital Costs assets (e.g., Town Hall, Fire Hall,
costs, estimated replacement costs were considered, amortized over the estimated Operations Centre, etc.)
useful remaining life of major assets, and then allocated to specific fee-related activities —

and departments based on their estimated usage.!!

* Hourly rates for the use of vital capital assets (e.g., backhoes, pumper trucks, Computed cost of delivering
firefighting equipment, etc.) in service areas like Cemeteries, Public Works, and Fire
Services were also calculated to ensure more accurate cost recovery for various fee
activities.

fee-related activities for a
specific service area

[1] — The Town’s Asset Management Plan — particularly yearly amortization expenses — was utilized to determine appropriate capital costs across the various service areas. strateg ycorp.com A
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Benchmarking against Comparator Municipalities (1/2)

This analysis involved comparing in-scope schedules against those of other similar municipalities. This process of data collection and
analysis offers insights into how the Town “measures up” vis-a-vis appropriate municipal comparators.

Benchmarking Methodology and Selected Comparators

« If a reasonable comparison could not be identified for a fee between the Town  Figure 3: Comparators by Population Size

of Grimsby and one of the selected comparator municipalities, that specific fee

was excluded from the analysis. il

* The fees presented in this analysis incorporate HST where applicable, Hamtion

ensuring a consistent basis for comparison.

P

* In some cases where there were multiple instances of a similar service, an prkis

average of the associated fees was employed for the purpose of evaluation.

* The Town of Grimsby was compared to two groups of municipalities: one
representing medium-sized municipalities with similar growth patterns and
the other representing more regional, direct comparisons for Grimsby:m

Ciiyot
@ Woodstock

++% Innisfil
1. Three medium-sized municipalities consisting of: Orillia, Woodstock,

. ORILLIA FORMERIE ...
and Innisfil ERIE = .

EGRIMSBY [ incoln

2. Four proximate municipalities with close proximity to Grimsby, which
include: Lincoln, Fort Erie, Hamilton, and Brantford.

569,353 104,688 46,705 43,326 33,411 32,901 28,883 25,719

Benchmarking on its own should not be taken as a full assessment of a municipality’s performance. First, no two municipalities are the same - identified i
differences in fees can be reflective of geographical, policy, and political differences and/or priorities. Second, municipalities must not lose focus of :
gauging their performance internally; tracking internal metrics enables municipalities to assess year-over-year improvements and progress toward i

resident and Council priorities. :

_________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

Please Note

[1] — A different comparator group was selected by staff for Grimsby’s Development Application Approval Process (i.e., Hamilton, Lincoln, Oakville, Halton Hills, and St. Catharines); they

were identified based on their similar growth pressures to Grimsby and their location within Ontario’s Greenbelt. Strategyco rpe.com ./
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Benchmarking against Comparator Municipalities (2/2)

Where possible, the overall cost recovery percentages of the 12 in-scope service areas are also compared alongside those of
municipal comparators, utilizing Financial Information Return (FIR) and public operating budget documents.

Methodology, Assumptions and Data Limitations

FIR Analysis

This approach examines data from both 2019 and 2022 to provide a comprehensive evaluation of cost recovery percentages before and after the onset of the
COVID-19 pandemic. 2022 data for the post-COVID period is used as it is the most recent, universally available dataset for all comparators.

Provincial and federal grant revenue is excluded from this analysis to facilitate an unadulterated comparison between the revenue generated from user fees and
the total expenses for the service area under consideration.

Relevant comparative FIR data was available for Planning and Development, Cemeteries, Library Services, and Fire Services.

Operating Budget Analysis

Please

In certain instances, FIR data for specific fee schedules was either unavailable, the relevant fees were amalgamated with others and could not be isolated, or the
data exhibited inconsistencies across municipal comparators. In light of these challenges, an alternative approach was adopted to gauge cost recovery
percentages: an examination of municipal operating budgets.
o However, budget data also raised challenges in terms of the ability to isolate user fees and expenses related to several different municipal charges. In
addition, some municipalities do not provide detailed breakdowns of revenues and expenses at the service area level in their public budget documents.

o For example, in many instances, municipal comparators consolidate animal control fees and expenses with other budget categories, typically
encompassing protective services, by-law enforcement, and licensing fees.

M Overall cost recovery levels include all user fee revenues and total expenses. Fee-related levels specifically focus on the revenues and expenses directly
o tied to providing the service. Grimsby's overall cost recovery levels were compared with those of other municipalities only for benchmarking purposes.
< Meanwhile, fee-related rates were used internally to evaluate the Town's effectiveness in covering the costs of fee-based services.

strategycorp.com A
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User Fee Policy Framework (1/3)

The Public Benefit Pyramid methodology is a structured approach that helps to evaluate, categorize, and prioritize fees and charges
imposed by a municipality. It is often used to ensure transparency, fairness, and efficiency in fee structures and their associated

policies.

Overview of Public Benefit Pyramid Methodology

* Non Tax-Supported: A non tax-supported good or service is a good or
service for which user fee revenues, in an average year, are expected to
recover the full costs of delivery. A good or service potentially falls within
this category if the benefit from consumption accrues only to the user and a
user fee can be charged. Common examples include such services as water
and wastewater distribution and solid waste collection.

* Partially Tax-Supported: A partially tax-supported good or service is one
for which user fee revenues are expected to recover only a portion of the full
costs of delivery. The costs not covered through user fees are subsidized
through tax revenues. A good or service potentially falls within this category
if the benefit from consumption accrues to both the user as well as to society
as a whole and a user fee can be charged. Common examples include public
transit, as well as culture and recreation services.

* Fully Tax-Supported: A fully tax-supported good or service is one for which
the full costs are recovered through taxes, therefore no user fees are
charged. A good or service potentially falls within this category if the benefit
from consumption cannot be easily ascribed to an individual or a user fee is
not practical or desirable. Common examples include emergency response
services.

Figure 4: Public Benefit Pyramid Methodology

>
]
S
L/
9

N
RN
Q’ . 0 .
§ S Mostly Individual Benefit
P
o/

QS Considerable Individual Benefit

Individual/Community Benefit
(Balanced Beneficiaries)

K /
§0° Considerable Community Benefit
A /
AN
D O
s
< Mostly Community Benefit
»

[1] — The Public Benefit Pyramid Methodology was developed by BerryDunn (formerly GreenPlay) — a leading parks and recreation consulting agency in the United States — to assist

26 organizations with defining appropriate cost recovery levels; since its inception, it has evolved into a widely recognized best practice methodology for conducting reviews of municipal fees

and charges.

strategycorp.com A
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User Fee Policy Framework (2/3)

The table below describes the five levels of community benefit conceived of as layers in the Pyramid, ranging from Level 5, where
benefits mostly accrue to individuals and the impact of changes to the service and fees are constrained to individual user groups, to
Level 1 (foundational), where service benefits are broadly distributed across the community.

Employing the Public Benefit Pyramid Methodology

Table 1: Proposed Cost Recovery Levels across Pyramid Levels

i )
* Theoretically, where the majority of benefits are community- AU EEEe (SR REEERT

based, higher subsidy levels are warranted as the provision of and

access to a service accrues significant social benefits to the Level 5 Mostly Individual Benefit 80% and above
community as a whole.

« Conversely, for those services that the benefits mostly accrue to Level 4 Considerable Individual Benefit 60-80%
individual users of the service, a higher cost recovery rate is
applied. Level 3 Ind(ll\?/)ldlual/Cé)rSmu?'lty Bgn)eﬂt 40-60%

* Using the Public Benefit Pyramid methodology, the various atanced Beneticlaries
services offered by the Town of Grimsby can be systematically Considerable Community .
categorized into these five levels. This classification provides a Level 2 Bl 20-40%
strategic framework to identify and propose specific cost recovery
targets for each of the Town’s in-scope services. Level 1 Moty Cammurity Banait Below 20%

evaluator. They do, however, serve as a helpful guide for evaluating the scope of impact for potential fee changes.

________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

§ % These levels are of course subjective, and most services will naturally fit within or between categories differently based on the interpretation of the
(]

4

o

27 strategycorp.com 7



User Fee Policy Framework (3/3)

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Aside from utilizing the Public Benefit Pyramid methodology, this review also considered a suite of additional factors when
determining fee adjustments / introducing new charges for the diverse services offered by the Town of Grimsby.

Additional Factors Considered within the User Fee Policy Framework

Community Priorities

Are the residents of the Town
willing to pay higher fees to support
these services, or do they expect
higher levels of tax subsidization to
ensure affordability and
accessibility?

Equity and Access

Municipalities must balance cost
recovery goals with providing
equitable access to services for all
residents. For example, higher cost
recovery ratios can potentially limit
access to low-income residents.

Political Considerations

Considerations and the preferences
of elected officials and stakeholders
can also play a significant role in
determining cost recovery goals.

Service Quality

The desired level of service can also
influence cost recovery. High-quality
facilities and programs may require
more significant tax revenue to
maintain.

Financial Capacity

Assess financial capacity and
constraints. Some municipalities
may have more resources available
to subsidize these services, while
others may need to rely more
heavily on user fees.

Long-Term Sustainability

Consider the long-term

sustainability of the Town’s services.

Overreliance on user fees might
make some services vulnerable
during economic downturns.

Some municipalities prioritize
cost recovery and maintain
higher ratios, while others
prioritize accessibility of
(some) services and may have
lower ratios. Ultimately, there
should be a balance between
financial sustainability and
providing services that
provide public benefit, while
taking local circumstances
into account.

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Summary of Recommendations (1/7)

The table below provides an overview of the 37 recommendations presented across the 12 service area profiles, including proposed
fee changes / additions alongside estimated revenue impacts (where applicable).[”

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated
Description of Recommendation Suggested Revenue Gain
2024 Fee / (Loss)
Finance
L o ) Tax Sale Administration — Eligibility (Step 1) = $70.00 -
Subdivide the current Tax Sale Administration fee of $515  Tax Sale Administration — Farm Debt Stage (Step 2) - $45.00 - iois
Into four separate fees. ax Sale Administration — Registration (Step . . o
i fi p f Tax Sale Admini i Regi ion (S 3) $515.00 $260.00 50% !
Tax Sale Administration — Initiate Administration (Step 4) = $140.00 -
Tax Sale Extension Agreement — Registered Property - $255.00 =
Introduce new fees for specific services, including sending  Tax Sale Eligible Property — Payment Plan / Agreement (pre- = _
arrears notices, creating different tax sale agreements, registration stage) $125.00 ¢45.724
preparing letters for income tax or other purposes, and Preparation of Letter — For Income Tax or Other Purpose - $44.00 - ’
transferring non-Canadian funds. Non-Canadian Funds Charge - $32.00 -
Arrears Reminder Notice - $5.75 -
Increase fees for high-volume services that currently recover Returned Cheque Fee (NSF Funds) for General / Property Tax ~ $31.00 $49.00 58%
o 1 .
costs be[o_w 190 % (."e" ret'umed Cheque' fees, prln't'ed tax Hard copy of tax account history or bill reprint $11.00 $13.00 18% $14,133
account histories / bill reprints, ownership and mailing - —
e e Ownerships & mailing address changes $21.00 $27.00 29%
address changes, and mortgage electronic listings). Mortgage electronic listings per roll number fee $6.00 $8.00 33%
lerks
Gradually increase fees for death registrations and liquor ~ Death Registration $13.50 $17.50 31% $3,744%
o o Q 0 a a H H H H H [0) v
license/special events registration to better align with Liquor Licence/Special Events Registration $25.75 $32.17 25%
mumupal com!oarator's, while increasing the routine Routine Disclosure Fee $10.00 $35.00 250% $925
disclosure fee immediately.
Implement new fees for marriage solemnization ;‘l’__'a[[iag? S%Qm”ilztattif’” (I;er?”c‘j‘)’”y Cancellation Fee - $125.00 _
R5 cancellations and witness provision (i.e., Town staff 9 owing -Onstation TEro . N/AF]
. . . ] . Marriage Solemnization Ceremony Witness Fee (If Own B $25.00 B
member) during ceremonies to align with best practices. Witness Not Provided) :

[1] — Additional details pertaining to these recommendations — including their rationale — can be found within individual service profiles.
30 [2] - This figure is based on increasing the Death Registration fee to $25.50 by 2026. strategyco rp.com
[3] — Anticipated demand for these fee-related services is not available at this time.
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Summary of Recommendations (2/7)

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated

. . Revenue
Description of Recommendation S d .
uggested | , Gain /
2023 Fee 2024 F % Change
ee (Loss)
By-Law Enforcement
Order $75.00 $140.00 87%
Slightly increase fees for orders, non-compliance / return Non-Compliance Inspection Fee $300.00 $340.00 13% $29.440
inspections, and MTO searches. Return Inspection Fee $150.00 $185.00 23% ’
MTO Search $11.00 $15.00 36%
Remove all non-parking administrative penalties from
R7 . . . N/A
Schedule D (e.g., noise, nuisance, signs, etc.).
Fire Services
Explore the feasibility of aligning the Town'’s current non-QEW aAttending an emergency incident (e.g., nuisance false alarm, $560.00 + Not
R8 incident response rate with the 2024 MTO rate, including non-emergency request, etc.) or providing emergency $798.25 15% admin fee 19% available!™
evaluating potential revenue impacts. services to a non-resident in Grimsby.
Increase GFD'’s hourly inspection rate to align more with the Hourly Rate of Inspection $185.40 $230.00 e $1739

comparator group.

R10 Remove fees for services currently not provided by GFD. N/A

Merge fee groups currently charged at the same rate (e.g.,
residential and commercial fire prevention inspections).
Prepare a business case to explore the addition of a new staff
R12 resource to provide additional administrative support for N/A
incident response and inspection invoicing.

R11

Explore the use of a third-party service to strengthen GFD's
R13 ability to recover eligible costs incurred by GFD during incident N/A
callouts.

