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Executive Summary
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To regulate and administer development, municipalities 
across Canada have adopted a fairly consistent set of tools 
for implementing design standards and for recouping  
administrative costs as well as those costs associated with  
servicing new development. As an organization that  
advocates on behalf of the real estate investment industry,  
the Real Property Association of Canada (REALpac) has  
an interest in assessing how effective, fair, and clear  
those planning tools are, and where there may be room  
for improvement that benefits both municipalities and  
REALpac members. 

Flowing from REALpac’s research-based approach to policy 
development and advocacy, a Canada-Wide Development 
Process Survey was conducted in the Fall of 2012. Ten  
major cities were included in the survey, with representation 
from regions across the country, and particularly within 
key markets of interest to REALpac’s members. The survey 
was used to collect information from municipal staff across 
Canada on key elements of the development approval  
process that are of primary interest to the real estate  
investment industry due to their impact on the timing and 
cost of development. Information was collected on  
development application fees and processing times,  
infrastructure charges, parkland dedication, and density 
bonusing and density transfers. The survey also targeted 
emerging trends that impact the cost and quality of  
development, particularly in relation to parking requirements 
for cars and bicycles, transit-oriented development, and 
sustainable development standards. 

This report begins with an overview of the development 
context, highlighting the objectives and responsibilities of 
both the real estate investment industry and municipalities. 
From there, an introductory overview is provided for each 
of the topics covered in the survey, with an emphasis on the 
basic purpose of each “planning tool” and how it is generally 
administered. Following an outline of the survey methods, 
each section of the findings includes a summary of how 
the rates/fees/charges/standards/practices vary from one 
municipality to the next. 

The comparative performance of each municipality varied 
from one topic to another, with some municipalities leading  
the way in terms of creating a favourable investment  
environment in one area, but falling behind in others.  
For example, application processing fees and infrastructure 
charges were found to be most costly in the Ontario  
municipalities surveyed, but these municipalities also 
reported the lowest parkland dedication requirements.  
Conversely, some municipalities who had low application 
fees and infrastructure charges required significantly more 
parkland dedication. Due to these types of variations, this 
report provides only a topic-by-topic comparison of how 
municipalities perform for each of the “tools” that were 
evaluated, rather than an overall assessment of each  
municipality’s comparative performance. It should be noted 
that financial analysis was not within the scope of this  
project, but could prove useful as part of a more  
comprehensive analysis.

Aside from the comparative insights, the survey revealed a 
number of best practices that may be transferrable between 
jurisdictions. For the most part, the highlighted case studies 
include examples of how municipalities can provide clear 
and predictable policies, and how they can cross-align  
policies to create a more coherent planning regime for  
developers to deliver the type of product that is desired  
(i.e. through incentives and by waiving/reducing fees, 
charges, or other requirements). Overall, the report provides 
a research-based platform for REALpac to develop policy 
positions that will enable the real estate industry to work  
with municipalities to build stronger cities that are better  
prepared to respond to the challenges and opportunities  
of the 21st century. 



The Real Property Association of  Canada (REALpac) is the 
country’s senior national industry association for owners and 
managers of  investment real estate. Their members include  
publicly traded real estate companies, real estate investment 
trusts (REITs), private companies, pension funds, banks and life 
insurance companies with investment real estate assets. 

Introduction
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Given the nature of their business, REALpac’s members have an interest in the planning and development  
approvals process for commercial and mixed-use development, particularly in terms of how effective and 
clear that process is and how requirements may vary from one city to the next. 

A key component of REALpac’s approach to advocating on behalf of its members is to ensure its policy  
positions are research-based, often taking a comparative law approach. In support of that approach, REALpac 
commissioned The Planning Partnership to conduct a Canada-Wide Development Process Survey in the Fall 
of 2012. The purpose of the survey was to collect information from cities across the country on key  
elements of the development approval process that are of primary interest to the real estate investment  
industry due to their impact on the timing and cost of development. The survey also targeted emerging 
trends that impact the cost and quality of development, particularly in relation to parking requirements,  
transit-oriented development, and sustainable development standards. Ten major cities were included in  
the survey, with representation from regions across the country, and particularly within key markets of  
interest to REALpac’s members. 

REALpac is interested in using the findings of this survey to facilitate productive conversations with  
municipalities across Canada. The findings will help develop informed policy positions that will assist  
the investment real estate industry to work with municipalities to achieve their development goals, particularly 
as they relate to commercial and mixed-use development, which is vital to the economic success and quality 
of life in cities, centres, and main streets across the country. 

This report begins with an overview of the development context, highlighting the objectives and  
responsibilities of both the real estate investment industry and municipalities across the country. From there, 
an introductory overview is provided for each of the topics covered in the survey, with an emphasis  
on the basic purpose of each “planning tool” and how it is generally administered. The survey method is then 
outlined, along with the survey findings. Each section of the findings includes a summary of how the rates/
fees/charges/standards/practices vary from one municipality to the next, with detailed comparative matrices 
provided in the Appendix for reference purposes. The report concludes with a summary of the comparative 
evaluation and best practice highlights from the ten municipalities surveyed.

1.1. report Outline

1



As Canada’s premier national industry association for owners 
and managers of  investment real property, REALpac is  
dedicated to bringing together Canada’s real property  
investment leaders to collectively influence public policy,  
educate government and the public, and to ensure stable and 
beneficial real estate capital and property markets in Canada. 

Context2

At the local level, this means identifying issues of interest in the land development approvals process,  
and ensuring that planning policies, regulations, and fees are fair to the real estate investment industry  
and effective in achieving their stated objectives. 

Municipalities, on the other hand, are tasked with ensuring the responsible management of growth and  
development. In the 21st century, this means promoting complete and sustainable communities that are  
well-equipped to succeed under evolving economic, environmental, and social conditions. In support of  
these objectives, municipalities are adopting policies and regulations that promote mixed-use, compact,  
and transit supportive communities that reduce the need for car travel and provide jobs, services, and  
amenities in proximity to where people live. This approach to growth management and development control is 
being championed to improve the quality of life and health of residents, to limit the environmental impacts of 
growth, and to avoid the unnecessary expansion of costly infrastructure. As part of their effort to responsibly 
manage the financial implications of growth, municipalities also typically require developers contribute to  
the provision of infrastructure and community services associated with growth, and the cost of administering 
the development approval process.

The attraction and retention of commercial and employment uses is a key part of achieving complete  
communities and a strong economic base at the local level. To that end, municipalities are tasked with 
harnessing the benefits of real estate investment, while protecting the interests of taxpayers and residents 
at large. Within this context, there are many opportunities for discussion and collaboration to promote the 
interests of both municipalities and the real estate investment industry.
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Municipalities across the country have developed a fairly consistent 
set of  tools for regulating and administering the development  
process. The structure and application of  such planning tools 
does, however, vary to reflect local conditions and priorities,  
and the objective of  this study was to identify those variations. 

About the Key Issues3
The planning tools that are reviewed in this report were identified by REALpac as those that are of primary 
interest to the development and real estate investment industry due to their impact on the timing and cost  
of development. REALpac was also interested in emerging trends that impact the cost and quality of  
development, particularly in relation to parking requirements, transit-oriented development, and sustainable 
development standards. The key issues that were included in this study are introduced below. 

Development proponents are required to submit a number of development applications to gain approval for 
their proposed development. The length of time for processing development applications will vary  
depending on the type of application, the size of the proposed development, the degree to which it does or 
does not comply with existing policies and regulations for the development site, and whether public  
notification and/or consultation is required. Often, a development proposal will be subject to multiple  
development applications, which may be processed simultaneously. To recoup the cost of administering  
development applications, municipalities charge a fee that reflects the amount of staff time typically required  
to process the development application. The types of development applications that were included in this  
study include:

3.1. administrative Fees & Processing Times 

amendment to the city-Wide Planning Policy Document

To guide growth and development, municipalities adopt city-wide planning policy documents that typically  
establish an urban structure, general land use designations, and policies for the provision of parks,  
community services, capital infrastructure, the transportation network, environmental protection, economic 
development, and sustainability.1 The term for this city-wide planning policy document varies across the  
country. Among the cities included in this survey, this document is known as an Official Plan (Toronto,  
Mississauga, Ottawa), Municipal Development Plan (Calgary, Edmonton), Official Development Plan (Regina, 
Winnipeg), Master Plan (Montreal), and Municipal Planning Strategy (Halifax Regional Municipality). For  
the purposes of this report, this document will generally be referred to as a City Plan.

When a development proposal does not conform with City Plan policies and/or designations, the development 
proponent must apply for a City Plan Amendment (CPA).

1  The City of Vancouver’s approach to planning is unique, and considerably different from all other cities surveyed. Notably, Vancouver has not adopted a city-wide planning 
policy document. Instead, it takes a decentralized, neighbourhood-scaled approach to land use planning that is based on Community Plans (policy documents), and in some 
cases, area-specific Official Development Plans (a blend of policy and regulations). It should be noted that the City does not amend Community Plans or Official Development 
Plans in response to private development applications. Most commonly, diversions from the regulations are administered through the adoption of a council-approved  
Comprehensive Development District (similar in effect to a site-specific Zoning By-Law Amendment). Amendments to the city-wide Zoning and Development By-Law are rare.
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Zoning By-law amendment

To implement the land use designations and policy directives of the City Plan, municipalities adopt Zoning 
By-Laws, which provide more detailed land use designations and development standards that address height, 
density, setbacks, and parking and loading requirements for defined areas. The term for this regulatory  
document is used consistently among all of the cities included in this study, with the exception of Calgary 
and Halifax, which refer to it as a Land Use By-Law, and Vancouver, which refers to it as the Zoning  
and Development By-Law. For the purposes of this report, this document will be referred to as the Zoning 
By-Law. 

When a development proposal does not conform with the development standards and/or land use  
designations of the Zoning By-Law, the development proponent must apply for a Zoning By-Law  
Amendment (ZBA).2 

Plan of subdivision & Plan of condominium 

When a parcel of land is being subdivided (or in the case of condominiums, is being vertically and  
horizontally subdivided), the development proponent must provide the municipality with a plan that  
illustrates the division of parcels, building footprints, and location of parks and infrastructure so that  
they can be checked for conformity with the municipality’s policies and standards. 

The terminology for these plans is relatively consistent across the country, except in Calgary where the Plan 
of Subdivision is referred to as Subdivision by Tentative Plan, and the Plan of Condominium is referred to as  
a Condominium Certificate.

Part lot control exemption

Part Lot Control is an alternative form of land division that allows an owner to sell a lot (or lots) within a 
registered Plan of Subdivision. Part Lot Control Exemptions are permitted by by-law and allow the owner to 
avoid further approval requirements for the subdivided lots. Part Lot Control Exemptions are typically used  
to release townhouses from the Plan of Subdivision during the construction stage.

site Plan

In addition to the Plan of Subdivision, a more detailed site plan is required in many municipalities, most often 
for development within specific areas, such as the downtown, along main streets, or in heritage conservation 
districts. In some cities, the entire municipality is subject to site plan control. Site plans provide design and 
architectural specifications at a larger scale than the Plan of Subdivision, along with the location of buildings, 
street furniture, landscape features, parking, etc. 

2  As noted on page 7, in Vancouver, diversions from the regulations are administered through the adoption of a council-approved Comprehensive Development District  
(similar in effect to a site-specific Zoning By-Law Amendment). Amendments to the city-wide Zoning and Development By-Law are rare. For the purpose of reporting  
application processing times and fees, applications for Comprehensive Development District are categorized as a Zoning By-Law Amendment in this report.
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3  Density is typically calculated as the Floor Space Index (FSI) or Floor Area Ratio (FAR), where the gross floor area (GFA) of a building is divided by the area of its 
development lot.  Height is typically measured in storeys, metres, or feet.

To help pay for the infrastructure costs of growth, most municipalities administer a charge based on the size 
and type (residential, commercial, industrial) of development. Depending on the municipality, these charges 
are used to help cover the cost of stormwater management, sewage treatment, roads, transit, and schools, 
which are otherwise paid for primarily through property taxes.

The terminology for these charges varies across the country, and includes Development Charges, Development 
Cost Levies, Capital Cost Contributions, or specific storm water or sewer trunk fees. For the purposes of this 
report, the municipal charges for infrastructure will be referred to as infrastructure contributions.

Municipalities also require development proponents to contribute to the expansion of the public parks and 
open space system, through either the dedication of land, cash-in-lieu of the dedication of land, or a  
combination thereof. Cash-in-lieu is typically accepted where the full or partial provision of parkland on the 
development site is not feasible or desirable. Where cash-in-lieu is accepted, it is typically retained for the 
purchase of parkland on another site. 

To ensure that adequate parking is provided for future occupants and visitors of a development, municipalities  
establish minimum standards for the provision of automobile parking spaces within their Zoning By-Law. 
Municipalities may also establish maximum parking standards as a transportation demand management 
strategy to encourage the use of other travel modes (transit, cycling, walking), and to limit the negative impact 
of surface parking on walkability and urban design. Many municipalities, particularly major cities with urban 
cores, now also establish standards for the provision of bicycle parking for occupants and/or visitors. In 
circumstances where it is not possible or desirable to provide the required parking, municipalities may  
accept cash-in-lieu of parking spaces. The cash-in-lieu of parking is typically retained for the development  
of municipal parking lots/structures.

Municipal zoning by-laws typically establish minimum and/or maximum building heights and/or density 
standards for different areas of the city.3  The height/density regime is usually used to establish an urban 
structure and to achieve other urban design objectives, such as maintaining or promoting a defined character 
for neighbourhoods and districts.

