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1. Call to Order

2. Land Acknowledgement

Burlington as we know it today is rich in history and modern traditions of many
First Nations and the Métis. From the Anishinaabeg to the Haudenosaunee, and
the Métis – our lands spanning from Lake Ontario to the Niagara Escarpment
are steeped in Indigenous history. 

The territory is mutually covered by the Dish with One Spoon Wampum Belt
Covenant, an agreement between the Iroquois Confederacy, the Ojibway and
other allied Nations to peaceably share and care for the resources around the
Great Lakes.

We acknowledge that the land on which we gather is part of the Treaty Lands
and Territory of the Mississaugas of the Credit.

3. Approval of the Agenda

4. Declarations of Interest

5. Presentations



6. Delegations

To speak at a Committee meeting regarding an item on the agenda, individuals
must register as a delegation no later than noon the Friday before the meeting.
To register, complete the online application at www.burlington.ca/delegation or
submit a written request by email to Legislative Services at clerks@burlington.ca

Individuals who have feedback to share but do not wish to speak at the
committee meeting, can submit written comments by email to
clerks@burlington.ca by noon the business day before the meeting. Comments
received will be circulated to committee members in advance of the meeting.

7. Consent Items

Reports of a routine nature, which are not expected to require discussion and/or
debate.  Staff may not be in attendance to respond to questions on items
contained in the Consent Agenda.

7.1 Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 368 Brant St. Peer Review update (DGM-
82-25) (GM)

1 - 45

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report, 368 Brant Street, Burlington, dated July 21,
2025 (the “Peer Review”), and the Statement of Cultural Heritage Value
or Interest for 368 Brant Street, dated September 29, 2025 (the
“SCHVI”), prepared by Egis, as detailed in development and growth
management report DGM-82-25 and attached as Appendices A and B,
respectively; and

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 368 Brant Street
(the “Property”) to be of cultural heritage value or interest under Part IV,
Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in accordance with the staff
recommendation in development and growth management reports DGM-
10-25 and DGM-82-25.

http://www.burlington.ca/delegation
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7.2 Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 458 Elizabeth St. Peer Review update
(DGM-85-25) (GM)

46 - 83

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report, 458 Elizabeth Street, Burlington, dated July
21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, as detailed in
development and growth management report DGM-85-25 and attached
as Appendix A; and

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 458 Elizabeth
Street (the “Property”) to be of cultural heritage value or interest under
Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in accordance with the
staff recommendation in development and growth management reports
DGM-10-25 and DGM-85-25.

7.3 Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 513 Locust St. Peer Review update
(DGM-86-25) (GM)

84 - 121

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report, 513 Locust Street, Burlington, dated July 21,
2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, as detailed in development
and growth management report DGM-86-25 and attached as Appendix
A; and

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 513 Locust
Street (the “Property”) to be of cultural heritage value or interest under
Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in accordance with the
staff recommendation in development and growth management reports
DGM-10-25 and DGM-86-25.

7.4 Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 367 Torrance St. Peer Review update
(DGM-87-25) (GM)

122 - 159

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural
Heritage Evaluation Report, 367 Torrance Street, Burlington, dated July
21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, as detailed in
development and growth management report DGM-87-25 and attached
as Appendix A; and

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 367 Torrance
Street (the “Property”) to be of cultural heritage value or interest under
Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in accordance with the
staff recommendation in development and growth management reports
DGM-10-25 and DGM-87-25.



7.5 Evolving the targeted realignment work plan (DGM-63-25) (GM) 160 - 169

Endorse the general approach for evolving the former targeted
realignment work as set out in development and growth management
report DGM-63-25. 

7.6 Naming of new recreational trail - Tyendinaga Trail (PWS-40-25) (PW) 170 - 177

Approve "Tyendinaga Trail " as the official name for the new recreational
trail scheduled for development this fall as outlined in public works report
PWS-40-24.

8. Community and Corporate Services

8.1 2026 budget overview (FIN-42-25) 178 - 198

Receive the 2026 proposed budget book; and

Direct staff to present the recommendations contained in Appendix A of
finance department report FIN-42-25 to the Budget Committee meetings
of November 24 and 25, 2025 for review and approval, taking into
consideration committee amendments; and

That pursuant to Ontario Regulation 284/09, finance department report
FIN-42-25 serve as the method for communicating the exclusion of the
following estimated expenses from the 2026 budget:
a) Amortization expense - $47 million; and
b) Post-employment benefit expenses - $1.7 million

8.2 2026 rates and fees (FIN-33-25) 199 - 301

Approve the 2026 rates and fees as outlined in finance department report
FIN-33-25, effective January 1, 2026 or such other date as is indicated;
and

Enact a by-law, substantially in the form attached as Appendix A to
finance department report FIN-33-25, satisfactory to the Commissioner,
Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor.



8.3 Findings from third party review of Burlington Economic Development
and Tourism (CAO-06-25)

302 - 351

Endorse, in principle, the integration of all economic development and
tourism services and operations into the City’s organizational structure,
consistent with chief administrative officer report CAO-06-25. That
Council endorse the staff recommendation, informed by an independent
third-party review, to internalize Burlington Economic Development and
Tourism (BEDT) functions into City's structure to optimize existing
resources, minimize duplication, enhance operational effectiveness, and
align economic development and tourism with the City’s broader strategic
priorities; and

Direct staff to work closely with BEDT’s Board of Directors to approve
BEDT’s 2026 budget and to ensure continuity of operations and support
during the transition recommended above. That Council direct Staff to
engage and collaborate with key representatives of BEDT’s Board of
Directors and members of its Finance & Risk subcommittee to facilitate
the agency’s 2026 budget approval to support the integration of all
economic development and tourism services and operations under the
Chief Administrative Officer’s (CAO) Office by 2027. Concurrently, the
annual funding designated for BEDT’s 2026 Service Agreement (SA)
would need to be retained within the City‘s 2026 budget; and

Direct staff to develop a transition plan with a report back by April 2026 to
outline deliverables for integrating economic development and tourism
functions within the municipal organizational structure. That the Chief
Transformation Officer (CTO) will lead the development and
implementation of this plan, which should include key milestones,
timelines, resource implications, and the proposed model to ensure
effective oversight of the economic development function by Council; and

Direct the CAO to establish a strategic advisory group to provide
strategic industry advice and guidance to the City that will inform the
transition plan. That this group or committee, chaired by the CAO or
designate, be established to leverage private-sector expertise without
duplicating a formal board role. Key representatives from BEDT and its
Board of Directors should also be invited to inform the transition plan,
including efforts to minimize any disruption to ongoing economic
development and tourism initiatives and to stakeholder relations during
the changeover.



8.4 2026 Council and committee meeting calendar (LLS-51-25) 352 - 357

Approve the 2026 calendar of meetings for Council and standing
committees attached as Appendix A to legislative services report LLS-51-
25.

8.5 Motion memorandum regarding audit of space allocation for competitive
youth swimming (COW-15-25)

358 - 359

Direct the City Auditor to perform an audit of the allocation process of
pool time for competitive swimming programs and report back to
Committee of the Whole by December 2, 2025.

8.6 Motion memorandum regarding Burlington Community Foundation
presentation on Burlington's 2025 Vital Signs Report (COW-16-25)

360 - 361

Receive for information a presentation from Megan Tregunno, CEO of
Burlington Community Foundation, regarding the Burlington Community
Foundations 2025 Vital Signs Report.

9. Confidential Items and Closed Meeting

Confidential items will be discussed at 9:30 a.m. on Tuesday, November 4,
2025.

Confidential reports may require a closed meeting in accordance with the
Municipal Act, 2001. Meeting attendees may be required to leave during  the
discussion.

9.1 Confidential legal update on a litigation matter regarding Nelson
Aggregates (LLS-48-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(e) litigation or potential litigation, including
matters before administrative tribunals, affecting the municipality or local
board

9.2 Confidential legal update on a litigation matter regarding Burlington New
Official Plan (LLS-49-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(e) litigation or potential litigation, including
matters before administrative tribunals, affecting the municipality or local
board



9.3 Confidential staff update on Provincial Facilitation regarding Millcroft Golf
Course (DGM-100-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(c) a proposed or pending acquisition or
disposition of land by the municipality or local board; and

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(f) advice that is subject to solicitor-client
privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose

9.4 Confidential human resources report regarding a personnel matter (HRS-
08-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(b) personal matters about an identifiable
individual, including municipal or local board employees

9.5 Confidential human resources report regarding a personnel matter (HRS-
10-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(b) personal matters about an identifiable
individual, including municipal or local board employees

9.6 Confidential Appendix B to chief administrative officer report CAO-06-25
regarding findings from third party review of Burlington Economic
Development and Tourism (CAO-06-25)

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(a) the security of the property of the
municipality or local board; and

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(b) personal matters about an identifiable
individual, including municipal or local board employees; and

Pursuant to Section 239(2)(f) advice that is subject to solicitor-client
privilege, including communications necessary for that purpose

10. Rise and Report

11. Public Works

12. Growth Management

12.1 MTSA Official Plan Amendment No. 2 Notice of Decision (DGM-99-25) 362 - 398

Receive for information development and growth management report
DGM-99-25 regarding MTSA Official Plan Amendment No. 2 Notice of
Decision.

13. Statutory Public Meetings



14. Information Items

14.1 Legislative Services forecast for standing committee reports (COW-17-
25)

399 - 399

15. Staff Remarks

16. Committee Remarks

17. Adjournment
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 368 Brant St. Peer Review update 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 

                    Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-82-25 

Wards Affected: 2 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 

368 Brant Street, Burlington, dated July 21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), and the Statement of 

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for 368 Brant Street, dated September 29, 2025 (the 

“SCHVI”), prepared by Egis, as detailed in development and growth management report DGM-

82-25 and attached as Appendices A and B, respectively; and 

 

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 368 Brant Street (the “Property”) to be 

of cultural heritage value or interest under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 

accordance with the staff recommendation in development and growth management reports 

DGM-10-25 and DGM-82-25. 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Purpose of report: 

 The purpose of this report is to present Council with the Peer Review attached as 

Appendix A and related SCHVI attached as Appendix B, and to recommend that Council 

not issue a notice of intention to designate the Property under Part IV, Section 29 of the 

Ontario Heritage Act in response to Staff Direction SD-04-25. 

 
Key findings: 

 The City retained Egis to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

completed for the Property by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (“Stantec”) on February 12, 2025, 
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as directed by Council in light of the recommendation by the Heritage Burlington Advisory 

Committee that the Property be designated despite Stantec having found that the 

Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Stantec set out in the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report as outlined in Development and Growth Management 

Report DGM-10-15. 

 Egis examined the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec and found 

that the Property is eligible for designation. Staff do not agree with the findings of Egis set 

out in the Peer Review. 

 

Implications: 

 Financial 

o If Council decides to proceed with designation, the Property owners will become 

eligible to apply for the annual Heritage Property Tax Rebate Program once the 

Property is designated under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 Legal 

o If Council decides to proceed with designation, a notice of intention to designate 

must be issued in accordance with the service and publication requirements under 

the Ontario Heritage Act. Any person who objects to the proposed designation may 

formally object to Council by serving a notice of objection on the City Clerk. Council 

must consider objections and make a decision whether to withdraw the notice of 

intention to designate.  

o If Council decides to withdraw the notice of intention to designate the Property, 

either of its own initiative at any time or after considering objections, a notice of 

withdrawal must be issued in accordance with the service and publication 

requirements under the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 Engagement 

o Staff have consulted the Property owners, who are not in support of the proposed 

designation. 

o Staff have consulted the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee, who are in 

support of the proposed designation. 
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Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

Ontario’s More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022 (“Bill 23”) passed on November 28, 2022, bringing 

into effect a number of legislative changes, including amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act 

municipal heritage registry scheme. Under the Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities are 

empowered to add non-designated properties of cultural heritage value or interest to their 

heritage registers. Non-designated properties are properties that have been identified as having 

some cultural heritage value or interest but have not been legally designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act by a municipal by-law. Bill 23 introduced changes to the Ontario Heritage Act meant 

to prevent non-designated properties from languishing indefinitely on heritage registers. The 

amendments gave municipalities two years to either designate or remove properties from their 

heritage registers. If a municipality had not issued a notice of intention to designate a non-

designated property that was already on the heritage registry after two years, the property would 

automatically come off the heritage register and could not be put back on the heritage registry 

for five years. 

 

To give municipalities more time to decide whether to designate non-designated properties on 

their heritage register and provide much-needed certainty for property owners, the Province 

passed the Homeowner Protection Act, 2024 (“Bill 200”) on June 6, 2024. Bill 200 amended the 

Bill 23 provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act relating to heritage registers by providing 

municipalities until January 1, 2027 to decide whether to designate non-designated properties 

currently listed on their heritage registers before the properties are automatically removed and 

preventing municipalities from relisting a non-designated property for five years after it is 

removed from a heritage register. 

 

Staff developed a shortlist of heritage designation candidates in consultation with the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee from over 200 non-designated properties on the City’s Heritage 

Register (the “Register”) as a response to Bill 23 (PL-35-23). The shortlist was developed using 

several criteria, including but not limited to architectural style, property type, visibility from the 

street and integrity. The evaluation of the 27 identified properties began in the spring of 2024 

and was completed and presented in Q1 2025 to Council through DGM-10-25. 

 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec found that the Property does not 

meet the required number of criteria for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. As the 

Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee were not in agreement with this finding, Council 

directed staff to retain a heritage consultant to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage 

Evaluation Report for the Property, along with three other properties that were not recommended 

for designation by Stantec. 
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Analysis 

There are typically three different types of properties that are considered in heritage planning:  

1) Properties with no heritage status. These properties are not listed on the Register and 

there are no heritage implications for property owners. 

 

2) Properties that are listed on the Register as non-designated properties. These properties 

are commonly referred to as “listed” or “registered” properties. The heritage implication 

for property owners is that they shall not demolish or remove a building or structure on 

the property or permit the demolition or removal of the building or structure unless council 

of the municipality is given at least 60 days’ notice in writing of the property owner’s 

intention to demolish or remove the building or structure or to permit the demolition or 

removal of the building or structure. 

 

3) Properties that are designated under Part IV (individually) or Part V (district) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The main heritage implication for property owners is that a Heritage Permit 

is required for any alteration, new construction or demolition affecting the property’s 

heritage value identified within a designation by-law passed under Part IV of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. A Heritage Permit is also required for exterior alterations to structures and 

property, including new construction and demolition, for any property located within the 

boundaries of a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to a designation by-law passed 

under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

The Province’s intent through Bill 23 is to accomplish a timely review of municipalities’ Registers 

to facilitate protecting significant cultural heritage resources and remove from the Register 

properties that do not have sufficient cultural heritage value or interest for designation under the 

Ontario Heritage Act. Removing a non-designated property from the Register does not 

necessarily mean demolition of a built heritage resource but rather the removal of the demolition 

protection on an interim (60-day) basis. 

 

Stantec found that the Property did not meet at least two of the prescribed criteria set out in 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. Conversely, the Peer 

Review prepared by Egis found that the Property meets two of the prescribed criteria set out in 

Ontario Regulation 9/06 for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. The professional 

opinions of Stantec and Egis are similar in that each found the physical/design value of the 

Property to be a representative example of an Ontario vernacular commercial building, but differ 

in respect of the contextual value of the Property. Stantec is of the opinion that the Property does 
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not meet the criteria for contextual value whereas Egis is of the opinion that the Property is 

important in maintaining and supporting the historical character of lower Brant Street. 

 

Staff agree with the findings presented by Stantec based on the fractured nature of this section 

of Brant Street. Specifically, the presence of contemporary developments, such as the adjacent 

property at 1477 Lakeshore Road, makes the Property remnant in a streetscape without a strong 

historic character. 