[1] — With the varying levels of cost recovery between the 2023 and potential 2024 fee, it is anticipated that Fire Services would recover 13% less for staff, equipment/ vehicle,
31 and other operating and capital costs per hour, per apparatus. However, determining a precise total budgetary impact is challenging due to uncertainties surrounding cost strategyco rp.com
recovery for incident response (e.g., not being the first responder on scene, inability to obtain insurance information for non-residents, etc.).
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Summary of Recommendations (3/7)

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated

Description of Recommendation

Grimsby Regional Training Centre (GRTC)
Consider reducing the GRTC'’s training tower rate given

2023 Fee

Suggested
2024 Fee

Revenue

% Change (Cli-ain ;
oss

R14 declining demand and to enhance competitiveness with Training Tower Rental Rate (full day) sl’i255+98+ $860.00+HST 30% ($7,319)
other RTCs in the Greater Toronto Area.
Introduce a new fee for community groups or organizations
.- i izati - 267.07+HST - N/ANI
R15 to utilize the GRTC's classroom spaces. Community Group / Organization Room Rental (full day) S /
Introduce new fees for equipment rentals (i.e., Rescue Randy Rescue Rental — per mannequin (full day) - $5.00+HST _
R16 Randy and portable radios). N/AL
Portable Radio Rental — per radio (full day) - $20.00+HST -
Cemeteries
. . . . . . Resident Single Depth Internment (Adult) $1,749+HST - -
Consider introducing a uniform rate for internment services
r17 to reflect equal costs for all, while maintaining premium Resident Single Depth (Cremated Remains) $530+HST - - G
rates for plot and other sales to prevent residents from Non-Resident Single Depth Internment (Adult) $2,622+HST  $1,749+HST 33% '
subsidizing non-residents.
Non-Resident Single Depth (Cremated Remains) S794+HST  $530+HST 33%
Introduce new fees for specific services (e.g., ancestral EermiSSiO”Ff Fordm ;ACommingr;er thoath - éiggﬂg -
searches, duplicating Rights Holder Certificates, completing Semetery Records/Ancestorial Searc i * -
R18 . P g rights ok P g Duplicate Rights Holder Certificate - $170+HST - $9,329
permission forms or commissioning documents, and $105+HST and
installing memorial trees and benches). Memorial Bench / Tree Installation materials -

[1] — The anticipated demand for these new rental fees is currently unknown, so no revenue estimates have been projected at this time.

strategycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (4/7)

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions

Description of Recommendation

Planning and Development / Committee of Adjustment

Restore the Site Plan (Type 3) application fee to its 2022

R19 level.

Site Plan (Type 3) Application
Minor Variance (Type 1) Application
Minor Variance (Type 2) Application
Processing Applicant for Consent

R20 Increase fees for Minor Variance / Consent applications to
better match those of the Town of Lincoln.

Alongside Council, examine the feasibility of adopting new
fee structures recently implemented by comparator
municipalities (e.g., base fee plus variable fee for residential
development).

R21

In response to Bill 185, introduce a special application fee
R22 for extending a settlement area boundary within the Extend Settlement Area Boundary
municipality.

Consider implementing new fees for applicants seeking to
R23 undertake alterations to properties designated under the
Ontario Heritage Act (i.e., Heritage Permit)

Establish a new Schedule K provision to enable the
municipality to fully recover 10
services costs associated with the review of planning
applications.

costs)

[1] — To date, the Town has not received an application of this type, so it is not possible to compute a revenue estimate as a result of implementing this fee.

0% of all legal / professional Legal/ Professional Services Chargeback (e.g., legal review
° g / P fees will be charged back to the applicant based on actual

$1,321.72

$2,760.21
$1,5692.43
$2,760.21

N/A

N/A

Suggested
2024 Fee

$2,880.81

$3,000
$1,700
$3,000

$80,000

Actual Costs
(i.e., Legal
Services Fee,
including HST)

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Estimated

Revenue
% Change ((:'_a'";
oss

118% $6,233
9%
7% $6,086
9%
- N/Al
- $30,646

strategycorp.com A
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Summary of Recommendations (5/7)

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated

Description of Recommendation Revenue
Fee 2023 Fee |SUg9ested| o Change Gain /
2024 Fee (Loss)

Planning and Development / Committee of Adjustment

Introduce a provision within Schedule G that permits a
waiver or partial subsidy for Committee of Adjustment
R25 applications submitted by charitable organizations, 7\
contingent upon the intended use or anticipated public
benefit of the land utilization.

Conduct a comprehensive Development Approval Process
Review to identify recommendations to improve the
efficiency and effectiveness of Grimsby’s development
review process and further assess the potential impacts of
new Provincial legislation (i.e., Bill 185) on current fee
structures.

R26 N/A

Continue to monitor demand for pre-consultation services,
R27 given that Bill 185 has removed pre-consultation meetings N/A
as a mandatory requirement.

Building Services
Reassess current allocation levels to mitigate the risk of

R28 non-compliance with the Building Code Statute Law N/A
Amendment Act, 2022.

[1] — Although it is not accurate to accurately estimate the potential loss in revenue from implementing this provision, Town staff estimate that there are approximately 24

properties within the Town, owned by charitable organizations, which may be eligible to submit a Committee of Adjustment application. strate gycorp.com 1
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Summary of Recommendations (6/7)

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated

Description of Recommendation Rth.anue
2023 Fee | Su99ested | o 1o ge [IINGEINE
2024 Fee = (Loss)
Public Works / Water
Introduce a new item within Public Works' fee schedule to Actual Costs
allow the Town to fully recover the actual costs (including (i.e.,
R29 HST) for the third-party preparation or review of special ~ Special Engineering Studies - Consultant - N/AM
engineering studies. Fee’:SCLTL;d'”g

Implement a provision within Public Works’ fee schedule to
allow the Town to collect a flat Engineering administration

R30 fee upfront at the time of the initial application, with final N/A
fees reconciled upon plan registration.

Increase Schedule L fees for Entrance, Site Alteration, Lot  Entrance Permit $123.60+HST $215.00+HST 74%
R31 Grading Review and Inspection, and Site Servicing permits. Site Servicing Permit $123.60+HST $215.00+HST 74% $6.782
Lot Grading Review and Inspection $257.50+HST $350.00+HST 36% '
Site Alteration Permit $500.00 $600.00 20%
Implement new fees to ensure compliance with permit Order (Permit Non-Compliance) - $75.00 =
R32 timelines. N/A
Non-Compliance Inspection Fee (Permit Non-Compliance) = $300.00 -

35 [1] — Due to the year-over-year variability of these costs, it is not feasible to provide an accurate annual revenue estimate. strategycorp_com 7|
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Summary of Recommendations (7/7)

Proposed Fee Changes / Additions Estimated
Description of Recommendation Suggested Rgv?m;e
Fee 2023 Fee % Change ain
2024 Fee (Loss)
Public Works / Water
Increase fees for high-volume services that currently Administration Charge - new water account set up fee $43.00 $48.00 12%
R33 recover costs below 100% (i.e., new water account set up $23,578
and collection on overdue account). Collection on Overdue Account — Transfer to Tax Roll $43.00 $50.00 16%
R34 In.trOd.uce a n.ew fee. el iseiUiing el dofplizs @ tEier accountHard Copy of Account History or Bill Reprint (Water) = $13.00 - $780
histories or bill reprints.
Increase Schedule P charges for water on/off services and  Water On/Off (Regular) $53.09 511000 113% $11,127
meter supply and installation. New Water Meter Install (average) $595.55!! $700.00 18% ,
Implement and enforce a consistent policy for charging N/A
residents both the on and off water service fees.
!ntmd.uce .a U f.or cong]uctmg SANEPLEIEEL Sewer Lateral Investigation - $575.00+HST = $17,825
investigations for residents.
Total Annual Gross Fee Revenue Increase $215,136
Total Annual Gross Fee Revenue (Decrease) ($19,599)

Estimated Additional Revenue Gain (Annual) $195,537

36 [1] — This figure represents the current average fee (excluding tax) of the three distinct water meter fees based on meter size as outlined in Schedule P.

[2] — This fee should be applied only when it is determined that a defect is located on the private portion of the property line. Strategyco rp.com
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Guide to the Service Area Profile (1/2)

This section of the report is organized into two distinct sub-sections for each schedule under review: ‘Findings and Recommendations,’
as well as 'Specific Fee Adjustments,' detailing proposed changes / new additions for individual fees.

Findings and Recommendations Template

KEY FINDINGS

P T T T T T T T T S S m S s s s B el . | 2019-2023 Fee-Related Service Area X X%
| Presents essential insights obtained from the review process, i 1 * [IUustrates those fee-related I [ Cost Recovery Rate (Operating): o
| including observations on cost recovery levels and benchmarking 11 recovery levels (2019-2023 |
: | against comparators, as well as themes that arose from staff 11 average) at the service area ‘ 3019-2023 Fee-Related Service A
engagement and additional desktop research. i 1 level. Cost recovery levels for I - ee-netated service Area XX%
L o s e e | i certain individual fees are ! [Cost Recovery Rate (Operating + Capital):
1 presented in Appendix A '
I -
RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE "7 77mmm==momommmmmmmmmm -
P s o o o o e e e e e e e m———— - - - I e el 1 Overall Cost Recovery Comparison to Benchmarks:

*  Compares overall service area 0o
cost recovery levels based on }
FIR or operating budget data
obtained from comparators.[z] '

|+ Specific recommendations to enhance the Town’s fees and charges
; framework, potentially including suggestions for adjusted / new

) 1 fees, the elimination of certain fees, process enhancements, and
. other strategic improvements.

Service Area Hierarchy ——»
e 1

. . . . . . , Level (Level X)
. * Where warranted, key considerations to guide the advancement and e |dentifies the current position of

potential implementation of proposed recommendations, taking into the service area on the Benefit
| account factors such as available staff and financial resources, Pyramid to help the Town ‘
alignment with Council / community priorities, best practices from

assess whether it is at an 1
! other Ontario municipalities, etc. appropriate level. .

[1] — Fee-related cost recovery levels account for relevant user fee revenue and only those direct and indirect expenses tied to delivering fee-related services.
37 [2] — Overall cost recovery levels are more broad in nature, considering user fee revenue and all total service area expenses, including those which are not tied to conducting Strategyco rp.com
fee-related activities.
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Guide to the Service Area Profile (2/2)

Specific Fee Adjustments Template

This subsection recommends specific adjustments to be made to individual fees and charges within each service's fee schedule,
including the addition of new fees where applicable.

Table 2: Specific Fee Adjustment Table

Recommended Fees
Estimated Benchmark Estimated
i A
2023 Fee Cost AR verage | 5424 Fee Cost
Level (2023)
Recovery % Recovery %

Description of Fees & Charges Hierarchy

Level

Change % Change

* The methodology behind making an adjustment looked at several factors, with the three most significant being the calculated cost recovery level™, benchmarking
against comparator municipalities, and the user fee policy framework.

* To evaluate whether an adjustment was necessary, each fee underwent a comparison both with fees from benchmark municipalities and with its own cost
recovery percentage in relation to the cost recovery levels observed in the comparable service areas of benchmark municipalities.

* Should a fee show a significant variance, the next step involved identifying its appropriate tier within the five-level hierarchy system. The final adjustment — either
upward or downward — aimed to align the fee both with those of comparable municipalities and with the designated hierarchy level.

o Fees that either lacked sufficient data for a comprehensive analysis or were deemed appropriately priced based on this methodology have been omitted.

* Where feasible, estimated revenue impacts resulting from adjustments to existing fees or the implementation of new fees are also provided in this sub-section.

O\/ The template provided serves as a practical tool for updating existing fees and assessing the value of new fees. Furthermore, it offers detailed i
(I methodologies to ensure the continued justification and defensibility of fees over time. This template should evolve over time to align with the :
<« changing priorities of both Council and staff. i

[1] — Estimated cost recovery levels incorporate total staff effort costs, as well as those weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing the fee-related

activity. In cases where significant equipment or vehicles were required to carry out a service, an hourly rate was determined and are also included in the cost recovery stra tegyco rp.com
calculation.
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Animal Conftrol

KEY FINDINGS

. ) . ) o 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 44%
Balanced cost-recovery: Since 2019, Animal Control has experienced a consistent rise in its fee-related cost (Operating): °

recovery level, reaching 49% by 2023, indicating a balanced cost recovery (reaching level 3). Although limited
overall cost' recovery data.z from rpumapal compar.ators is gvallable, it seems that Grimsby effectively covers the 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate I
costs associated with various animal control services — this could be attributed to the Town's strategy of (Operating + Capital): N/A

outsourcing all animal control services to the Humane Society of Greater Niagara, which possesses specialized

expertise and experience in serving Grimsby residents and theirpets. o e e e e e m e m e m—— - - - - -
P P 9 Y P Overall Cost Recovery Comparison to Benchmarks: |

Some variation for dog tags: Grimsby charges less than comparators for Dog Tags (new/renewal) specifically for
new and renewal tags between Nov 1 —Jan 31 and Feb 1 — Mar 31 by approximately 39% and 42%, respectively.
However, most comparators, with the exception of Lincoln, do not have a late renewal fee, which may explain
their higher standard fees.

* Based on desktop research, a majority of Ontario
municipalities — including all municipal comparators
within this review — consolidate animal control fees
revenues and expenses with other categories,
typically encompassing protective services, by-law
enforcement, and licensing, making it not possible to
utilize FIR data and difficult to estimate cost recovery
rates for other municipalities using operating budgets.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
Lifetime licensing model: Although implementing a lifetime pet license fee is not recommended for Grimsby, it is :
noteworthy that several municipalities across Ontario, such as Orillia, Markham, Barrie, Saugeen Shores, and |
Peterborough, have adopted this approach. This decision may be driven by a desire to reduce the administrative :
burden associated with annual renewals and/or promote compliance with licensing regulations over an animal’s 1+ Inexamining municipal budgets beyond the
lifetime 1 comparator group, certain instances, including for
’ : Haldimand County, Wasaga Beach, and Owen Sound,
1 were identified where animal control revenues and
: expenditures were reported separately within their
1 operational budgets. Based on 2022 figures,
: Grimsby’s overall cost recovery rate of 36% was
: slightly higher than the comparator average (30%).

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

No adjustments or new fees are recommended for Animal Control fees outlined in Schedule B.