3.2. infrastructure contributions 

3.3. Parkland Dedication 

3.4. automobile & Bicycle Parking standards 

3.5. Height/Density Bonusing & Transfers 



1 0  |  2012 Canada-Wide Development Process Survey Report

4  “As-of-right” height/density is defined as the maximum height/density permitted in the zoning by-law. Development that does not exceed that maximum can be approved 
without further discretionary consideration by staff or council. In contrast, a development proposal that exceeds the maximum density (i.e. the as-of-right density maximum) 
can only proceed subject to the approval of a Zoning By-Law Amendment and/or a site-specific development agreement that is approved by the municipality.

Some municipalities have identified sustainability as a priority and are adopting mandatory standards and/or 
voluntary guidelines for sustainable development. These standards/guidelines can address a wide variety of 
building and design techniques, most commonly with regard to protecting air and water quality and reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions and waste.  Examples of specific items that are covered in sustainable  
development standards include the use of recycled building materials, renewable energy sources, energy  
efficient appliances, water conservation techniques, bicycle parking, green roofs, and Low Impact  
Development techniques that limit stormwater runoff. Some municipalities provide financial incentives to 
encourage and reward private developers who incorporate sustainability features.   

To support broader planning objectives (such as those related to transit supportive development, affordable  
housing, heritage conservation, brownfield development, or intensification), municipalities often offer  
exemptions and reductions in the requirements, charges, and fees that apply to development. Cross-aligning 
policies to send the right price signal provides a more consistent and effective policy framework for  
municipalities, and a more rational planning regime for developers to deliver the type of product that  
is desired.

If a proposed development does not comply with the height/density standards, the proponent typically must 
apply for a Zoning By-Law Amendment and in some cases a City Plan Amendment, as well. As part of the 
consideration of whether or not additional height or density will be permitted, many municipalities  
negotiate with the developer to exchange additional height for the provision of public benefits, such as public 
art, community service facilities, affordable housing, enhanced streetscaping and transit facilities,  
sustainability features, or the conservation of heritage resources. This practice is typically referred to  
as density bonusing. In addition to “as-of-right” height/density maximums,4  some municipalities also  
establish a maximum bonusing height/density within their zoning by-law. Beyond density bonusing, some 
municipalities also allow the density to be transferred from one site to another site (e.g. from a sending site  
to a receiving site), most often in exchange for the conservation of a heritage building.

3.6. sustainable Development standards/Guidelines 

3.7. exemptions & reductions
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The Canada-Wide Development Process survey was administered 
online in September and October 2012, and included questions 
related to the following planning tools:

•	 	application	fees	and	timelines,	

•	 infrastructure	charges,	

•	 	automobile	parking	standards,	

•	 bicycle	parking	standards,	

•	 parkland	dedication,	

•	 bonusing,	

•	 density	transfers,	and	

•	 	sustainable	development	 
standards. 

Methods4

Participating cities included Vancouver, Calgary, Edmonton, Regina, Winnipeg, Mississauga, Toronto, Ottawa, 
Montreal, and Halifax. The cities were selected to ensure representation from regions across the country, and 
particularly within key markets of interest to REALpac members. The selected municipalities are all major cities 
within Canada, which can generally be categorized as urban centres (with the exception of Mississauga, which 
is a suburban municipality). For cities that are part of a two-tier governance system, the local municipality was 
surveyed. It should be noted that for Montreal and Halifax (where area-specific planning policies and/or  
zoning by-laws are provided for each borough/community), only the central city was included in the survey. 
For Montreal this includes the Borough of Ville-Marie, and for Halifax this includes Downtown Halifax and 
Halifax Mainland. 

Survey participants included a targeted group of municipal staff who are directly involved in the development 
approval process. Potential participants were identified through referrals from The Planning Partnership and 
their contacts in the selected cities’ planning departments. Participants completed either the entire survey,  
or only the sections that pertained to their area of expertise. 

After completing the online survey, participants were contacted for a follow-up phone call if there were any  
responses that required clarification. Where necessary, the survey responses that are outlined in this report 
were supplemented with a review of background documents, such as the City Plan, Zoning By-Law, or other 
policies and procedures published on the municipality’s web site or made available by the survey participant.  
It should be noted that in some cases, it was necessary to consolidate fees/charges, convert units of  
measurement, and/or select a representative standard for the sake of comparison among the ten jurisdictions 
included in the survey. 



Information on the development approval process was collected 
for both non-residential and residential uses, and is reported 
throughout this section, as well as in the Summary Tables that 
are provided as an Appendix. Where land use is considered, 
the following summary focuses on non-residential uses and 
commercial uses in particular.

Findings & Discussion5
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Processing Targets

The length of time it takes to process a development application varies according to the  
character and complexity of the proposal, as well as the overall volume of applications  
received by a planning department. In recognition of the impact of processing times on the 
cost of development, and to add a level of predictability and accountability, some  
municipalities are adopting targets for the length of time it should take to process a given type 
of development application. Municipalities that have adopted targets include Calgary, Regina, 
Toronto, Ottawa, and Halifax. In general, these cities typically meet their targets, although the 
City of Toronto reported often not meeting their targets for City Plan Amendments, Zoning  
By-Law Amendments, and Plans of Subdivision (Table 1 in the Appendix).

actual Processing Times

Reported processing times vary across the country, although for all types of applications they 
often take longer in the Greater Toronto Area municipalities (Toronto and Mississauga), as 
well as in Montreal. The actual processing timelines are outlined in the Appendix Summary 
Table 1 and Figures 1 to 6 below. In general, municipalities reported that:

	 •		City	Plan	Amendments	are	typically	processed	in	seven	to	11	months;	

	 •		Zoning	By-Law	Amendments	typically	take	four	to	six	months;	

	 •			the	length	of	time	it	takes	to	process	a	Plan	of	Subdivision	or	a	Site	Plan	varies	across	
the country; and,

	 •			a	Plan	of	Condominium	or	Part	Lot	Control	Exemption	is	typically	processed	in	two	 
to three months.

5.1.  application Timelines

Vancouver 8

Calgary 4

Edmonton 8

Regina 4

Winnipeg 8

Toronto 4

Mississauga 8

Ottawa 4

Montreal 8

Halifax 4

Development application 
Timeline Target?
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Figure 1:        city Plan amendment Processing Timelines
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Figure 2:        Zoning By-law amendment Processing Timelines

Figure 5:        site Plan Processing Timelines
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Figure 4:        Plan of condominium Processing Timelines
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Figure 6:        Part lot control exemption Processing Timelines
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Figure 3:        Plan of subdivision Processing Timelines
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Municipal fees for processing development applications vary greatly across the county, as does the structure 
of how they are charged. For example:

	 •		where	applicable,	a	flat	fee	is	typically	charged	for	City	Plan	Amendments;

	 •			the	fee	for	Zoning	By-Law	Amendments	is	often	based	on	a	flat	fee,	with	an	area	charge	($/ha)	in	some	
municipalities, and can vary depending on the zone where the development is located;

	 •			for	a	Plan	of	Subdivision	or	Condominium,	some	municipalities	charge	a	base	fee	plus	a	per	unit/lot/
area fee, or just one or the other. Vancouver has identified seven classes for determining the fee for a 
Plan of Subdivision based on site size, density, and/or the complexity of the application.

These variations make it difficult to draw direct comparisons for most fees without modeling the cost based on 
a hypothetical development. Nonetheless, comparisons are made below regarding the fee for processing  
City Plan Amendments and Zoning By-Laws, which are most expensive in the Greater Toronto Area (Figures 7  
and 8). For a full list of application fees, please refer to Tables 2 to 7 in the Appendix. 

5.2. application Fees
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Figure 7:       

Fee for city Plan 
amendment

Where the application fee 
varies for major and  
minor amendments,  
the fee for a major  
amendment is quoted.

Figure 8:      

  Fee for Zoning By-law 
amendment – Non-residential 
Uses Only.

Base fees for non-residential uses 
are quoted. Commercial rates are 
quoted where breakdown provided 
is provided for non-residential uses.
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5 Applicable zones include C4 (Commercial Zone 4), CC1 (Commercial City Centre Zone 1), and CC2 (Commercial City Centre Zone 2).

WAIVIng FEES  
FOR MULTIPLE  
APPLICATIOnS

Some municipalities 
waive or reduce fees for 
multiple simultaneous 
development  
applications, in  
recognition that there 
will be overlap in the  
effort to process the  
applications.  
Municipalities who 
provide discounts for 
multiple development 
applications include 
Regina (25% discount), 
Ottawa (10% discount), 
and Toronto (combined 
fee for CPAs and ZBAs). 

WAIVIng FEES FOR 
SMALL BUSInESSES

In Mississauga, the 
Processing Fees By-Law 
includes provisions for 
reduced Zoning By-Law 
Amendment and Site 
Plan Control application 
fees for small  
businesses. For  
commercial uses that  
are up to 220 m2 in  
size and located in 
specified zones,5 the 
base fee for a Zoning 
By-Law Amendment is 
reduced in half from 
$28,000 to $14,400,  
and the area-based 
charges are waived. 
Similarly, the Site Plan 
Control application  
(for non-infill projects) 
is reduced for these 
same commercial uses, 
from $7,800 to $4,560, 
and the area-based 
charges are waived.

WAIVIng FEES FOR 
nOn-PROFITS

In Ottawa, a Fee  
Reimbursement  
Program allows for up to 
be 50% of development 
fees to be reimbursed for 
charitable and non-profit 
organizations. Charitable 
and non-profit housing 
projects are also exempt 
from paying the  
planning portion of  
application fees. 
Vancouver also offers 
reduced fees for  
non-profit uses.

REIMBURSIng FEES 
FOR PROCESSIng 
DELAyS

In addition, Ottawa  
is currently in the  
process of  
adopting a new  
Guaranteed Application 
Timeline Initiative  
(GATI) that would  
apply to Plan of  
Condominium, Part  
Lot Control, and other 
minor applications. 
Under this initiative, 
missed deadlines  
would grant the  
applicant all fees waived 
for a second application 
of the same type.

OTHER PROgRAMS  
FOR WAIVIng FEES

In Toronto,  
development  
application fees are 
waived for affordable 
housing projects. In 
Halifax, fees are waived 
for the subdivision of 
municipally-owned 
property; site plan and 
building permit fees are 
also waived in the  
Barrington Street 
Heritage Conservation 
District.

Vancouver 4

Calgary 8

Edmonton 8

Regina 4

Winnipeg 8

Toronto 4

Mississauga 4

Ottawa 4

Montreal 8

Halifax 4

Waive or reduce application Fees?

Waiving or reducing application Fees

In addition to variations in how fees are structured, 
municipalities also vary in terms of the practice of  
reducing or waiving application fees. 
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Charges for the cost providing new infrastructure to service growth are charged either as a per hectare  
or per square metre of gross floor area (GFA) (and in the case of Mississauga, a per hectare rate, plus a per 
square metre rate). For commercial uses, infrastructure charges range from $50,500/ha ($5.05/m2) in Halifax 
to $1,364,000/ha ($136.10/m2) in Ottawa (Figure 9 below, Table 8 in the Appendix). Winnipeg and Montreal 
are the only two municipalities surveyed that do not charge for infrastructure costs. 

For the sake of comparison, this figure 
includes per square metre values that 
were converted to a per hectare rate. It 
should be noted that the values are not 
necessarily comparable. The per square 
meter (GFA) rate will likely produce  
a higher total charge for high density  
development than the per hectare  
(land based) rate, and a lower fee for 
low density development than the  
per hectare rate.

Waiving infrastructure charges

A few municipalities waive infrastructure charges, primarily for institutional 
and industrial uses. 

In Ottawa, land uses that are exempt from infrastructure charges are  
outlined in Section 7 of the City of Ottawa Development Charges By-Law 
No. 2009-216. Examples of exempt uses include schools, places of  
worship, churchyards, cemeteries, burial grounds, non-profit housing, 
non-profit health care facilities, child-care and long-term care facilities, 
public facilities, development on brownfields, agricultural uses, and  
enlargement of industrial buildings by 50% or less. 

In Toronto, land uses that are exempt from infrastructure charges are 
specified in the City of Toronto’s Development Charges By-Law (No. 275-
2009, as amended), and include hospitals, colleges, universities, places of 
worship, temporary sales offices, industrial land uses, non-profit housing, 
dwelling rooms in a rooming house, development under the Imagination, 

5.3. infrastructure charges

Vancouver 4

Calgary 8

Edmonton 8

Regina 4

Winnipeg        n/a

Toronto 4

Mississauga 8

Ottawa 4

Montreal n/a

Halifax 8

Waive or reduce  
infrastructure charges?

Figure 9:    

 infrastructure charge for  
commecial Uses
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The minimum number of parking spaces that are required for non-residential development is typically  
stated as the number of spaces per square metre, although in some cities and for some uses, the parking 
requirement may be reported in relation to the number of seats (in the case of a restaurant) or other unit of 
measurement. Parking requirements for residential uses, on the other hand, are typically reported as the  
number of spaces per unit. 

The number of parking spaces usually varies depending on not only the use, but also the area. For example, 
lower parking requirements are often used in downtowns. As noted in the previous section of this report,  
some municipalities are now also star ting to specify maximum parking standards to limit the impact of  
parking on the overall development’s footprint. 

For the sake of comparison, parking requirements have been converted to a space/100 m2 rate, which is  
commonly used. For office uses, the number of required parking spaces in a downtown ranges from zero in 
Halifax and Regina to 3.4 /100 m2 in Edmonton (Figure 10a). Outside of Downtowns, the number of required 
parking spaces ranges from 0.3/100 m2 in Montreal to 3.4/100 m2 in Edmonton (Figure 10b).