 

Option 1 – Do Not Designate 368 Brant Street as Recommended by Stantec and Planning 

Staff (Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 Staff are of the opinion that the Ontario Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06 have 

been properly applied in evaluating the Property for potential heritage designation. 

 By maintaining the Property’s heritage status as a “listed” or “registered” (non-designated) 

heritage property, there is potential for related Burlington Official Plan, 2020 policies to 

be applied in respect of the requirement for a Heritage Impact Statement to be submitted 

with Planning Act applications, and there is increased flexibility around potential adaptive 

reuse of the building and/or integration into a development proposal. 

 

Considerations: 

 Stantec determined that the Property meets only one criterion (design/physical value) and 

is therefore not eligible for designation. The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee 

members do not agree with this determination on the basis that the Property has 

contextual value as a remnant of the lower Brant Street streetscape. Staff agree with the 

findings presented by Stantec indicating that the Property is ineligible for designation. 

 The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports completed by Stantec and Egis are included in 

Appendix F to DGM-10-25 and Appendix A to this report (DGM-82-25). 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 Owners were invited to a Project Kick-off Meeting at Burlington City Hall, which occurred 

in June 2024. The meeting was well attended. 

 The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee moved a motion recommending that the 

Property be designated in accordance with its non-statutory role to advise Council and 

staff on all matters to which the Ontario Heritage Act refers as set out in the Heritage 

Burlington Terms of Reference. 
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 Property owners were informed of the date their respective properties were to be 

considered by the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee for designation and provided 

with the relevant draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest in advance of the 

meeting should any of the property owners have chosen to delegate. 

 

Option 2 – Designate 368 Brant Street as Recommended by the Heritage Burlington 

Advisory Committee and Egis (Not Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 The Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 vision states that cultural heritage and 

archaeology in Ontario provides people with a sense of place. 

 The Burlington Official Plan, 2020 identifies the following benefits of conserving cultural 

heritage resources: 

o helps the community to understand its past, provides context for the present, and 

influences the future; 

o provides physical and cultural links to the identity of the city, creates a sense of 

civic pride, and contributes to the quality of life and enjoyment of the city by 

residents and visitors alike; and, 

o contributes to the overall sustainability of the city. 

 Designated heritage properties are eligible for the Heritage Property Tax Rebate 

Program. The total rebate is estimated at $4,000 based on the 2025 levy, with a financial 

impact to the City of approximately $1,700. The inclusion of another property on the 

Heritage Property Tax Rebate Program will result in additional budget requirements. 

 

Considerations: 

 See Considerations set out above in Option 1. 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 See Community Engagement and Communications set out above in Option 1. 

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend Council proceed with Option 1 – Do Not Designate 368 Brant Street as 

Recommended by Stantec and Planning Staff set out above. This option conforms with the 

Burlington Official Plan, 2020 and is consistent with the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 

The Property has been evaluated against the criteria under Ontario Regulation 9/06 and, in the 

opinion of staff, does not meet at least two of the criteria for determining cultural heritage value 
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or interest, thereby making it ineligible for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

 November 28, 2022: Bill 23 received Royal Assent. 

 June 2023: Report PL-34-23 – Heritage Response to Bill 23 presented to City Council. 

 November 14, 2023: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23) went before Council.  

 Spring of 2024: Launch of the Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Candidates Shortlist Project.  

 June 25, 2024: Project Kick-off Meeting with property owners takes place at City Hall.  

 Summer of 2024: Stantec conducts site visits from the public right-of-way and archival 

research.  

 October 9, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 1 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 December 17, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 

2 of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 8, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 3 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 29, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 4 

of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports. 

 April 15, 2025: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25) went before Council. 

 July 21, 2025: The Peer Review prepared by Egis is submitted to staff. 

 September 29, 2025: The SCHVI prepared by Egis is submitted to staff. 

 

Implications 

 Total Financial Impact  

o There are no financial considerations. 

 Legal  

o There is no direct impact on the Legal department. 

 Engagement  

o Not applicable. 

 

References  

City of Burlington. (2023). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23). 

City of Burlington. (2024). Burlington Official Plan, 2020.  
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Province of Ontario. (2022). Bill 23, More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022. 
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Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

☐ Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 

Chloe Richer, MCIP, RPP, CAHP   

Senior Planner, Heritage   

(905) 335-7600 Ext. 7427 

 

Appendices: 

A. Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 368 Brant Street, Burlington dated 

July 21, 2025, prepared by Egis 

 

B. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for 368 Brant Street dated September 

29, 2025, prepared by Egis 

 

Draft By-laws for Approval at Council:  

 Not applicable. 

 

Notifications: 

Planner will provide address. 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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(Revised July 23, 2025 with City comments) 

Prepared For: 

Chloe Richer, Senior Planner, Heritage 

City of Burlington 

426 Brant Street, PO Box 5013, 

Burlington, ON, L7R 3Z6 

Prepared By: 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Cultural Heritage Manager- Environment 

6240 Highway 7, Suite 200 

Woodbridge, ON L4H 4G3 

Re: Peer Review ─ CULTURAL HERITAGE EVALUATION REPORT, 

368 BRANT STREET, BURLINGTON   

Appendix A to DGM-82-25 
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City of Burlington 

Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 368 Brant Street 

 

  Egis 

Cco-26-1602_Peer Review_ 368 Brant Street (Final_July 23, 2025)  2 

1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to provide the City of Burlington (City) with an independent 

professional review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (the report) completed by Stantec 

Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) on February 12, 2025, for the property located at 368 Brant Street (the 

subject property). The subject property consists of a two-storey mixed use commercial structure 

which is currently listed on the City’s Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as “The Bell - Wiggins 

Boot and Shoe Store.” The CHER was completed to assess the property’s cultural heritage value 

or interest (CHVI) using Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06) of the Ontario Heritage Act. This 

property constitutes one of 27 properties undergoing heritage reviews by the City as part of the 

“Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Shortlist” project.  

On January 29, 2025, the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee (HBAC) reviewed the findings 

of the CHER and supported Stantec’s assessment that the subject property retains design value 

but requested a review of its contextual value as the property may be a remnant of the lower Brant 

Street streetscape. City Council directed the Director of Community Planning to retain a heritage 

consultant for a peer review regarding the contextual value of the subject property after 

deliberating the HBAC recommendation to designate the property. Therefore, the following peer 

review examines the Stantec CHER as a whole and provides a new heritage evaluation based on 

independent professional research conducted by qualified heritage professionals (see Appendix 

A for staff qualifications). The following summarizes Tara Jenkins’ expert opinion concerning the 

CHVI of the subject property. 

2.0 ASSESSMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR 

INTEREST   

The City does not have Terms of Reference for CHERs; however, the heritage framework for 

evaluating CHVI in Ontario is through the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/06, and is guided by the 

Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. The following subsections provide commentary and an assessment of 

the Stantec CHER’s content and findings utilizing the Ontario heritage framework to provide an 

independent professional opinion on whether the subject property meets the criteria of O. Reg. 

9/06.  

2.1 Historical Development  

In CHERs, the process of analyzing information collected during research enables a heritage 

professional to understand the circumstances in which a place was created, used, modified over 

time, and how it was thought about by the community (Kalman and Létourneau, 2021:262). 

Therefore, the purpose of Section 2 in the Stantec CHER is to establish the subject property’s 

historical context which is necessary to understand a place. Stantec presents a brief historical 

overview of the Indigenous context, township history, and development of the City of Burlington 

which is generally consistent with the level of research presented in CHERs. However, in my 
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professional opinion, subsections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3 of the report offer no commentary on the history 

of lower Brant Street; therefore, the report neglects the historical context specific to the setting of 

the subject property.  

Given the location of the subject property on lower Brant Street, further research and analysis on 

this historical setting is required to identify it as Burlington’s historical commercial core, which will 

inform an understanding of the development of the surrounding area and how it relates to the 

subject property. In other words, to assess the subject property’s contextual value including how 

it contributes to the character of the area, it is necessary to provide a more comprehensive analysis 

of lower Brant Street and identify its historical character. Therefore, this peer review, in subsection 

2.1.1, below, provides a historical overview of lower Brant Street that is required to appropriately 

inform the evaluation of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this peer review.  

2.1.1 Historical Overview of Lower Brant Street  

Based on the northern extent of commercial properties shown on the 1910 Fire Insurance Plan 

(FIP), lower Brant Street in this peer review is considered south of Caroline Street on the west side 

of Brant Street, and south of Maria Street on the east side. This corridor constitutes the “Main 

Street” historical commercial corridor of Burlington in the 19th century and early 20th century.  

Beginning in 1803, United Empire Loyalist and Six Nations (Haudenosaunee) leader Joseph Brant, 

also known as Thayendanegea, began selling land around present-day Brant Street (Turcotte, 

1989; Allen, 2019). After Brant died in 1807, James Gage surveyed the land in 1810 and laid out a 

town pattern which became known as “Wellington Square”. With this, the road allowance of Brant 

Street, named after Joseph Brant, was surveyed as the spine of this settlement. Brant Street 

connected Lakeshore Road along Lake Ontario to Dundas Street to the north, thus making this 

street ideal as the main commercial street. The development of Brant Street led to the construction 

of wooden wharves that extended into Lake Ontario at the foot of Brant Street to export goods 

for the growing grain and lumber industries (Loverseed, 1988; Turcotte, 1989).  

Settlement was underway in Wellington Square in the 1820s, with some residential and 

commercial development on the east side of Brant Street and large agricultural lots along its west 

side (Loverseed, 1988; Turcotte, 1989). By 1850, Wellington Square had three significant 

commercial ports for shipping and Brant Street continued to be the main access to those ports 

(Loverseed, 1988; Turcotte, 1989). In the 1860s, the demand for wheat fell and focus turned to the 

lumber industry with lumber yards, mills, and other businesses that were established along Brant 

Street (Loverseed, 1988; Turcotte, 1989). During this decade, Wellington Square was in an 

economic boom and the commercial centre of the village grew along Brant Street. The 1858 

Winter & Abrey map (Image 1) shows the settlement area of Wellington Square with Brant Street. 

The map shows north of Caroline Street remained generally agricultural. On the west side of Brant 

Street, lot numbers are not shown.  
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When Wellington Square merged with Port Nelson to become the Village of Burlington in 1873, 

Brant Street continued to grow as the commercial hub. At this time, low rise vernacular commercial 

buildings lined the street (ASI, 2023a). Similar to the 1858 map, the 1877 Plan of the Village of 

Burlington (Image 2) shows Brant Street as the main north-south corridor with north of Caroline 

Street as rural. By 1877, the west side of Brant Street had been further subdivided into smaller 

lots, and the lot numbers are now shown on the map.  

  

Image 1: Plan of Wellington Square (Adapted 

from the 1858 Winter and Abrey) - red arrow 

point to the approximate location of the 

subject property  

Image 2: Plan of the Village of Burlington 

(Adapted from 1877 Illustrated Historical 

Atlas, Nelson Township) - red arrow point to 

the approximate location of the subject 

property 

By the 1890s, the lumber industry had declined but the agricultural industry was booming in 

Burlington. The village had become known as the ‘Garden of Canada’ with farmers continuing to 

ship their products from the foot of Brant Street, but the downtown focus had changed from the 

shipping industry to local commerce as part of the broader agricultural district (Turcotte, 1992:11). 

Canning became a prosperous industry associated with market gardening at the turn of the 

century, and several large canning facilities were built along the foot of Brant Street on Lake 

Ontario (Turcotte, 1992:113).  

As noted above, the 1910 FIP shows the commercial corridor of Brant Street south of Caroline 

Street on the west side of Brant Street, and south of Maria on the east side. The commercial core, 

which contained the greatest concentration of businesses, was located surrounding the 

intersection of Brant and Pine Streets, in the vicinity of the subject property. Businesses in this 

area in 1910 included two tin smiths, two jewellers, a hotel, a baker, a furniture store, an 

undertaker, a harness store, a flour and feed store, a printing office, a boot and shoe store, a drug 

store, and a grocery store (Goad, 1910). In 1910, south of the intersection of Brant Street and Elgin 
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Street, land owned by the Toronto & Niagara Power Company, which became a hydro corridor 

and later a city park, was the endpoint to the streetwall1 of the commercial core. North of the Elgin 

Street intersection on the west side of Brant Street, the Queen’s Hotel was a prominent landmark 

along the streetscape, and an adjacent “Chinese Laundry” business signified the continuation of 

the commercial corridor. The commercial buildings also continued on the east side of Brant Street, 

with a second boots & shoes store and jewellery store south of the James Street intersection. 

Further north along Brant Street, beyond James Street on the east side and Ontario Street on the 

west side, structures are more spread out and there are more residential and industrial properties. 

Industrial businesses include a blacksmith and implements shop on the east side of Brant Street, 

north of the James Street intersection; additionally, a planing mill, lumber store, and carriage shop 

on the west side of Brant Street, north of the Ontario Street intersection. Buildings ranged from 

one-to-three storeys in height on Brant Street and were constructed of wood2, brick, or were brick 

veneered. The oil lamps on Brant Street were replaced by electric streetlights in the early 1900s 

(Turcotte, 1992:65). 

In the early 20th century, former farms around Brant Street were developed into residential 

neighbourhoods as the city grew, and the commercial centre of Brant Street continued to expand 

(McCallum, 1957; Turcotte, 1992). In 1914, as Burlington’s status changed from village to town, 

the community had become a popular retreat and some of Hamilton’s prosperous residents 

moved to Burlington to live along the lake shore or its shady streets (McCallum, 1957). After the 

First World War, Burlington was seen as a desirable place to live and small businesses began to 

flourish (Loverseed, 1988:92). 

Despite Brant Street continuing as the town’s commercial corridor, a photograph from 1921 

(Image 3) still shows the street unpaved, but with concrete sidewalks. This photograph shows a 

commercial streetwall with street trees, horse hitching posts, hydro poles and street lighting. Many 

of the storefront ground floor display windows were sheltered from the elements by large canvas 

awnings. As town improvements were being made, Brant Street was paved in 1923 (Turcotte, 

1992:73; The Hamilton Spectator, 1923). Since Image 3 was taken, the hydro poles were removed, 

and the power lines were installed below ground.  

 

 

1 A streetwall is an outdoor “wall” framing the street which creates a sense of enclosure as buildings are closely spaced and situated 

along the street line. 
2 According to the key for the 1910 Fire Insurance Plan, wood dwellings and stores are shown in yellow, whereas wood sheds and 

factories were shown in grey. Examples of the latter include the carriage shop at 8 Brant Street, the planing mill at 10 Brant Street, and 

the implements shop at 40 Brant Street. 
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Image 3: Lower Brant Street, east side, June 21, 1921, looking south from Pine Street 

(Burlington Historical Society_204902). The buildings circled in red are still extant on the 

east side of Brant Steet. 

The 1924 FIP shows infill on the east side of Brant Street with the construction of three new brick 

businesses south of the James Street intersection since the 1910 FIP, thereby forming another 

commercial streetwall along Brant Street. Further north between James and Maria Streets, infill on 

the east side of Brant Street continued with the construction of eight brick commercial buildings 

(66-80 Brant Street) since the 1910 FIP. These buildings form a streetwall, and five of them were 

illustrated with parapets on the 1924 FIP.  

By the 1930s, the QEW superhighway was built, which rendered Burlington’s commercial ports at 

the foot of Brant Street obsolete (ASI, 2023a). However, this change triggered a development 

boom, which shifted Burlington from a rural community to urban. A photograph in 1935 (Image 

4) shows Brant Street, south of Ontario Street, as a paved road with street trees, streetlights, street 

parking, and a variety of building forms, including abutting brick and frame structures. 