Service Area Hierarchy

Level (Level 3) - Fee-Related
Ind|V|dual/Commun|ty COStRﬂy’ ndividual/Community Benefit
Beneﬁt (Bal_anced (Balanced Beneficiaries)

Beneficiaries)

40 [1] — An Operating + Capital recovery rate for Animal Control was not calculated because all Animal Control services are entirely outsourced to the Greater Niagara

Humane Society. Since their facilities are not owned or operated by the Town of Grimsby, it was not feasible to calculate this recovery rate. strateg ycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Library Services

KEY FINDINGS

Effective cost-recovery for limited services: Overall, Library Services demonstrates a high level of effectiveness
in recovering the costs associated with providing services outlined in their fee schedule.

* Library Services' notable high cost recovery rate is primarily influenced by consistently robust revenues from
photocopying fees, library book sales, lost/paid items fees, as well as donations and ticket fees from Authors'
Series events, which regularly surpass the associated costs of delivering this programming.

* While fee-related costs are recovered at a Level 4 rate (i.e., Mostly Individual Benefit), the fees listed in
Schedule O account for only a small portion of the services offered by the Grimsby Public Library to community
members. In contrast, Ontario libraries as a whole typically operate at a Level 1 rate (i.e., Considerable
Community Benefit), emphasizing their essential role as providers of vital community services rather than
focusing on generating revenue.

Lower membership fee for non-residents: Grimsby's non-resident yearly membership fee is approximately 48%
lower than that of the comparator group. However, considering the average annual revenue from non-resident
membership fees is only around $207, this difference is not particularly significant.

Streamlined schedules are best practice: Given the limited fees in the schedules of both Grimsby and comparator
municipalities, this review also examined other municipalities outside the comparator group, including London,
Guelph, and Toronto. The primary observation from doing so was that other public libraries in Ontario, similar to
Grimsby, are streamlining their fee structures and removing regressive fees. For instance, all three of these
municipalities have abolished card replacement fees.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

No adjustments or new fees are recommended for Library Services charges outlined in Schedule O.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 77%
(Operating): 0
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 70%
(Operating + Capital): 0

* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rates
for Library Services in 2019 (4.2%) and 2022 (1.6%)
were higher than the comparator average and in
nearly every instance surpassed those of each
benchmarked municipality.

Level 1 (i.e., Mostly Community Benefit), reflect the
fact that libraries in the comparator group — and
across Ontario — operate not as revenue-generating
entities but as vital community hubs that are almost

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
: * These low cost recovery rates, which correspond to
1
1
1
1
1
1
1 entirely funded by the municipal tax base.

1

[

Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related
Level (Level 4) — Cost Recovery X

A q — > Considerable
Considerable Individual Individual Benefit
Benefit

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Finance (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

High level of cost recovery: Grimsby's Finance Department is effectively recouping the costs associated with (Operating):

conducting fee-related activities at a notably high rate, supported by timely and efficient processes, as
demonstrated by Finance’s high cost recovery rates for new tax account setups, providing tax account history / tax

bill reprints, and issuing tax certificates, among others. 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | g4,
(Operating + Capital):

104%

* Similar to Library Services, Finance demonstrates a high fee-specific cost recovery rate but a low overall cost
recovery rate due to fees and charges revenue not being a significant component of overall revenue. Thisis o o o o e e
because the costs of providing services that are vital for municipal operation and financial health (e.g., municipal Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:
budgeting, financial reporting, accounting, taxation, etc.), are not recouped through user fees and charges, but
mostly through the tax levy.

* Based on the limited operating budget data available
for comparators, as FIR data is not reported at the
Finance Department level, Finance's overall cost
recovery rate of 6.9% in 2022 exceeded the
comparator average of 5.2%.

1
1
1
1
1
1
. . . . . , oy - I
Fees align with comparators: Roughly half of the fees listed in Finance’s schedule for fees and charges fall within I
a difference of less than 14% when compared to those of regional and similar municipalities. For certain fees, such I
as obtaining a hard copy of tax account history or tax, tax account analysis, mortgage electronic listings, transfer / | + However, drawing comparisons in overall cost
refund fees, etc., Grimsby's charges are lower than those of comparators, but not by a significant margin. ;  recovery levels based on this limited data set is not
| informative for a variety of reasons, including
: disparities in the structures of finance departments
1 among municipalities, inadequate breakdowns of
: service area revenues and expenditures, and
1 occasional grouping of user fee revenues with
: unspecified "other" revenues, among others.

New fee opportunities: Finance staff pinpointed cases where their time allocated to fee-related activities is either
inadequately recovered, as in the tax sale process, or where no fee currently exists, resulting in no recoupment of
staff time costs — specific examples include sending out arrears notices, preparing letters for income tax or other
purposes, and managing non-Canadian funds payments.

Increasing other fees to achieve 100% cost recovery: Given the high annual volume of other major fee-related @ === -ccmmmmm i i i - - !
services in the Finance Department — including returned cheque fees, printed tax account histories / bill reprints,

ownership and mailing address changes, and mortgage electronic listings — there is an opportunity to increase Service Area Hierarchy ciﬁ;*:iﬁi‘:y

these fees to achieve 100% cost recovery. Level (Level 5) - Mostly ~ ——> 4Suniihii

Individual Benefit

strategycorp.com A
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Findings and Recommendations — Finance (2/2)

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

(Operating): 104%

Subdivide the current Tax Sale Administration fee of $515 into four separate fees. This restructuring, while
R1 retaining the total fee amount, will enable a more precise capture of staff time spent on different stage gates

before and after the tax sale registration process[l] 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 83%
(Operating + Capital): 0

Introduce new fees for specific services, including sending arrears notices, creating different tax sale
R2 agreements, preparing letters for income tax or other purposes, and completing non-Canadian funds
payments for users — doing so will ensure fair cost recovery for these services.

Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

* Based on the limited operating budget data available
for comparators, as FIR data is not reported at the
Finance Department level, Finance's overall cost
recovery rate of 6.9% in 2022 exceeded the
comparator average of 5.2%.

Increase fees for high-volume services that currently recover costs below 100% (i.e., returned cheque fees,
R3 printed tax account histories / bill reprints, ownership and mailing address changes, and mortgage electronic
listings).

recovery levels based on this limited data set is not
informative for a variety of reasons, including
disparities in the structures of finance departments
among municipalities, inadequate breakdowns of
service area revenues and expenditures, and
occasional grouping of user fee revenues with

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1 o o .
, © However, drawing comparisons in overall cost
1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

: unspecified "other" revenues, among others.

X 5 Fee-Related
Service Area Hierarchy Cost Recovery -
ostly Individual

Level (Level 5) — Mostly — > el
Individual Benefit

45 [1] — Given that costs associated with tax sales are fully recoverable at time of sale, Finance should ensure they are tracking all related costs (internal and external) for

billing purposes. strategycorp.com A
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Specific Fee Adjustments — Finance (1/2)

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments or additions to
Finance's current fee schedule.
Recommended Fees
- Benchmark
Estimated

Hierarchy Average Estimated Hierarchy
2023 Fee Reci?/se:ym Level (2023) 2024 Fee oot Recovery Level

Description of Fees & Charges

Change % Change

Subdivide Tax Sale Administration fee into four separate fees:

Tax Sale Administration — Eligibility (Step 1) = o o - $70.00 56% Level 5 » These four fees, totaling the

Tax Sale Administration — Farm Debt Stage _ _ _ B $45.00 56% Level 5 original single fee of $515.00,

(Step 2) ’ aim to recoup unrealized

':I;a[%(] Sale Administration — Registration (Step $515.00 _ _ _ $260.00 47% Level 5 revenue ﬁ"om s’gaff jcl_me spent
) on assessing eligibility and

- . - taking actions related to the
;adx S_a_letASmlnlgtratlzn = Ui = = - - $140.00 48%1 Level 4 farm debt stage in the tax sale
lTSEEER (S ¢ administration process.

New proposed fees

Tax Sale Extension Agreement — Registered _ _ _ B @ _

Property $255.00 Leee vl

Tax Sale Eligible Property — Payment Plan / _ _ _ _ @ B

Agreement (pre-registration stage) $125.00 e Level s

Preparation of Letter — For Income Tax or _ _ _ B 9 _

Other Purpose $44.00 e Level s

Non-Canadian Funds Charge = - - - $32.00 100% Level 5 -

Arrears Reminder Notice = = - - $5.75 100% Level 5 -

Proposed fee adjustments

s Cnagus a2 INSE Runel) e $31.00 63% Level 3 $36.90 $49.00 100% Level 5 +$18.00 58%

General / Property Tax

Hard copy of tax account history or bill reprint $11.00 84% Level 5 $14.67 $13.00 100% Level 5 +$2.00 18%

Ownerships & mailing address changes $21.00 79% Level 4 $22.76 $27.00 100% Level 5 +$6.00 29%

f"ggrtgage sleaeiie Wi (e el mumsey $6.00 75% Level 4 $12.99 $8.00 100% Level 5 +$2.00 33%

[1] — ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort costs as well as weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies)
46 [2] — The current Tax Sale Administration fee is being charged at the point of registration. stra teg ycorp.com vl
[3] = While this fee does not achieve full cost recovery, there were only 3 instances of Tax Sale Administration — Initiation in 2023.
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Specific Fee Adjustments — Finance (2/2)

Tax Sale Administration — It is estimated that subdividing the current single fee into four separate fees will generate an additional $7.045 of revenue, based on
2023 volumes, by recovering for staff time spent on activities leading up to the Tax Sale registration process.

New proposed fees — The introduction of these five new fees is projected to generate an extra $45,724 in revenue, calculated based on 2023 volumes. Primarily, this
increase in revenue is expected to be derived from arrears notices, with Finance staff having sent out over 7,000 notices in 2023.

Proposed fee increases — Increasing fees for in order to achieve 100% cost recovery for returned cheque fees, printed tax account histories / bill reprints, ownership
and mailing address changes is estimated to increase additional revenue of $14,133, based on 2023 volumes.

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Clerks (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

(Operating): 61%

Balanced cost recovery: Grimsby's Clerks office exhibits a balanced and fair cost recovery rate for fee-related
activities, aligning with the community benefits generated by their services, including commissioner services for

affidavits, processing Freedom of Information requests, and administering marriage solemnizations, among others.

.. . . . . , . 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate o
* Similar to Library Services and Finance, Grimsby'’s Clerks office has a low overall cost recovery level, (Operating + Capital): 53%

demonstrating that Clerks provides an array of essential, and often legislated, services — including maintaining
official records of Council actions, safeguarding By-laws and meeting minutes, managing the Town's records, m e o .
ensuring municipal compliance with privacy legislation, etc. — that are not intended to generate revenue through SR RS RER Ry I (I A e :
user fees and charges.

* Based on the limited operating budget data available
for comparators, as municipalities do not report Clerks!
FIR data, Clerks overall cost recovery rate of 2.2% in :
2022 was slightly below Lincoln’s (2.3%) and above:
Brantford’s (1.7%).

* Similar to Finance, analyzing overall cost recovery
levels based on this limited dataset may not yield
informative insights. In municipal budget documents,
pinpointing user fee revenue and expenses for Clerks
offices can be challenging since many municipalities
integrate their Clerks office into larger departments
like Corporate Services, leading to consolidated
budget reporting.

FOI requests can be costly: Based on discussions with staff, it is presumed that the Clerks office is not fully
recovering the costs associated with staff time spent on fulfilling Freedom of Information (FOI) requests. However,
Grimsby lacks the authority to adjust FOI fees, as they are governed by the Province's Municipal Freedom of
Information and Protection of Privacy Act (MFIPPA). To enhance cost-effectiveness and provide transparency to
applicants, staff have initiated the practice of offering cost estimates prior to commencing work on FOI requests.

Commissioning of documents / marriage solemnizations generating profit: Clerks is recouping more than 100%
of the costs associated with commissioning various documents and performing civil marriage ceremonies. Since
2023, the Town has been conducting marriage solemnizations for a fee of approximately $282 (excluding tax). In
that year, 19 ceremonies were conducted, and demand is expected to increase in the community.

Service Area Hierarchy

Level (Level 3) — Fee-Related
Individual/Community Gosi Razovery
Beneﬁt (Balanced ndividual/Community Benefit

(Balanced Beneficiaries)

Beneficiaries)

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Clerks (2/2)

KEY FINDINGS

New fees for marriage ceremony cancellations and provision of witnesses: Although no cancellations have
occurred since the Town began performing ceremonies in 2023, it is prudent to establish a fee structure in
anticipation of potential cancellations. Presently, the Town requires full payment upon booking a ceremony, often
weeks or months in advance, yet lacks a fee structure for cancellations. Given the substantial staff time and
resources invested in preparation (e.g., creating congratulatory cards, reviewing vows), Clerks should introduce a
fee for late cancellations (e.g., less than 48 hours before the scheduled solemnization) to offset these costs.
Additionally, when couples request Town staff to act as witnesses, diverting them from their usual duties, a fee
should be established to account for this extra time and responsibility.

Some fees are low relative to comparators: Death registration and liquor license / special event registration and
routine disclosure fees emerged as lower than the comparator average.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Gradually increase fees for death registrations and liquor license/special events registration over 2-3 years
to better align with municipal comparators — this phased approach aims to avoid discouraging special events
taking place in the community and respects the sensitivities surrounding death-related services. Additionally,
increase the Town’s routine disclosure fee to align more closely with the comparator average.

R4

Implement new fees for marriage solemnization cancellations and witness provision (i.e., Town staff
member) during ceremonies. Other municipalities in the Niagara Region, such as St. Catharines and Lincoln,

R5 already enforce late cancellation fees, with a non-refundable administration fee of $150 for cancelled civil
ceremonies after the consultation period takes place. Additionally, Lincoln imposes a $28 per witness fee,
while Niagara Falls charges $25 for the same service.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 61%
(Operating): 0
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 53%
(Operating + Capital): 0

Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks: :
1

* Based on the limited operating budget data available
for comparators, as municipalities do not report Clerks!
FIR data, Clerks overall cost recovery rate of 2.2% in :
2022 was slightly below Lincoln’s (2.3%) and above:
Brantford’s (1.7%).

* Similar to Finance, analyzing overall cost recovery
levels based on this limited dataset may not yield
informative insights. In municipal budget documents,
pinpointing user fee revenue and expenses for Clerks
offices can be challenging since many municipalities
integrate their Clerks office into larger departments
like Corporate Services, leading to consolidated
budget reporting.