5.4. automobile Parking standards

Figure 10a:        Number of Parking spaces required,  
Office Uses in a Downtown
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Figure 10b:        Number of Parking spaces required,  
Office Uses outside of Downtown
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Manufacturing, Innovation and Technology Financial Incentives Program, and other miscellaneous uses as 
outlined in the by-law. The City of Toronto also provides up to a 20% reduction on infrastructure charges for 
projects that achieve voluntary sustainable development standards under the Toronto Green Standard.

In Vancouver, infrastructure charges are reduced for social housing, purpose-built affordable rental housing, 
and churches. The charges are also waived entirely for schools and daycares.

In addition, infrastructure charges are typically not collected for minor additions or redevelopment, unless 
there will be an increased strain on existing infrastructure.



Figure 11a:        Number of Parking spaces required,  
retail Uses in a Downtown
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reduced Parking requirements

In addition to requiring fewer parking spaces in downtowns, many municipalities have adopted specific programs and  
policies to reduce the parking requirements for development that contributes to transportation demand management (TDM). 

PROxIMITy TO TRAnSIT & PARKIng  
DEMAnD MAnAgEMEnT

The Cities of Ottawa, Regina, Winnipeg, Toronto, and  
Edmonton offer reduced requirements in proximity to  
transit. For example, Edmonton reduces parking  
requirements within 400 m of an existing or planned Light 
Rapid Transit (LRT) station, Transit Centre, or Transit 
Avenue, while Regina offers up to a 20% reduction in 
proximity to a transit route. Ottawa and Regina also offer 
reductions where shared parking is implemented, and  
Regina provides defined reductions for car pool programs 
(up to 40%), vanpool programs (up to 30%) and transit 
programs (up to 20%). In Winnipeg, reductions to the 
parking requirement may be considered where a parking 
management plan is completed. Although not a reduction, 
the proposed parking requirements in Toronto’s new 
Draft Zoning By-Law take into account a site’s proximity 
to transit. Specifically, the City has identified Policy Area 
Overlays along subway lines (Policy Area 3) and high 
volume transit routes (Policy Area 4).
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For retail uses in a Downtown, half of the municipalities do not require any parking, and the highest requirement is in  
Winnipeg at 4.4 spaces/100 m2 (Figure 11a). Outside of Downtowns, the number of parking spaces required ranges from 
zero in Toronto, Winnipeg, and Vancouver, to 6/100 m2 in Toronto (Figure 11b). Please refer to Tables 9 and 10 in the  
Appendix for a complete breakdown of parking requirements for non-residential and residential uses.

Figure 11b:          Number of Parking spaces required, 
retail Uses outside of Downtown
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Vancouver 8

Calgary 8

Edmonton 4

Regina 4

Winnipeg 4

Toronto 4

Mississauga 8

Ottawa 4

Montreal 8

Halifax 4

Waive or reduce  
Parking requirement for TDm?



BICyCLE PARKIng

In Toronto and Halifax, parking reductions 
are offered in exchange for the provision 
of bicycle parking. Under Section 
200.5.10.1(1) of the City of Toronto’s 
New Draft Zoning By-Law, in Policy  
Area 1 (which generally covers the  
central area), the minimum number of 
car parking spaces may be reduced by  
up to 20%, at a rate of 1 car parking 
space for each five bicycle parking spaces 
that are provided above and beyond 
the minimum requirement. In Halifax’s 
Mainland, where six bicycle spaces are 
provided in accordance with the by-law, the 
car parking requirement may be reduced 
by up to 2 spaces. Where “enhanced” 

bicycle parking facilities are provided 
(i.e. bicycle parking over the amount 
required, or the provision of sheltered 
parking, showers, and/or clothes  
lockers), the car parking requirement 
may be reduced by up to 10%, at a rate 
of two enhanced bicycle parking spots 
in exchange for the reduction one car 
parking spot. 

LAnD USE SPECIFIC

Some municipalities also offer reductions 
for specific uses, such as affordable 
housing (in Ottawa) and social housing 
(in Montreal). Under Toronto’s New Draft 
Zoning By-Law, the minimum parking 
requirement may be waived in Policy 

Area 1 for a number of non-residential 
uses (including artist studio, custom 
workshop, financial institution, funeral 
home, office, performing arts studio,  
personal service shop, pet services, 
retail service, retail store, and service 
shop), or if the non-residential  
component of the building does not 
exceed 1.0 time the area of the lot.

OTHER REDUCTIOnS

In addition, municipalities may reduce 
the parking requirement through a minor 
variance (Ottawa, Regina up  
to 10%), subject to a development  
agreement (Halifax), or subject to a study 
(Edmonton, Winnipeg, Mississauga).

Figure 12:      cash-in-lieu of  
Parking rates
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cash-in-lieu (cil)

Most municipalities accept cash-in-lieu of parking; only Halifax and Winnipeg do not. Where CIL is accepted, municipalities often 
include stipulations for when it can be accepted, often for development within specific areas (such as the downtown), specific uses 
(non-residential), or where providing the minimum number of parking spaces is not feasible. For example, under Mississauga’s 
Draft Corporate Policy on Payment-in-Lieu of Off-Street Parking, the City will only accept CIL for:

	 •		non-residential	uses	that	are	located	in	Residential	Districts	or	in	the	City	Centre; 
	 •		mixed-use	development	in	established	commercial	areas,	including	the	City	Centre;	 
	 •		the	visitor	parking	component	for	residential	development;	or	 
	 •		where	limited	or	no	municipal	parking	facilities	are	available.

In Ottawa, Calgary, and Regina, CIL is only accepted in the 
Downtown and other defined districts (Former City of Ottawa 
and Vanier, Dewney Avenue Warehouse Zone for Regina).  
In Toronto, CIL is only accepted for non-residential uses, 
where parking cannot be feasibly provided, or where a 
municipal parking lot exists or is planned. Similarly, in 
Montreal, CIL is accepted in proximity to transit and where 
providing the parking on-site is not feasible. 

Where CIL is accepted, the rates vary from $500 in Vancouver 
to $37,000 in Calgary (Table 11 in the Appendix, Figure 12).



Of the ten municipalities surveyed, all have adopted minimum bicycle parking requirements, with the  
exception of Mississauga. As with the automobile parking standards, in some municipalities the requirements 
vary by area, with a higher requirement in the downtown. 

While nine out of the ten municipalities have adopted minimum standards for short-term bicycle parking  
(e.g. bicycle racks), five of the cities also require long-term, secure bicycle parking (e.g. bicycle lockers or 
indoor bicycle rooms) (Vancouver, Toronto, Ottawa, Calgary, and Halifax). In addition, Toronto’s new Draft 
Zoning By-Law requires that shower-change facilities for each gender be provided in any building (other  
than an apartment) that is 20,000 m2 or more and located in Policy Area 1, 3, 4 (the central area, along a 
subway line or a high volume transit route) or in a Commercial Residential Zone.

For comparison sake, the requirement for short-term parking has been converted to a per 1,000 m2 rate. For 
office uses, the requirement ranges from 0.5 spaces/1,000 m2 in downtown Regina to 6.8 spaces/1,000 m2  
in Edmonton (Figure 13). For retail uses, the short-term bicycle parking requirement ranges from 1/1,000 m2 
in Montreal to 8/1,000 m2 in Edmonton (Figure 14). Table 12 in the Appendix includes a complete breakdown 
of bicycle parking requirements for non-residential and residential uses.

It should be noted that in Edmonton, Regina, and Winnipeg, the bicycle parking requirement is calculated  
as a percentage of the number of car parking spaces that are required. For municipalities that require fewer  
car parking spaces in denser areas than in outlying areas, this approach can have the unfortunate effect of 
generating fewer bicycle parking spaces where they are most needed (as is the case for Regina). 

5.5. Bicycle Parking standards
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Figure 13:        

short-term Bicycle Parking 
requirement for Office Uses

In addition, minimums,  
maximums, and area thresholds 
apply; please refer to Table 12  
in the Appendix.

* Outside of the Downtown,  
the City of Toronto does not  
require short-term bicycle  
parking for office uses, but it 
does require long-term bicycle  
parking as noted in Table 12  
in the Appendix.
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All municipalities that were surveyed require parkland dedication for new development. With the exception  
of Vancouver, the amount of parkland that is required for dedication is calculated as a percentage of the  
development site’s area. For residential uses, Ontario also permits the use of an alternative parkland  
dedication rate based on the number of units in a development, which typically results in a much higher rate 
of parkland dedication in high-density scenarios. In Vancouver, parkland contributions are collected as part 
of the infrastructure charge, and as such cannot be compared to parkland dedication requirements across the 
country without modeling a hypothetical development. 

Across the rest of the country, 10% is a common rate of parkland dedication, regardless of use. This rate is 
used in Calgary, Edmonton, Winnipeg, Montreal, and Halifax. Differential rates by land use are used in Regina 
and the Ontario municipalities. For commercial uses, the parkland dedication rate in Regina is 5%. Toronto, 
Mississauga, and Ottawa are limited by the Provincial Planning Act to require just 2% parkland dedication for 
commercial uses. Where differential rates apply, mixed-use development is subject to parkland dedication at a 
rate that is either proportional to the distribution of uses, or based on the predominant use (Figure 15 below, 
Table 13 in the Appendix). For commercial development in Vancouver, the parkland dedication requirement 
ranges from $35,711/ha to $755,261/ha.

5.6. Parkland Dedication
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Figure 14:        

short-term Bicycle Parking requirement 
for retail Uses

In addition, minimums, maximums, and area 
thresholds apply; please refer to Table 12 in 
the Appendix.

reduced Bicycle Parking requirements

Of the nine municipalities that require bicycle parking, the minimum number of required spaces can only be reduced in  
Toronto, Halifax, and Winnipeg. In Toronto, the reduction is granted on a case-by-case basis; in Winnipeg, the  
reduction can only be implemented through a Zoning By-Law Amendment; and in Halifax, the developer must enter into  
a site-specific development agreement that is approved by Council. 

cash-in-lieu (cil)

None of the municipalities surveyed accept cash-in-lieu of bicycle parking.
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Reg
ina



Figure 15:        Parkland Dedication rates for commercial Uses
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reduced Parkland Dedication requirements

None of the municipalities that were surveyed provide reductions 
to the parkland dedication requirement for commercial uses. For 
residential uses, Toronto, Mississauga, and Ottawa all provide 
reductions when the alternative parkland dedication rate is applied 
(for example in the form of caps on the amount of land or CIL that 
may be required).  Toronto also exempts a number of institutional 
uses from the parkland dedication requirement, including non-profit 
housing, long-term care homes, government buildings, colleges and 
universities, hospitals, municipal child care centres, and non-profit 
child care providers on school board or municipal lands. Also, 
Halifax offers a 50% reduction in the parkland/CIL requirement for 
small-scale subdivisions (3 lots or less), which is intended to ease 
the parkland dedication burden for families who subdivide rural lots.

cash-in-lieu (cil)

With the exception of Calgary, all municipalities accept CIL of parkland conveyance, and the amount that 
is required is consistently equal to the value of land (as appraised), with two exceptions. In Regina, the CIL 
amount is calculated as the value of the land, plus the cost of developing a park. In Mississauga, a reduced 
valuation is offered for high-density residential development, based on a fixed unit rate for medium density.

Height/Density Bonusing

Bonusing is a common practice among the municipalities surveyed 
for this report. The practice of permitting additional height is typically 
allowed in specified areas or zones, or for development of a defined 
scale (e.g. minimum GFA of 5,000 m2), although it may be permitted 
throughout the City as a whole. 

Bonus density or height is typically accepted in exchange for public 
benefits or CIL. Although eligible public benefits vary from one city to 
the next based on local priorities and opportunities, common benefits 
include community service facilities, affordable housing, enhanced 
streetscaping and transit facilities, sustainability features, and the 
conservation of heritage resources. Municipalities often require that 
the public benefits be delivered within the same community, or that the 
benefits have a direct relation to the proposed development. Table 14 
in the Appendix provides more detail on bonusing practices among the 
surveyed municipalities.

5.7. Height/Density Bonusing & Transfers

Vancouver 4	 4

Calgary 4	 4

Edmonton 4	 8

Regina 4	 8

Winnipeg 8	 8

Toronto 4	 8

Mississauga 4	 4

Ottawa 4	 4

Montreal 8	 8

Halifax 4	 8

Permit Bonus Density or Density Transfers?
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Bonusing Transfers



THRESHOLDS FOR BOnUSIngS

In Mississauga and Ottawa, the provision of public benefits in exchange for additional density is only required 
where the proposed increase in density reaches a defined threshold (25% above the as-of-right height in  
Ottawa, 1,500 m2 above the as-of-right density permitted in Mississauga). Any increase in density below 
these thresholds is essentially free and administered through a Zoning By-Law Amendment.

MAxIMUM BOnUS HEIgHTS

Of the municipalities that use bonusing, maximum bonus heights/densities (i.e. maximums above the as-of-
right permissions) are only specified in Calgary, Regina, and Halifax. These maximums reflect a consideration 
of where and how much additional height may be appropriate and provide reassurance to local residents 
about the scale of redevelopment that can be expected. These maximums do, however, raise concerns that 
bonus density will be considered as a right. 

OTHER TOOLS 

In Mississauga, the Downtown Core has no height and/or density limits, but does include a holding zone 
(“H”) provision on many sites. A condition of removing the “H” is to ensure that there are adequate services 
to accommodate the proposed development.

In addition to public amenities obtained through bonusing, the City of Vancouver also collects Community 
Amenity Contributions (CACs) for rezonings that increase the density of a development proposal. The rate for 
CACs is $32.29/m2 of additional floor space that is permitted.

Density Transfers

The use of density transfers is a far less common practice in Canada than density bonusing. The practice  
is permitted in Vancouver, Calgary, Mississauga, and Ottawa, although only the first two cities listed have 
detailed policies and procedures for administering this tool. These policies typically specify eligible areas/
sites and other criteria, as well as procedures for approving and registering the transfer of density. 