Between the 1940s and 1950s, Burlington underwent another growth boom, likely related to the 

end of the Second World War. This is evidenced by commercial growth as well; In 1941, Burlington 

had 65 stores, by 1951 it had 74, and by 1956 it had 104 (McCallum, 1957:46). This growth brought 

commercial development outside of lower Brant Street and is said to have pulled some businesses 

away from lower Brant Street (Keast, 1982; Loverseed, 1988; Reynolds, 1984). For instance, 
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consumers were encouraged to shop at the new shopping district called the Burlington or Brant 

Plaza, which opened in 1953 on the east side of Brant Street, north of Caroline Street and south 

of Victoria Avenue (McCallum, 1957:48). Despite this plaza pulling customers away from lower 

Brant Street, in 1957 the historical commercial core was still seen as the central business district, 

which housed a variety of stores including a wide range of men’s and boy’s wear, women’s wear, 

dry goods, hardware, electrical appliances, medical supplies, household furnishings, office and 

school supplies, and shoe stores (McCallum, 1957:47-48). Former residences that lined Brant 

Street north of Caroline Street were either converted for commercial use or demolished (ASI, 

2023a).  

Image 5 is a photograph of lower Brant Street, just north of Pine Street, in 1954. The photograph 

shows that the street trees had been removed, but grassy boulevards remained along with many 

of the awnings along the storefronts. Street parking continued for shoppers to park directly in 

front of their business of their choice. The streetscape still retained a variety of buildings, both 

brick and frame, that directly abutted each other along the street line forming a streetwall. Unlike 

many Ontario main streets, Burlington did not suffer from a devastating great fire, thus allowing 

some 19th century and early 20th century frame commercial buildings to be preserved3. In Ontario, 

frame buildings along commercial main streets were often destroyed by fires, especially in the 

19th century, but in the 20th century, brick veneer became the more popular material of choice as 

brick provides better fire protection against fire spreading to neighbouring businesses.  

During the 1960s, as merchants had lost business on lower Brant Street, efforts were made to 

draw people back to shop on lower Brant Street. The street underwent a modernization process 

to widen and repave the road to better support automotive vehicles and many alternations were 

made to the buildings (ASI, 2023a). By the 1970s, the majority of houses on Brant Street had been 

converted to commercial buildings, and some commercial buildings along lower Brant Street were 

being demolished to make way for new mid-to-high-rise condominiums (ASI, 2023a). Image 6 

below shows Burlington City Hall on the west side of Brant Street, and some building removals 

along the lower Brant Street corridor (evident by surface parking lots, including at the corner of 

Brant Street and Lakeshore Road).  

Today, despite numerous changes, lower Brant Street continues to be Burlington’s oldest 

commercial corridor, where shoppers have been going for over 200 years. ASI documents that the 

subject property is a part of a group of buildings that are examples of commercial building 

 

 

3 A January 6, 1904, article in The Hamilton Spectator documents a fire in a three-storey brick building owned by the barber George Noyes (120 
Brant Street on the 1898 Fire Insurance Plan). The article describes the firemen containing the fire to the one building except for slight damage 
to the adjoining brick drug store of T.A. Le Patourel (124 Brant Street), and a bucket brigade saving the low frame butcher shop of L.J. Rusby on 
the other side (118 Brant Street). The article describes this fire as having the potential to engulf the commercial core of Burlington: “Had a strong 
wind been blowing the whole business part of the village would have been burnt, as the fire broke out in one of the principal business blocks.” 
This fire was likely the catalyst behind the remaining frame commercial buildings on the east side of Brant Street between Pine and Water streets 
being rebuilt as brick structures by the 1910 Fire Insurance Plan.  

15



City of Burlington 

Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 368 Brant Street 

 

  Egis 

Cco-26-1602_Peer Review_ 368 Brant Street (Final_July 23, 2025)  8 

typologies linked with the formation of Burlington and various economic booms in its commercial 

history (ASI, 2023b).  

Image 4: Brant Street in ca. 1935, view of the east side of the street, south of Ontario Street 

(Burlington Historical Society_205001) 

 

Image 5: Portal view of Brant Street in 1954 with the subject property indicated in red 

(Burlington Historical Society_204290) 
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Image 6: Aerial View of Brant Street and the subject property in 1974 (Burlington Public 

Library maps) 

 

2.2 Property History  

In my professional opinion, the historical research and analysis presented in the property history 

in Section 2.5 of the CHER is comprehensive and includes a review of land registry documents, fire 

insurance plans, photographs, census records, directories, and other secondary sources, as 

recommended in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit for undertaking historical research on a property. 

Stantec correctly attributes the building on the subject property to Fredrick W. Parkin, who 

operated a barber shop and pool hall out of this location. However, further primary and secondary 

sources were uncovered in the process of determining the veracity of Stantec’s evaluation for this 

peer review, which revealed new information regarding changes to the subject property and to its 

surrounding context over time. For instance, Stantec claims that by 1921 a second storey and 

exterior brick was added to the east section of the wood frame structure on the property; however, 

further research indicates that the east section of the building was entirely replaced by a brick 

structure between 1912 and 1916. Further historical research, including a review of tax assessment 
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rolls, microfilm of original Burlington Gazette articles4, additional historical maps, and secondary 

sources, has been presented in subsection 2.2.1 of this peer review, below, to establish a solid 

understanding of the subject property’s evolution so that its contribution to the broader context 

of lower Brant Street is fully understood. This additional land use history informs the evaluation 

of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this peer review. 

2.2.1 Property History – Part of Lots 3 and 4, Block Y of Compiled Plan 92 

The subject property was historically located in Brant’s Block, which was the 3,450 acres granted 

to Joseph Brant in 17985 for his loyalty and service to the Crown in the American Revolution. After 

Joseph Brant died in 1807, James Gage purchased 338.5 acres of land from his estate on the east 

side of Brant Street, and Augustus Bates purchased 212 acres on the west side of Brant Street 

(Turcotte, 1989:27). As identified by Stantec, the subject property is in Lots 3 and 4, Block “Y” of 

Plan 92. Land records commence in 1824, with Augustus Bates selling this land Rachel Bates, wife 

of Philo D. Bates, who later parceled out and sold lots, which included the subject property, to 

Thomas Bell in 1867 (OnLand). 

The 1884 FIP (revised in 1898) clearly illustrates that a structure had not yet been built within the 

subject property, thus illustrating a commercial streetwall had not yet been formed on the west 

side of Brant Street. The subject property remained a vacant lot under the ownership of Thomas 

Bell at the end of the 19th century. In 1884, a frame structure was illustrated to the south of the 

subject property at the addresses of 70-74 Brant Street in part of Lot 3, with a store in the central 

portion of the building at 72 Brant Street6. To the north of the subject property, a brick billiards 

hall is shown at 50 Brant Street, along with a frame hotel further north at 40 Brant Street.  

Thomas Bell sold Lots 3 and 4, including the subject property and his shoe store to the south, to 

John Campbell for $3500 in March 1905 (OnLand). A 15 March 1905 article in the Burlington 

Gazette on J.F. Campbell’s purchase of Bell’s land on Brant Street references a “vacant lot” in which 

the subject property was located (Burlington Public Library). John F. Campbell sold Part of Lots 3 

and 4 to Charles Parkin for $700 on 26 March 19077. On 2 October 1907, the Burlington Gazette 

stated that “Fred Parkins [sic] is making preparations for the erection of a new shop on the 

 

 

4 The CHER relied on partial 2009 transcriptions of these articles; however, a review of the original articles on microfilm was undertaken, with the 
assistance of the Local History & Digital Archive Coordinator at Burlington Public Library, to determine whether the full articles revealed more 
information about when the first structure within the subject property was built. 
5 Stantec incorrectly identified the subject property as outside Brant’s Block and stated it was given to Joseph Brant in 1777-1778 (which is when 
he was still fighting in the American Revolutionary War). The 1798 date is from “The Founding of Burlington” Ontario Heritage Trust Plaque 
located at Burlington City Hall. Treaty 3 ¾, which covers the Brant Tract or Brant’s Block, was signed on 24 October 1795 by representatives of 
the Crown and the Mississauga peoples as a provisional agreement, which was confirmed by Treaty 8 in 1797 (Government of Ontario; MCFN). 
6 This was the location of the boot and shoe store owned by Thomas Bell and operated by A.M. Sharpe followed by William Wiggins and H.A. 
Graham, which was incorrectly attributed to 368 Brant Street on the City’s Municipal Cultural Heritage Register. 
7 Charles Parkin purchased additional land on Part of Lots 3 and 4 from J.F. Campbell on 24 January 1910 for $40 (OnLand). 
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property which he recently purchased from J.F. Campbell8” (Burlington Public Library). 

Subsequently, on 29 January 1908, the Burlington Gazette reported that “Mr. Fred Parkins [sic] 

moved into his new barber shop, next to the Gazette office, on Tuesday, where he will be pleased 

to meet his old patrons, and many new ones” (Burlington Public Library). This indicates that the 

subject property had its first building erected between 1907 and 1908.  

Image 7, below, dated between 1908-1909, shows a built up commercial streetwall. The name 

“H.A. GRAHAM” stenciled on the storefront window in the foreground, with an oversized boot on 

a stool outside the front entrance. This was the location of the boot and shoe store at 72 Brant 

Street known as “The Slater Shoe” based on the sign. Past the two men wearing ties, there are two 

additional men wearing white barber’s tunics and dark pants faintly visible in the background, 

who have been identified as Fred Parkin and his assistant (Burlington Public Library). One of the 

men is leaning against the barber shop. Due to overexposure, specific details in the background 

of the image are hard to discern, although the building appears to be wood frame. A storefront 

window and recessed entrance of the barber shop are visible, as well as wood columns and a 

roofline indicative of a one-storey building. There may have been decorative woodwork along the 

roofline to blend with the streetscape, which, as shown in Image 7, was included on buildings in 

the streetscape. The gable roof of the printing office for the Burlington Gazette is also visible on 

the north side of the barber shop. A horse and carriage are parked just south of a hydro pole 

painted with stripes like a traditional barber’s pole, indicating a reserved parking spot for 

customers of the barber shop. This hydro pole can be seen clearly in Image 8, below, just south 

of the “Gazette Printing Office.” It is the only hydro pole painted with stripes in the photograph, 

thereby confirming the location of the barber shop just out of frame.   

  

 

 

8 The land registry indicates that Charles Parkin and his wife officially sold Part of Lots 3 and 4 to their son, Fred William Parkin, for $1 “with love 
& affection” on 6 May 1912 (OnLand). Based on Tax Assessment Rolls, Charles Parkin was a carpenter by trade and therefore may have 
constructed the original frame store for his son (Burlington Public Library).  
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Image 7: Lower Brant Street, ca. 1908-1909, looking west from the H.A. Graham Shoe 

Store (Burlington Historical Society Archives, Ivan Cleaver Postcard Collection). 

Image 8: Lower Brant Street, ca. 1908-1909, looking west from the Gazette Printing Office 

(Burlington Historical Society Archives, 203545). 

   

56 Brant 

Street  

72 Brant 

Street 
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The 1910 FIP of Burlington depicts the building within the subject property as a one-storey wood 

structure at the address of 56 Brant Street with a store in the east section and a rear bowling alley 

in the west section. The 1910 FIP shows the subject property, at that time, was a part of a group 

of seven one-to-two-storey wood framed commercial buildings that directly abutted one another, 

like the scene in Image 7.   

According to an article in The Hamilton Spectator on 2 September 1911, Fred Parkin attended 

Burlington council and asked them to give him a license to have a pool room on his premises on 

Brant Street, which granted him two pool tables at the rate of $40 until the end of 1911. This 

article indicates that the bowling alley shown occupying the rear of the subject property on the 

1910 FIP was changed to a pool room in 1911. 

In March of 1912, Fred W. Parkin had taken out advertisements in The Hamilton Spectator looking 

for a “first-class barber” to start work immediately. Later that year, on 30 November 1912, 

Frederick W. Parkin and his wife took out a mortgage on Part of Lots 3 and 4 from Alexander 

William Brown for $2000 (OnLand). It is believed that this mortgage was taken out by Parkin and 

his wife to finance improvements to their barber shop and pool room. As evidence of this, F.W. 

Parkin was conspicuously absent from the 1912 Tax Assessment Rolls (Burlington Public Library), 

which suggests that the store may have been under construction from August to September that 

year when the notices of assessment were delivered. The “value of buildings” column for his 0.05-

acre property on Brant Street9 was consistently recorded in the tax assessment rolls as $500 

between 1909 and 191110, but rose to $700 in 1913, then jumped to $1200 in 1914, and to $1600 

in 1916 (Burlington Public Library). The $1100 increase in the value of the building from 1911 to 

1916 indicates that substantial improvements were made to the barber shop and pool room.  

The 1916 Sewerage Works Plan describes the building within the subject property as a “Brick 

Barber Shop & Pool Room” owned by F.W. Parkin. In conjunction with the tax assessment rolls, 

this verifies that improvements were in fact made to the property since, by 1916, the wood 

storefront (as illustrated on the 1910 FIP) had been updated to the current brick storefront.  

Therefore, based on these primary sources, the two-storey east section of the existing building 

was constructed between 1912 and 1916.  

Stantec mentions that the 1921 Census recorded F.W. Parkin as living in a brick veneered building 

with his wife; however, it should be noted that it was written over by the Census enumerator with 

a large “B” as a correction to denote that he in fact resided in an entirely brick structure (Ancestry). 

 

 

9 F.W. Parkin is recorded as a barber on “Brant Street [Block] Y” in Tax Assessment Rolls, but column 7 which identifies “No. of Lot, House, etc. in 
such division” records his property as “pt. 6” despite the subject property being in Part of Lots 3 and 4. This discrepancy in “lot” numbers in the 
Tax Assessment Rolls is not isolated to F.W. Parkin, indicating that the “pt. 6” likely refers to a division of land or local designation for the purposes 
of tax assessment that is distinct from the geographical lot.  
10 After marrying Lucy Matilda Partlow in 1909, the 1910 Tax Assessment Roll shows that there were two people residing on the property of F.W. 
Parkin. His marriage was likely what prompted Parkin to rebuild his storefront after only a few years to include a second-storey residence for his 
family. 
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The 1924 FIP shows the address of 56 Brant Street crossed out and replaced with 19 Brant Street, 

which was the new address for the subject property. Notably, the storefront on the 1924 FIP, based 

on a comparative review of the earlier 1910 FIP, verifies that the east portion of the building 

fronting Brant Street had been rebuilt to a two-storey brick mixed-use commercial/residential 

building.  

The 1924 FIP shows that the barber shop occupied the ground floor and the second storey is 

noted as a dwelling which had an enclosed wood balcony on the second floor (no longer extant), 

overlooking the remaining portion of the one-storey wood frame pool room. As part of the 

subsequent improvements to the pool room, the southwest corner of the one-storey rear addition 

shown on the 1910 FIP was filled in to form an elongated rectangular pool room. A rear 

automobile garage was also built on the subject property at 19A Brant Street. These upgrades to 

the subject property are evidence that Parkin was modernizing to keep up with the evolution of 

lower Brant Street as the established commercial area.  

While the 1931 Census identifies 19 Brant Street as a brick veneered building, this is believed to 

be an enumeration error since the 1932 FIP (a revision to the 1924 Plan) clearly illustrates that 19 

Brant Street as a brick structure. Other nearby buildings such as the furniture store at 21 ½ Brant 

Street, and Hotel Raymond at 25 Brant Street, are shown on the 1924 and 1932 FIP as brick 

veneered, so this configuration of structure was clearly documented in the area. The 1932 FIP also 

shows that the commercial streetwall depicted on the 1910 FIP remained consistent, except for 

the rebuilt east portion of the subject property, which was now the sole brick structure.  