Service Area Hierarchy

Level (Level 3) — Fee-Related
Individual/Community Gosi Razovery
Benefit (Balanced R
Beneficiaries)

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Specific Fee Adjustments — Clerks

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments to Clerks current fee
schedule.

Recommended Fees

Etimated Benchmark Ectimated

stimate stimate

2023 Fee Cost " Level (2023) 2024 Fee ABC
Recovery Cost Recovery

Description of Fees & Charges

Hierarchy Average

Hierarchy

0,
Level Change % Change

Proposed fee adjustments

Death Registration $13.50 33% Level 2 $28.25 $17.501% 43% Level 3 +$4.00 31%
Liquor Licence/Special Events Registration $25.75 16% Level 1 $47.98 $32.17% 20% Level 2 +$6.42 25%
Routine Disclosure Fee $10.00 N/A N/A $37.90 $35.00 N/A N/A +25.00 250%

New proposed fees

Marriage Solemnization Ceremony
Cancellation Fee (Following Consultation = = - N/A $125.00 57% Level 3 - -
Period)

Marriage Solemnization Ceremony Witness

- - - [0) - -
Fee (If Own Witness Not Provided) A 2500 Rt OIS

Death Registration — By increasing this fee to $25.50 by 2026, Clerks can expect to recoup approximately $3,744 more in operating and capital costs, based on
2023 volumes. Setting its fee at this level by 2026 will also ensure that Grimsby's fee remains slightly below the comparator average of $28.25.

Marriage Solemnization Cancellation Fee — Implementing this new fee would align the Town more closely with the fee charged currently by St. Catharines and
Lincoln and would recoup approximately 57% of the total costs associated with carrying out a complete marriage ceremony.

Marriage Solemnization Witness Fee — This fee is set to closely match the rates in Niagara Falls ($25) and Lincoln ($28). It is intended to cover nearly 100% of the
Clerks staff time dedicated to serving as a witness, which generally requires 15-30 minutes.

Other Fee Increases — Increasing the Town’s routine disclosure fee to $35 is expected to generate an additional $925 of revenue per year. Financial impact analysis
for increasing liquor licenses and special event registration fees is unavailable as historical application volumes were not provided for this review.

[1] — ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort costs as well as weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies)
[2] - It is recommended to phase in the fee increase over three years. In 2025 the fee would amount to $21.50 and in 2026, $25.50 stra tegyCO rp.com
[3] - It is recommended to phase in the fee increase over three years. In 2025 the fee would amount to $38.59 and in 2026, $45.00
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — By-law Enforcement

KEY FINDINGS

2021-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 82%

High level of cost recovery: By-law Enforcement consistently recoups a significant proportion of the operating (Operating):™

costs related to administering Schedule D, averaging over 80% from 2021 to 2023. This high degree of cost
recovery is largely due to by-law recoveries, which make up nearly 50% of annual revenues. These revenues stem
from instances where By-law Enforcement employs third-party contractors to carry out tasks associated with 2021-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | o,
enforcing Schedule D, such as necessary property repairs or maintenance to ensure compliance. The expenses for (Operating + Capital):
these services are fully recovered by directly billing non-compliant residents. Additionally, the Town applies a
10% administrative fee to contractor invoices to cover associated costs, which can generate substantial revenue
for larger contractor jobs.

1
Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks: i

* Similar to Animal Control, many municipalities across :

Ontario consolidate By-law Enforcement fee revenuesi

...more balanced cost recovery for most fee activities: Despite achieving a more balanced cost recovery of : ' :
and expenses with other categories, typically

1
1
1
1
1
1
o ) ) L ) : e .
a‘rou'n.d 50 /o.across most of its other fee. rg@ated activities, By lavY S qverall service-area recovery rate is not ! e seseing reiEeve sarviass, lssnsing aes,
significantly impacted because these activities are not conducted in high volumes annually, such as orders and 1 animal control, etc., making it not possible to utilize
non-compliance fees. Nonetheless, there is an opportunity for the Town to slightly increase some of these fees so ' FIR data and difficult to estimate cost recovery rates

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

d ts.
Low cost recovery for MTO searches, but little control over fee: By-law is currently recovering only 16% of the ocHmen’s

costs associated with conducting MTO searches. The Town charges the regulated MTO rate of $8.75, along with a benchmarking purposes was not calculated for the
minimal administration fee of $2.25. This practice is standard among Ontario municipalities, which typically keep comparator group.

the administration fee low, resulting in a total MTO search fee ranging between $11 to $15 — however, increasing S~ - - o mc o oo oo oo m o !
the administration fee within this range can help recover a greater portion of the associated costs.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

1

1

1

1

1

1

o q ong 9 g 1

that their individual cost recovery levels align more closely with the service area’s recovery rate of 82% / 76%. for other municipalities using public budget !
1

* Asaresult, an overall cost recovery level for :
:

1

Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related
. . . . . Level (Level 5) _ Mostly Cost Recovery ostly Individual
Slightly increase fees for orders, non-compliance / return inspections, and MTO searches to boost cost Individual Benefit ——» LU

recovery rates and bring them more in line with the service area benchmark.

Remove all non-parking administrative penalties from Schedule D (e.g., noise, nuisance, signs, etc.) as each
R7 of these penalties is governed by its own specific municipal By-law or regulation, which outlines the

appropriate enforcement procedures and penalties for non-compliance.

[1] — Operating budget data for certain By-law revenues in 2019 and 2020 was unavailable, and therefore was excluded from the calculation of fee-related cost recovery
53  averages. strategycorp.com A
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Specific Fee Adjustments — By-law Enforcement

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments to By-law
Enforcement’s current fee schedule.

Recommended Fees

Estimated Senchmark Estimated

stimate . .

Average

2023 Fee Cost Al 107 J 2024 Fee ABC Al EIE % Change
Level (Plopk)

Recovery!!! Cost Recovery LaE!

Description of Fees & Charges

Proposed fee adjustments

Order $75.00 48% Level 3 $202.55 $140.00 89% Level 5 +$65.00 87%
Non-Compliance Inspection Fee $300.00 61% Level 4 $255.181 $340.00 69% Level 4 +40.00 13%
Return Inspection Fee $150.00 54% Level 3 $121.00 $185.00 66% Level 4 +$35.00 23%
MTO Search $11.00 16% Level 1 $12.13 $15.00 22% Level 2 +$4.00 36%

Proposed fee adjustments — By increasing these three fees, it is estimated that By-law Enforcement will generate an additional $29.440 in revenue, based on 2023
volumes.

[1] — ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort costs as well as weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies)

54 [2] - The benchmark average is skewed by Woodstock's fee of $84.75, considerably below the average. Conversely, Hamilton and Innisfil charge an average of approximately stra teg ycorp.com A
$340 for the same service.
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Fire Services (1/3)

KEY FINDINGS

Low Department-level user fee cost recovery, by design: Grimsby Fire Department (GFD) user fees, which (zggzr_azt?:;)fee_Related Cost Recovery Rate 9%
include fees for motor vehicle collision/incident response and fire prevention services, only cover a fraction of the

costs of providing these services. This reflects the primary funding of Fire Departments through municipal tax

levies and provincial grants, ensuring the delivery of safe and reliable fire suppression / emergency response (zgszr'azt?j;f?;;fﬁ;ed Cost Recovery Rate 8%

services and effective enforcement of the Ontario Fire Code. Additionally, these funding sources support the
purchase of significant capital assets, such as Fire Halls, pumper / tanker trucks, and firefighting equipment.

r
Hourly incident response rate achieves balanced recovery, but overlooks complexities: The hourly, per el et e Ml Benehiaeie:

apparatus cost of incident response for GFD was calculated to be approximately $1,216." While this rate
indicates that the Town recovers 45% of costs for incidents (i.e., motor vehicle collisions) on the QEW and 66% for
incidents elsewhere, these cost recovery rates fail to account for instances where the Town is either only partially
compensated or not compensated at all for incident response. These instances include:

1
1
* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rates :
for Fire Services in 2019 (2.7%) and 2022 (4.3%) 1
were higher than the comparator averages (1.4% in :
2019 and 1.7% in 2022) and in nearly every instance 1
surpassed those of each benchmarked municipality, :

:

1

1

* When GFD is not the first fire service to respond to an incident on the QEW - per MTO policy, only the initial aside from Lincoln.

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
Fire Department on scene receives compensation. Yet with Grimsby's response area overlapping with Lincolnto | * These low cost recovery rates, which correspond to
. . . - . | Level 1 (i.e., Mostly Community Benefit), indicate that 1
the west and Hamilton to the east, there are often instances where GFD is not the first responder, leading to '
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

. Ontario Fire Departments do not operate to generate !
non-compensation by MTO. 9 '

revenue, but to ensure the safety and well-being of 1
community members, regardless of their ability to pay:
for the varying costs associated with providing the :
service. |

* MTO reimbursements that are frequently below submitted amounts, largely due to disputes from the Province
regarding the necessity of certain GFD-deployed apparatuses, such as specific tanker or pumper trucks — only
23 of the 53 invoices submitted to the MTO through their database were approved and fully paid in 2023.

* When GFD responds to a motor vehicle collision in Town limits but is preempted by Niagara Regional Police
and/or Niagara EMS due to their faster response times, GFD is often unable to collect insurance information
from out-of-town drivers, resulting in zero cost recovery.

Fee-Related
Service Area Hierarchy CostRecovery
Level (Level 1) — Mostly —»

5 . Mostly Community Benefit
Community Benefit

56 [1] — This hourly rate covers staff time for 20 Volunteer Firefighters, as well as the cost of using firefighting equipment and vehicles (e.g., SCBA, pumpers, tankers) and strategyco rp.com 7
additional weighted operating and capital costs. .
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Fire Services (2/3)

KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

Balanced inspection cost recovery, low revenue collection: GFD's hourly inspection rate, estimated to cost $343,
indicates that the Department recovers around 54% of the costs related to fire prevention inspections. However,
there are instances where GFD is not compensated for these services. A common example is replacing/installing
damaged, defective, or missing smoke or carbon monoxide alarms. To promote fire prevention practices amongst
community members, GFD often provides this service free of charge, especially for older adults, and due to the
abundance of donated fire alarms received annually.

Lack of staff resources to collect fees: Managing billing for QEW incident response and other fire inspection
services can be labour-intensive. However, due to limited administrative staff capacity, there are instances where

invoices for services rendered may not be promptly sent to the MTO or other community members and businesses.

Furthermore, GFD lacks formal processes or applications to effectively track invoice receipt and payment, leading
to some revenue loss annually.

Inconsistent apparatus rates: Grimsby currently sets an incident response rate for non-QEW incidents that
exceeds the 2024 MTO rate by approximately $272. While this practice is not uncommon among municipalities,
GFD staff express concerns that charging this higher rate may prompt community members to question the
rationale behind charging them more than the Province.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 9%
(Operating): 0
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 8%
(Operating + Capital): 0

r
Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rates
for Fire Services in 2019 (2.7%) and 2022 (4.3%)
were higher than the comparator averages (1.4% in
2019 and 1.7% in 2022) and in nearly every instance
surpassed those of each benchmarked municipality,
aside from Lincoln.

Level 1 (i.e., Mostly Community Benefit), indicate that
Ontario Fire Departments do not operate to generate
revenue, but to ensure the safety and well-being of
all community members, regardless of their ability to
pay for varying costs associated with providing the

1
L}
1
1
1
1
1
L}
1
1
1
1
: * These low-cost recovery rates, which correspond to
1
1
1
1
1
L}
1
| service.

=

Fee-Related
Service Area Hierarchy CostRecovery
Level (Level 1) — Mostly —»

5 . Mostly Community Benefit
Community Benefit

strategycorp.com A
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Findings and Recommendations — Fire Services (3/3)

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Explore the feasibility of aligning the Town’s current non-QEW incident response rate with the 2024
MTO rate (which has increased from $543 to $560 for 2024), including evaluating potential revenue
impacts. Implementing this approach would bring the Town in line with certain comparator municipalities
(i.e., Brantford and Orillia), which charge the MTO rate plus an administrative fee (typically 15%) and
enhance the defensibility of the Town's incident response fees. However — since the Town is currently
undertaking the Shared Fire Service Pilot Project with the Town of Lincoln — it should be noted that Lincoln’s
2023 non-MTO response rate ($937) is above both the Town and MTO’s rate by approximately 15% and
40%, respectively.

R8

R9 Increase GFD’s hourly inspection rate to align more with the comparator group.

R10 Remove fees for services currently not provided by GFD (e.g., certain compliance inspections).

Merge fee groups currently charged at the same rate (e.g., residential and commercial fire prevention

R11 . .
inspections).

Prepare a business case to explore the addition of a new staff resource to provide additional

R12 administrative support for incident response and inspection invoicing.

Explore the use of a third-party service to strengthen GFD's ability to recover eligible costs incurred by

R13 Grp during incident callouts.[!

IMPLEMENTATION CONSIDERATIONS

Council and GFD staff should consider the trade-off between potential revenue loss and the benefits of enhanced
defensibility and transparency in Fire Services fees by aligning its apparatus rate with the MTO rate.”

58 [1] — Fire Marque is an example of a service provider that several Ontario municipalities contract with.
[2] — The next page displays a preliminary estimate of the budget impact resulting from reducing the Town's incident response fee to align with the MTO fee.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 9%
(Operating): 0
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 8%
(Operating + Capital): 0

* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rates
for Fire Services in 2019 (2.7%) and 2022 (4.3%)
were higher than the comparator averages (1.4% in
2019 and 1.7% in 2022) and in nearly every instance
surpassed those of each benchmarked municipality,
aside from Lincoln.

Level 1 (i.e., Mostly Community Benefit), indicate that
Ontario Fire Departments do not operate to generate
revenue, but to ensure the safety and well-being of
all community members, regardless of their ability to
pay for varying costs associated with providing the

r
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
: * These low cost recovery rates, which correspond to
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
' service.

=

Fee-Related
Service Area Hierarchy CostRecovery
Level (Level 1) — Mostly —»

5 . Mostly Community Benefit
Community Benefit

strategycorp.com A
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Specific Fee Adjustments — Fire Services

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments to Fire Services’
current fee schedule.