The use of density transfers is most often used to protect heritage resources by allowing the transfer of  
permitted density off of a heritage site and onto another site in exchange for funding for restoration and  
maintenance. The City of Calgary is the only municipality that permits density transfers for a non-heritage 
related purposes, specifically for the provision of parkland. The City of Toronto has used density transfers to 
protect heritage resources in the past, but reported that it is not a permitted practice. 

Table 15 in the Appendix provides additional details related to density transfer practices.
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Of the ten municipalities surveyed, Calgary, Mississauga, Vancouver, and Toronto have adopted sustainable 
development standards or guidelines. The City of Winnipeg’s Official Development Plan calls for new  
sustainable development standards, but an implementing tool has not yet been developed. 

VOLUnTARy STAnDARDS & InCEnTIVES

Toronto, Mississauga, Calgary, and Vancouver have adopted voluntary sustainable development 
standards for private development. The standards address site and building design features related  
to stormwater management, energy efficiency, waste reduction, and other items as outlined in the 
Appendix Summary Table 16. Calgary has experimented with incentives and is currently in the  
process of developing a new incentive program. Vancouver offers increased density for new  
buildings that incorporate elements of passive design. Mississauga does not provide incentives  
for the achievement of the voluntary guidelines.

MAnDATORy STAnDARDS & InCEnTIVES

Toronto and Vancouver are the only cities of those surveyed that have adopted mandatory sustainable 
development standards for private development. The Toronto Green Standard applies to all forms  
of development, with specific standards for low-rise residential, low-rise non-residential, and  
mid- to high-rise development. Each version of the standards includes Tier 1 (mandatory) and Tier 
2 (voluntary) performance measures, with information on how to comply with each requirement. As 
an incentive, the City offers a 20% reduction on infrastructure charges for developments that achieve 
the voluntary Tier 2 standards. 

The City of Vancouver regulates its own building code and has adopted aggressive sustainable 
development standards. The City also requires:

	 •			new	multi-unit	residential	development	to	include	the	necessary	infrastructure	for	charging	
electric cars;

	 •			new	one	and	two	family	homes	to	meet	extensive	sustainability	standards	under	the	Green	
Homes Program; and,

	 •		LEED	Gold	standards	for	proposed	developments	that	include	a	rezoning.

For the latter requirement, the City offers a credit for up to 7% of the increased construction costs. 

The only other mandatory standards that were reported were in Calgary, for municipally-led  
development only with a GFA of 5,000 m2. 

OTHER PROgRAMS

Although Regina has not adopted specific sustainability standards, the provision of sustainability  
features is incentivized through existing programs. Under the Housing Incentives Policy, the City 
provides property tax exemptions for properties within defined areas that achieve provincial energy 
efficiency and water conservation standards, and are solar-ready. To be eligible for the tax exemption, 
large site developments must also provide a station dedicated to the separation of waste for recycling.

5.8. sustainable Development standards & Guidelines

Vancouver 4

Calgary 4

Edmonton 8

Regina 8

Winnipeg      8

Toronto 4

Mississauga 4

Ottawa 8

Montreal 8

Halifax 8

adopted sustainable 
Development standards 

or Guidelines?
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This comparative review has revealed that some municipalities are leading the way in some areas, but could do 
better in others. It has also revealed a number of best practices that may be transferrable between jurisdictions. 

application Processing Times

Application processing times are most often longer in Toronto, Mississauga, and Montreal than in any of the 
other cities surveyed, although the reasons for longer processing times were not identified in this survey.  
A best practice that has been implemented by half of the cities surveyed (including Calgary, Regina, Toronto, 
Ottawa, and Halifax) is the adoption of targets for the length of time it should take to process a development 
application.  If achieved, these targets provide a level of predictability and accountability to developers.

application Fees & infrastructure charges

Although it is difficult to compare many application fees due to variations in how they are structured from one 
municipality to the next, comparisons were feasible for City Plan Amendments and Zoning By-Law Amendments. 
For City Plan Amendments, fees are substantially higher in Mississauga, Ottawa, and Toronto than elsewhere. 
Mississauga and Toronto also reported the highest fees for Zoning By-Law Amendments, alongside Vancouver 
and Calgary. Infrastructure charges for commercial uses were highest in Ottawa, Toronto, and Vancouver. 

A number of best practices related to application fees and infrastructure charges were identified through 
the survey. For example, Regina, Ottawa, and Toronto reduce fees for multiple development applications in 
recognition that there will be overlap in the effort to process the applications. This approach more accurately 
represents the administrative cost that is recouped from developers, making the fee fairer. Ottawa will soon  
reimburse fees for processing delays, which is a sign of good faith from the municipality and further  
reinforces the effectiveness of processing targets. 

6.1. comparative Performance & Best Practices

Most municipalities across the country have adopted a common 
set of  planning tools for administering development and managing 
growth. The specific approach to implementing the various tools 
(from infrastructure charges, to parking standards, etc.), is tailored 
to local opportunities, challenges, and priorities as determined by 
elected representatives and staff  in consultation with the public 
and with stakeholders in each municipality. 

Summary6

REALpac recognizes this policy development context and in compiling this comparative review is not  
advocating for a “race to the bottom”. Rather, the objective is to facilitate an information-based evaluation of 
where policies, regulations, and procedures may be improved to enhance fairness and ease of doing business 
for developers and the real estate investment industry, and effectiveness in achieving municipal objectives. 



Several municipalities also offer reduced application fees or infrastructure charges for development that meets 
certain public objectives. These programs all demonstrate best practices by cross-aligning public policies 
to create a more effective and coherent development environment. In some cases, these programs also help 
to share the cost of investments that deliver public benefits at an otherwise private cost. Examples include 
Halifax’s program of reducing application fees in its Heritage Conservation District; Mississauga’s program 
of reducing application fees for small business; Ottawa’s program of exempting Brownfield development from 
infrastructure charges; and, Toronto’s program of exempting development under its Imagination, Manufacturing, 
Innovation and Technology Financial Incentives Program from infrastructure charges. 

Parking standards

For office uses within a Downtown, the highest parking requirements were reported in Edmonton, Vancouver, 
and Mississauga. Edmonton also reported the highest parking requirements outside of a Downtown, along 
with Mississauga and Halifax. For retail uses, the highest parking requirements within a Downtown are in 
Winnipeg, Mississauga, and Calgary, and outside of a Downtown, in Toronto, Mississauga, and Regina. For 
any use, the cash-in-lieu of parking fee was by far the highest in Calgary.

Aside from the base parking requirements, many municipalities (including Ottawa, Regina, Toronto, Winnipeg, 
and Edmonton) offer reductions in proximity to transit, and in exchange for the implementation of parking 
demand management programs, such as carpool programs, transit programs, and in exchange for bicycle 
parking spaces. These programs are considered best practices because they support sustainable transportation 
options and reward development that satisfies public objectives. For developers, these reductions can reduce 
development costs associated with parking, and provide more flexibility in the form of development that  
is delivered.

Bicycle Parking standards

Of all the municipalities surveyed, Edmonton has adopted by far the highest short-term bicycle parking 
requirements for office and retail uses within its Downtown, followed by Ottawa and Vancouver for office uses, 
and Vancouver and Regina for retail uses. Of the municipalities surveyed, only Mississauga has not adopted 
mandatory bicycle parking requirements. 

Mandatory bicycle parking standards are considered a best practice that has been embraced by Canada’s 
major cities to promote a more sustainable mix of transportation options. In addition to requiring short-term 
bicycle racks, Vancouver, Calgary, Toronto, Ottawa, and Halifax also specify minimum standards for secure 
bicycle parking for occupants. Toronto also requires end-of-trip facilities, such as showers and change 
rooms, for non-residential uses. Although each of these requirements is associated with a cost, they also 
make cycling for transportation purposes a more practical option, which delivers benefits to municipalities 
and developers by reducing greenhouse gas emissions and demand for costly car parking spaces.

Parkland Dedication

Parkland dedication rates are highest in Calgary, Edmonton, Winnipeg, Montreal, and Halifax, at 10% of the  
development site. Reduced fees for commercial and industrial uses are offered in Regina, Toronto, Mississauga, 
and Ottawa, which can be considered a best practice because it offers a break for job-creating land uses and 
amenities that serve residential areas. This works in the favour of both developers and municipalities 
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6.2. Next steps

by reducing development costs, and promoting a desirable land use mix (thereby reducing travel distances and 
facilitating transit use, cycling, and walking). It can also be considered a more balanced approach to parkland 
dedication since residential uses typically generate a higher demand for parkland than non-residential uses.

Density Bonusing & Transfers

Most municipalities use bonusing to permit an increase in height or density in exchange for public benefits. 
The only two municipalities surveyed who do not permit bonusing are Winnipeg and Montreal. The  
practice of permitting density transfers is far less common, occurring only in Vancouver, Calgary,  
Mississauga (rarely), and Ottawa.

Among the cities surveyed, some have adopted clear policies for administering density bonusing and  
transfers, while others administer bonuses and transfers in a relatively ad-hoc manner. Formal policies for  
administering bonusing and density transfers are considered a best practice because they add predictability 
and fairness for both the developer and local residents, and clarity for staff who are responsible for  
administering the agreements.  Some of the administrative considerations addressed in procedural  
policies for bonusing and density transfers include: eligible areas and land uses (e.g. downtowns, buildings 
of a specified GFA); thresholds for bonusing (i.e. an amount of increased density that triggers bonusing,  
versus a Zoning By-Law Amendment); maximum bonus heights/densities; directions for executing an  
agreement on land title; approval authority; and a specified list of public amenities that can be provided in 
exchange for additional density. 

sustainable Development standards & Guidelines

Of the municipalities surveyed, Vancouver, Calgary, Toronto, and Mississauga have prepared sustainable 
development standards and guidelines for achieving energy efficiency and other “green” objectives. Of those 
municipalities, Calgary and Mississauga provide voluntary guidelines, while Vancouver and Toronto offer a 
mix of voluntary and mandatory standards.

Sustainable development standards are considered a best practice because they are an important  
component of reducing a city’s ecological footprint while achieving cost savings for building owners. The use 
of financial incentives to support the uptake of voluntary guidelines and alleviate the upfront costs associated 
with achieving mandatory standards, is also considered a best practice. For example, Toronto offers a 20% 
reduction on infrastructure charges for developments that achieve voluntary standards, and Vancouver offers 
a credit for up to 7% of the increased construction cost for rezoned developments that are required to meet 
LEED Gold standards.

REALpac looks forward to sharing this information with municipalities across the country, and engaging  
in discussions about how local policies, regulations, and practices can be improved, for the benefit of both 
municipalities and the real estate investment industry.
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application Fees

City of Calgary Land Use Amendment Fee Schedule 
http://www.calgary.ca/PDA/DBA/Pages/Zoning/Land-Use-Redesignation-%28Rezoning%29-Application-
Requirements.aspx  

City of Calgary Subdivision Fee Schedule & Condominium Certificate  
http://www.calgary.ca/PDA/DBA/Pages/Subdivision/Subdivision-Application-Requirements.aspx  

City of Edmonton Land Development Application Fees 
 http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/urban_planning_and_design/rezoning.aspx 

City of Edmonton Development Permit and Compliance Fees 
 http://www.edmonton.ca/bylaws_licences/licences_permits/fee-listing.aspx 

City of Mississauga Process Fees By-Law 53-12 
http://www.mississauga.ca/file/COM/planningfees2012.pdf

City of Ottawa Development Application Fees  
http://ottawa.ca/en/city_hall/planningprojectsreports/planning/dev_review_process/fees/index.html

City of Toronto 2012 Application Fees 
http://www.toronto.ca/planning/planning_fees.htm 

City of Vancouver Development Application Fees  
(Appendix E, Schedule 1 of the Zoning and Development By-Law)  
http://former.vancouver.ca/commsvcs/BYLAWS/zoning/appende.pdf

infrastructure charges

City of Edmonton Sanitary Sewer Trunk Charge  
http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/projects_redevelopment/sanitary-sewer-trunk-charge-sstc.aspx

City of Edmonton Expansion Assessment Charge  
http://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/projects_redevelopment/expansion-assessment-charge-ea.aspx

City of Edmonton Arterial Roadways Assessment  
http://www.edmonton.ca/transportation/road_projects/arterial-roadway-assessments.aspx 

Halifax Regional Municipality Fee Schedules (for Capital Cost Contributions)  
http://www.halifax.ca/PermitsInspections/
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City of Mississauga Development Charges – Current Rates  
http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/residents/developmentcharges?paf_gear_id=9700017&itemId=5300005&re
turnUrl=%2Fportal%2Fresidents%2Fdevelopmentcharges 

City of Ottawa Development Charges By-Law No. 2009-216  
http://ottawa.ca/en/licence_permit/bylaw%20/a_z/development/index.html 

City of Ottawa Current Development Charges Fee Schedule (From August 1, 2012 to January 15, 2013)  
http://ottawa.ca/en/licence_permit/dev_zoning/development_charges/schedule/index.html 

City of Toronto Development Charges, Rates as of February 1, 2012  
http://www.toronto.ca/finance/dev_charges.htm 

City of Vancouver Development Cost Levies 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/development-cost-levies.aspx

Parking standards

Halifax Regional Municipality Municipal Planning Strategies and Land Use By-Laws  
(Halifax Mainland and Downtown Halifax)  http://www.halifax.ca/planning/map.html 

Section 200.5.10 City of Toronto New Draft Zoning By-Law 
http://www.toronto.ca/zoning/index.htm