In summary, by presenting further research, this peer review has highlighted that the subject 

property is a part of a commercial streetwall on lower Brant Street. The east portion of the building 

facing Brant Street was rebuilt as a brick storefront Parkin’s barber shop between 1912 and 1916 

with a second-storey dwelling for Parkin and his family. Starting in 1911, Parkin operated a pool 

hall out of the rear of the building, which originally functioned as a bowling alley and was part of 

the original one-storey frame structure built in 1908.    

2.3 Site Description  

To support the peer review of this section, Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist, Jake Harper, 

completed a site visit on June 10, 2025. The visit included photographic documentation of the 

subject property from the public rights-of-way, including a review of the exterior elevations (see 

Appendix C for select field review photographs). Similar to the Stantec CHER, an interior field 

review was not conducted as permission to enter was not granted by the property owner. The 

review also included a walking tour to complete a visual assessment of the surrounding context 

to gain a better understanding of the evolution and the current context of lower Brant Street.   
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2.3.1 Landscape Setting  

Section 3.1 of the CHER is necessary to examine the current context of the subject property, assess 

how the property relates to its broader setting, and determine its meaning to the community. The 

Ontario Heritage Tool Kit notes that this is particularly important in main street settings where 

properties abut each other to form a commercial streetwall. In my professional opinion, Stantec 

did not adequately examine the evolution of the surrounding area and the context of the subject 

property over time. The assessment of existing conditions did not effectively determine if the 

subject property maintains, supports or defines the character of the area. The site visit should 

determine how lower Brant Street has evolved over time, determine whether it still retains its 

historical character, and identify whether the subject property contributes to that character. To 

aid in this landscape analysis, as recommended in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, comparative 

studies should be undertaken for a CHER to help explain the importance of a property within its 

surrounding context. Without undertaking a comparative analysis, the contextual value of this 

property cannot be adequately assessed. Therefore, subsection 2.3.2, below, researches and 

assesses the integrity of the landscape, which informs evaluation of the subject property in Section 

2.4 of this peer review.    

2.3.2 Landscape Analysis  

Stantec acknowledges that the west side of Brant Street, across from the intersection of Pine Street 

and south of Elgin Street, is a part of a group of late 19th century to mid-20th century commercial 

properties that form a streetwall (368 Brant Street, 370 Brant Street, 372 Brant Street, 374 Brant 

Street, and 380 Brant Street). Five buildings make up this streetwall, which in this review is referred 

to as Group 1. When compared to available digital photographs (example below), all of the 

facades of the buildings have undergone general alterations which include covering original brick 

facades with stucco (372 and 374 Brant Street), painting brick (368 Brant Street), removal of 

decorative wood and iron tracery associated with windows (368 Brant Street), changes in the 

ground floor storefronts (i.e., configuration of windows and entrances), and second storey window 

replacements. Between 1932 and 1954, the one-and-a-half storey printing office for the Burlington 

Gazette, which formerly abutted the subject property to the north, was replaced by the extant 

one-storey brick commercial building with a parapet (370 Brant Steet). Despite these changes, 

Classical design elements, such as decorative parapets with wood brackets or brick dentils, remain 

in Group 1, which provide embellishment to the masonry walls of the front façades above the flat 

rooflines. In addition, the ground floors of Group 1 still retain recessed entrances with large 

windows, maintaining the pedestrian realm which was created by the early 20th century (see Image 

7). Despite the replacement building, all the buildings retain their original siting to Brant Street. 
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Current view of Group 1- from Brant Street 368 

Brant Street, 370 Brant Street, 372 Brant Street, 

374 Brant Street, and 380 Brant Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 

Historical view of Group 1, circa 1930 

(Burlington Historical Society) 

 

As briefly noted in subsection 2.1.1 of this peer review, non-traditional commercial/residential 

development has occurred in the lower Brant Street corridor, especially in the last quarter of the 

20th century (ASI, 2023b). These newer multi-storey non-traditional buildings have created 

discontinuations between the historical commercial streetwall that existed on the east and west 

sides of lower Brant Street. For instance, in 1990, the six-storey Sims Square building (390 Brant 

Street) was constructed north of the subject property on City park land (the former hydro corridor) 

south of the intersection of Brant and Elgin streets. Since it was built on the west side of Brant 

Street between the Hotel Raymond (380 Brant Street) and former Queen’s Hotel (400 Brant Street), 

its tall presence impacts the viewscape looking north from the foot of Brant Street. Furthermore, 

in 1995, a commercial block of one- and two-storey frame and brick buildings were removed 

across the street from the subject property with the construction of a four-storey apartment 

building for seniors known as Wellington Terrace (375 Brant Street/410 John Street). Despite its 

lower height of four storeys along Brant Street, the building is still imposing and overlooks the 

streetscape. However, Wellington Terrace was designed to be somewhat sympathetic to the 

historical streetscape by bringing a brick façade with ground floor commercial spaces with large 

display windows situated along the street line, as well as oriel windows, which is a design feature 

shared by 361 Brant Street and the subject property at the intersection of Brant and Pine streets. 

In 2005, the construction of the 14-storey condominium known as Bunton’s Wharf (1477 

Lakeshore Road), which is directly adjacent to the subject property to the south, resulted in the 

removal of wood framed commercial buildings built between 1884 and 1910 that were part of the 

continuous streetwall from the subject property to Lakeshore Road, as shown on the FIPs. The 

condominium at 1477 Lakeshore Road is incompatible with the historical character of lower Brant 

Street; however, it does include a commercial ground floor to align with the commercial feel. 

Lastly, in 2019, construction began on a 22-storey tower known as Gallery Condos + Lofts at the 

northern intersection of Brant and James streets. Now completed, this development resulted in 
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the demolition of a portion of the low rise historical commercial streetscape (421 to 431 Brant 

Street). 

Despite the disconnect in the historical streetscape, the field review undertaken for this peer 

review identified three additional groups of buildings that still maintain their original siting along 

lower Brant Street, similar to that of the subject property. The results are presented in Table 1 

below. Like Group 1, each group contains various styles of buildings, forming an eclectic historical 

streetscape; however, based on historical maps, they were present by the early 20th century. 

Typically, these traditional buildings range from one-to-two storeys in height, although there are 

also three-storey structures that are part of the streetscape, such as the original Le Patourel drug 

store at 359 Brant Street, and the Hotel Raymond at 380 Brant Street. Even with differences in 

height, these buildings abut or are close to other structures and are located at the street line (with 

no set back), creating a relationship between adjacent façades to form a commercial streetwall, as 

seen in historical photographs and maps. Some low-rise buildings replaced early structures in the 

streetwall of each group, like Group 1, but the overall form, scale and massing of these groups 

have been maintained.  

In general, regardless of alterations such as painting and stucco, many of the historical buildings 

in each group have preserved elements typical of a traditional mixed-use commercial/residential 

main street building, which consists of three main parts: the ground floor with large display 

windows and recessed entrances, the upper floor residences, and the rooflines.  

The ground floor is the area accessible to the public and customers of the business. Traditionally, 

the ground floor had large display windows to attract shoppers, as well as columns, pilasters, sign 

boards, and a cornice with decorative elements. All four groups of buildings, despite alterations, 

still retain traditional ground floors. Upper floors were characterized by solid walls with regularly 

spaced windows and decorative features. For example, in addition to the subject property with its 

decorative detailing, the cornice brackets of 372 and 374 Brant Steet, and decorative brick 

voussoirs forming hoods over the third-floor windows at 380 Brant Street, are architectural 

elements that help maintain a unified and Classical look and feel along the street. Lastly, each 

building has a roofline intended to frame the front façade of the commercial building.  

Therefore, in my professional opinion, I disagree with Stantec that this section of lower Brant 

Street does not retain a strong historical character as the comparative analysis demonstrates that, 

although discontinuous, there are four groups of buildings in the lower Brant Street streetscape 

that form a streetwall and retain the historical character of the commercial corridor. Each property 

within the group supports one another to maintain this historical character and exists as a remnant 

of Burlington’s historical corridor from the late 19th century to early mid-20th century. Many of the 

buildings link to businesses that played a key role in shaping Burlington as a centre for economic 

growth but also created a sense of place to attract people and promote social interaction, as main 

streets do (ASI, 2023a). In Burlington, as seen in historical photographs of lower Brant Street, the 
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groups reflect various development eras from the late 19th century to the mid-20th century, 

creating an eclectic streetscape of varying heights and construction materials.  

Stantec states in Section 3.1 of the report that there are no notable hardscape or softscape 

elements of note for this property. In my professional opinion, there are notable hardscape 

streetscape elements, such as street parking, which is an element that extends back to the 19th 

century. There is also decorative public corridor lighting with hanging planters, and sidewalks with 

decorative brick pavers (replacing the grassed boulevards) along the storefronts. Today, some 

stores have street patios and boardwalks, which contribute to the walkability of lower Brant Street. 

Furthermore, the corridor has reinstated street trees (softscape element) which historically was 

part of the character of lower Brant Street. In my opinion, the varied design of the historical 

buildings located in blocks when combined with these streetscape features, despite significant 

unsympathetic infill, forms a positive pedestrian realm that continues to make activities such as 

shopping inviting to the public. Therefore, in my opinion, lower Brant Street continues to maintain 

a distinct historical character, as exemplified in the four groups, with each group maintaining and 

supporting its character. As illustrated in this section, Group 1, containing the subject property, is 

the last surviving example of a late 19th to early 20th century streetwall on the west side of lower 

Brant Street.   
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Table 1: Comparative Analysis - Landscape Setting  

Location/ 

Address 

Streetscape Description Current Photograph  Digital Archive Photograph 

Group 2: 

East side of 

Brant Street 

south of 

James 

Street (401 

Brant Street 

to 413 

Brant 

Street). 

▪ Based on FIPs, commercial development began in the last 19th 

century and the streetwall was established between 1910 and 

1924, consisting of one-to-two storey wood frame and brick 

buildings (42 to 54 Brant Street, 1924 FIP). 

▪ Frame building at 401 Brant Street was built between 1898 and 

1910, and owned by E.J. Dickenson, based on FIPs. Non-

designated heritage property.  

▪ Two frame structures were originally located to the north, built 

in the same time period as 401 Brant Street. These appear to 

have been rebuilt since 1932, since 403 Brant Street is now 

immediately adjoining 401 Brant Street with no separation, 

and 405 Brant Street is now two-storeys as opposed to one, as 

shown on FIPs.  

▪ Three brick structures were built south of James Street 

between 1910 and 1916, which have since been connected and 

heavily altered.  

▪ This area is the site of a proposed development of a 23-storey 

tower integrated into a four-storey podium along Brant Street. 

Portions of the listed properties at 401 Brant Street and 444 

John Street are to be retained and incorporated into the 

proposed development (GBCA Architects, 2018). 

 

 

Current view from Brant Street (Egis, June 2025) Home Made Candies store, now 401 Brant Street, 1922 (Burlington 
Historical Society_205573)  

Group 3: 

East side of 

Brant Street 

between 

Maria 

Street and 

James 

Street (433 

Brant Street 

to 463 

Brant 

Street) 

▪ Based on the FIPs, streetwall was established between 1910 and 

1924, when one-to-two storey brick infill was constructed on the 

east side of Brant Street (66 to 80 Brant Street, 1924 FIP), across 

from the Ontario Street intersection, alongside earlier one-to-

two storey frame buildings. 

▪ Two-storey red brick structure at 459-463 Brant Street was 

present by the 1910 FIP (formerly 20-24 Brant Street). Non-

designated heritage property, now a Masonic Lodge. 

▪ General alterations include covering the original brick with 

stucco (443 and 455 Brant Street), adding concrete brick veneer 

to the façade (449 and 453 Brant Street), and window 

replacements.  

 

Current view from Brant Street (Egis, June 2025) Masonic Lodge, 463 Brant Street, 1973 (Burlington Historical 
Society_204595) 
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Table 1: Comparative Analysis - Landscape Setting  

Location/ 

Address 

Streetscape Description Current Photograph  Digital Archive Photograph 

Group 4: 

East side 

Brant from 

Pine Street 

to 

Lakeshore 

Road (361 

Brant Street 

to 2003 

Lakeshore 

Road)  

▪ Streetwall established by the late 19th century, as shown 

on the 1884 FIP (revised 1898).  

▪ All wood buildings on the east side of Brant Street between 

Pine and Water Streets (now Lakeshore Road) were rebuilt as 

brick buildings by 1910 following a fire in 1904.  

▪ Currently two-to-three storey brick buildings with 

ground floor commercial, flat roofs some with parapets. 

▪ General alterations include covering original brick with 

stucco (353 and 355 Brant Street), adding cedar 

shingles to façade over the third storey, wood trim and 

concrete brick veneer (357 Brant Street), and window 

replacements.  

▪ The three-storey brick Royal Bank building at the intersection 

of Brant Street and Lakeshore Road was replaced with the 

extant one-storey concrete block structure at 2003 Lakeshore 

Road between 1954 and 1960 (Burlington Public Library).  

▪ 361 Brant Street and 2003 Lakeshore Road are listed as non-

designated heritage properties. 

Current view from Brant Street (Egis, June 2025) Lower Brant Street after rain, east side, 1919 (Burlington Historical 

Society_203675) 

28



City of Burlington 

Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 368 Brant Street 

 

  Egis 

Cco-26-1602_Peer Review_ 368 Brant Street (Final_July 23, 2025)  21 

2.3.3 Building Exterior  

Section 3.2 of the Stantec CHER describes the architectural style of the building on the subject 

property as a two-storey early 20th century Ontario vernacular commercial building. In my 

professional opinion, the overarching description as “vernacular” is correct as this building does 

not clearly fit a defined stylistic category. However, in my opinion, it can be further described as a 

vernacular commercial/residential building with Classical style embellishments. The building 

retains its original details such as its oriel window11, an original wooden frame with wood dentils 

at the base of the transom on the door to the second storey, segmental brick arches above the 

transom and the second-storey sash window, brick dentils along the parapet, brick corbels 

supporting the ground floor roof overhang, and the masonry wall face (albeit painted).  

Stantec notes in Section 4.1 of the report that the building retains its original heritage integrity, 

even though they did not articulate all the architectural details and the changes to the building in 

detail. Based on a review of historical photographs, although the building has undergone 

alterations, I agree with Stantec that the building on the subject property retains historical integrity 

as its storefront elements (as briefly described in subsection 2.3.2), and the Classical design 

features such as dentils are still present and are consistent with mixed use commercial/ residential 

buildings in the late 19th and early 20th century.  As noted in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, few 

buildings survive without alterations.  

The report is missing a review of comparable properties which, even on a high level, helps 

demonstrate if a property is “a rare, early, unique or representative example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method.” As noted in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, a 

comparative study should be a part of the documentary evidence which helps explain the 

importance of the property within a municipal context by comparing similar properties locally. 

Stantec determined using O. Reg. 9/06 that the property is representative example of its type. 

Therefore, to verify this assessment, a high-level review of comparable properties was undertaken 

in the following subsection to inform the evaluation of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this 

report.   

2.3.4 Brief Built Form Analysis 

Based on the field review completed for this peer review, there are four other two-storey 

commercial/residential buildings with oriel windows in the vicinity of the subject property located 

on lower Brant Street (443 Brant Street, 361 Brant Street, 2007-2011 Brant Street, and 409-411 

Brant Street/2010 James Street). Historical photographs indicate that oriel windows are original 

to only two of the four comparable properties (361 Brant Street and 443 Brant Street). Although 

no historical photographs were located for 409-411 Brant Street/2010 James Street, historical 

 

 

11 Popular with Late Victorian style buildings to increase the light in the upper residential storeys of mixed-use buildings.  
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mapping reveals that this building was once three brick stores built between 1910 and 1916 that 

were later connected and heavily altered to form one large home furnishing store (Burlington 

Public Library). As such, it stands to reason that the oriel windows are not original to the building.  