Recommended Fees
Benchmark

ST Hierarchy Average Estimated Hierarchy

CALPEHLD Reci?/:'ym Level (2023) 2024 Fee oot Recovery Level

Description of Fees & Charges

% Change

Proposed fee adjustments to non-QEW incident response rate

Attending an emergency incident (e.g., $560.00 + 15%
Zt‘cijaonrcsr?vl;fi r?f;ﬂ;?;’Qn'i;”fer?ﬁé‘ecsy{j‘j,““t’ $798.25 66% Level 4 $692.25 6}:2"2 o 53% Level 3 615425 19%
non-resident in Grimsby. total)
Other proposed fee adjustments
Hourly Rate of Inspection $185.40 54% Level 3 $229.2512 $230.00 67% Level 4 +44.60 24%
Remove fees for services GFD does not currently provide
Open-AirBurning-Site-thsp-ane-Clearance - - - = = = = = =
) - 9 9
. Ui g

Non-QEW Incident Response — Prior to any adjustment to this fee, both GFD staff and Council must thoroughly assess the budgetary implications of such a change.
With the varying levels of cost recovery between the 2023 and potential 2024 fee, it is anticipated that Fire Services would recover 13% less for staff, equipment/
vehicle, and other operating and capital costs per hour, per apparatus. However, determining a precise total budgetary impact is challenging due to uncertainties
surrounding cost recovery for incident response (e.g., not being the first responder on scene, inability to obtain insurance information for non-residents, etc.).

Hourly Rate of Inspection — Increasing this rate to $230.00 better aligns GFD with the comparator group and increases the Department’s hourly recovery of all
associated operating and capital costs by approximately 13%. Based on the number of inspections conducted in 2023 (39), it is estimated the Town would collect an

additional $1,739 in annual revenue.

[1] - ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort, equipment/ vehicle costs (e.g., SCBAs, tanker / pumper trucks, etc.), as well as additional weighted operating and
capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies). stra tegyco rp.com
[2] — This represents the benchmark average across various categories, including commercial, residential, industrial, and others.
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DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — GRTC (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

Regional Training Centres are expanding across Ontario at a rapid pace: In 2021, the Ontario Fire Marshal's %g:z;zt?jj)fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | 430,
Office (OFM) announced plans to close the Ontario Fire College (OFC) in Gravenhurst and transition to a more

modernized approach to fire safety training through Regional Training Centres (RTCs). Since then, municipalities

have shown significant interest in establishing and managing RTCs, with over 25 currently operational across 2819'2t923 Fece'R_:l‘l’t.ed Cost Recovery Rate | 3,0,
Ontario. The RTC model was initially promoted by the Province as a preferred method as it allows Municipal Fire (Operating + Capital):

Departments to conduct training at nearby facilities, thereby reducing costs related to travel, personnel coverage,
meal reimbursements, and overtime.

Service area cost recovery rate indicates significant operational and capital costs: The GRTC is an advanced
facility equipped with live fire capabilities, unlike Fort Erie’s RTC. However, maintaining such capabilities incurs Fommmmsemmm——————a- mmmmmmm e mm o
substantial operational and capital expenses, with the GRTC's primary training asset, its training tower, only Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:
recuperating 32% of its costs through full-day rentals, which include the tower's yearly amortization cost of
approximately $40,000 annually.

Operating budget revenues and expenses for their
respective Regional Training Centres were not
reported in the public budget documents of any
municipalities within the comparator group.
Consequently, overall cost recovery rates for
comparator municipalities cannot be calculated.

Some RTCs have partner rates, others do not: As of 2023, the Town discontinued preferred "partner" rates for
Municipal Fire Services in the Niagara Region, which were previously approximately 56% lower than standard
rates. A survey of five municipal RTCs across Ontario — Richmond Hill, Leeds and the 1000 Islands, Oakuville,
Oshawa, and Fort Erie — revealed that only Richmond Hill and Oshawa currently offer preferred rates for Regional  =---=-=-=-=---—-“““ -+ !
Fire Department partners. In Richmond Hill, this rate is about 15% lower than the standard rate, while in Oshawa,

it is approximately 15%-33% lower for Region of Durham Fire Departments, depending on the training facility

apparatus utilized.

Decline in demand: Revenue from renting GRTC facilities to Municipal Fire Departments and hosting Ontario Fire Service Area Hierarchy
College courses in its classrooms has dropped by about 45% from 2021 to 2023. This decline is linked to fewer e s L Fee-Related

. . ) . ° H |nd|v'duaucommunlty COSt Recovery ndividual/Community Benefit
Fire Departments renting the GRTC's training tower (from around seven to three annually), possibly due to new Benefit (Balanced RSN ic=\ Commurity B

RTCs in the Greater Toronto Area offering lower rates. For instance, in Richmond Hill and Oshawa, tower rental Beneficiaries)
rates are about 30% lower than those at the GRTC. Additionally, enrollment for NFPA and Ontario Fire Code

courses in GRTC classrooms has significantly decreased over the past five years; the GRTC hosted only nine

courses in 2023, compared to 21 in 2019.

strategycorp.com A
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Findings and Recommendations — GRTC (2/2)

KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

Reciprocal training facility arrangements are common practice: The GFD incurs additional revenue loss when it 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | ,g0,
permits regional or local partners to utilize GRTC training facilities in exchange for reciprocal use of their own SO

facilities. For example, the Hamilton Fire Department may use the training tower at no cost, allowing the GFD free

access to their indoor facility for rope training. This practice is widespread among Municipal Fire Departments in 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | 3 40,
Ontario and typically results in cost savings for participating Fire Services. Additionally, this practice facilitates (Operating + Capital):

joint training exercises between the GFD and local response partners, enhancing response coordination and

effectiveness.

Minor fees can be added to Schedule J: GFD staff highlighted that Fire Departments sometimes require the use
of additional equipment during their training exercises that they did not bring onsite, such as Rescue Randy
mannequins and portable radios. Currently, the GFD lends these items to visiting departments free of charge,
despite their having a certain lifecycle and associated replacement costs.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

! Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

Operating budget revenues and expenses for their
respective Regional Training Centres were not
reported in the public budget documents of any

o . . . . . . ] municipalities within the comparator group.
Consider reducing the GRTC's training tower rate given the declining demand from Municipal Fire Consequently, overall cost recovery rates for

Departments and to enhance competitiveness with RTCs like Richmond Hill and Oshawa. (Currently, comparator municipalities cannot be calculated.
Oakville's training tower rate is notably higher than those of Richmond Hill and Oshawa). However, itis ¢+ __ i

R14 uncertain whether this reduced rate would attract new or former Fire Department customers (i.e., Thorold,
Haldimand, County of Brant, and Niagara-on-the-Lake). Factors such as existing relationships with other
RTCs or proximity to them may influence these Departments' decisions, as proximity can help minimize travel
and related expenses for participating employees.!!]

Service Area Hierarchy

Introduce a new fee for community groups or organizations to utilize the GRTC's classroom spaces, :-ec;{e'ld(l-el\/lél 3)- " Fee-Related
.. . . : . naiviguatvL.ommunity Cost Recovery /A8 Community Benefit
R15 2iming to generate additional revenue. Charging a fee allgned WI’Fh the currgqt classroom rental rate Benefit (Balanced R vcivcCommuicy &
($267.07 + tax) would help offset the costs associated with staffing and facility cleanup. Presently, some Beneficiaries)

community groups, like the Girl Guides, utilize the GRTC without charge.

R16 Introduce new fees for equipment rentals (i.e., Rescue Randy and portable radios) to cover the depreciation
costs associated with their use.

62 [1] — Before making any adjustments to the Town’s tower rental fee structure, Council and relevant staff should carefully assess the potential financial implications

associated with doing so; the following page presents a preliminary budget impact estimate. strategyco rp.comA
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Specific Fee Adjustments — GRTC

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments or additions to
GRTC’s current fee schedule.

Recommended Fees

- Benchmark
Description of Fees & Charges Estimated Average

2023 Fee Cost Hierarchy 5025, 2024 Fee Estimated Hierarchy

0,
Level Cost Recovery Level Change AIChangs

Recoverym
Proposed fee adjustment to GRTC'’s training tower rental rate
Training Tower Rental Rate (full day) $1,225.98 + tax 32% Level 2 S$858+HST $860.00+HST 25% Level 2 -$365.98 30%

New proposed fees
Community Group / Organization Room

- - - - (o) - -
Rental (full day) $267.07+HST 26% Level 2

Randy Rescue Rental — per mannequin (full B . . i $5.004HST 100% Level s ) ]
day) -

Portable Radio Rental — per radio (full day) = = = = $20.00+HST 100% Level 5 - -

Training Tower Rental Fee — As highlighted on the previous page, prior to any adjustment to this fee, both GFD staff and Council must thoroughly assess the
budgetary implications of such a change. Considering the lower cost recovery rate projected for the potential 2024 fee, it is expected that revenue from training
tower rentals would decrease by approximately $7,319, based on historical usage levels over the past several years

[1] — ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort costs as well as weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies)

[2] — The anticipated demand for these new rental fees is currently unknown, so no revenue estimates have been projected at this time. stra tegyCO rp.com



DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Service Ared
Profile —
Cemeteries

64 strategycorp.com A




DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Cemeteries (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

Effectively recovering costs, for a couple of reasons: Cemeteries demonstrates a very high-cost recovery rate for (zglzr'azt?r?).':ee‘Related Cost Recovery Rate | gqq,
the various fee-related services provided by its staff, indicating the Town's effective recuperation of staff, P 9

equipment, and other associated operational and capital costs. This is attributed to several factors: 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 879%
* Higher fees overall: Grimsby charges higher fees than the comparator average for approximately 74% of its (Operating + Capital): ?

cemetery services. Fm e e e e e e e e mm

.. . . . . . . . Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:
» Additional revenue from non-residents: Additionally, Grimsby imposes non-resident premiums for many of its v P

services (e.g., most internment charges and the sale of plots, columbariums, and niches). This practice
generates additional revenue through higher fees for non-residents, despite the identical cost of providing
services to residents and non-residents. For example, conducting a burial (single depth) for a non-resident
generates $754 more in revenue compared to a resident, as the cost recovery fee is 47% higher for non-
residents

* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rate
for Cemeteries in 2019 (29.2%) was lower than the
comparator average (36.4%). However, by 2022, the
Town’s overall cost recovery rate (57.8%) exceeded
the comparator average by more than 10% and
surpassed every municipality in the comparator group.

e eges . . CNA Sl L. . » This significant increase between 2019 and 2022 is
Variability in resident and non-resident fee structures: Within the comparator group, similar resident/non- due in part to the Town raising cemeteries fees by

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
resident pricing models are utilized by Fort Erie, Lincoln, and Hamilton, where non-residents are charged i approximately 10% during that time.
additional rates of 25-80% for most services, including internments and/or plot sales — such models can be :
employed to ensure that the cost burden of cemetery services does not fall on resident taxpayers for non- .
residents' benefit.?) Among other municipalities in Niagara Region, many differentiate between residents and '
non-residents in their cemetery fee schedules. For instance, St. Catharines, Niagara-on-the-Lake, Welland, and !
Thorold employ similar pricing models to Grimsby, distinguishing between resident and non-resident fees for most !
services. On the other hand, Pelham and West Lincoln differentiate for plot sales only, while Niagara Falls and "
Port Colborne do not differentiate between residents and non-residents in their cemetery fees.
Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related

New fee opportunities: Staff identified several instances where they dedicate time to completing tasks for Cost Recovery
. . . . e . Level (Level 5) — Mostly

community members without any corresponding fee to cover the associated costs — specific examples include Individual Benefit S

conducting ancestral searches, duplicating Rights Holder Certificates, and completing permission forms or

commissioning documents. Additionally, staff provided examples of services that the Town has the expertise and

capabilities to deliver but currently does not provide, such as memorial tree and bench installations.

* Grimsby's lower overall cost recovery rate compared
to the fee-related rate suggests that the Town's
cemeteries incur additional expenses not directly tied
to delivering Schedule E services, such as staff time
for maintaining cemetery grounds and handling
administrative tasks like responding to public
inquiries.

[1] - Plot, columbarium, and niche sales revenues were omitted from the cost recovery analysis to prevent artificially inflating the service area's recovery rate, as staff

effort and other costs contribute only minimally to the total costs of these sales. However, staff time costs for administering these sales were included in the analysis. strateg ycorp.com A
[2] — Benchmarks for Orillia, Woodstock, and Innisfil were not conducted as cemetery services in these municipalities are managed by non-municipal entities, such as not- :

for-profit church organizations.
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Findings and Recommendations — Cemeteries (2/2)

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Consider introducing a uniform rate for internment services, while continuing to distinguish between
residents and non-residents for the sale of plots, columbariums, and niches. This approach ensures that
R17 fees reflect the equal cost of internment services for all, while premiums on plot and other sales ensures that
residents do not bear the financial burden of subsidizing non-residents; this model is currently used by Fort
Erie, Pelham, and West Lincoln, where only plot sales entail different rates for residents and non-residents.

Introduce new fees for specific services (e.g., ancestral searches, duplicating Rights Holder Certificates,
completing permission forms or commissioning documents, and installing memorial trees and benches) to
recover costs for staff currently performing these services free of charge / generate revenue for services that
the Town has expertise in but does not currently provide.

IMPLEMENTATON CONSIDERATIONS

R18

* Council and staff should consider the implications of continuing to differentiate between residents and non-
residents, particularly in cases where non-residents have strong ties to the community, such as former residents
or individuals with familial connections to Grimsby. Conversely, there may be concerns among residents who
oppose subsidizing non-resident cemetery costs through the tax levy.

+ Before making any adjustments to the Town's cemetery fee structure, Council and relevant staff should assess
the financial implications of increasing the equitable access to cemetery services for non-residents.!!!

* As cemeteries can be a sensitive subject, consider a robust communication strategy to inform the public about
any changes in fee structures and the rationale behind them.

[1] — The next page displays a preliminary estimate of the budget impact resulting from introducing a uniform rate for internments and plot sales.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 89Y%
(Operating): 0
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 87%
(Operating + Capital): 0

Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

* Using FIR data, Grimsby's overall cost recovery rate
for Cemeteries in 2019 (29.2%) was lower than the
comparator average (36.4%). However, by 2022, the
Town’s overall cost recovery rate (57.8%) exceeded
the comparator average by more than 10% and
surpassed every municipality in the comparator group.