Chapter 14 of Regina’s Zoning By-Law No. 9250 
http://www.regina.ca/residents/bylaw/browse-most-requested-bylaws/regina-zoning-bylaw-9250/

Bonusing

City of Calgary Land Use By-Law IP2007, Part 11, Division 7: Bonus Rules  
http://www.calgary.ca/PDA/LUPP/Pages/Municipal-Development-Plan/Plan-It-Calgary/Plan-It-Calgary.
aspx?redirect=/planit 

City of Mississauga Bonus Zoning Corporate Policy and Procedure  
http://www6.mississauga.ca/onlinemaps/planbldg/Miscell-P&B/BonusZoningPolicy_07-03-01.pdf 

City of Ottawa Section 37 Implementation Guidelines  
http://ottawa.ca/en/city_hall/planningprojectsreports/planning/dev_review_process/section31/index.htm 
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City of Regina, Zoning By-Law No. 9250, Chapter 17  
(Development Alternatives & Incentives) http://www.regina.ca/residents/bylaw/browse-most-
requested-bylaws/regina-zoning-bylaw-9250/ 

City of Toronto Official Plan (Section 5.1.1) 
http://www.toronto.ca/planning/official_plan/introduction.htm

City of Vancouver Community Amenity Contributions 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/community-amenity-contributions.aspx

Density Transfers

City of Vancouver Transfer of Heritage Density 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/density-incentives-for-developers.aspx

sustainable Development standards

City of Calgary Sustainable Building Policy 
http://www.calgary.ca/CS/IIS/Pages/About-land-information/sustainable-building-policy.aspx

City of Calgary Green Building web page 
http://www.calgary.ca/PDA/DBA/Pages/Green-building/Green-Building.aspx

City of Mississauga Green Development Strategy  
http://www.mississauga.ca/portal/residents/planningandbuilding?paf_gear_id=9700017&itemId=
107300351n&returnUrl=%2Fportal%2Fresidents%2Fplanningandbuilding

City of Regina Housing Incentives Policy 
http://www.regina.ca/business/housing/housing-tax-incentives/

Toronto Green Standard 
http://www.toronto.ca/planning/environment/greendevelopment.htm

City of Vancouver Sustainable Development Guidelines 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/sustainable-development-guidelines.aspx

City of Vancouver Green Building and Renovating 
http://vancouver.ca/home-property-development/green-building-and-renovating.aspx 
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* Processing times and targets are reported in number of months.

1  In Edmonton, amendments to the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) are rare. If there were an application to amend the MDP, it would be charged the same as 
for an Area Structure Plan Amendment, which is the amount quoted in the table.

City Plan Amendment
Zoning By-Law 

Amendment
Plan of Subdivision Plan of Condominium Site Plan

Part Lot Control 
Exemption

Actual 
Processing 

Time* 
Target

Actual 
Processing 

Time
Target

Actual 
Processing 

Time
Target

Actual 
Processing 

Time
Target

Actual 
Processing 

Time
Target

Actual 
Processing 

Time
Target

Vancouver n/a n/a 4-6 None 2-3 None n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a n/a

Calgary 7-11 None 7-11 None 2-3 2-3 2-3 2-3 n/a n/a n/a n/a

Edmonton 7-11 None 4-6 None 4-6 None 1 or less None n/a n/a n/a None

Regina 7-11 4-6 4-6 4-6 2-3 2-3 1 or less None n/a n/a n/a n/a

Winnipeg 7-11 None 4-6 None 2-3 None 2-3 None 2-3 None 2-3 None

Toronto 12+ 7-11 12+ 7-11 12+ 7-11 4-6 4-6 7-11 7-11 2-3 4-6

Mississauga 12+ None 12+ None 12+ None 7-11 None 7-11 None 2-3 None

Ottawa 4-6 4-6 4-6 4-6 4-6 4-6 2-3 4-6 2-3 2-3 2-3 2-3

Montreal 7-11 None 4-6 None 12+ None 12+ None 4-6 None 12+ None

Halifax 7-11 12+ 4-6 4-6 2-3 2-3 n/a n/a 2-3 2-3 n/a n/a

Vancouver Calgary Edmonton1 Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal Halifax
Waiting $1,796.00 $2,130.00 or 

$231.00/ha
whichever is 
greater

Minor - $3,500.00
Major (change of use) - 
$5,400.00

$6,000.00 $15,736.18 $21,990.00 $17,048.00 Waiting $2,600.00 

Table 1.  application Processing Times

Table 2.  Fees for a city Plan amendment



Where a distinction is made between major and minor amendments, minor refers to changes to development standards or other minor details, whereas major amendments 

involve a change in the land use. 
1  In Calgary, ZBA rates vary according the location of development. Mixed-use and commercial districts are generally subject to higher fees. The rates quoted include the base 

fee, plus an advertising/CPC fee ($1,796.00). 
2 For Edmonton, the rates quoted in the table include the base fee, plus advertising/CPC fee ($1,189.00). 
3 CD1 means Comprehensive Development Zone, equivalent to a site-specific zoning amendment. ODP means Official Development Plan.
4 Includes $340 for public notice published in newspaper.
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Table 3.  Fees for a Zoning By-law amendment

Vancouver Calgary1 Edmonton2 Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal Halifax

Non-
Residential

Change Zoning 
District (Except 
CD1)
$9,080.00 

plus $204.00/100 
m2 above 4,000 m2

up to a maximum of 
$90,900.00

New or Amended 
CD1 (not 
contemplated in an 
ODP)3

Within Downtown
$72,900.00

plus $335.00/100 
m2 above 4,000 m2

Outside the 
Downtown, site 
area smaller than 
8,000 m2

$30,500.00

plus $335.00/100 
m2 above 4,000 m2

Outside the 
Downtown, site 
area 8,000 m2 to 
less than 40,000 m2

$72,900.00

plus $335.00/100 
m2 above 8,000 m2

Outside the 
Downtown, site 
area greater than 
40,000 m2

$535,100.00

plus $1,110.00/100 
m2 above 40,000 
m2

New or Amended 
CD1 (contemplated 
in an ODP)3

$137,100.00

plus $1,100.00/100 
m2 above 4,000 m2

Commercial
$6,769.00 to 
$14,817.00
depending on 
the zone

plus $567.00/
ha

plus $1,422.00 
to $1,891.00 
if located in a 
Direct Control 
District

Industrial
$7,275.00

plus $290.00/
ha

plus $1,422.00 
if located in a 
Direct Control 
District

$2,782.00 to 
$5,824.00 
depending on 
the zone

$5,400.00 $1,300.00 $15,621.30

plus 3.93/m2 
for GFA over 
500 m2

$28,800.00

plus:

Commercial, 
institutional 
$16.30/m2 

Industrial, 
office
$9,600.00/
gross ha

up to a 
maximum of  
$100,000.00 

$13,942.00 $3,740.004 $1,800.00

Residential $4,061.00 to 
$7,274.00

plus $206.00/
ha

plus $945 if 
located in a 
Direct Control 
District

Same as for 
non-residential

Same as 
for non-
residential

Same as 
for non-
residential

$15,621.30

plus:

Mixed-uses
$2.93/m2 for 
GFA over 500 
m2 

Residential 
Only
$5.29/m2 for 
GFA over 500 
m2 

$28,800.00 

plus:

First 25 units
$1,060.00/unit

Next 26-100 
units:
$820.00/unit 

Next 101-200 
units:
$480.00/unit

Units above 
200:
$190.00/unit 

up to a 
maximum of  
$180,000.00 

Same as 
for non-
residential

Same as 
for non-
residential

Same as 
for non-
residential

Other Direct Control 
Area
$10,263.00
plus $290.00/
ha

Minor/
Technical 
Amendment  
(any use)
$2,072

Direct Control 
Zone
Administrative 
Amendment
$5,709.00, 
plus $27.00 
notification fee

Minor
$5,709.00, 
plus $0.50/m2, 
plus $27.00 
notification fee

Major
$11,416.00, 
plus $1.00/m2, 
plus $27.00 
notification fee

Minor 
Amendment
$3,500.00

Minor 
Amendment
$7,435.00

 



Table 4.  Fees for a Plan of subdivision

Vancouver1 Calgary2 Edmonton3 Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal4 Halifax

Non-
residential

$0.00 to 
$86,800.00

(seven 
classes of 
subdivision, 
based on 
size, density 
and/or 
complexity of 
subdivision)3

Base Fee
n/a

Per Lot 
Fee
$2,990.00, 
first 0-10 
lots

plus 
$300.00/
lot, for lots 
over 10

Base Fee
n/a

Per Lot Fee

Commercial
$3,236.00/lot

Industrial 

0.5 ha or less: 
$1,537.00/lot

>0.5 ha to 1 ha: 
$2,726.00/lot

> 1 ha to 1.5 ha: 
$3,938.00/lot

1.5 ha: 
$5,181.00/lot

Base Fee
$1,500.00 

Per Unit 
Fee
$175/unit 

Maximum
$5,000.00

Base Fee
$600.00

Per Lot 
Fee
n/a

Base Fee
$27,567.00 

Per Lot 
Fee
$870.00/lot

Base Fee
$7,800.00 

Area Fee

Commercial, 
institutional
$290/m2 over 500 
m2

Industrial, office
$4,900.00/gross ha

Maximum
$120,000.00

Base Fee
n/a

Per Unit 
Fee
1 to 40 
units:
$29,171.10  

41 to 250 
units:
$51,554.10 

251+ units
$62,592.10

n/a Base Fee
n/a

Per Lot Fee
Up to 10 
lots:
$250.00

11 to 20 lots
$500

21 to 50 lots
$1,000.00 

Over 50 lots
$1,500.00

Residential Single and 
semi-detached

$815.00/lot

Multiple 
residential
$4,756.00/lot

Base Fee
$7,800.00 

Unit or Area Fee
Detached, semi-
detached and 
townhouse
$580/unit 

Other residential
$290/m2 over 500 
m2

Maximum
$120,000.00
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1 In Vancouver, strata subdivisions must also complete a Special Inspection Application, which is administered at $155/hr.
2  In Calgary, Plan of Subdivision is referred to as “Subdivision by Tentative Plan” and Plan of Condominium is referred to “Condominium Certificate”. The Plan of Subdivision 

fee that is quoted includes the endorsement fee.
3  For Edmonton, “Plan of Subdivision” fees quoted include fees for submission of a Subdivision Application (initial application) and a Plan of Subdivision (for endorsement)   

combined. 

   In addition to the land development application fees, development in Edmonton is subject to a development permit and compliance fee, which confirms adherence to the 

zoning standards prior to the issuance of a building permit. For commercial, industrial, institutional, and mixed-use development the fees are as follows:

	 •	Single-Use	new	development:	$750.00	for	GFA	up	to	500	m2, plus $82/ additional 100 m2

	 •	Mixed-Use	new	development:	$1,460.00	for	GFA	up	to	500	m2 or 4 dwelling units, plus $82/ additional 100 m2 or $62/ additional dwelling unit.

  For residential development the fees are as follows:

	 •	Single-detached,	semi-detached,	duplex:	$416/unit

	 •	Townhouse,	apartment:	$710.00,	plus	$62.00	per	unit.

4 Montreal does not charge Plan of Subdivision or Plan of Condominium fees. The City only charges for building permits.



Table 5.  Fees for a Plan of condominium

Table 6.  Fees for a site Plan

Vancouver Calgary Edmonton Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal1 Halifax

n/a (included 
within Plan of 
Subdivision)

$40/unit 

plus 
$40/parking 
stalls

$4,756.00/lot

plus 
$42.00/unit 

plus 
$22.00/per 
parking stall

$1,500.00 

plus
$175/unit 

max. 
$5,000.00

$400.00 $7,249.10 

plus
$19.28/unit

$5,400.00 

plus

Non-residential
$153.00/ha

Residential 
$31.00/unit – apartment
$77.00/unit – non-
apartment, vacant

$13,069.98 
with concurrent 
site plan

$28,147.98
without 
concurrent  
site plan

n/a n/a

Vancouver Calgary Edmonton Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal Halifax

n/a n/a n/a n/a $200.00 $4,500.00

plus 

Non-residential, mixed-use 
$2.63/m2 (non-residential)
$3.65/m2 (mixed-use)

Residential over 500 m2

$6.70/m2 – first 2000 m2
$4.80/m2 – 2,001 to 4,500 
m2
$2.90/m2 – $4,501 to 
$7,000 m2 
$1.40/m2 – beyond $7,000 
m2 

$7,800.00

plus

Non-residential
$6.70/m2 – first 2000 m2
$4.80/m2 – 2,001 to 4,500 
m2
$2.90/m2 – $4,501 to 
$7,000 m2 
$1.40/m2 – beyond $7,000 
m2 

up to a maximum of 
$52,000.00 

Rvesidential 
$530.00/unit – first 25 units
$320.00/unit - next 26-100 
units 
$110.0/unit – units above 
100

up to a maximum of 
$75,000.00 

$5,728.64
with manager 
approval only

$18,223.64 
with manager 
approval 
and public 
consultation

$550, 
plus $76/
lot

$1,800.00

Table 7.  Fees for Part lot control exemption

Vancouver Calgary Edmonton Regina Winnipeg Toronto Mississauga Ottawa Montreal Halifax

n/a n/a n/a n/a $500.00 $3,800.00

plus

$380.00/unit

$1,300.00

plus

$53.00/lot or block

$5,168.66
without public consultation

$5,168.66
with public consultation

n/a n/a

2012 Canada-Wide Development Process Survey Report |  3 5

1 Montreal does not charge Plan of Subdivision or Plan of Condominium fees. The City only charges for building permits.



Table 8.  infrastructure charges by land Use

Commercial Industrial Mixed-Use Single and Semi-detached Townhouse Apartment

Vancouver1 $79.38/m2 $31.75/m2 $79.38/m2 $18.48/m2 $18.48/m2 <1.2 FSI
$79.38/m2 >1.2 FSI