Of note, the two-storey mixed use commercial/residential building located at 361 Brant Street is 

directly across from the subject property and, like the subject property, was constructed to replace 

an earlier two-storey frame building. This comparable property was built slightly earlier than the 

subject property, between 1904-1910, based on the FIPs and an article in The Hamilton Spectator. 

Therefore, based on this high-level comparative analysis, I agree with Stantec that the subject 

property is a representative example of an Ontario vernacular commercial building; however, it 

should be noted that the subject property retains more decorative embellishments than other 

comparable properties.  

  

Current view of 361 Brant Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

Photograph of 361 Brant Street in the 1980s 

(bpl_39071020501157_cb_0151) 

 

 

Current view of 443 Brant Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

Photograph of 443 Brant Street in the 1980s 

(bpl_39071020501157_cb_0155) 
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Current view of 2007-2011 Lakeshore Road 

(Egis, June 2025) 

Photograph of 2007-2011 Lakeshore Road in 

the 1980s (bpl_39071020501157_cb_0141) 

 

 

Current view of 409-411 Brant Street/2010 

James Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

 

2.4 Evaluation  

Based on the information documented through research in the CHER and in this document, the 

property is evaluated in Table 2, below, against each of the criteria as described in paragraphs 1 

to 9 in subsection 1(2) of O. Reg. 9/06 to determine the subject property’s CHVI. Furthermore, this 

section follows Section 5.6 of the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, which provides guidance on how to 

apply the criteria.  

In summary, I agree with Stantec’s evaluation of 368 Brant Street except for their determination 

that it does not have contextual value. In my opinion, the subject property has contextual value 

and meets criterion 7 of O. Reg. 9/06 because it is important in maintaining and supporting the 

character of the area. Notably, the subject property is one of four remaining groups of commercial 

streetwalls that were established by the early 20th century, and the last on the west side of lower 

Brant Street. The subject property contributes to its group and the broader commercial identity 

of Burlington and sense of place that has historically defined lower Brant Street. The character of 

the area has been challenged by recent urban developments, which underscores the importance 

of preserving the subject property since together with its group, it contributes to the historical 

character of the streetscape.  
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2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06  

Table 2, below, describes how the O. Reg. 9/06 criteria were applied to determine if the subject 

property possesses CHVI. The table includes the rationale supporting why each criterion was met 

or not met.  

Table 2: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation for 368 Brant Street  

 

Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

1. The property has design value 

or physical value because it is a 

rare, unique, representative or 

early example of a style, type, 

expression, material or 

construction method. 

Yes I agree with Stantec that the subject property retains design 

value as a representative example of an Ontario vernacular 

commercial building. Despite further research determining 

that the two-storey east portion of the building was rebuilt 

between 1912 and 1916, replacing the original one-storey 

wood storefront built between 1907 and 1908, this additional 

detail regarding the construction date for the subject property 

does not reverse its design value. 

 

2. The property has design value 

or physical value because it 

displays a high degree of 

craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does not display 

a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

3. The property has design value 

or physical value because it 

demonstrates a high degree of 

technical or scientific achievement. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does not 

demonstrate a high degree of technical or scientific 

achievement.  

4. The property has historical 

value or associative value because 

it has direct associations with a 

theme, event, belief, person, 

activity, organization or institution 

that is significant to a community. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does not have 

historical or associative value. Frederick William Parkin, who 

purchased the property as vacant land in 1907, operated a 

barber shop on the property from 1908 until 1957. Further 

research indicated that there were other barber shops along 

Brant Street that were open during this time, such as those 

operated by George Noyes, John Jordan, and Dave Gordon 

Robinson, whose store at 30 Brant Street also had a rear pool 

room (The Hamilton Spectator). As such, Parkin himself and 

the barber shop were not determined to be significant to the 

community. After 1957, the property was owned by several 

other individuals who ran various businesses, none of which 

were determined to be particularly significant to the 

community. 

5. The property has historical 

value or associative value because 

it yields, or has the potential to 

yield, information that contributes 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does not yield 

or have the potential to yield information that contributes to 

an understanding of a community or culture. 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

6. The property has historical 

value or associative value because 

it demonstrates or reflects the 

work or ideas of an architect, 

artist, builder, designer or theorist 

who is significant to a community. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property is not known to 

demonstrate or reflect the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 

builder, designer, or theorist who is significant to the 

community of Burlington.   

7. The property has contextual 

value because it is important in 

defining, maintaining or 

supporting the character of an 

area. 

Yes I disagree with Stantec findings that the property does not 

meet this criterion. In my professional opinion, 368 Brant 

Street has contextual value as it is important in maintaining 

and supporting the historical character of lower Brant Street, 

which became the main commercial street of Wellington 

Square, and later the Village of Burlington. The subject 

property is part of a group of buildings (368 Brant Street, 372 

Brant Street, 374 Brant Street, and 380 Brant Street) that is 

representative of the late 19th and early 20th century 

commercial development of lower Brant Street, as it 

continued to Burlington’s main commercial corridor. There is 

another group of commercial buildings on the east side of 

Brant Street, between Pine Street and Lakeshore Road, which 

along with the subject property, are remnants of the original 

commercial district on lower Brant Street. Despite alterations 

to their front facades and rear additions over time, these 

buildings retain their form, scale and massing and create a 

commercial streetwall. Many of the two to three storey 

commercial buildings generally maintain their mixed-use, with 

upper storey residences, and exhibit original decorative 

embellishments. They also retain large commercial display 

windows on the ground level to appeal to pedestrians, which 

continues to define lower Brant Street as a commercial 

corridor. The subject property, as part of this broader 

streetscape, maintains and supports the character of the area.   

 

8. The property has contextual 

value because it is physically, 

functionally, visually or historically 

linked to its surroundings. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property is not physically, 

functionally, visually, or historically linked to its surroundings. 

Although 368 Brant Street supports the historically 

commercial character of lower Brant Street, the building 

abutting the subject property to the south (formerly 15-17 

Brant Street), has been replaced by a 14-storey condominium 

building known as Bunton’s Wharf, which was constructed in 

2005. Furthermore, the one-and-a-half storey printing office 

for the Burlington Gazette, which formerly abutted the subject 

property to the north, was replaced by the brick commercial 

building at 370 Brant Steet between 1932 and 1954. Although 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

these developments retain ground floor commercial space 

like the former structures, the subject property is no longer 

linked to its immediate surroundings and does not have 

contextual value for that reason.  

9. The property has contextual 

value because it is a landmark. 

No I agree with Stantec that 368 Brant Street is not a landmark 

since it is a modest commercial building and is not visually 

prominent on the streetscape due to the adjacent 14-storey 

condominium building. 

 

 

2.5 Conclusions  

Based on the review of the Stantec CHER, background research completed for this peer review, 

and the site visit, it is my professional opinion that the property located at 368 Brant Street meets 

two of the nine criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06; therefore, it is eligible for designation under 

Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

  

 

 

 

__________________________ 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 

tara.jenkins@egis-group.com  

 

Cc:  Jeff King, Egis Vice President of Environmental Planning
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Appendix A: Professional Qualifications 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP. Tara is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Manager and is a Senior 

Cultural Heritage Specialist. She holds a Master of Arts (MA) Degree in Anthropology and a 

Graduate Professional Certificate in Cultural Heritage Studies (GPCertCHS), Heritage Planning 

stream. She is a qualified heritage professional that has 26 years of experience working in cultural 

resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of the Canadian Association of 

Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Tara has a proven track record at maintaining the cultural heritage 

value of a place within real-world contexts of urban planning, development, sustainability, growth 

and change. In the past five (5) years, Tara has managed over 70 Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Reports for various clients, including the municipalities across Ontario. She has a strong 

understanding of compliance with Ontario's legislation, regulations, and other heritage-related 

policies and procedures for both private and public sector clients. 

 

Jake Harper, MA, CAHP. Jake is an Intermediate Cultural Heritage Specialist at Egis and holds a 

Master of Arts (MA) Degree in History from the University of Waterloo. He has over five (5) years 

of experience working in cultural resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of 

the Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Jake has practical experience as a 

Cultural Heritage Specialist and is skilled in identifying and evaluating built heritage resources and 

cultural heritage landscapes. He is currently in an intermediate role where he supervises cultural 

heritage projects and prepares deliverables. Jake has been a key contributor in numerous cultural 

heritage projects, where he has demonstrated a strong understanding of government regulations 

and requirements, exceptional organizational skills, and attention to detail. 
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Appendix C: Field Review Photographs 

  
Current view of 368 Brant Street from across the 

street (Egis, June 2025) 

View showing the brick corbels and display window 

(Egis, June 2025) 

  

Close-up showing brick corbels and recessed 

entrance roof overhang (Egis, June 2025) 

Close-up showing brick corbels and recessed 

entrance roof overhang (Egis, June 2025) 

  

View of the recessed entrance and side display 

window (Egis, June 2025) 

Close-up of board and batten cladding under the 

display window (Egis, June 2025) 
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Close-up of the concrete bricks above the display 

window facing the street (Egis, June 2025) 

View of wood door to the second-storey residence 

(Egis, June 2025) 

  

View of stucco exterior and second-storey windows 

on the south elevation (Egis, June 2025) 

View of rear garage from the public alley (Egis, June 

2025) 

 

39



Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for 368 Brant Street 

i 

Prepared for: 

Chloe Richer, Senior Planner, Heritage 

City of Burlington 

426 Brant Street, PO Box 5013, 

Burlington, ON, L7R 3Z6  

Prepared by: 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 

6240 Highway 7, Suite 200 

Woodbridge, ON L4H 4G3 

September 29, 2025 

SUBJECT: PART IV DESIGNATION UNDER THE ONTARIO HERITAGE 
ACT 368 BRANT STREET, CITY OF BURLINGTON, ONTARIO 

Dear Chloe, 

The purpose of this document is to provide the City of Burlington with a draft Statement 

of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest that can be used for the designation by-law for the 

property located at 368 Brant Street.  

In my professional opinion, as Egis’ qualified heritage professional,1 based on the 

completion of our archival research and heritage evaluation for the Peer Review report 

completed by Egis on July 21, 2025, the property at 368 Brant Street meets the two of 

1 Egis’ qualified heritage professional, Tara Jenkins, is a professional member of the Canadian Association of Heritage 
Professionals who is in good standing and possesses the applied and demonstrated knowledge of accepted standards 
in heritage conservation, historical research, and identification and evaluation of cultural heritage value or interest. 

Appendix B to DGM-82-25
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the nine criteria of Ontario Regulation 9/06 and therefore merits municipal designation 

under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act. The property was demonstrated 

to possess design value as a representative example of an early 20th century Ontario 

vernacular brick commercial/residential building with Classical architectural design 

features. Furthermore, the property was determined to have significant contextual value 

as it supports and maintains the historical character of lower Brant Street as the building 

within the property is one in a collection of historical commercial buildings that 

collectively form a streetwall and continue to preserve the character of Burlington’s 

historical commercial corridor.   

 

Recommendation  

I recommend that City Council supports the designation of this property to conserve the 

cultural heritage value or interest of the property itself, as well as to preserve 

Burlington’s remaining collection of historical commercial buildings along lower Brant 

Street. Therefore, I recommend that this designation report be forwarded to Council for 

consideration and approval to proceed with the Part IV designation of the property at 

368 Brant Street. 

  

The draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for 368 Brant Street 

attached as Attachment 1 to this report comprises the Reasons for Designation, 

which may constitute the draft public Notices of Intent to Designate.  

 

Yours sincerely,  

 

ATTACHMENTS 

 

Attachment 1 – Draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and 

Description of Heritage Attributes (Reasons for Designation)   

  

 
___________ _________________ 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 
Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 
Water, Environment and Energy Transition   
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1.0 ATTACHMENT 1- DRAFT STATEMENT OF CULTURAL 

HERITAGE VALUE OR INTEREST AND DESCRIPTION OF 

HERITAGE ATTRIBUTES (REASONS FOR DESIGNATION)   

This provides the draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest that may be 

considered for the designation by-law. The following presents the mandatory 

requirements that must be included in the designation by-law in accordance with section 

3 of Ontario Regulation 385/21 (as outlined in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, 2025).    

1. Description of property 

▪ municipal address, if it exists; 

▪ legal description, including the property identifier number that relates to the 

property; 

▪ general description of where the property is located within the municipality; 

and,   

▪ a site plan, scale drawing or a description in writing that identifies the area of 

the property that has cultural heritage value or interest.  

2. Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest 

▪ identifies which criteria set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06 under the Ontario 

Heritage Act are met and explain how each criterion is met.  

3. Description of Heritage Attributes  

▪ physical features or elements of the property that must be retained to 

conserve the property’s cultural heritage value or interest.  

1.1 Reasons for Designation  

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest and Description of Heritage 

Attributes  

 

Introduction and Description of Property 

The property at 368 Brant Street meets criteria 1 and 7 of the nine criteria presented 

under Ontario Regulation 9/06 of the Ontario Heritage Act under the categories of design 

or physical value and contextual value. Therefore, since the property met two criteria it 

has cultural heritage value or interest and is worthy of individual designation under Part 

IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
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Description  

The property at 368 Brant Street is located on the west side of lower Brant Street, 

between Elgin Street and Lakeshore Road, in the downtown core of the City of 

Burlington. Historically, the property was located within Brant’s Block, along the main 

commercial corridor of Wellington Square. The property is in part of Lots 3 and 4, Block 

Y of Compiled Plan 92. The property consists of a two-storey flat-roofed brick 

commercial/residential building with a one-storey frame rear wing.   

 

Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or interest 

 

Design or Physical Value 

The property has design value as it includes a representative example of an early 20th 

century Ontario vernacular two-storey brick commercial/residential building. Initially, the 

property contained a one-storey frame building built for Frederick William Parkin 

between 1907 and 1908, with his barber shop in the east section of the building and a 

bowling alley in the rear (west) section. In 1911, the bowling alley was converted to a 

pool hall. Between 1912 and 1916, the east section of the building was rebuilt as a more 

substantial, fire-resistant two-story brick building, featuring a commercial ground floor for 

Parkin’s barber shop and a residential upper storey for his living quarters. A one-storey 

concrete block garage was added to the rear wing in the mid-20th century, which does 

not support the property’s design value.  

 

Although Parkin sold the property in 1957 and the building has since housed a variety of 

businesses, it has retained several original Classical architectural design features 

contributing to its design value which is characteristic of late 19th and early 20th century 

commercial buildings in Ontario. Of particular note are the decorative brick 

embellishments on the front façade, including the cornice dentils along the parapet at 

the roofline, the corbelled pilasters, and the segmental brick arches above the transom 

and second-storey sash window. The building also retains its Classical storefront with 

large plate glass display windows and a recessed store entrance. The ground floor 

entrance to the second floor also includes its original wood frame accented with a 

Classical style dentil shelf below the transom opening. Lastly, the second floor of the 

building has an oriel window which was an architectural feature popular in late 19th 

century (Late Victorian era) that carried over into the 20th century.  

 

Contextual Value 

The property also has contextual value as it is important in maintaining and supporting 
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the historical character of lower Brant Street, which was established by James Gage in 

1810 as the main commercial corridor of Wellington Square, now the City of Burlington. 

The property at 368 Brant Street is part of a group of five historical commercial buildings 

on the west side of lower Brant Street (including 370, 372, 374, and 380 Brant Street), 

which along with another comparable group of commercial buildings on the east side 

between Pine Street and Lakeshore Road (including 361, 359, 357, and 355-353 Brant 

Street and 2003 Lakeshore Road), maintains a consistent alignment along the street 

that forms a historic commercial streetwall despite façade alterations. The buildings in 

these groups retain their general form, scale and massing, their storefronts with large 

display windows, recessed entrances, and other Classical architectural design features, 

which support and maintain the historical streetscape of lower Brant Street.  