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

: » This significant increase between 2019 and 2022 is
: due in part to the Town raising cemeteries fees by

1 approximately 10% during that time.

1

1 * Grimsby's lower overall cost recovery rate compared
: to the fee-related rate suggests that the Town's

1 cemeteries incur additional expenses not directly tied
: to delivering Schedule E services, such as staff time
! for maintaining cemetery grounds and handling

: administrative tasks like responding to public

L inquiries.

Service Area Hierarchy CFee-FI:ielated
Level (Level 5) — Mostly @it [NEYET
Individual Benefit

strategycorp.com A
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Specific Fee Adjustments — Cemeteries

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments or additions to
Cemeteries’ current fee schedule.

Recommended Fees

X Benchmark
Estimated

Hierarchy Average Estimated Hierarchy
2023 Fee Reci?/:'ym Level (2023) 2024 Fee oot Recovery Level

Description of Fees & Charges

% Change

Potential changes to resident/non-resident fees!®

Resident Single Depth Internment (Adult) $1,749+HST 133% Level 5 $1,073.13+HST - - - - -
Resident Single Depth (Cremated Remains) S530+HST 104% Level 5 $367.52+HST - - - - -
;\'A" d“l;lFt{)eSide“t SNilE] 2 DIEEiEn [Erilimeis $2,622+4HST 180% Level5  $1,37828+HST $1,749+HST 133% Level 5 -$873.00 33%
E';’;;?fj;de“t Slitg]ie Disfeien ({Ceimzide) $794+HST 143% Level 5 $470+4HST  $530+HST 103% Level 5 -$264.00 33%
New proposed fees

Permissions Form / Commissioner of Oath = = = - $130+HST 100% Level 5 - -
Cemetery Records/Ancestorial Search = = = - S105+HST 100% Level 5 - -
Duplicate Rights Holder Certificate = = = - S170+HST 100% Level 5 - -
Memorial Bench / Tree Installation = - - - sl?::::rsi;:nd 100% Level 5 - -

Resident/non-resident fees — The table above illustrates that the Town achieves a significantly higher cost recovery rate for fee-related services provided to non-
residents compared to residents. As the Town explores potential changes to its cemetery fee structure, it must consider the potential budgetary implications:

* Transitioning non-resident internment and cremation fees to match the current resident rate, as these are the most frequently requested services for both
residents and non-residents, could result in an estimated annual revenue decrease of $12,280. This calculation is based on the Town’s completion of
approximately eight non-resident internments and 20 non-resident cremations per year.

New proposed fees: Introducing the proposed fees detailed in the table above could yield an estimated $9,329 in additional annual user fee revenue, based on
projected demand for these services.

[1] - ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort, equipment/ vehicle costs (e.g., backhoe, lowering device, bobcat, etc.), and additional weighted operating and capital costs
associated with completing fee-related activity(ies).

[2] — This table does not aim to list every resident versus non-resident fee but rather focuses on those fees that require significant staff effort and equipment use, notably
internments and cremations. Fees related to the sale of plots, columbariums, or niches are omitted as these fees predominantly capture land and material expenses.

strategycorp.com A
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Findings and Recommendations — Planning and
Development / CoA (1/7)

KEY FINDINGS
o ) 2019—2923 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 76%
Level four (4) cost recovery overall: The Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) has consistently (Operating):
achieved a Level 4 (Considerable Individual Benefit) cost recovery rate between 2019 and 2023. During this
period, DAAP's operating + capital cost recovery rate has shown an upward trend, rising from 61% in 2019 to 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate
81% in 2023, with a dip to 60% in 2022 due to factors such as a lack of revenue from condominium application (Operating + Capital): 71%

fees and a high volume of minor variance applications where only 50-55% of total costs are recovered.

Variation in cost recovery across different application types: Some planning applications, like Official Plan / | Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

Zoning By-Law amendments, achieve nearly full cost recovery, while others, such as Draft Plan of Condominium
(70%) and Type 2 and 3 Site Plan applications (71% and 30% respectively), have lower rates. Additionally, all
Committee of Adjustment applications currently have cost recovery levels at or below 55%.

FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery
rate for Planning and Development is below the
comparator average, with a difference of 5.3% in
2019 and 8.2% in 2022. However, it should be noted

Pre-consultation fees are not recouping costs at a high degree: Across the Town'’s various development that these two years represented the lowest cost

1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
1 1
application types (excluding standard Official Plan amendments), most pre-consultation fees currently recover | recovery rates for the Department within the 2019- :
between 55-75% of the costs associated with hosting pre-consultation meetings. This variability is attributed to ! 2023 period. '
the uniform pre-consultation rate applied across almost all application types, leading to lower cost recovery rates !« Since 2019, Grimsby's overall rate has slightly '
for major versus standard, as well as Type 1 versus Type 3 applications. For example, while the Town recovers ! declined from 28.6% to 24.7%. This trend mirrors 1
75% of costs for conducting a standard Zoning By-Law amendment pre-consultation process, it only recovers i similar decreases seen in municipalities like Lincoln !
1
! |
1 1
1 1
1 1

o . . - ~ . and Hamilton. However, during the same period,
57% for a major Zoning By-Law amendment pre-consultation. Oakville, St. Catharines, and Halton Hills experienced

increases in their respective overall cost recovery
rates.

The computed cost recovery level for Planning and Development encompasses all expenses associated
with overseeing the Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) at the Town - this includes the

(V]
-
]
Z

time and effort of staff from Engineering, Public Works, Finance, Clerks office, Council, and the CAO, Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related
________ among others (i.e., legal fees), in addition to the Planning and Development department | Level (Level 4) - Q. . ...
Considerable Individual lciidusiEcnert

Benefit

strategycorp.com A



70

DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Planning and

Development / CoA (2/7)

KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

Pre-consultation fees vary across municipal comparators: Comparing Grimsby’s primary pre-consultation fee
($1,645) to other municipalities within the comparator group reveals significant variation both in the fee amounts
and the fee structures employed, which may relate to the policy goals of the municipalities under review. For
instance, Hamilton seems to front-load planning fees during pre-consultation, with its fee ranging from $4,785 to
$12,025, perhaps in order to recoup some costs in the event of a mandated Bill-109 refund. On the other hand,
Oakville opts for a lower fee of just $1,234, possibly subsidizing much of the pre-consultation process to spur
further development in their jurisdiction.

Recent changes in DAAP fee structures amongst comparators: Among the comparator group, each of the
surveyed municipalities have introduced new DAAP fee structures in recent years — namely, these municipalities
have implemented pricing schemes whereas they charge a base fee across one or more different application types
(i.e., Official Plan / Zoning By-law Amendments, Plans of Subdivision / Condominium, and Site Plans), in addition
to a variable per unit fee that decreases through different ranges of the number of units, reflecting a tiered pricing
structure based on development scale. Specific examples include:

* Hamilton and Oakville have implemented similar per unit fee structures for Plans of Subdivision, whereas
applicants are charged different fees based on unit range bands (i.e., 0-25 units, 26-100 units, 101+ units). In
Hamilton, the per unit fee starts at $585 and decreases to $255 for each additional unit beyond 100 units; in
Oakville, the per unit fee starts at $736 and decreases to $294 for each additional unit beyond 201 units.

* In Lincoln, the municipality charges a per unit rate (up to 250 units) of $100 for Site Plans and Plans of
Subdivision; on the other hand, St. Catharines charges a similar per unit rate for Site Plans ($332), as well as
an additional variable fee ranging from $1,237-56,267 for different tiers of apartment buildings (i.e., 4 storeys
or less, 5-8 storeys, and 9+ storeys).

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 76%
(Operating): °
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 71%
(Operating + Capital): °

r
Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

1 1
1 1
1 FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery :
: rate for Planning and Development is below the 1
: comparator average, with a difference of 5.3% in :
| 2019 and 8.2% in 2022. However, it should be noted 1
: that these two years represented the lowest cost :
1 recovery rates for the Department within the 2019- 1
! 2023 period. '
: * Since 2019, Grimsby's overall rate has slightly :
1 declined from 28.6% to 24.7%. This trend mirrors 1
: similar decreases seen in municipalities like Lincoln :
1 and Hamilton. However, during the same period, 1
: Oakville, St. Catharines, and Halton Hills experienced :
1 increases in their respective overall cost recovery :
: rates. 1

Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related

Cost Recovery
Level (Level 4) — RGN o sicler aBTe
Considerable Individual TR o et
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KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

Settlement area boundary expansions: Bill 185 — which received Royal Assent in June 2024 — introduced new
permissions for privately initiated settlement area boundary expansions outside of the Greenbelt Area.
Specifically, Bill 185 allows applicants to appeal a municipality’s refusal or failure to make a decision on a
privately requested Official Plan or Zoning By-law Amendment that would change the boundary of an "area of
settlement" outside of the Greenbelt Area, within 120 days of the application's submission. There is concern from
staff that broadening the permissions for settlement area boundary can potentially lead to ongoing litigation and
significant impacts on the municipality’s financial and staffing resources. In response to this legislative change,
some municipalities — including Hamilton and Brantford — have introduced new fees in their 2024 schedules in
order to recover costs associated with extending a settlement area boundary.

Heritage fees: Some municipalities in Ontario have instituted heritage planning fees (e.g., Heritage Permit fees) to
offset the administrative and professional costs involved in evaluating and managing heritage properties, thereby
ensuring compliance with heritage conservation standards and municipal / provincial regulatory frameworks.
Amongst the comparator group, only St. Catharines currently charges a Heritage Permit Application fee of $1,138
for major applications and $273 for minor applications — all other surveyed municipalities do not charge a fee for a
Heritage Permit. However, Halton Hills has a $150 fee for providing applicants with a Heritage Compliance
Letter, which confirms if a property/structure is designated under Part IV or Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act.

Waiving CoA fees for Charitable Organizations: At a December 2023 Committee of Adjustment (CoA) meeting,
the Committee proposed a motion requesting that Council consider waiving or reducing fees for Registered
Charities related to CoA applications. Based on a desktop analysis, it was determined that this is an uncommon
practice among Ontario municipalities and could result in additional revenue loss, given the estimated ownership
of over 24 properties by such entities across Grimsby. Despite this, staff acknowledge that these organizations
often provide significant public benefits over private gains. For instance, the Bruce Trail Conservancy recently
submitted an application to acquire a parcel of land from a homeowner bordering the Niagara Escarpment, which
would enable the organization to expand its land trust as a steward of Canada’s longest marked footpath.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 76%
(Operating): °
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 71%
(Operating + Capital): °
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Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:
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Findings and Recommendations — Planning and
Development / CoA (4/7)

KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate
Legal services costs: Staff indicated that the Town currently lacks a fee to recover legal costs incurred by the (Operating): Y 76%

municipality in preparing and administering subdivision / condominium agreements, as well as for other CoA
applications.

. . . . L 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 71%
Benchmarking challenges exist: Comparing planning fees across municipalities presents challenges due to (Operating + Capital): °

several factors, including diverse fee structures, unique geographic and demographic characteristics, as well as

local planning policies and priorities.™ These complexities make it difficult to evaluate Grimsby’s DAAP fees il A T
. .. Y. . . . . . Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

alongside those of other municipalities, particularly when considering them in aggregate. Therefore, assessing

potential fee adjustments is more feasible on a case-by-case basis with individual municipalities, especially direct

neighbouring municipalities who may share similar growth patterns, land use policies, etc.

1
1
* FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery :
rate for Planning and Development is below the 1
comparator average, with a difference of 5.3% in :
2019 and 8.2% in 2022. However, it should be noted 1
that these two years represented the lowest cost :
recovery rates for the Department within the 2019- 1
2023 period. '
1

1

1

1
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1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
There are some clear opportunities for upward fee adjustments: Based on the low cost recovery rates observed :
1
1
1
1
: * Since 2019, Grimsby's overall rate has slightly
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

for specific application types, there is an opportunity for the Town to adjust these fees upwards. This adjustment
would aim to achieve higher cost recovery rates seen in other application categories and to better align with direct
comparators such as the Town of Lincoln.

declined from 28.6% to 24.7%. This trend mirrors
similar decreases seen in municipalities like Lincoln
and Hamilton. However, during the same period,
Oakville, St. Catharines, and Halton Hills experienced

increases in their respective overall cost recovery
rates.

» Site Plan (Type 3) application fees presently achieve a cost recovery rate of only 30%, indicating potential to
revert to the 2022 fee level of $2,880, thereby enhancing fee-related cost recovery to around 67% - most
planning application fees were reduced from 2022 to 2023 following the decision to adjust pre-consultation
fees from a deposit fee to a separate fee on all permits requiring pre-consultation

+ Although it is considered best practice to maintain low fees for Minor Variance / Consent applications to
ensure accessibility and affordability for community members, there is an opportunity for the Town to

marginally increase these fees to better align with Lincoln's, which currently exceed Grimsby's by Gortan Aree (Hiarmrsy Fee-Related

approximately 8% in these categories. Level (Level 4) — Cost Recovery -
Considerable Individual lciidusiEcnert
Benefit

[1] - For instance, recent changes in fee structures, particularly in the Site Plan application process, have been noted in comparator municipalities such as Lincoln,
72 Hamilton, Oakville, and St. Catharines — in particular, these municipalities have transitioned to a base fee structure with additional variable fees applied per residential or strategyco rp.com
non-residential unit.
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KEY FINDINGS (CONTD)

Ontario planning legislation has evolved considerably in recent years: In 2022 and 2023, Ontario's planning
landscape was notably affected by legislative changes, including Bill 109, which imposed penalties requiring
municipalities to refund development application fees if decisions were delayed. However, in April 2024, Bill 185
was introduced, bringing several statutory revisions, including the removal of the pre-consultation requirement
(allowing it to remain available at the applicants’ discretion) and the elimination of the refund mechanism for
application fees.

Previous Planning Fee Review occurred several years ago: In 2017, the Town engaged a third-party consultant
to undertake a review of its user fees imposed under the Planning Act. The review identified that fee rates for all
applications fell below full cost recovery rates and that the Town was subsidizing the planning application review
process through the tax rate to a considerable degree (i.e., overall DAAP cost recovery level of only 32%).