$79.38/m2

Calgary $345,241.00/ha Same for all 
uses

Same for all 
uses

Same for all uses Same for all uses Same for all uses

Edmonton Sanitary Sewer Trunk 
Charge: $5,999.00/ha 

Drainage Expansion: 
$17,134.00/ha to 
$21,419.00/ha
depending on area

Arterial Roadways:
$18,277.00/ha to 
$232,422.00/ha 
depending on area

Total:
$41,410.00/ha to 
$259,840.00/ha

Same as 
commercial

Proportional to 
use

Sanitary Sewer Trunk 
Charge: $1,999.00/unit plus 
$531.00 for secondary suite

Drainage Expansion: 
$17,134.00/ha to $21,419.00/
ha
depending on area

Arterial Roadways:
$21,973.00/ha to 
$235,696.00/ha
depending on area

Same as single-
detached

Sanitary Sewer Trunk 
Charge: $857.00/unit 

Drainage Expansion: 
$17,134.00/ha to 
$21,419.00/ha
depending on area

Arterial Roadways:
$21,973.00/ha to 
$235,696.00/ha
depending on area

Regina $238,946/ha Same for all 
uses

Same for all 
uses

Same for all uses Same for all uses Same for all uses

Winnipeg No development charge No 
development 
charge

No development 
charge

No development charge No development 
charge

No development charge

Toronto $125.90/m2  
 (ground floor only)

No 
development 
charge

Proportional to 
use

$16,897.00/unit $13,611.00/unit 1 bdrm – $7,164.00 
2 bdrm – $10,841 

Mississauga $80,245.12/net ha 

plus 

$72.98/ m2 GFA

$80,245.12/
net ha 

plus 

$60.41/ m2 GFA

Information not 
provided

$80,245.12/ net ha

plus 

$8,476.14/unit (units of 70 
m2 or less)

$18,535.40/unit (units greater 
than 70 m2)

Same as for single 
and semi-detached

$80,245.12/ net ha 

plus 
 
$14,670.78/unit

Ottawa $136.45/m2 $77.53/m2 Proportional to 
use

$19,909.00/unit (average) $14,768.50/unit 
(average)

<2 bdrm - $7,944.00/unit
>2 bdrm - $11,283.50/
unit

Montreal No development charge No 
development 
charge

No development 
charge

No development charge No development 
charge

No development charge

Halifax $5.05/m2 $5.05/m2 Information not 
provided

$1,309.70/unit

plus
 
$3.23/m24

$1,309.70/unit

plus
 
$3.23/m24

$1,019.70/unit

plus

$90/service lateral
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Where possible, infrastructure charges have been combined in the table below, as follows:

•			For	Mississauga,	infrastructure	charges	include	local	municipal	charges	for	stormwater	management,	other	services,	and	school	boards.	Additional	Region	of	Peel	charges	

apply, and a per unit fee for GO Transit (the regional transit service).

	•			For	Halifax:

	 •			the	commercial	and	industrial	development	charge	includes	sewer	redevelopment	($3.23/m2) and solid waste ($1.83/m2); 

	 •			the	development	charge	for	singles,	semis	and	towns	includes	solid	waste	charge	($229.70/unit),	sewer	treatment	charge	($880.00/unit),	streets	and	services	($200.00/

unit), plus the sewer redevelopment charge ($3.23/m2); and, 

	 •			the	development	charge	for	apartments	includes	a	solid	waste	charge	($229.70/unit),	sewer	treatment	charge	($590.00/unit),	and	streets	and	services	($200.00/unit),	

plus the later fee as noted in the table.
1 In Vancouver, the infrastructure charges (Development Cost Levies or DCL) include parkland dedication, which accounts for 41% of the DCL. For the sake of comparison, 

the infrastructure charges quoted above are the city-wide Development Cost Levies, minus 41%. In addition, it should be noted that:

•			development	in	the	False	Creek	Flats,	Grandview-Boundary,	and	South	False	Creek	is	subject	to	an	additional	charge	(on	top	of	the	city-wide	charge);

•			the	city-wide	DCLs	do	not	apply	in	the	following	areas,	which	have	their	own	area-specific	DCL:	Downtown	South,	Burrard	Slopes,	Arbutus,	Dundas/Wall,	Triangle	West,	

Cedar Cottage/Welwyn Street, and Oakridge/Langara; and, 

•			all	development	is	also	subject	to	Regional	Development	Cost	Charges	for	sewers.



Table 9.  automobile Parking standards for Non-residential Development 

Office – General Office – Medical Retail Restaurant Institutional Industrial

Vancouver1 1/100 m2 up to 
300 m2, plus
1/50 m for GFA 
over 300 m2

n/a 1/100 m2 up to 300 
m2, plus
1/20 m2 for GFA up 
to 2,300 m2, plus
1/30 m2 for GFA 
over 2,300 m2

Neighbourhood 
Grocery: no parking 
requirements

GFA of 250 m2 on 
a site less than 325 
m2:

Min: 1/50 m2
Max: 2 spaces

Other:
1/50 m2 up to 100 
m2, plus
1/10 m2 for GFA up 
to 500 m2, plus
1/20 m2 for GFA over 
500 m2

Hospital
1/93 m2

University/College
Determined by Director of Planning

Community Centre, Library, etc.
1/18.6 m2 used for assembly purposes

Manufacturing, 
Wholesaling
1/93 m2 or 1/5 
employees on a 
max work shift, 
whichever is 
greater

Storage
1/185 m2

Calgary 2/100 m2 6/100 m2 4/100 m2 2.85/10 m2 
(public area)

Based on parking study 1/100 m2

Edmonton 3.4/100 m2 4.5/100 m2 <4,500 m2: 
2.5/100 m2

4,500 to 9,000 m2: 
3/100 m2

9,000 to 28,000 m2: 
3.5/100 m2

>28,000 m2: 
4/100 m2

1/3.6 m2 
(public area)

1.1/100 m2 1/100 m2 

min. 3/
establishment

Regina2 Downtown  
<350 m2:
no requirement

350m2+:
1/100 m2

All other areas 
1/60m2

n/a Downtown & 
Local Commercial 
Shopping Street
<350 m2:
no requirement

350m2+:
1/50 m2

Mixed Residential 
Business & 
Transition Area 
Residential
1/50 m2

Specific big box 
areas 
first 1,000 m2:
1/50 m2

Over 1,000 m2:
1/100 m2

All other zones
1/20 m2

Downtown 
no requirement

All other zones
1/5 seats

Hospitals
1/100 m2

Universities & Colleges
1/200 m2

Community Centres
1/20 m2

Recreational facilities
1/10 m2

Galleries, Libraries, etc.
1/50 m2 (but not less than 1/20 m2 of the 
largest assembly room)

1/3 employees on 
a maximum work 
shift (but not less 
than 1/150 m2)

Winnipeg 1/70 m2 <186 m2:
no requirement

>186: 1/23 m2 

<186 m2:
no requirement

>186: 1/23 m2 

1/9 m2 1/93 m2 1/93 m2

Toronto3 Policy Area 1
Min: 0.35/100 
m2
Max: 0.8/100 
m2

Policy Area 2
Min: 1.0/100 m2
Max: 1.4/100 
m2

Policy Area 
3 & 4
Min: 1.0/100 m2
Max: 2.0/100 
m2
 
All other areas 
1.5/100 m2

Policy Area 1
Min: 0.3/100 
m2
Max: 3.8/100 
m2

Policy Area 2
Min: 1.0/100 
m2
Max: 3.5/100 
m2

Policy Area 
3 & 4
Min: 1.5/100 
m2
Max: 6.0/100 
m2

All other areas
3.0/100 m2

PA 1, 2, 3, 4
<200 m2:
no parking 
required

>200 m2:
1/100 m2

All other areas
<200 m2:
no parking 
required

>200 m2 and 
<10,000 m2:
1.5/100 m2

10,000 m2 to 
<20,000 m2:
3.0/100 m2

GFA 20,000 m2 +: 
6/100 m2 

Policy Area 1
Min: 0
Max: 3.5/100 m2

Policy Area 2
Min: 0
Max: 4.0/100 m2

Policy Area 3 & 4
Min: 0
Max: 5.0/100 m2

All other areas

<200 m2:
0

200 m2 to <500 m2: 
3.0/100 m2

500 m2+:
5.0/100 m2

Hospital – Policy Area 1, 2, 3, 4
Min: 0.4/100 m2
Max: 0.8/100 m2

Hospital - All other areas
3.5/100 m2

College & University – Policy Area 1, 
2, 3
0.1/100 m2

College & University – Policy Area 4
1.0/100 m2

College & University – All other areas
2.0/100 m2

Places of Assembly – Policy Area 1
3.0/100 m2

Places of Assembly – Policy Area 2
4.5/100 m2

Places of Assembly – Policy Area 3 & 4
5.5/100 m2

All other areas
7.0/100 m2

Manufacturing 
Policy Area 1, 
2, 3, 4 
0.5/100 m2

Manufacturing - 
All other areas
1/100m2

Industrial 
Warehouse
< 2,750 m2:
1/100 m2 

>2,750 m2:
0.5/100 m2 



Table 9.  automobile Parking standards for Non-residential Development (con’t)

Office – General Office – Medical Retail Restaurant Institutional Industrial

Mississauga 3.2/100 m2 6.5/100 m2 Store, Downtown
4.3/100 m2

Store, Mainstreet 
4.0/100 m2 

Store, Other Areas 
5.4/100 m2

Retail Centre, < 2000 m2  
4.3/100 m2 

Retail Centre, > 2000 m2
5.4/100 m2

Square One
4.57/100 m2 

Mainstreet
9.0/100 m2

All other areas 
16.0/100 m2

Take-out 
restaurants
6.0/100 m2

Hospital
2.5/100 m2

Colleges & Universities
1.1/100 m2
plus 0.15/student or staff

Manufacturing, single 
occupancy 
>2325 m2: 
1.6/100 m2

2325 to 9,300 m2: 
1.1/100 m2

<9,300 m2: 
0.6/100 m2

Manufacturing, multiple 
occupancy 
1.6/100 m2

Warehouse, single 
occupancy 
> 6,975 m2:
1.1/100 m2

<6,975 m2 :
0.6/100 m2

Ottawa Central Area 
0.75/100 m2

Inner City
1.8/100 m2

Rural & Suburban 
Area 
2.3/100 m2

Central Area
1.75/100 m2

Inner City, Rural 
& Suburban 
Area
4/100 m2

Inner City 
2.5/100 m2

Rural & Suburban Area 
3.4/100 m2

Inner City
3 for the first 50 
m2, then 10/100 
m2

Rural & 
Suburban Area 
10/100 m2

1/100 m2 Inner City, Rural & Suburban 
Area
0.8/100 m2 

Central Area
0.75/100 m2

Montreal Min: 1/350 m2
Max: 1/150 m2

Min: 1/350 m2
Max: 1/150 m2

Min: 1/350 m2
Max: 1/100 m2

Min: 1/350 m2
Max: 1/100 m2

Min: 1/500 m2
Max: 1/150 m2

Min: 1/350 m2
Max: 1/150 m2

Halifax Downtown
No parking 
requirement

Mainland
3.2/100 m2

Downtown
No parking 
requirement

Mainland
not specified

Downtown
No parking requirement

Mainland 
4.3/100 m2

Downtown
No parking 
requirement

Mainland
8.6/100 m2

Downtown
No parking requirement

Mainland 
not specified

Downtown
No parking requirement

Mainland 
not specified
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Minimum no. of spaces required, unless otherwise noted.
1 Other area-specific parking standards apply in Vancouver.
2  Chapter 14 of Regina’s Zoning By-Law No. 9250 outlines detailed parking requirements, many of which were not comparable to the standards used in other jurisdictions 

(i.e. many were based on the number of employees, seats, etc. in the establishment). For comparison sake, a selection of representative parking requirements are included in 

the table above.
3   Toronto’s new Draft Zoning By-Law outlines parking requirements for an extensive list of land uses beyond those listed in the table. Please note that “Retail” does not include 

grocery stores (separate rates apply).