 

Description of Heritage Attributes  

 

Design/Physical Value  

Key exterior attributes that contribute to the design value of the property at 368 Brant 

Street as a representative example of an early 20th century vernacular 

commercial/residential building:  

 

▪ The form, scale and massing of the building as rectangular, two-storey, 
commercial/residential structure with a flat roof; 

▪ The Classical style brick detailing of the east (front) elevation including the: 

o parapet along the roofline including cornice dentils; 

o masonry wall of the second floor with segmental brick voussoirs over the north 
window; 

o corbelled pilasters of the ground floor supporting the storefront cornice; and, 

o segmental brick voussoirs over the transom of the north entrance to the second 
floor. 

▪ The second-floor oriel window on the east elevation with a hipped roof; 

▪ The north second-floor window opening on the east elevation with a segmental arch 
and rusticated stone or concrete sill; 

▪ The commercial storefront with a recessed entrance and large plate glass display 
windows; 

▪ The north entrance on the east elevation with a wood frame transom featuring a 
decorative dentil shelf on its bottom frame; and, 

44



Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest for 368 Brant Street  

 

4 

 

▪ The one-storey rear (west) wing that served as the former bowling alley/pool 
hall (excluding the rear concrete block garage addition). 

Contextual Value  

Key attributes that contribute to the contextual value of 368 Brant Street, which supports 

and maintains the character of its surroundings, include:    

▪ The location of the building on the street line and orientation of the building in its 
original location;  

▪ The building’s siting on lower Brant Street as part of a row of five late 19th century 
to mid-20th century commercial/residential buildings (370, 372, 374, and 380 Brant 
Street); and,  

▪ Proximity to another group of historical commercial properties that contribute to 
the streetwall of lower Brant Street (361, 359, 357, and 355-353 Brant Street and 
2003 Lakeshore Road).  
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 458 Elizabeth St. Peer Review update 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 

                    Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-85-25 

Wards Affected: 2 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 

458 Elizabeth Street, Burlington, dated July 21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, 

as detailed in development and growth management report DGM-85-25 and attached as 

Appendix A; and 

 

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 458 Elizabeth Street (the “Property”) 

to be of cultural heritage value or interest under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act 

in accordance with the staff recommendation in development and growth management reports 

DGM-10-25 and DGM-85-25. 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Purpose of report: 

 The purpose of this report is to present Council with the Peer Review attached as 

Appendix A, and to recommend that Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 

the Property under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in response to Staff 

Direction SD-04-25. 

 
Key findings: 

 The City retained Egis to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

completed for the Property by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (“Stantec”) on October 23, 2024, 

as directed by Council in light of the recommendation by the Heritage Burlington Advisory 
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Committee that the Property be designated despite Stantec having found that the 

Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Stantec set out in the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report as outlined in Development and Growth Management 

Report DGM-10-15.  

 Egis examined the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec and found 

that the Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Egis set out 

in the Peer Review. 

 

Implications: 

 Financial 

o Not applicable. 

 Legal 

o Not applicable. 

 Engagement 

o Staff have consulted the Property owners, who are not in support of the proposed 

designation. 

o Staff have consulted the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee, who are in 

support of the proposed designation. 
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Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

Ontario’s More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022 (“Bill 23”) passed on November 28, 2022, bringing 

into effect a number of legislative changes, including amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act 

municipal heritage registry scheme. Under the Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities are 

empowered to add non-designated properties of cultural heritage value or interest to their 

heritage registers. Non-designated properties are properties that have been identified as having 

some cultural heritage value or interest but have not been legally designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act by a municipal by-law. Bill 23 introduced changes to the Ontario Heritage Act meant 

to prevent non-designated properties from languishing indefinitely on heritage registers. The 

amendments gave municipalities two years to either designate or remove properties from their 

heritage registers. If a municipality had not issued a notice of intention to designate a non-

designated property that was already on the heritage registry after two years, the property would 

automatically come off the heritage register and could not be put back on the heritage registry 

for five years. 

 

To give municipalities more time to decide whether to designate non-designated properties on 

their heritage register and provide much-needed certainty for property owners, the Province 

passed the Homeowner Protection Act, 2024 (“Bill 200”) on June 6, 2024. Bill 200 amended the 

Bill 23 provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act relating to heritage registers by providing 

municipalities until January 1, 2027 to decide whether to designate non-designated properties 

currently listed on their heritage registers before the properties are automatically removed and 

preventing municipalities from relisting a non-designated property for five years after it is 

removed from a heritage register. 

 

Staff developed a shortlist of heritage designation candidates in consultation with the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee from over 200 non-designated properties on the City’s Heritage 

Register (the “Register”) as a response to Bill 23 (PL-35-23). The shortlist was developed using 

several criteria, including but not limited to architectural style, property type, visibility from the 

street and integrity. The evaluation of the 27 identified properties began in the spring of 2024 

and was completed and presented in Q1 2025 to Council through DGM-10-25. 

 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec found that the Property does not 

meet the prescribed criteria set out in O. Reg. 9/06 to be listed on the Register. As the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee were not in agreement with this finding, Council directed staff to 

retain a heritage consultant to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

for the Property, along with three other properties that were not recommended for designation 

by Stantec. 
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Analysis 

There are typically three different types of properties that are considered in heritage planning:  

1) Properties with no heritage status. These properties are not listed on the Register and 

there are no heritage implications for property owners. 

 

2) Properties that are listed on the Register as non-designated properties. These properties 

are commonly referred to as “listed” or “registered” properties. The heritage implication 

for property owners is that they shall not demolish or remove a building or structure on 

the property or permit the demolition or removal of the building or structure unless council 

of the municipality is given at least 60 days’ notice in writing of the property owner’s 

intention to demolish or remove the building or structure or to permit the demolition or 

removal of the building or structure. 

 

3) Properties that are designated under Part IV (individually) or Part V (district) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The main heritage implication for property owners is that a Heritage Permit 

is required for any alteration, new construction or demolition affecting the property’s 

heritage value identified within a designation by-law passed under Part IV of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. A Heritage Permit is also required for exterior alterations to structures and 

property, including new construction and demolition, for any property located within the 

boundaries of a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to a designation by-law passed 

under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

The Province’s intent through Bill 23 is to accomplish a timely review of municipalities’ Registers 

to facilitate protecting significant cultural heritage resources and remove from the Register 

properties that do not have sufficient cultural heritage value or interest for designation under the 

Ontario Heritage Act. Removing a non-designated property from the Register does not 

necessarily mean demolition of a built heritage resource but rather the removal of the demolition 

protection on an interim (60-day) basis. 

 

Both Stantec and Egis found that the Property did not meet at least two of the prescribed criteria 

for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. The professional opinions of Stantec and Egis 

are aligned in that each found the physical/design value of the Property to be a representative 

example of late 19th century Gothic Revival cottage. 

 

Staff agree with the findings presented by Stantec and Egis based on the adverse impacts of 

mid-to-late 20th century urban development, which have left the streetscape without a strong 

historic character. 
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Option 1 – Do Not Designate 458 Elizabeth Street as Recommended by Stantec, Egis and 

Planning Staff (Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 Staff are of the opinion that the Ontario Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06 have 

been properly applied in evaluating the Property for potential heritage designation. 

 By maintaining the Property’s heritage status as a “listed” or “registered” (non-designated) 

heritage property, there is potential for related Burlington Official Plan, 2020 policies to 

be applied in respect of the requirement for a Heritage Impact Statement to be submitted 

with Planning Act applications, and there is increased flexibility around potential adaptive 

reuse of the building and/or integration into a development proposal. 

 

Considerations: 

 Stantec determined that the Property meets only one criterion (design/physical value) and 

is therefore not eligible for designation. The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee 

members do not agree with this determination on the basis that the Property has 

contextual value because it is important in maintaining and supporting the character of 

the area. Staff agree with the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee that the Property 

has minor contextual value, but ultimately support the findings presented by Stantec 

indicating that the Property is ineligible for designation. Staff requested to meet with the 

Property owner to discuss a Heritage Easement Agreement as an alternative to 

designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. The Property owner has declined to execute 

a Heritage Easement Agreement as an alternative option to conserve the cultural heritage 

resource. 

 Further evaluation of the Property must be conducted by additional heritage consultant(s) 

to substantiate the opinion of the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee that the 

Property is of significance to the community or the province as both Stantec and Egis 

have determined that the Property does not meet the prescribed criteria for cultural 

heritage value or interest. Council may only proceed with designation if the Property 

meets the prescribed criteria for cultural heritage value or interest, such that a Statement 

of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest has been prepared, as the Ontario Heritage Act 

requires that the notice of intention to designate the Property contains a Statement of 

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 

 The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports completed by Stantec and Egis are included in 

Appendix F to DGM-10-25 and Appendix A to this report (DGM-85-25). 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 
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 Owners were invited to a Project Kick-off Meeting at Burlington City Hall, which occurred 

in June 2024. The meeting was well attended. 

 The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee moved a motion recommending that the 

Property be designated in accordance with its non-statutory role to advise Council and 

staff on all matters to which the Ontario Heritage Act refers as set out in the Heritage 

Burlington Terms of Reference. 

 Property owners were informed of the date their respective properties were to be 

considered by the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee for designation and provided 

with the relevant draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest, where applicable, 

in advance of the meeting should any of the property owners have chosen to delegate. 

 

Option 2 – Designate 458 Elizabeth Street as Recommended by the Heritage Burlington 

Advisory Committee (Not Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 The Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 vision states that cultural heritage and 

archaeology in Ontario provides people with a sense of place. 

 The Burlington Official Plan, 2020 identifies the following benefits of conserving cultural 

heritage resources: 

o helps the community to understand its past, provides context for the present, and 

influences the future; 

o provides physical and cultural links to the identity of the city, creates a sense of 

civic pride, and contributes to the quality of life and enjoyment of the city by 

residents and visitors alike; and, 

o contributes to the overall sustainability of the city. 

 

Considerations: 

 See Considerations set out above in Option 1. 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 See Community Engagement and Communications set out above in Option 1. 

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend Council proceed with Option 1 – Do Not Designate 458 Elizabeth Street as 

Recommended by Stantec, Egis and Planning Staff set out above. This option conforms with the 

Burlington Official Plan, 2020 and is consistent with the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 
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The Property has been evaluated against the criteria under Ontario Regulation 9/06 and, in the 

opinion of staff, does not meet at least two of the criteria for determining cultural heritage value 

or interest, thereby making it ineligible for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

 November 28, 2022: Bill 23 received Royal Assent. 

 June 2023: Report PL-34-23 – Heritage Response to Bill 23 presented to City Council. 

 November 14, 2023: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23) went before Council.  

 Spring of 2024: Launch of the Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Candidates Shortlist Project.  

 June 25, 2024: Project Kick-off Meeting with property owners takes place at City Hall.  

 Summer of 2024: Stantec conducts site visits from the public right-of-way and archival 

research.  

 October 9, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 1 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 December 17, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 

2 of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 8, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 3 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 29, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 4 

of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports. 

 April 15, 2025: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25) went before Council. 

 July 21, 2025: The Peer Review prepared by Egis is submitted to staff. 

 

Implications 

 Total Financial Impact  

o There are no financial considerations. 

 Legal  

o There is no direct impact on the Legal department. 

 Engagement  

o Not applicable. 

 

References  

City of Burlington. (2023). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23). 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to provide the City of Burlington (City) with a professional, and 

expert review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (the report) completed by Stantec 

Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) on October 23, 2024, for the property located at 458 Elizabeth Street (the 

subject property). The subject property consists of a one-and-a-half storey brick Ontario 

vernacular residence built in 1876. The subject property (in addition to the address of 2031 James 

Street) is currently listed on the City’s Municipal Cultural Heritage Register. The property is 

commonly known as the “John Taylor House” as denoted by a Burlington Historical Society 

plaque1 on the east (front) elevation. The CHER was completed to assess the property’s cultural 

heritage value or interest (CHVI) against Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. This property constitutes one of 27 properties undergoing heritage reviews by the 

City as part of the “Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Shortlist” project.  

On October 9, 2024, the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee (HBAC) reviewed the findings 

of the draft CHER and supported Stantec’s assessment that the subject property retains design 

value but the members were not in agreement on the findings of the evaluation in regard to the 

contextual value of the subject property, which in their opinion, is important in maintaining and 

supporting the character of the area. City Council directed the Director of Community Planning to 

retain a heritage consultant for a peer review regarding the contextual value of the subject 

property after deliberating the HBAC recommendation to designate the property. Therefore, the 

following peer review examines the Stantec CHER as a whole and provides a new heritage 

evaluation based on independent professional research conducted by Egis’ qualified heritage 

professionals (see Appendix A for staff qualifications). The following summarizes Tara Jenkins’ 

expert opinion concerning the CHVI of the subject property.  

2.0 ASSESSMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR 

INTEREST   

The City does not have Terms of Reference for CHERs, however the heritage framework for 

evaluating CHVI in Ontario is through the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/06, and is guided by the 

2025 Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. The following subsections provide commentary and an 

assessment of the Stantec CHER’s content and findings utilizing the Ontario heritage framework 

to provide an independent professional opinion on whether the subject property meets the 

criteria of O. Reg. 9/06.  

 

 

1 It should be noted that in Section 3.2 of their CHER, Stantec transcribed the plaque as “JOHN TAYLOR MASON 1878.” In the field review 
conducted for this peer review, it was confirmed that the date on the plaque is 1876.  
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2.1 Historical Development  

In CHERs, the process of analyzing information collected during research enables a heritage 

professional to understand the circumstances in which a place was created, used, modified over 

time, and how it was thought about by the community (Kalman and Létourneau, 2021:262). 

Therefore, the purpose of Section 2.0 of the Stantec CHER establishes the subject property’s 

historical context which is necessary to understand a place. Stantec presents a brief historical 

overview of the Indigenous context, township history, and development of the City of Burlington 

which is generally consistent with the level of research presented in CHERs. However, in my 

professional opinion, subsections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3 of the report offer no commentary on the history 

of Elizabeth Street; therefore, the report neglects the historical context specific to the setting of 

the subject property.  

Given the location of the subject property on Elizabeth Street, further research and analysis on 

this historical setting is required to inform an understanding of the development of the 

surrounding area and how it relates to the subject property. In other words, to assess the subject 

property’s contextual value including how it contributes to the character of the area, it is necessary 

to provide a more comprehensive analysis of Elizabeth Street, within the historical settlement area, 

to identify its character and understand the subject property’s current relationship to its setting. 

Therefore, this peer review, in subsection 2.1.1, below, provides a historical overview of Elizabeth 

Street that is required to appropriately inform the evaluation of the subject property in Section 

2.4 of this peer review.  

2.1.1 Historical Overview of Elizabeth Street  

The subject property was historically located in Brant’s Block, which was the 3,450 acres granted 

to Six Nations (Haudenosaunee) leader Joseph Brant, also known as Thayendanegea, in 17982 for 

his loyalty and service to the Crown in the American Revolution (Allen, 2019). After Joseph Brant 

died in 1807, James Gage purchased 338.5 acres of land from his estate on the east side of Brant 

Street, and Augustus Bates purchased 212 acres on the west side of Brant Street (Turcotte, 

1989:27). James Gage surveyed the land in 1810 and laid out a town pattern which became known 

as “Wellington Square.” Located east of Brant and John Streets, the road allowance for Elizabeth 

Street was surveyed between Caroline Street to the northwest and Water Street (Lakeshore Road) 

to the southeast (Turcotte, 1989). Today, the portion of Elizabeth Street between Maria and James 

Streets is considered part of Burlington’s “Downtown East” grouping of properties (ASI, 2023a).  