* Since the 2017 review, some application fees have increased significantly while others have seen more modest
growth. Fees for certain application types that were assessed to have achieved adequate cost recovery levels,
such as Official Plan and Zoning By-law amendments, have experienced moderate increases ranging from 12%
to 77% since 2017. Conversely, fees for application types determined to be severely under-recovering costs,
like minor variances and Draft Plans of Subdivision / Condo, have increased by 79% to 351% during the same
period.

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 76%
(Operating): °
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 71%
(Operating + Capital): °
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1 1
1 1
1 « FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery :
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https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-42/session-2/bill-109#:~:text=Bill%20109%20has%20been%20enacted,the%20Statutes%20of%20Ontario%2C%202022.&text=The%20Schedule%20makes%20various%20amendments,City%20of%20Toronto%20Act%2C%202006.
https://www.ola.org/en/legislative-business/bills/parliament-43/session-1/bill-185
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

R19

R20

R21

R22

R23

R24

Restore the Site Plan (Type 3) application fee to its 2022 level to ensure cost recovery is consistent with
other application fees.

Increase fees for Minor Variance / Consent applications to better match those of the Town of Lincoln.

Alongside Council, examine the feasibility of adopting new fee structures recently implemented by
comparator municipalities (e.g., base fee plus variable fee for residential development) in light of
Grimsby’s unique growth and development patterns, as well as the increasing complexity and scale of
planning applications anticipated over the next several years.

In response to Bill 185, introduce a special application fee for extending a settlement area boundary to
recover the significant staff costs associated with processing such applications, should this type of
application be submitted in Grimsby. The City of Hamilton has implemented a fee of $82,300 for this type of
application, while the City of Brantford charges $76,200 for the same application.

Consider implementing new fees for applicants seeking to undertake alterations to properties designated
under the Ontario Heritage Act (i.e., Heritage Permit). Special consideration should be given to the fact that
neighbouring municipalities (i.e., Lincoln and Hamilton) currently do not impose fees for Heritage Permits.
Additionally, the municipality should weigh the administrative costs of managing these permits against the
community benefits derived from preserving heritage properties.

Establish a new Schedule K provision to enable the municipality to fully recover 100% of all legal /
professional services costs associated with the review of planning applications, including but not limited
to Draft Plans of Condominium, Subdivision applications, and other Committee of Adjustment (CoA)
applications. The Town of Lincoln currently has a similar fee within its Comprehensive Fee Schedule, where it
is stipulated that “legal review, appraisal and surveying fees will be charged back to the applicant based on
actual costs.”

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 76%
(Operating): °
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 71%
(Operating + Capital): °
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1 1
1 1
1 FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery :
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.. . . . . . . 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate
Introduce a provision within Schedule G that permits a waiver or partial subsidy for Committee of (Operating):

Adjustment applications submitted by charitable organizations, contingent upon the intended use or
R25 athicipated public benefit of the lanq utilization. This provision shoulq clearly ;tipulate that such decis.ion.s 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate )
will be made on a case-by-case basis, as a standard approach or policy for this does not appear to exist in (Operating + Capital): 71%
other municipalities.

76%

Conduct a comprehensive Development Approval Process Review to not only identify recommendations to 1 overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

improve the efficiency and effectiveness of Grimsby’s development review process, but to further assess the
potential impacts of new Provincial legislation (i.e., Bill 185) on current fee structures as well as identify how
R26 comparator municipalities are responding to these legislative changes.!l
* Several municipalities have utilized funding from the Ontario government’s Streamline Development
Approval Fund to undertake comprehensive Development Approval Process Reviews in response to

1
1
* FIR data reveals that Grimsby’s overall cost recovery :
rate for Planning and Development is below the 1
comparator average, with a difference of 5.3% in :
2019 and 8.2% in 2022. However, it should be noted 1
that these two years represented the lowest cost :
recovery rates for the Department within the 2019- 1
2023 period. '
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Continue to monitor demand for pre-consultation services, given that Bill 185 has removed pre- , © Since 2019, Grimsby's overall rate has slightly
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

provincial legislation, including Richmond Hill, Oakville, Markham, and the County of Lanark.
) o o . .

coqsultgtion meetings asa mandatory requir.ement and made it ava}ilat?le at_the applicants'_ dis'cretion — this g::}gfg:?:;jeiiélxnz fnzrﬁcg;ﬁtgirlignl'_mfln
R27 legislative change may impact pre-consultation revenues and may justify raising base application fees to and Hamilton. However, during the same period,

cover the upfront costs of reviewing planning application submissions and supporting documents for Oakville, St. Catharines, and Halton Hills experienced

completeness. increases in their respective overall cost recovery

rates.
_________________________________ [}

IMPLEMENTATON CONSIDERATIONS

] ] ] ] ] ] Service Area Hierarchy CFei‘EELated
* Under the Planning Act, the Town has the authority to establish fees for planning services, provided they do Level (Level 4) — osecovey =
not exceed the total cost of the service rendered. Considerable Individual Individual Bergft

* Although not obligatory, the Town should consider engaging in a public consultation process before Benefit

implementing substantial fee increases that may cause certain fees to significantly exceed those of
neighbouring municipalities.

[1] — Outside the scope of this review, a report titled Best Practices in Municipal Development Processes under Bill 109 was prepared for the Planning and Development to

identify potential opportunities to improve or enhance Grimsby’s development approvals review process considering major legislative changes introduced by Bill 109. strategyco rp.com A


https://news.ontario.ca/en/release/1001442/ontario-municipal-summit-seeks-solutions-to-build-more-homes
https://news.ontario.ca/en/release/1001442/ontario-municipal-summit-seeks-solutions-to-build-more-homes
https://www.richmondhill.ca/en/shared-content/resources/Development-Approvals-Process-Review-Report.pdf
https://www.oakville.ca/getmedia/6290160e-91f2-40e9-a2f2-bd19a1315740/planning-development-engineering-process-review-final-report.pdf
https://pub-markham.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=80344
https://www.lanarkcounty.ca/en/county-government/resources/Plans-Studies-and-Reports/Planning-Department---Final-Report.pdf

76

Specific Fee Adjustments — Planning and Development /
CoA

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments to current fee
schedules for Planning and Development and the Committee of Adjustment.

Recommended Fees

- Benchmark
Estimated

Description of Fees & Charges Hierarchy Average Estimated Hierarchy o
2023 Fee Cost Level (2024) 2024 Fee (Coes Fammesy Level Change % Change

Recovery!!!
Proposed fee adjustments

Site Plan (Type 3) Application $1,321.72 30% Level 2 N/AE $2,880.81 67% Level 4 +$1,559.09 118%
Minor Variance (Type 1) Application $2,760.21 55% Level 3 5332230{1‘;‘;‘3 of " ¢3000 60% Level 4 +$239.79 9%
Minor Variance (Type 2) Application $1,592.43 50% Level 3 Slﬁfog‘;‘gg)‘ of " ¢1700 55% Level 3 +$107.57 7%
Processing Applicant for Consent $2,760.21 55% Level 3 $3ﬁr?fog‘;‘gg)‘ of " ¢3000 60% Level 4 +$239.79 9%
New proposed fees
Legal / Professional Services Chargeback AEZUZLL%ZT_:(/SIC(EI':"
(e.g., legal review fees will be charged back to = = = N/A 9 . 100% Level 5 - -
th licant based tual cost Fee, including

e applicant based on actual costs) HST)
Extend Settlement Area Boundary = = = $79,2508 $80,000 N/A N/A - -

Proposed fee adjustments — Increasing the fees detailed in the table above could yield an estimated $12,319 in additional annual user fee revenue, based on 2023
volumes, while maintaining these fees at par with the Grimsby’s direct neighbouring municipality (i.e., the Town of Lincoln).

100% cost recovery for legal services — Implementing a provision to fully recover legal service costs associated with the DAAP process is projected to generate an
additional $30,646 in annual revenue for the Town. This projection is based on the historical average costs incurred for third-party legal reviews of development
approval applications.

New fee for Settlement Area Boundary Expansion — Staff should confirm whether the proposed fee — which utilized comparator benchmarks from Hamilton and
Brantford to set this charge — is appropriate fee for this application type, given that the Town has not previously received applications of this nature.

[1] — ABC Cost Recovery % accounts for staff effort costs as well as weighted direct, indirect, and capital costs associated with completing fee-related activity(ies)
[2] - Amongst the comparator group, only the City of St., Catharines currently has a Type 3 Site Plan fee, which is set at $1,237. stra teg ycorp.com A
[3] — This figure represents the average fee of two municipal comparators (i.e., Hamilton and Brantford) who recently implemented a fee for extending a settlement area boundary.
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Findings and Recommendations — Building Services (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

Cost recovery varies significantly year-over-year: Although Building Services has maintained an average (ngzr—azt?r?;):l:ee-Related R 529501
operating cost recovery rate of over 82% from 2019 to 2023, it has fluctuated significantly year-over-year during

that time (i.e., 40% and 42% in 2023 and 2021, and 179% and 119% in 2019 and 2022). These fluctuations can 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | o4,
be attributed to two main factors: (Operating + Capital):

+ Building permit revenue variations: Revenue from building permits has fluctuated significantly year-over-year e e -

Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

since 2019, with revenue changing from approximately $749K in 2019 to $160K in 2020, as well as from
$720K in 2022 to $243K in 2023. As building permit revenue typically constitutes over 80% of total user fee
revenue, these fluctuations impact the service area’s cost recovery rate significantly.

* Interfunctional allocations are significant expenses: Since 2022, Building Services has incurred substantial
expenses due to the introduction of additional allocations for Administration, Finance, HR, Legal, and Insurance,
in addition to the existing IT Allocation. These allocations, which aim to capture the support function costs of
these service areas, accounted for approximately 33% and 29% of all direct service area costs in 2022 and

1

1

: * FIR data on building, occupancy, etc., permit revenues

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
2023 (based on ABC costing estimates) — these percentages are significantly higher than the 7% industry '

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

was not available for this analysis.

1
1
1
1
1
*  However, to illustrate the impact of fluctuating :
building permit activity on cost recovery, additional :
research was conducted to assess building-related
transfers/draws from reserve funds in public budget :
documents. Amongst benchmarks, only the Town of 1
Innisfil reports such figures in its budget documents. :

1

1

1

1

1

1

* In 2023, a year marked by low building permit
revenue for Grimsby, Innisfil drew approximately
$126K from its “Building Inspection Reserve,” while
Grimsby transferred $109K from deferred revenue.

benchmark used for this review.

Indirect cost discrepancies in Grimsby’s annual Building Permit Fee Report: Grimsby's Annual Building Permit
Fee Report, a mandated document under the Building Code Act, reveals significantly higher indirect costs
compared to other municipalities. For instance, in its 2022 report, Grimsby disclosed approximately $213K in
indirect costs alongside $528K in direct costs, with indirect costs constituting about 40% of total direct costs. This
differs significantly from other municipalities like Brantford, Hamilton, and St. Catharines, where indirect costs

*  Conversely, in 2022, a year of robust building permit :
revenue for Grimsby, the Town’s Building Department’,
contributed $88K to reserves, whereas Innisfil made al
contribution of $29K.™ .

represented only 12% to 15% of direct costs in their respective 2022 reports. While some municipalities break L e e e e e I
down direct and indirect costs separately in their reports, others, like Vaughan, present a consolidated figure, and Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related _
Burlington omits such figures altogether, instead providing only opening and closing amounts for its Building Level (Level 5) — Mostly o=t Re°°"e;‘/ T —
Permit Stabilization Reserve Fund. Individual Benefit

[1] — This recovery rate only accounts for the operating costs involved in administering and enforcing the Building Code. To prevent double counting, it excludes the staff
78 time from Building personnel allocated to assisting Planning and Development with development applications like Site Plans and Plans of Subdivision. However, the strategyco rp.com
contribution of staff effort to these applications is factored into the cost recovery levels of the Planning and Development service area.


https://innisfil.ca/en/my-government/resources/Proposed-2021-2022-Budget-compressed.pdf
https://pub-brantford.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=16130
https://pub-hamilton.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=354314
https://www.stcatharines.ca/en/building-and-renovating/resources/Documents/Building-Services-Annual-Report-on-Revenues-Expenses-and-Stabilization_2023-Report.pdf
https://pub-vaughan.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=137060
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=67737
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Findings and Recommendations — Building Services (2/2)

KEY FINDINGS

. . . . . . . 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate oA [1]
Varied cost recovery rates across permit categories: Differences exist between the permit categories in terms of (Operating): 82%
cost recovery performance. For example, permits for Group D/E buildings (i.e., Business / Mercantile) are
recovering only 64% of annual costs, while permits for residential construction and assembly / care and treatment 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate | o,
buildings are recovering more than 100% of operating and capital costs — this over-recovery is particularly (Operating + Capital):
significant as these categories make up over 80% of annual permit volumes. e e e e e e e e e e m e —— -

. . - . . .. . (0] L Cost R to Municipal Bench ks:
Fees are aligned with comparators: Building Services fees remain competitive when compared to similar verath -ost Fecovery o Hunicipat Behchmarks

municipalities, being either slightly above, below, or on par with them across Schedule C. *+ FIR data on building, occupancy, etc., permit revenues

was not available for this analysis.

*  However, to illustrate the impact of fluctuating
building permit activity on cost recovery, additional

research was conducted to assess building-related
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RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE '
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Reassess current allocation levels to mitigate the risk of non-compliance with the Building Code Statute transfers/draws from reserve funds in public budget !
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Law Amendment Act, 2022, which not only requires municipalities to report annually on both the directand 1 documents. Amongst benchmarks, only the Town of
indirect costs of reviewing applications / conducting inspections, but also stipulates that fees "must not i Innisfil reports such figures in its budget documents.
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

exceed the anticipated reasonable costs" of providing the service. * In 2023, a year marked by low building permit
revenue for Grimsby, Innisfil drew approximately
$126K from its “Building Inspection Reserve,” while
Grimsby transferred $109K from deferred revenue.

*  Conversely, in 2022, a year of robust building permit :
revenue for Grimsby, the Town’s Building Department’,
contributed $88K to reserves, whereas Innisfil made al
contribution of $29K.™ .