Table 10.  automobile Parking standards for residential Use

Multi-Unit Residential Single-Unit Residential

Vancouver1 Min: 1/70 m2
Max: 202/unit

Min: 1-2/unit
Max: 2-5 depending 
on site width at rear 
property line

Calgary Resident: 1/unit
Visitor: 0.15/unit

1/unit

Edmonton General

Residents:
Bachelor: 1/unit
1 bdrm: 1/unit
2 bdrm: 1.5/unit
3 bdrm+: 1.75/unit

Visitors
1/7 units

Within 400 m of existing or planned LRT station, Transit Centre, or Transit Avenue (min to 
max):

Bachelor – 0.7 to 1/unit
1 bdrm – 0.8 to 1.0/unit
2 bdrm – 1.0 to 1.5/unit
3 bdrm + - 1.25 to 1.75/unit

plus visitor parking at 1/7 units

2/unit (may be in 
tandem and may 
include garage)

Regina Downtown
No requirement

Residential Multiple Housing & Main Street 
Zones 
1.5/unit

All other zones
1/unit

1/unit

Winnipeg 1.5/unit 1/unit

Toronto Apartment 

Policy Area 1
Visitors
0.1/unit

Residents (min to max)
Bachelor up to 45 m2 : 
0.3 to 0.4/unit
Bachelor greater than 
45 m2: 1.0 to 1.2/unit
1 bdrm: 0.5 to 0.7/unit
2 bdrm: 0.8 to 1.2/unit
3 bdrm +: 1.0 to 1.5/unit

Policy Area 2 & 3
Visitors 
0.1/unit

Residents (min to max)
Bachelor up to 45 m2: 
0.6 to 0.9/unit
Bachelor greater than 
45 m2: 1.0 to 1.3/unit
1 bdrm: 0.7 to 1.0/unit
2 bdrm: 0.9 to 1.3/unit
3 bdrm +: 1.0 to 1.5/
unit

Policy Area 4
Visitors
0.15/unit

Residents
Bachelor up to 45 
m2: 0.7 to 1.0/unit
Bachelor greater 
than 45 m2: 1.0 to 
1.3/unit
1 bdrm: 0.8 to 1.2/
unit
2 bdrm: 0.9 to 1.3/
unit

3 bdrm +: 1.1 to 
1.6/unit

All other areas
Visitors
0.2/unit

Residents
Bachelor up to 45 
m2 - 0.8/unit
Bachelor greater 
than 45 m2 – 1.0/
unit
1 bdrm: 0.9/unit
2 bdrm: 1.0/unit
3 bdrm +: 1.2/unit

Multiple Dwelling Unit 
Building
Resident: 1.0/unit
Visitor: 0.5/unit

Nursing/Retirement 
Home
0.3/unit and bed-
sitting room

Detached, semi-
detached, townhouse, 
duplex, triplex, fourplex 
1.0/unit

Mississauga Rental apartment
Visitors
0.2/unit

Residents
Bachelor: 1.0/unit
1 bdrm: 1.18/unit
2 bdrm: 1.36/unit
3 bdrm: 1.5/unit

Condominium apartment 
General
Visitors
0.2/unit

Residents
Bachelor: 1.0/unit
1 bdrm: 1.25/unit
2 bdrm: 1.4/unit
3 bdrm: 1.75/unit

Downtown
Visitors
0.15/unit

Residents
1.0/unit, or the amount required for all non-residential 
uses, whichever is greater

Detached, semi, street 
townhouse
2/unit (no visitor 
parking)

Condo detached, 
condo semi, condo 
townhouse 
Visitor
0.25/unit

Resident
2.0/unit

Dwelling unit above 
commercial (max. 3 
storeys) 
1.25/unit (no visitor 
parking)

Ottawa 0.5/unit 1/unit

Montreal Units <50 m2:
0.25 to 1/unit

Units 50 m2 +: 
0.5 to 1.5/unit

1 to 2/unit (min to max)

Halifax Downtown
No parking requirement

Mainland
1/unit

Except in the Bedford Highway Areas, where the following rates apply in the R3 zone:
bachelor and 1 bdrm: 1/4 units or less
2 bdrm+: 1/unit

Downtown
No parking requirement

Mainland
1/unit
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1 Other area/zone-specific standards apply in Vancouver.



Table 11.  cash-in-lieu of Parking rates

Cash-in-lieu rate per parking spot

Vancouver $500.00

Calgary $37,000.00

Edmonton Not accepted

Regina Downtown $7,000.00
Dewdney Avenue Warehouse Area $2,500.00

Winnipeg Not accepted

Toronto GFA 200 m2 or less: $2,500
GFA greater than 200 to 400 m2: $5,000
GFA greater than 400 m2: $5,000 + $(5 x land value)

Mississauga Surface: $7,104.00 to $10,700.00
Above-grade: $14,150.00 to $15,191.00
Below-grade: $19,150.00 to $20,191.00

Ottawa $2475.81

Montreal Downtown
$5,000

Other Areas of the City
Small building: $2,500.00
Large building: $3,500.00 

Halifax Not accepted

4 0  |  2012 Canada-Wide Development Process Survey Report



Table 12.  Bicycle Parking standards

Office – General Office – Medical Retail Restaurant Institutional Industrial Multi-Unit Residential

Vancouver Short-term
Min. 6 spaces 
for buildings 
with a min 
2,000 m2 GFA

Long-term
1/500m2

n/a Short-term
Min. 6 spaces 
for buildings with 
a min 1,000 m2 
GFA

Long-term
1/500m2

Same as for 
retail

Hospital

Short-term
6 /public entrance

Long-term
1/17 employees 
(for max. work shift)

University/College

Short-term
0.6/10 students (for 
max. attendance)

Long-term
0.4/10 students 
(for max. attendance)

Short-term
n/a

Long-term
1/1,000 m2 or 
1/17 employees 
(for max. work 
shift), whichever 
is greater

Short-term
6 min. for any development 
with at least 20 units

Long-term
1.25/unit

Calgary Short-term
1/1,000 m2
Long-term
1/1,000 m2

Short-term
1/250 m2

Short-term
1/250 m2

Short-term
1/250 m2

Post Secondary
3% of # enrolled x2

Short-term
1/2,000 m2

Short-term
0.1/unit
Long-term
0.5/unit

Edmonton1 General
 5% of the 
required 
parking stalls

0.17/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

Downtown
20% of the 
required 
parking stalls

0.68/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

General
5% of the 
required parking 
stalls

0.26/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

Downtown
0.9/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

General
5% of the 
required parking 
stalls

<4,500 m2: 
0.13/100 m2

4,500 to 9,000 
m2:
0.15/100 m2

9,000 to 28,000 
m2:
0.18/100 m2

>28,000 m2: 
0.2/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

Downtown
<4,500 m2: 
0.5/100 m2

4,500 to 9,000 
m2: 0.6/100 m2

9,000 to 28,000 
m2: 0.7/100 m2

>28,000 m2: 
0.8/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

General
 5% of the 
required 
parking 
stalls

0.05/3.6 m2 
of public 
space

min: 5 / 
max: 50

Downtown

0.2/3.6 m2 
of public 
space

min: 5 / 
max: 50

Administration and 
Educational Facilities

10% of required 
parking stalls 

3.1/100 m2 

General
5% of the 
required parking 
stalls

0.05/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

Downtown

0.2/100 m2

min: 5 / max: 50

General

 a) Non-TOD

5% of the required parking 
stalls

Bachelor – 0.05/unit
1 bdrm – 0.05/unit
2 bdrm – 0.08/unit
3 bdrm+ - 0.09/unit

plus visitor parking at 
0.05/7 units

min: 5 / max: 50

b) Within 400 m of existing 
or planned LRT station, 
Transit Centre, or Transit 
Avenue (min to max)

Bachelor – 0.04 to 0.05/unit
1 bdrm – 0.04 to 0.05/unit
2 bdrm – 0.05 to 0.8/unit
3 bdrm + - 0.06 to 0.09/unit

plus visitor parking at 
0.05/7 units

min: 5 / max: 50

Downtown

a) Non-TOD

Bachelor – 0.2/unit
1 bdrm – 0.2/unit
2 bdrm – 0.3/unit
3 bdrm+ - 0.35/unit

plus visitor parking at 0.2/7 
units

b) Within 400 m of existing 
or planned LRT station, 
Transit Centre, or Transit 
Avenue (min to max)

Bachelor – 0.14 to 0.2/unit
1 bdrm – 0.16 to 0.2/unit
2 bdrm – 0.2 to 0.3/unit
3 bdrm + - 0.25 to 0.35/unit

plus visitor parking at 0.2/7 
units

min. 5, max. 50



Table 12.  Bicycle Parking standards (con’t)

Office – General Office – Medical Retail Restaurant Institutional Industrial Multi-Unit Residential

Regina2 5% of required 
parking stalls

Downtown 
1/2,000 m2

All other zones
1/1,200 m2 

n/a 10% of required 
parking stalls

Downtown
1/500 m2

Big Box Areas
1/1,000 m2

All other zones
1/200 m2

n/a Generally, 5% of 
required parking stalls

Hospital
1/2,000 m2

University, College
1/4,000 m2

Except

Community Centre 
(20%) 1/100 m2

Library (30%)
1/165 m2

n/a 5% of required parking 
stalls

Residential Multiple 
Housing & Main Street 
Zones
1.5/20 units (0.075/unit)

Downtown
no requirement

All other zones
1/20 units (0.05/unit)

Winnipeg Bike to car ratio 
1:10 (10%)

0.14/100 m2

GFA over 186 
m2
Bike to car ratio: 
1:10 (10%) 

0.44/100 m2 

GFA 186m2 or 
less
No requirement

GFA over 186 m2
Bike to car ratio: 
1:10 (10%) 

0.44/100 m2 

GFA 186m2 or 
less
No requirement

Bike to car 
ratio: 1:10 
(10%) 

1.1/100 m2

Bike to car ratio: 1:10 
(10%) 

0.1/100 m2

Bike to car ratio: 
1:10 (10%) 

0.1/100 m2

Bike to car ratio: 1:10 
(10%) 

0.15/unit

Toronto3 Policy Area 1
Short-term: 3.0 
plus 0.2/100 m2

 Long-term: 
0.2/100 m2

All other areas 
Short-term: 3.0

Long-term: 
0.13/100 m2

Policy Area 1
Short-term: 3.0 
plus 0.15/100 
m2

Long-term: 
0.15/100 m2

All other areas 
Short-term: 3.0 
plus 0.1/100 m2

Long-term: 
0.1/100 m2

Policy Area 1
Short-term: 3.0 
plus 0.3/100 m2

Long-term: 
0.2/100 m2

All other areas

Short-term: 3.0 
plus 0.25/100 m2

Long-term: 
0.13/100 m2

Policy Area 1
Short-term: 
3.0 plus 
0.3/100 m2

Long-term: 
0.2/100 m2

All other 
areas
Short-term: 
3.0 plus 
0.25/100 m2

Long-term: 
0.13/100 m2

Hospital

Policy Area 1
Short-term: 3 plus 
0.1/100 m2

Long-term: 0.1/100 m2

All other areas
Short-term: 3 plus 
0.6/100 m2

Long-term:  0.06/100 
m2

University, College

Policy Area 1
Short-term: 3.0 plus 
2.0/100 m2

Long-term: 2.0/100 m2

All other areas
Short-term: 3.0 plus 
2.0/100 m2

Long-term: 0.6/100 m2

n/a Short-term – All Areas
 0.1/unit

Long-term Policy Area 1
Bachelor: 0.55/unit
1 bdrm: 0.7/unit
2 bdrm: 0.85/unit
3 bdrm: 1.05/unit

Long-term Policy Area 2
Bachelor: 0.25/unit
1 bdrm: 0.45/unit
2 bdrm: 0.65/unit
3 bdrm: 1.05/unit

Long-term All other 
areas
Bachelor: 0.15/unit
1 bdrm: 0.3/unit
2 bdrm: 0.4/unit
3 bdrm: 0.75/unit

Mississauga No mandatory standards

Ottawa 1/250 m2

long-term 
bicycle parking 
only required 
where 50 short 
term spaces are 
required

1/1,000 m2

long-term 
bicycle parking 
only required 
where 50 short 
term spaces are 
required

1/250 m2 1/250 m2 1/250 m2 1/1,000 m2 0.25/unit

long-term bicycle 
parking only required 
where 50 short term 
spaces are required

Montreal GFA 500 m2 +
Min: 5 spaces, plus 1/1,000 m2
Max: 100 spaces

10 units plus
5 spaces, plus 1/10 units

Halifax4 1/500 m2 
50% Short-term
50% Long-term

Min. 2 short-
term

1/500 m2 
50% Short-term
50% Long-term

Min. 2 short-
term

1/300m2
80% Short-term
20% Long-term

Min. 2 short-term

1/300m2
80% Short-
term
20% Long-
term

Min. 2 short-
term

Schools, Colleges, 
Universities
1/250 m2
80% Short-term
20% Long-term

Recreation Facilities, 
Community Centres, 
Libraries
1/200 m2
80% Short-term
20% Long-term

Min. 2 short-term

Mainland
1/1,000 m2
20% Short-term
80% Long-term

Min. 2 short-
term 
Max. 50 spaces

Downtown
1/500 m2 
50% Short-term
50% Long-term

0.5/unit

20% Short-term
80% Long-term



Table 13.  Parkland Dedication rates

Rates by Land Use Cash-in-Lieu Rates Maximums

Residential Mixed-Use Commercial/Industrial

Vancouver1 n/a n/a n/a Low-rise residential: $12.84/m2
High-rise residential: $55.17/m2
Commercial: $55.17/m2
Industrial: $22.07/m2
Mixed-Use: $55.17/m2

n/a

Calgary 10% 10% 10% Cash-in-lieu of parkland is not 
accepted.

n/a

Edmonton 10% 10% 10% Equal to land value n/a

Regina2 10% No clear practice 
or policy

5% Equal to land value, plus cost of 
developing park. 

n/a

Winnipeg3 7-10% 7-10% 7-10% Equal to land value n/a

Mississauga Single and semi-
detached
5%

Townhouse and 
Apartment
1 ha/300 units

Based on 
predominant use

2% For 2% and 5% dedication
Equal to land value

For 1 ha/300 du dedication 
Based on a fixed average value 
for 1 ha of medium density lands

n/a

Ottawa Net Density of <18 
uph 
5% 

Net Density >18 uph 
1 ha/300 units

Proportional to use 2% Equal to land value For the alternative rate (1/300 du):

Max. 10%, unless otherwise 
specified in a community design plan

Toronto General
5% 

Priority Areas
0.4 ha/300 units 

Proportional to use Commercial: 2%
Industrial : exempt 
(stated practice)

Equal to land value For the alternative rate (1/300 du):

Maximum Conveyance/Cash-in-lieu
Sites less than 1 ha: 10%
Sites 1 ha to 5 ha: 15%
Sites greater than 5 ha: 20%

Minimum Conveyance/Cash-in-lieu
5% 

Montreal 10% 10% 10% Equal to land value n/a

Halifax 10% 10% 10% Equal to land value n/a

TABLE 12 NOTES:

	 		•	In	the	Table	above,	“m2”	refers	to	gross	floor	area,	except	for	the	City	of	Toronto	where	it	refers	to	interior	floor	area.