 

 

2 The 1798 date is from “The Founding of Burlington” Ontario Heritage Trust Plaque located at Burlington City Hall. Treaty 3 ¾, which covers the 
Brant Tract or Brant’s Block, was signed on 24 October 1795 by representatives of the Crown and the Mississauga peoples as a provisional 
agreement, which was confirmed by Treaty 8 in 1797 (Government of Ontario; MCFN). 
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There are two theories about how Elizabeth Street got its name. The first is that it was named after 

Elizabeth Brant, the youngest daughter of Joseph Brant. After marrying William Johnson Kerr in 

1828, Elizabeth and her husband donated land and raised funds for building St. Luke’s Anglican 

Church in 1834. They both passed away suddenly in 1854 and were laid to rest in the churchyard. 

The second theory is that it was named after Elizabeth Kerns, the daughter of Nicholas Kerns, who 

was the first European settler to purchase land in Brant’s Block. Elizabeth Kerns was born in 1800 

and earned the nickname “Doctor Elizabeth” at a young age for her tireless care of the sick and 

injured alongside the local physician. She and her husband Aaron Mayhew lived in a log home at 

the northeast corner of Maria and Elizabeth Streets, and she continued her community nursing 

until her death in 1873 (Armstrong, 2001:34). 

Settlement was underway in Wellington Square in the 1820s, including some residential areas east 

of Brant Street, such as Elizabeth Street (Loverseed, 1988; Turcotte, 1989). An 1836 Plan of 

Wellington Square (now Burlington) shows a building in the west part of Lot 7, facing John Street, 

while the land was under the ownership of the Gage family (Image 1; MHBC, 2024:29). The 1836 

map does not show any structures on the west side of Elizabeth Street between James and Maria 

Streets. The land use history of the property in the Stantec CHER indicates that Andrew Gage, son 

of James Gage, sold the subject property in 1847 (Stantec, 2024). The 1858 Winter & Abrey map 

(Image 2) shows subject area in a similar urban context, but lot numbers are shown, including the 

subject property in Lot 7 of Block VII.  

  

 

Image 1: Plan of Wellington Square, 1836 - red 

arrow point to the lot containing the subject 

property (excerpted from MHBC, 2024:29; 

Burlington Public Library) 

Image 2: Plan of Wellington Square 

(Adapted from the 1858 Winter and 

Abrey)- red arrow point to the lot 

containing the subject property  
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By 1872, the subject property was referred to as Lot 7, Block F and was 1/5 of an acre in size 

located in the east half of the lot, based on land records. A house was not constructed in the east 

half of Lot 7 (within the subject property) until ca. 1876. By the end of the 1870s, Elizabeth Street 

was developed and included a mix of residential, institutional and civic properties (ASI, 2023a:114). 

Residences on the west side of Elizabeth Street ranged from one-and-a-half storey cottages to 

two-and-a-half storey homes, some of which with rear lawns extending to John Street. Many of 

the house owners were associated with commerce along Brant Street (ASI, 2023a:114).  

By this time, the east side of Elizabeth Street had developed to include important institutional and 

civic structures. Soon after Wellington Square merged with Port Nelson in 1873, the first election 

was held in Temperance Hall (also known as the Town Hall) on Elizabeth Street (Loverseed, 1988). 

Alongside the Town Hall (and its adjoining Engine House/Fire Hall), Knox Presbyterian Church, 

Burlington Methodist Church (later Trinity United Church), and the Methodist Episcopal Church 

were all places of worship located on the east side of Elizabeth Street. These institutions provided 

the civic and spiritual infrastructure necessary for the community to grow into a prominent 

political and commercial centre. By the late 19th century, Elizabeth Street had firmly established 

itself as Burlington’s focal point for civic and spiritual activity. 

The 1877 Plan of the Village of Burlington (Image 3) shows the subject property within Block 38, 

Lot 7. Aside from the block numbers, the 1877 Plan is consistent with the 1858 Plan and shows a 

subdivided Elizabeth Street from Caroline to Water Streets.  

 

 

Image 3: Close-up on Plan of the Village of Burlington (Adapted 

from 1877 Illustrated Historical Atlas, Nelson Township) - red 

arrow point to the lot containing the subject property  
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The historical streetscape of Elizabeth Street is shown on the 1910 Fire Insurance Plan (FIP; Image 

4), which indicates that the general configuration of the lots in Block F had been retained since 

the 19th century. The lots continued to be accessible from Elizabeth and John Streets. In 1910, 

detached dwellings lined the west side of Elizabeth Street, between James and Maria Streets. The 

FIP shows the houses were slightly set back from the street constructed of wood, brick, or brick 

veneer, all with front porches. The subject property is shown as a brick veneer one-and-a-half 

storey house with a porch that extends across the front façade and a bay window on the north 

elevation. The house on the subject property had an address of 32 Elizabeth Street at the time 

and included a one-storey rear frame addition. The 1910 FIP shows that the rear of the houses, 

along John Street, had one to one-and-a-half storey wooden sheds and stables. Unlike the west 

side, which was primarily residential, the 1910 FIP shows that the east side of Elizabeth Street in 

1910 was mixed use with residential, institutional, and civic buildings between Water and Caroline 

Streets. Across from the subject property, between James and Maria Streets, was a Methodist 

Church, Town Hall and Fire Hall, and a Presbyterian Church, all constructed of brick. The 1910 FIP 

shows that all four corners of James and Elizabeth Streets featured buildings with brick or brick 

veneer façades, thus creating an intersection that was uniform in appearance in terms of 

materiality.    

An undated historical photograph of Elizabeth Street likely dating to the early 20th century, 

provides a glimpse of the street exhibiting a park-like landscape (Image 5). This photograph 

shows Elizabeth Street as a pedestrian-friendly street so residents could easily access all the civic 

and institutional buildings (the Town Hall is seen in the photograph). The photograph was taken 

in the vicinity of the subject property, between James and Maria Streets, when the street was still 

a dirt road, lined with deciduous trees with large canopies in the front yards of properties, with 

concrete sidewalks on both sides, and carriage hitching posts. The photograph shows walkways 

extending from the sidewalk to the front porches of the residences on the west side of the street.  
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Image 4: 1910 Fire Insurance Plan showing the Subject Property at 32 Elizabeth Street (Courtesy of 

Archives and Special Collections, Western University) 

 

Image 5: Undated postcard of Elizabeth Street, looking south with the Town Hall seen on the left 

(Burlington Digital Archives; ivan_cleaver_043)  
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The 1916-1917 Sewerage Works Plan (on file with the City of Burlington) for Elizabeth Street 

between Maria and James Streets shows John Heritage as the owner of the subject property but 

does not show a house within the subject property since the residence was not connected to the 

sewer line. Three residences, including two brick houses, are depicted with sewer line connections 

along the west side of this stretch of Elizabeth Street. On the east side of Elizabeth Street, the 

building footprints of Knox Presbyterian Church, the Methodist Church, and Town Hall were 

illustrated. 

The 1924 FIP (Burlington Digital Archives) shows little change in the streetscape of Elizabeth Street 

between James and Maria Streets and demonstrates the importance of the street as a central 

gathering space for social interaction and public services. The address of the subject property had 

changed since the 1910 FIP from 32 to 39 Elizabeth Street despite the lack of infill along Elizabeth 

Street. The 1932 FIP, which revised the 1924 FIP, generally shows the same footprint of structures 

along Elizabeth Street. This underscores the fact that Elizabeth Street was mostly built up by the 

1870s and remained relatively unchanged into the early 20th century in terms of new 

developments. One notable occurrence was that Elizabeth Street from Maria to James Streets was 

paved in 1935 (The Hamilton Spectator, 1935). 

Up until the 1950s the street maintained its historical integrity (ASI, 2023a); however, between the 

mid to late 20th century, notable changes began to occur impacting the streetscape. In 1952, the 

Town of Burlington converted a residence at 482 Elizabeth Street into the Burlington Public Library 

(ASI, 2023a:118). With the push for urban growth in the 1960s, some civic buildings outgrew their 

space as Burlington had grown, which included the Town Hall on Elizabeth Street relocating the 

services to the newly built Town Hall on Brant Street in 1965. By 1966, the original Town Hall, the 

Fire Hall, Trinity United Church, and two residences were demolished on the east side of Elizabeth 

Street to make way for a high-rise apartment building (ASI, 2023a:120). As a result, the only 

remaining historical building on the east side of Elizabeth Street between James and Maria Streets 

was the brick Knox Presbyterian Church at the corner of James and Elizabeth. Further south along 

Elizabeth Street, between James and Pine Streets, the brick Methodist Episcopal Church—located 

across James Street from Knox Presbyterian Church and by then repurposed as the Sea Cadet 

Hall—also remained intact. Other residences south of James Street were also replaced along 

Elizabeth Street with the construction of a large office building at 440 Elizabeth Street (ASI, 

2023a:120).  

The 1971 FIP shows (ASI, 2023:120; Figure 123) that a brick veneer dwelling had been removed in 

the southern quadrant of the James and Elizabeth intersection, to make room for a surface parking 

area associated with a concrete block auto repair shop built fronting John Street. By the time of 

the 1971 FIP, two-storey residential infill on the west side of Elizabeth Street had occurred between 

the subject property in Lot 7 and 472 Elizabeth Street in Lot 6, disconnecting the historical 

relationship between these two Gothic Revival cottages. The west half of Lot 7 on the 1971 FIP 

contained a concrete block building at 2021 James Street, adjacent to the subject property. It 

appears this parcel was severed from the subject property in 1944, when Jane Edwards sold Part 
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of Lot 7 to Lloyd Denham Dingle, but Edwards retained ownership of, and continued to reside on, 

the portion of the lot containing the subject property (OnLand; MHBC, 2024:39). Consequently, 

the original lot size and configuration of the subject property was not preserved. The 1971 FIP 

shows that only two of the four Elizabeth Street properties with rear garages on John Street in 

1932 still retained those buildings. Furthermore, the 1971 FIP shows the rear concrete block 

addition to the former public library (482 Elizabeth Street) on John Street had been converted to 

the Halton County Health Unit following the construction of a new concrete block library building 

on New Street in 1970 (ASI, 2023a:118). The Village Square on the east side of Elizabeth at Pine 

Street (418 Elizabeth Street) was designed in the 1970s as a commercial space that is reminiscent 

of several turn-of-the-century buildings in Burlington, complete with a tower evoking that of the 

former Fire Hall. In 1977, the complex was expanded to include the Stinson-Morrine House, which 

is a listed (non-designated) heritage property originally built as a frame dwelling in 1850, then 

cladded in brick in 1888 (Kemp, 2025). 

By the 1980s, almost all residential properties on the west side of Elizabeth Street between James 

and Maria Streets were converted for commercial use, including the subject property (ASI, 

2023a:121). By the 1990s, the mature street trees had been removed, likely following a widening 

of Elizabeth Street. By the end of the decade, gardens had been removed and landscaped open 

space, such as rear lawns of the formerly residential properties between James and Maria Streets, 

had also been removed and replaced by surface parking to serve commercial establishments and 

high-rise residential developments. Large rear and side additions were added to some existing 

historical buildings for adaptive reuse as commercial buildings as urban growth continued. A 

review of a 1998 aerial photograph (MHBC, 2024:33; Figure 19) shows, when compared to 2025 

Google imagery, the current configuration of the area had generally been established by the turn 

of the 21st century. 

2.2 Property History  

In my professional opinion, the historical research and analysis presented in the property history 

in Section 2.5 of the CHER is basic and includes a review of land registry documents, census 

records, and other primary and secondary sources, as recommended in the Ontario Heritage Tool 

Kit for undertaking historical research on a property. The land use history in MHBC’s 2024 CHER 

supplements the Stantec CHER by offering a more detailed assessment of the subject property’s 

historical land use. The MHBC CHER uses the increase in sale price in the land registry to deduce 

that the residence on the subject property was constructed between 1874 and 1878 under the 

ownership of John Taylor, a mason (MHBC, 2024:38). This broader date range is compatible with 

the 1876 construction date assigned to the house by the Burlington Historical Society. No 

additional historical information was gleaned in this peer review to confirm or discredit this 

construction date; therefore, I agree with MHBC that the residence on the subject property was 

built in that time frame.  
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During this peer review, a search for additional information on John Taylor was undertaken; 

however, no further information was found. He was not connected with the construction of other 

brick buildings along Elizabeth Street nor was he determined to be a mason that was significant 

to the community (i.e., he is not known to have built any significant heritage structures in 

Burlington). Therefore, in my opinion, the property history to date prepared by Stantec and MHBC, 

when compiled, is sufficient to inform the evaluation of the property in Section 2.4 of this peer 

review.    

2.3 Site Description  

To support the peer review of this section, Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist, Jake Harper, 

completed a site visit on June 10, 2025. The visit included photographic documentation of the 

subject property from the public rights-of-way, including a review of the exterior elevations (see 

Appendix C for select field review photographs). Similar to the Stantec CHER, an interior field 

review was not conducted as permission to enter was not granted by the property owner. The 

review also included a walking tour to complete a visual assessment of the surrounding context 

to gain a better understanding of the evolution and the current context of Elizabeth Street, 

focusing on the block between James and Maria Streets.   

2.3.1 Landscape Setting 

Section 3.1 of the CHER is necessary to examine the current context of the subject property, assess 

how the property relates to its broader setting, and determine its meaning to the community. As 

Stantec did not adequately examine the context and evolution of Elizabeth Street, the report does 

not sufficiently analyze the character of the area in order to make the determination that it does 

not have a cohesive character, and that the subject property has no significant links with its 

surrounding context. Therefore, in my opinion, the assessment of existing conditions in the report 

did not effectively demonstrate whether the subject property maintains, supports or defines the 

character of the area nor if it is physically, functionally, visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings.  

An assessment of existing conditions of the landscape setting should examine the present-day 

integrity of 458 Elizabeth Street, determine whether it still retains its historical character, and, if 

so, identify whether the subject property contributes to that character. To retain contextual value, 

the property should be in an area with a definable character and the property should contribute 

to that character in some way (Ontario Heritage Tool Kit). Therefore, subsection 2.3.2 below, along 

with subsection 2.1.1, explore possible connections between the subject property and the 

surrounding area, which is required to complete the assessment of contextual value for the 

evaluation in Section 2.4 of this peer review.    
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2.3.2 Landscape Analysis  

Stantec notes Elizabeth Street as a largely residential street. However, I disagree with this 

description. The street was historically mixed use with residential, institutional, and civic 

properties.  As documented during the site visit for this peer review, the context on Elizabeth 

Street today is primarily commercial and mixed-use with high density residential uses. Between 

Lakeshore Road and James Street, several of the historical buildings along Elizabeth Street have 

been demolished for surface parking or high-rise residences. The remaining historical buildings 

are constructed of brick and have all been converted for commercial use and have undergone 

substantial renovations. Between James and Maria Streets, Elizabeth Street has a range of 

architectural styles, setbacks, densities, heights, setbacks and construction dates.  

 

As noted in subsection 2.1.1, between James and Maria Streets, the context along Elizabeth Street 

has remained generally the same since the 1990s with the single detached 19th century residences 

remaining but altered (including additions) and adaptively reused for commercial use. Some of 

the residences retain their original architectural styles with decorative details, including the subject 

property. A Notice of Intention to Designate Knox Presbyterian Church (461 Elizabeth Street) 

under the Ontario Heritage Act, located across Elizabeth and James Streets from the subject 

property, has been issued. Constructed of red brick in the Gothic Revival style between 1876 and 

1877 by builder George Blair, it replaced the original 1845 frame church, which was moved to the 

east side of the new church and rebuilt in brick in 1909 to serve as the Sunday School (Burlington 

Public Library). Across James Street from the Knox Presbyterian Church stands another property 

for which a Notice of Intention to Designate was recently issued: The Iron Duke Royal Canadian 

Sea Cadet Hall (451 Elizabeth Street). Originally built in 1868 as the Methodist Episcopal Church 

and later used for a Sunday School by the Church of England, it was constructed of red brick in 

the Gothic Revival style by James Cushie Bent alongside masons from the Oakville firm Husband 

& Hall (Burlington Historical Society).   