Service Area Hierarchy Fee-Related ostiy It
Level (Level 5) - Mostly ~ ©ost Recovelry Benefi
Individual Benefit

[1] — This recovery rate only accounts for the operating costs involved in administering and enforcing the Building Code. To prevent double counting, it excludes the staff
79 time from Building personnel allocated to assisting Planning and Development with development applications like Site Plans and Plans of Subdivision. However, the strategyco rp.com
contribution of staff effort to these applications is factored into the cost recovery levels of the Planning and Development service area.


https://innisfil.ca/en/my-government/resources/Proposed-2021-2022-Budget-compressed.pdf
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Service Area a)‘

Profile — Public
Works / Water
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Key Considerations for Reviewing Public Works / Water
Findings

The following key factors should be taken into account when reviewing cost recovery findings from this service area:

@

81

Challenges in determining an overall service area cost recovery rate: Computing an overall cost recovery rate for the Public Works/Water service area is
not feasible due to the complexities in allocating various departmental revenues and expenses from different schedules (Schedule P — Water and Schedule
L — Public Works) to a single service area. To address this issue, separate cost recovery rates have been calculated for the following sub-service areas:

v Engineering services for development applications (i.e., Development Engineering)
v Engineering / Public Works permit applications
v' Administrative water charges

v Private water services

Limitations in cost recovery rate calculations: For certain sub-service areas (DAAP Engineering services and Engineering/Public Works permit
applications), only 2023 cost recovery rates were calculated due to budget reporting discrepancies from 2019 to 2023. Specifically, Public Works Admin
revenue was not reported in 2019, 2020, and 2023, and the DAAP Overhead Recovery was introduced as a budget line item for Public Works during the
2023 budget process.

strategycorp.com A
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Findings and Recommendations — Development
Engineering (1/2)

KEY FINDINGS

. . . . . 2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 184%
* In 2023, Engineering costs for the DAAP process were fully recovered...: Public Works Engineering staff (Operating): 0

contribute to the Development Application Approval Process (DAAP) and as of 2023 receive DAAP Overhead
Recovery revenue, which exceeded the estimated costs of their time and associated expenses in that year —
specifically, the total annual costs for Engineering staff amounted to approximately $215K, while the
Department received over $341K in DAAP Overhead Recovery revenue in 2023.

2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

(Operating + Capital): 158%

* ..However, this one-year analysis has its limitations: Although it appears that Engineering over-recovered
costs for 2023, this might not be the case for several reasons. First, many developments span several years,
meaning that costs may be recovered in a later year than the year in which the majority of Engineering staff
work was conducted. Second, for this analysis, Engineering Development costs recouped through the DAAP
Overhead Recovery only accounted for staff activities up until the point of development approval. However,
Engineering staff also perform many post-development approval tasks, including construction inspections,
letter of credit reviews, and deficiency walkthroughs, for which cost estimates were not provided due to the
significant variation in these types of costs across different projects.

It was not possible to isolate Development
Engineering expenses and revenues for comparator
municipalities utilizing either FIR data or public
budget documents

* Challenges in collecting administration fees: Public Works typically collects Engineering administration fees
at the time of development agreement registration. However, there have been instances where projects
reached the approval stage but were not subsequently registered / land was subsequently sold, resulting in the
loss of anticipated administration fees.

* Expenses for third-party reviews: Public Works incurs substantial expenses for a variety of third-party peer
reviews and studies related to the development process, including stormwater management peer reviews and . . Fee-Related
. . . . . Service Area Hierarchy CostR
professional costs for water and sanitary modeling studies — these charges can vary significantly from year to Level (Level 5) — Mostl ost Recovery
. B . e . e e . . . . Y —_—> ostly Individual
year and depending on the specific development project. Additionally, although many municipalities in Ontario Individual Benefit Benefi

have provisions to fully recover these costs, Public Works currently lacks such a provision in its fee schedule.
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Findings and Recommendations — Development
Engineering (2/2)

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

i N . 2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 184%
Introduce a new item within Public Works' fee schedule to allow the Town to fully recover the actual (Operating): 0

costs (including HST) for the third-party preparation or review of special engineering studies. Similar
provisions are found in the fee schedules of many municipalities across Ontario, including several local
municipalities (i.e., Lincoln, Fort Erie, and Hamilton).

R29

2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

(Operating + Capital): 158%

Implement a provision within Public Works’ fee schedule to allow the Town to collect a flat Engineering
administration fee upfront at the time of the initial application, with final fees reconciled upon plan
registration. This approach will help mitigate the risk of significant financial losses associated with projects
that reach the approval stage but are not subsequently registered.

R30

It was not possible to isolate Development
Engineering expenses and revenues for comparator
municipalities utilizing either FIR data or public
budget documents

q q Fee-Related
Service Area Hierarchy G Reeriy

Level (Level 5) — Mostly > ostly Individual
Individual Benefit Benefi

strategycorp.com A



DRAFT FOR DISCUSSION

Findings and Recommendations — Engineering / Public
Works Permit Applications

KEY FINDINGS
. . . . 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 60%
Some permit fees are effectively covering costs, while others are not: Grimsby is recouping costs for Pool Bond (Operating): °
Release and Outdoor Patio permits at a high rate (82% and 77% respectively). However, the Town is under-
recovering for other permit fees, especially Entrance (57%), Site Alteration (57%), Lot Grading Review and 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate
Inspection (35%), and Site Servicing (30%). ; ital): 52%
p ( ), g ) (Operating + Capital):

New fee opportunity: Public Works staff reported instances where permit applicants are not adhering to the
timelines specified in their permits, such as patio permits extending beyond the summer months. Consequently,
there is an opportunity to implement new fees to encourage compliance with permit timelines. For example, Public
Works may consider introducing fees similar to those in By-law Enforcement's Schedule D, where a $75.00 fee is
issued for an Order in cases of non-compliance, and a $300.00 non-compliance inspection fee is applied if the
expectations of the Order are not met. It was not possible to isolate Engineering / Public
Works permit application expenses and revenues for

Increase Schedule L fees for Entrance, Site Alteration, Lot Grading Review and Inspection, and Site
R31 Servicing permits to more effectively cover the expenses associated with these services and better align

1
1
1
1
1
RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE : comparator municipalities utilizing either FIR data or
1
|
1
1
1
with comparators, where the Town charges below the comparator average for almost each one of these fees. |

1
1
1
1
1
1
public budget documents :
1
1
1
1
1
1

Implement new fees to ensure compliance with permit timelines, including potentially a $75.00 fee for
R32 issuing an Order and a $300.00 non-compliance inspection fee, to address ongoing permit violations and

encourage adherence to permit conditions.
Service Area Hierarchy
Level (Level 3) — Fee-Related
Individual/Community  Cost Recovery
Benefit (Balanced B i sonvinies g
Beneficiaries)
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Findings and Recommendations — Administrative Water
Charges

KEY FINDINGS

.. . . . . . .. 2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 112%
« Administrative water fees are effectively covering their costs: Finance staff administer these fees, and most (Operating): °

of the operating and capital costs associated with doing so are being recovered. For instance, approximately
90% of the costs for creating or modifying water accounts are recovered, and about 86% of costs for
transferring overdue accounts to the tax roll are offset. This high rate of cost recovery is positive, especially
considering Finance deals with hundreds of such tasks every year (i.e., 560 account set-ups or modifications
and 812 instances of transferring overdue accounts to the tax roll, on average).

2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate

0
(Operating + Capital): 88%

* Increasing fees to achieve 100% cost recovery: However, similar to other Finance administrative charges (e.g.,
returned cheque fees, printed tax account histories / bill reprints, ownership and mailing address changes, and
mortgage electronic listings), there is an opportunity to increase new water account set up and collectionon [ -~~~ " -~~~ -~ "~~~ ~°""~~"“~ """~ "“"“"“"~"°"~ K

overdue account fees to achieve 100% cost recovery. . ) L
It was not possible to isolate administrative water

1
1
1
* New fee opportunity: Finance staff indicated that they typically issue over 60 hard copies of water account | expenses and revenues for comparator municipalities
histories or bill reprints annually without charging a fee, as no fee provision currently exists within Schedule P. . utilizing either FIR data or public budget documents

|

1

1

1

1

1

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Increase fees for high-volume services that currently recover costs below 100% (i.e., new water account L o o e I
set up and collection on overdue account).

Introduce a new fee for issuing hard copies of water account histories or bill reprints to fairly capture the . . Fee-Related
ts of . t thi ice f it b Service Area Hierarchy G Reeriy
costs of carrying out this service for community members.
ying Y Level (Level 5) — Mostly > ostly Individual

Individual Benefit Benefi
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Findings and Recommendations — Private Water Services

KEY FINDINGS

* Private water services fee recovery is low: Grimsby is only recovering 47% of the costs associated with water
meter supply and installation fees, and only 32% for water off/on charges. Staff reported that additional
revenue loss for on/off services occurs when homeowners request to pay solely for turning off the water
without paying for turning it back on; this occurs even when they only require the water shut off for a brief
period, such as 15 minutes.

* Lack of fee for sewer lateral investigations: Engineering staff indicated that the Town currently lacks a fee for
completing sewer lateral investigations — including conducting a Closed Circuit Television Video (CCTV)
recording — to determine whether there is a structural deficiency (i.e., qualifying defect) within the public portion
of the sewer lateral or if the defect is due to sewer lateral negligence.

RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALE

Increase Schedule P charges for water on/off services and meter supply and installation, to more

RERD effectively cover the expenses associated with these services.

Implement and enforce a consistent policy for charging residents both the on and off water service fees,
irrespective of the duration Public Works staff spend on-site waiting for private plumbing services to
complete their work. This approach aims to recover additional costs associated with staff time and equipment

R36 being unutilized while ensuring uniformity in charges for all residents. The Town should clearly communicate
the rationale for consistently charging both on/off fees to residents (i.e., to ensure fairness in billing
practices). Additionally, consider a six to twelve-month transition period during which these fees may not
always be charged to inform residents and private plumbing services about the new policy.

Introduce a new fee for conducting sewer lateral investigations for residents; the fee should be applied
only when it is determined that a defect is located on the private portion of the property line. Additionally,
this fee should align with municipal comparators like Hamilton and Brantford who charge similar fees at
rates that achieve full cost recovery (5477 for Hamilton and $674 for Brantford).

R37

2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 529
(Operating): °
2019-2023 Fee-Related Cost Recovery Rate 45%
(Operating + Capital): °

Overall Cost Recovery to Municipal Benchmarks:

1
1
It was not possible to isolate administrative private :
water services expenses and revenues for comparator,
municipalities utilizing either FIR data or public :
budget documents I
1
1
1
1
1
1

e — -

Service Area Hierarchy

Level (Level 3) — Fee-Related
Individual/Community Cosi [Rezovary
Beneﬁt (Balanced ndividual/Community Benefit

(Balanced Beneficiaries)

Beneficiaries)
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Specific Fee Adjustments — Public Works / Water (1/2)

The table below presents fees identified through an activity-based costing analysis that may require adjustments or additions to
current Water and Public Works fee schedules.

Description of Fees & Charges

Proposed fee adjustments

Entrance Permit

Site Servicing Permit

Lot Grading Review and Inspection

Site Alteration Permit

Water On/Off (Regular)

New Water Meter Install (average)
Administration Charge - new water account
set up fee

Collection on Overdue Account — Transfer to
Tax Roll

New proposed fees

Hard Copy of Account History or Bill Reprint
(Water)

Sewer Lateral Investigation

Special Engineering Studies
Order (Permit Non-Compliance)

Non-Compliance Inspection Fee (Permit Non-
Compliance)

Estimated
ABC
Cost Recovery

2023 Fee

$123.60+HST
$123.60+HST
$257.50+HST
$500.00
$51.54
$595.5512

$43.00

$43.00

57%
30%
35%
57%
32%
47%

90%

86%

Hierarchy

Level

Level 3
Level 2
Level 2
Level 3
Level 2
Level 3

Level 5

Level 5

Benchmark
Average

(2023)

$263.61+HST

N/A

$264.48+HST
$521.13+HST

$111.67
$543.42

$37.51

N/A

2024 Fee

$215.00+HST
$215.00+HST
$350.00+HST
$600.00+HST
$110.00
$700.00

$48.00

$50.00

$13.00

$575.00+HST

Actual Costs (i.e.,
Consultant Fee,
including HST)

$75.00

$300.00

Estimated

ABC

Recommended Fees

Hierarchy
Level

Cost Recovery

100%
52%
48%
68%
67%
56%

100%

100%

100%
100%

100%

N/A
N/A

[1] — This figure represents the current average fee (excluding tax) of the three distinct water meter fees based on meter size as outlined in Schedule P.

Level 5
Level 3
Level 3
Level 4
Level 4
Level 3

Level 5

Level 5

Level 5
Level 4

Level 5

N/A
N/A

Change % Change
+$91.40 74%
+$91.40 74%
+$92.50 36%
+$100.00 20%
+558.46 113%
+5104.45 18%
+$5.00 12%
+$7.00 16%
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Specific Fee Adjustments — Public Works / Water (2/2)

Aligning fees with the comparator group — The fee changes outlined in the table on the previous page are intended to align the Town's fees with those of similar
municipalities, ensuring they remain comparable. However, there are exceptions for new water meter installations and new water account setup fees, where charges
have been increased approximately 30% above the comparator averages in order to accurately capture total costs of delivering the service.

Projected revenue increases from proposed fee adjustments — Proposed fee adjustments are set to raise most charges by one level in the Benefit Pyramid,

indicating an enhanced rate of cost recovery. These changes are anticipated to result in an overall revenue increase of $41,487, based on the service usage patterns
from 2023.

Projected revenue increases from new proposed fees — Introducing a new fee for obtaining a hard copy of water account history or bill reprint is projected to
generate $780 in annual revenue, based on the 2023 volume. Similarly, the implementation of a new sewer lateral investigation fee is expected to yield an annual
revenue of $17,825. This estimate is based on the 31 instances in 2023 where the Town addressed sewer lateral blockages within property lines without charge,
despite this being the residents' responsibility. Regarding engineering special studies, revenue can vary significantly each year due to the diverse nature of
development projects within the Town — this variability makes it challenging to predict a consistent average, but additional revenue is expected in future years.
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