	 		•		Long-term	bicycle	parking	refers	to	secure	and	weather	protected	facilities	for	residents	and	employees,	such	as	bicycle	lockers	or	indoor	bicycle	rooms.	Short-term	bicycle	

parking refers to less secure facilities for visitors, such as bicycle racks, which may or may not be covered. Not all cities specify the type of parking that is required, and in 

those cases, the standard is assumed to refer to short-term bicycle parking.

1 For Edmonton, “General” refers to areas outside the Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan, and “Downtown” refers to areas within that Plan Area. TOD means Transit 

Orientated Development.
2 Chapter 14 of Regina’s Zoning By-Law outlines detailed parking requirements, many of which were not comparable to the standards used in other jurisdictions (i.e. many were 

based on the number of employees, seats, etc. in the establishment). For comparison sake, a selection of representative parking requirements is included in the table above. 
3 Toronto’s new Draft Zoning By-Law outlines parking requirements for an extensive list of land uses beyond those listed in the table. For comparison sake, a selection of 

representative parking requirements is included in the table above.
4 Halifax’s Zoning By-Laws for the Downtown and Mainland state that the bicycle parking requirement for uses that are not specified is 1/500 m2 (50% short-term, 50%  

long-term). This general standard is quoted for Downtown industrial uses, which were not specified in the By-Law.

1 In Vancouver, cash-in-lieu of parkland is collected as part of the Development Cost Levy. In addition to the fees quoted in this table, additional layered fees apply for False 

Creek Flats, Grandview-Boundary, and South False Creek. Alternate area-specific rates apply in Downtown South, Burrarad Slopes, Arbutus, Dundas/Wall, Triangle West, 

Cedar Cottage/Welwyn Street, Oakridge/Langara. 
2 The City of Regina is currently reviewing its parkland dedication policies.
3 The City of Winnipeg does not have a parkland dedication policy, but reportedly accepts anywhere from 7% to 10% parkland dedication for new development, which is 

primarily received as cash-in-lieu, although it may be waived entirely.
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Table 14.  Height/Density Bonusing Practices

Execution of 
Agreements

Eligible Areas/Uses In exchange for…
Maximum Height/Density 
Provisions

Vancouver Registered 
agreement

Several neighbourhoods and 
zones, e.g. Downtown Official 
Development Plan area, General 
Commercial Zone (C3-A)

Social and recreational amenities and facilities, such as daycares, 
social housing and heritage preservation.

Varies by area, not 
specified (for the 
downtown, n/a)

Calgary Under Part 11 
Division 7 of 
the Land Use 
By-Law

Centre City Multi-Residential High 
Rise District (CC-MH); Centre 
City Multi-Residential High Rise 
Support Commercial
District (CC-MHX); Centre City 
Mixed-Use District (CC-X); Centre 
City Commercial Corridor District 
(CC-COR)

Public benefit and amenities within the same community, 
including: indoor community amenity space; publicly accessible 
private open space; affordable housing units; Municipal Historic 
Resource designation and restoration on the development site; 
sustainable building features; contribution to Beltline Community 
Investment Reserve Fund. 

Specified in the Land 
Use By-Law for Bonus 
Areas A to E. 

Range from FAR of 4.0 
to 12.0.

Edmonton1 Site-specific 
Zoning 
Amendment

City-wide Public benefits, but not defined in policy. n/a

Regina Under section 
17B.1.1.1(1) 
of the Zoning 
By-Law

Eligible zones are specified for 
each eligible public amenity (the 
downtown is frequently cited).

Public amenities, e.g. apartment; arcade; lane; sidewalk; arts 
lodge; atrium/galleria, shopping; bus passenger shelter; child 
care centre; climate-controlled walkway; general amenity; 
heritage building incorporated into the new building; landscaped 
area; marquee; public gallery; public art; public meeting room; 
public rest-room; residential unit; retail uses/restaurant; space 
for non-profit social service; transit transfer area; water feature; 
allotment garden; LEED certification; affordability measures; 
green roof.

Performance standards are specified for the public amenities.

Specified in the 
zoning by-law as an 
“incentive to amenity 
ratio”, ranging from 2:1 
to unlimited, or as a 
specific max. additional 
height, ranging from 3 
to 9 m.

Winnipeg2 Bonusing is not permitted

Toronto3 Section 37 
Agreement 
(under the 
Planning Act)

All areas of the city. Capital facilities, e.g. conservation of heritage resources; 
non-profit child care facilities; public art, other non-profit arts, 
cultural community or institutional facilities; parkland and/or park 
improvements; public access to ravines and valleys; streetscape 
improvements; rental housing or cash-in-lieu; transit facility 
improvements and pedestrian connections; land for municipal 
purposes; urban forest contributions on public lands; other local 
improvements.

Heritage Conservation District Studies

n/a

Mississauga Section 37 
Agreement 
(under the 
Planning Act)

Generally, any development 
greater than 5,000 m2 where the 
proposed density increase will 
exceed 1,500m2 over the as-of-
right permissions1

Community benefits, e.g. protecting view of Lake Ontario; 
parkland (above the minimum requirement); preservation of 
heritage resources; enhancement of the Natural Areas System; 
road, servicing or streetscape improvements; multi-modal 
transportation facilities; community infrastructure; wide range of 
housing types (e.g. affordable or assisted housing); public art; 
urban design features.

n/a

Ottawa Section 37 
Agreement 
(under the 
Planning Act)

Minimum building size: 7,000 
m2 where the proposed 
density exceeds the as-of-right 
permissions by 25% or more1 

Community benefits, e.g. public cultural facilities; building design 
and public art; conservation of heritage resources; conservation/
replacement of rental housing; provision of new affordable 
housing units; land for affordable housing, or, at the discretion of 
the owner, cash-in-lieu of affordable housing units or land; child 
care facilities; improvements to rapid-transit stations; other local 
improvements identified in community design plans, community 
improvement plans, capital budgets, or other implementation 
plans or studies; artist live-work studios; energy conservation 
and environmental performance measures; conservation of 
existing greenspace or the creation of new greenspace.

n/a

Montreal Bonusing is not permitted

Halifax4 None Downtown Halifax, excluding 
Heritage Conservation Districts 
and low-rise building forms

Heritage preservation; publicly accessible amenity space; 
subsidized/affordable housing; three and four bedroom dwelling 
units with direct access to an outdoor amenity space; rental 
commercial space for arts and cultural uses or child care centres; 
public park; public parking facilities; public transit or active 
transportation infrastructure; sustainable building features; 
undergrounding of overhead electrical and communication 
distribution systems

Specified on Map 5 of 
the Downtown Halifax 
MPS, approximately 
30% above the as-of-
right height maximum
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Table 15.  Density Transfer Practices

Execution of Agreements Eligible Areas/Uses Maximum Height/Density Provisions Other/Notes

Vancouver Heritage Revitalization 
Agreement & Development 
Limitation Covenant

In the Central Area
Receiver sites:
·  Downtown District (DD); 
·  West End (RM-5, RM-5A, RM-5B, C-5, 
C-6); 
·  Portions of Central Broadway (C-3A

Sender Sites:
·  Downtown District (DD); 
·   West End (RM-5, RM-5A, RM-5B, C-5, 

C-6); 
·  Portions of Central Broadway (C-3A) 
·  Chinatown (HA-1 and HA-1A) 
·  Gastown (HA-2) zoning districts. 

Outside of the Central Area
Transfer of density permitted if sending 
and receiving sites “are not separated 
by a zoning boundary or use, density 
or height district boundary in an Official 
Development Plan” and both sites are 
rezoned at the same time.

Not specified (if the increase in 
density on the receiver is site is more 
than 10%, a rezoning is required)

Calgary Not specified. Centre City Multi-Residential High 
Rise District (CC-MH); Centre City 
Multi-Residential High Rise Support 
Commercial District (CC-MHX); Centre 
City Mixed-Use District (CC-X); Centre 
City Commercial Corridor District (CC-
COR)

Specified in the Land Use By-Law for 
Bonus Areas A to E. 

Range from FAR of 4.0 to 12.0.

Density transfers from one 
parcel to another are provided in 
exchange for benefits related to 
heritage or parkland. 

Edmonton n/a

Regina n/a

Winnipeg n/a

Toronto n/a

Mississauga Yes No existing policies No existing policies Not commonly used.

Ottawa Yes Cultural heritage resources n/a No specific policy for 
administering this planning tool.  
Section 4.6.1.6 of the Official 
Plan permits “the transfer of 
density potential from one site to 
another to facilitate the retention 
of particular cultural heritage 
resources”.

Montreal n/a

Halifax n/a
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TABLE 14 NOTES: 
1  The City of Edmonton has not adopted a specific policy regarding density bonusing or density transfers, however, additional density may be negotiated with the developer 

on a case-by-case basis, in exchange for public benefits. The bonus is administered is under Part II, Section 720 (Site Specific Development Control Provisions) of the City’s 

Zoning By-Law, and adopted as a site-specific zoning amendment (approved by Council) that creates a separate zone for the site alone.
2 In Winnipeg, bonusing and density transfers are not formally permitted, and there is limited market demand for increasing density above the relatively permissible as-of-

right zoning in place. Notwithstanding the lack of a formal policy for permitting additional height, any such request could be considered on a case-by-case basis by the City.
3  Section 5.1.1 of Toronto’s Official Plan establish minimum thresholds for the application of Section 37 of the Planning Act (bonusing), including a minimum total 

building size of 10,000 m2 and a minimum increase in density of 1,500 m2. The policies, however, also allow the use of Section 37 for developments below these thresholds, 

if voluntarily agreed to by the development proponent. As such, Section 37 may be applied to any development, regardless of building size or the amount of additional 

density that is requested.
4 In Halifax, the provision of bonus density is considered as part of site plan approval.



Table 16.  sustainable Development standards

Name
Applicable 
Areas/Uses

Mandatory/
Voluntary

Details Incentives/Rewards Other

Vancouver Vancouver 
Building By-
Law 9419 
– Electrical 
Vehicle 
Charging

new 
apartment 
buildings, 
condos, 
townhouses, 
and other 
buildings with 
a minimum of 
three homes

Mandatory 20% of the parking stalls in every building 
must include a receptacle for charging 
cars.

The electrical room must include enough 
space to install any equipment necessary 
to provide charging for all residents in 
the future.

None

Green Homes 
Program

New one and 
two-family 
homes

Mandatory Requirements include: electricity usage 
display meter, efficient lighting, efficient 
gas fireplace, water efficient toilets, 
energy efficient windows, Heat Recovery 
Ventilator (HRV), higher standards for 
exterior and basement wall insulation, 
under slab insulation, pre-piping for solar 
energy, insulated water tanks and pipes, 
cable raceway to the garage (for electric 
vehicle hook up)

None

LEED Gold 
for Rezoning

Proposals to 
rezone

Mandatory For council to approve a rezoning, the 
building must meet LEED Gold standards

Credit for up to 7% of increased 
construction costs

Passive 
Design Toolkit

Large 
buildings
(Part 3 
buildings, 
as per the 
National 
Building Code 
of Canada 
(2005))

Voluntary The guidelines address elements of 
a building’s architecture that can be 
designed to maximize occupant comfort 
and minimize energy use (e.g. building 
orientation, window coverage and type, 
insulation, ventilation)

Density (Floor Space Ratio) 
increases

Water-wise 
Landscaping 
Guidelines

City-wide Voluntary Landscaping strategies to reduce water-
use. Strategies address site planning, 
plant types, and lawn alternatives.

None

Green Home 
Renovation 
Guide

Existing 
one- and two-
family homes

Voluntary Strategies for improving a home’s energy 
and water efficiency and minimizing 
waste during renovations. 

None

Calgary Sustainable 
Building 
Policy

City-owned 
and City-
funded 
buildings 
5,000 m2 +

Mandatory Must meet or exceed LEED Gold for 
New Construction or LEED Silver for 
Commercial Interiors (for renovations)

None City-led 
development that 
is not required to 
meet the LEED 
standards is 
referred to the 
City’s Sustainable 
Building Best 
Practices.

Sustainable 
Design 
Declaration 
Form

City-wide Voluntary Checklist of sustainable site design 
and technology adoption items related 
to: sewage treatment; stormwater 
management and Low Impact 
Development; District Energy Systems; 
alternative and efficient energy systems; 
and Transit-Oriented Development

Developing a new incentive 
program (former program, Built 
Green, was discontinued in 
2010)
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Table 16.  sustainable Development standards (con’t)

Name

Applicable 
Areas/Uses Mandatory/

Voluntary
Details Incentives/Rewards Other

Edmonton n/a

Regina n/a

Winnipeg n/a

Toronto Toronto 
Green 
Standard

City-wide Tier 1 – 
Mandatory
Tier 2 – 
Voluntary

Standards address site and building 
designs that address air quality, 
greenhouse gas emissions, energy 
efficiency, water quality and efficiency, 
solid waste and ecology

20% off infrastructure charges 
for developments that meet Tier 
2 standards

High Performance New 
Construction (HPNC) incentive 
program, which provides 
design assistance and financial 
incentives ($/kWh of energy 
savings). The program is 
administered on behalf of the 
Ontario Power Authority.

As part of the 
development 
review process, 
the TGS requires 
submitting 
a Checklist, 
Statistics 
Template (for 
Site Plan Control 
Applications 
only), and an 
Energy Report.

Mississauga Stage 1 Green 
Development 
Standards

City-wide Voluntary Features that are encouraged include:
· Low Impact Development techniques 
· bike storage 
· safe pedestrian connections 
· LEED silver certification
· etc.

None

Ottawa n/a

Montreal n/a

Halifax n/a
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