  

On the west side of Elizabeth Street, south of the Maria Street intersection, are two adjacent 

designated properties containing former residences that have been converted for commercial use 

(482 and 490 Elizabeth Street). According to the Notice of Intention to Designate 482 Elizabeth 

Street, the residence was built in 1873 and is a representative but simplified example of a late 19th 

century Neo-Classical residence, which was renovated in 1952 to become a branch of the 

Burlington Public Library. Similarly, 490 Elizabeth Street is a Neo-Classical brick building erected 

in 1855, raised to two storeys in 1873, and extensively altered over time. In 1926, it became 

Shanston Hall Guest Home, a facility for seniors or people with disabilities and illnesses, before 

later reverting to residential use (Burlington Public Library). In summary, both 482 and 490 

Elizabeth Street were repurposed for institutional use in the first half of the 20th century to match 
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the streetscape’s character, and have since been converted to commercial use, reflecting the 

continued evolution of the block.  

 

The residential infill on the west side of Elizabeth Street between James and Maria Streets, as 

noted in subsection 2.1.1, consists of two two-storey buildings that are set back from the historical 

buildings; therefore, they are relatively compatible with the character of the west side of the street. 

However, similar to the continuation of Elizabeth Street south of James Street, many of the low-

rise historical buildings are situated close to medium to high rise residential developments, which 

altered the scale and massing of the street and visually dominate viewscapes of the subject 

property. Notably, the 15-storey Elizabeth Manor Apartments (477 Elizabeth Street)—built in 1969 

at the southeast corner of Elizabeth and Maria Streets—dominates the streetscape with its sheer 

massing (Image 6). Elizabeth Square, an office building at 440 Elizabeth Street, was erected in 

1974 and adjoins a surface parking lot directly across James Street from the subject property. In 

1978, when four extra floors were added to its original two-storey form, the expansion of Elizabeth 

Square necessitated the removal of a historical residence built by Jabez Bent (Burlington Historical 

Society). In 2019, construction began on a 22-storey tower known as Gallery Condos + Lofts (2007 

James Street) at the intersection of Brant and James Streets. Now completed, this building 

dominates the skyline when viewing the subject property from the intersection of Elizabeth and 

James Streets (Image 7). Other photographs in Appendix C also show the prevalence of tall 

buildings in the vicinity of the subject property.  

 

Overall, alterations and the construction of surface parking lots and high-rise infill resulted in a 

greatly altered streetscape which no longer retains its park-like setting or its function as an 

important residential, civic, and institutional hub for Burlington. Some new street trees have been 

planted, but they are not regularly spaced like they are seen in the early 20th century. Except for 

two former brick churches (461 and 451 Elizabeth Street) it was noted during the field review that 

there are no more civic or institutional buildings along Elizabeth Street that are still being used 
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for those purposes between Lakeshore Road and Caroline Street. This demonstrates that Elizabeth 

Street is no longer Burlington’s centre for public gatherings and services.  

Image 6: View from the James Street intersection looking north towards Elizabeth Street (Egis, June 

2025)  

 

 

Image 7: View of the building on the subject property, looking south (Google Street View, 2025) 

2.3.3 Building Exterior  

Section 3.2 of the Stantec CHER describes the building as a one-and-a-half storey residence, and 

in Section 4 as a late 19th century Ontario Gothic Revival residence. Historical maps indicate the 

building is wood frame with a brick veneer. In my opinion, Stantec does not fully document the 
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changes that have occurred to the building over time (i.e., when compared to the historical 

photograph below). The subject property was converted for commercial use in the 1980s (ASI, 

2023a:121). MHBC’s CHER describes the building as a Gothic Revival cottage with a frame addition 

(2031 James Street) built in 2011. This new addition replaced the earlier one-storey extension that 

Stantec dated to the mid-to-late 20th century, even though it appears on the 1910 FIP. Image 8 

below is a photograph of the house prior to its conversion to commercial use. The image shows 

that the front façade remains relatively the same, but shrubs and a new tree has since been planted 

in the front yard.  

Overall, in my opinion, the descriptions of the exterior conditions of the building prepared by 

Stantec and MHBC, when compiled, are sufficient to inform the evaluation of the property in 

Section 2.4 of this peer review. However, Stantec and MHBC are missing a review of comparable 

properties even on a high level, helps demonstrate if a property is “a rare, early, unique or 

representative example of a style, type, expression, material or construction method.” As noted in 

the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, a comparative study should be a part of the documentary evidence 

which helps explain the importance of the property within a municipal context by comparing 

similar properties locally. Stantec determined using O. Reg. 9/06 that the property is 

representative example of its type. Therefore, to verify this assessment, a high-level review of 

comparable properties was undertaken in the following subsection to inform the evaluation of 

the subject property in Section 2.4 of this report.   

Image 8: Front Façade of the Subject Property in 1974 (Burlington Historical Society 205048) 
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2.3.4 Brief Built Form Analysis 

The general form and style of the house on the subject property is, in my opinion, an Ontario 

vernacular Gothic Revival cottage. According to Thomas McIlwraith in his 1997 book Looking for 

Old Ontario: Two Centuries of Landscape Change, this style of house emerged during the late 19th 

century as a culmination of design trends towards asymmetrical additions and vertical lines 

superimposed on the classic Ontario farmhouse (also known as the Ontario cottage) design.  

In 1865, the Canadian Farmer magazine published plans and elevations for a Gothic Revival 

cottage (Image 9), thus enabling farmers and villagers to construct their own houses using a 

standardized plan. The availability of such plans, and the ongoing popularity of the Gothic Revival 

style, made the Gothic Revival Cottage the most prevalent residential design in Ontario until the 

1950s (Kyles, n.d.). Subsequent issues of the Canada Farmer heavily promoted larger farmhouses 

characterized by one-and-a-half to two-storey L, or T-shaped plans, often with multiple gables 

and a porch, and varying degrees of decoration (Mikel, 2004: 61). These designs were essentially 

composed of perpendicular Ontario cottages with added ornamentation. The Ontario house style 

thus reflects the popularity of the design and the broad availability of building plans, which were 

adapted to local conditions, styles, and building materials. House variations with dichromatic 

brickwork were especially popular in the 1870s and 1880s (Ritchie, 1979: 60-61).  

In Ontario, the most common Gothic Revival detail is the lancet or arched window located in the 

central gable above the main entrance of the front façade. Another common detail is the 

decorative wood bargeboard of the central gable. Gable finials, pinnacles (or pendants) and 

crockets are other Gothic Revival features, as well as verandahs, brackets, bay windows, quoins, 

decorated window and door surrounds, and tall, decorated chimneys (Blumenson, 1990:37; Mikel, 

2004:61). Gothic Revival style Ontario houses in the province are typically built between 1830-

1900 and vernacular variations of this small centre-gable cottage were very popular, including 

styles with plain brick like the subject property (Blumenson, 1990:37, 41).  

 

Image 9: Illustration on a Gothic Revival Cottage style as featured in The Canadian Farmer, vol. 2, 

1865, p. 244 

Based on the field review completed for this peer review, there are better examples of the Gothic 

Revival style than the former residence within the subject property. Comparable examples of 

Gothic Revival architecture can be found on Elizabeth Street between James and Maria Streets 
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and at the intersection across from the subject property; however, with the exception of 472 

Elizabeth Street, two examples are places of worship and not residential expressions of the style 

like the subject property. For instance, Knox Presbyterian Church (461 Elizabeth Street) has 

retained much of its Gothic Revival detailing including its lancet windows, dichromatic brick 

accents, and rose windows. Across the street, the Sea Cadet Hall (451 Elizabeth Street) evokes the 

Gothic Revival style despite its lack of ornamentation by way of its front gable roof and lancet 

window openings with brick arches. Both properties have had Notices of Intention to Designate 

under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act issued and were originally built as places of worship, as 

opposed to the subject property, which represents a modest, residential interpretation of the 

Gothic Revival style rather than a civic or institutional one. 

The one-and-a-half storey brick Gothic Revival cottage at 472 Elizabeth Street was built in 18623 

for Daniel Henderson, a sea captain who sailed a boat called the Mary Jane. The home was likely 

converted for commercial use in the mid-to-late 20th century, since a two-storey brick addition 

with a flat roof was built onto the south elevation of the house by 1974 to serve as a residence 

(Burlington Public Library). Today, the home remains under commercial use as the Painted People 

Tattoo Company. The original windows have been removed and replaced with modern vinyl 

windows It has bookend brick chimneys, and a finial remains in the front gable. The side gable 

end on the north elevation includes decorative bargeboard, which maintains its link to the Gothic 

Revival style. Unlike unpainted brick of the house within the subject property that was laid in 

running stretcher bond, the brick on the front façade of the original residence at 472 Elizabeth 

Street has been painted and was laid in a decorative Flemish bond, which was typically used just 

for street-facing walls and required a skilled mason to execute (Loth, 2011). 

Elsewhere in the City of Burlington, better expressions of the typical Gothic Revival cottage survive 

with ornamentation intact. For example, 435 Pearl Street is a brick Gothic Revival cottage built in 

1866 with a central pointed gable above the doorway that features a finial and decorative 

bargeboard, which are Gothic Revival elements that the building within the subject property does 

not retain (ASI, 2023b:106). The box bay windows were likely not original to 435 Pearl Street but 

were added when it was converted to commercial use. Like the subject property, 435 Pearl Street 

is listed as a non-designated property and is part of the Downtown East grouping of properties. 

Located further north, the Robert Hammond House at 491 Pearl Street (designated under Part IV 

of the Ontario Heritage Act) was built between 1872 and 1873 by the carpenter after whom the 

residence was named. As a typical example of a one-and-a-half storey “Carpenter Gothic” house 

or Gothic Revival cottage, it retains its decorative bargeboard, arched gable window, and original 

two-over-two sash windows and shutters (Heritage Burlington). 

 

 

3 Based on the Burlington Historical Society plaque on the front façade.  
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In contrast with the more modest three-bay Gothic Revival cottage, there are also larger 

expressions of Gothic Revival houses with L-shaped plans and front verandahs along other 

residential streets in Burlington. For example, the Robert Kenter House at 468 Locust Street, which 

was built in 1884 as a one-and-a-half storey brick Gothic Revival residence with a projecting bay, 

arched windows, and bargeboard decorating both gables and the verandah on the front façade. 

Additionally, the William Zimmerman House at 488 Locust Street is a one-and-a-half storey frame 

Gothic Revival residence constructed in 1885 with an L-shaped plan (asymmetrical façade) 

featuring symmetrical elements, similar to 468 Locust Street. The house at 488 Locust Street is a 

representative example of the Gothic Revival style and its heritage attributes include the front 

gable end, central gable peak, arched and rectangular window openings, and door opening. 468 

Locust Street is listed as a non-designated heritage property, whereas 488 Locust Street is 

designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

In summary, based on this high-level comparative analysis, the subject property currently 

represents an Ontario vernacular Gothic Revival cottage, which is apparent through its form and 

scale as a one-and-a-half storey brick building with a three-bay brick façade, and central gable 

with an arched window opening. The comparative analysis indicates there are better examples of 

this style within the Downtown East grouping of properties and beyond since they retain 

additional Gothic Revival embellishments. However, I agree with Stantec that the subject property 

is a representative example of this style.   

 

 

 

Current view of 461 Elizabeth Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 

Current view of 451 Elizabeth Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 
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Current view of 472 Elizabeth Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 

Current view of 491 Pearl Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 

  

Current view of 435 Pearl Street (Egis, June 2025) Current view of 468 Locust Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 

 

 

Current view of 488 Locust Street  

(Egis, June 2025) 
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2.4 Evaluation  

Based on the information documented through research in the CHER and in this document, the 

property is evaluated in Table 1 below, against each of the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06, to determine 

the subject property’s CHVI. Furthermore, this section follows “Heritage Property Evaluation” 

(Section 5.6. Explanation of the Ontario Regulation 9/06) of the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, which 

provides guidance on how to apply the criteria.  

In summary, I generally agree with Stantec’s evaluation of the subject property at 458 Elizabeth 

Street. Based on this peer review, the subject property meets criterion 1 of O. Reg. 9/06 because 

the property retains design value as a representative example of a Gothic Revival cottage.  

2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06  

Table 1, below, describes how the O. Reg. 9/06 criteria were applied to determine if the subject 

property possesses CHVI. The table includes the rationale supporting why each criterion was met 

or not met.  

Table 1: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation for 458 Elizabeth Street  

 

Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

1. The property has design value or 

physical value because it is a rare, unique, 

representative or early example of a style, 

type, expression, material or construction 

method. 

Yes I agree with Stantec that the subject property has a 

design value as it contains a representative example 

of late 19th century Gothic Revival cottage (built 

between 1874 and 1878) located in the City of 

Burlington. Although it does not retain decorative 

Gothic Revival elements such as bargeboard, the 

limited alterations and general conservation of the 

building, including retention of its one-and-a-half 

storey three-bay front façade with central gable 

containing an arched window and its unpainted red 

brick exterior, make it identifiable as an Ontario 

vernacular Gothic Revival cottage. 

 

2. The property has design value or 

physical value because it displays a high 

degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

No In my opinion, I agree with Stantec that the subject 

property does not display a high degree of 

craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

 

3. The property has design value or 

physical value because it demonstrates a 

high degree of technical or scientific 

achievement. 

No In my opinion, I agree with Stantec that the subject 

property does not demonstrate a high degree of 

technical or scientific achievement.  

4. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it has direct 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not have historical or associative value. Further 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

associations with a theme, event, belief, 

person, activity, organization or 

institution that is significant to a 

community. 

research did not indicate that John Taylor, or any of 

the other historical occupants of the subject 

property, were significant to the community of 

Burlington. 

 

5. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it yields, or has 

the potential to yield, information that 

contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not yield or have the potential to yield information 

that contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

6. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it demonstrates 

or reflects the work or ideas of an 

architect, artist, builder, designer or 

theorist who is significant to a 

community. 

No Although Stantec stated that the architect or 

builder was not known, further research (conducted 

by ASI and MHBC) identifies John Taylor as the 

builder of the house within the subject property. 

However, John Taylor is not known to have been a 

prominent local builder, since aside from this 

residence, no other Burlington buildings are known 

to be attributed to him. Therefore, the subject 

property is not known to demonstrate or reflect the 

work or ideas of an architect, artist, builder, 

designer, or theorist who is significant to the 

community of Burlington.  

 

7. The property has contextual value 

because it is important in defining, 

maintaining or supporting the character 

of an area. 

No I agree with Stantec that subject property is not 

important in defining, maintaining the character of 

the area. Overall, the historical character of 

Elizabeth Street between James and Maria Streets 

has been adversely impacted by mid-to-late 20th 

century urban development. Historically, the subject 

property was part of a group of houses on the west 

side of this stretch of Elizabeth Street built between 

the 1850s and 1870s, which varied in design from 

Gothic Revival to Neo-Classical but maintained a 

consistent low-rise residential character. In the 19th 

century, the east side of this stretch of Elizabeth 

Street contained civic and institutional buildings, 

which provided the municipal and spiritual 

infrastructure necessary for the community to grow 

into a prominent political and commercial centre. 

By 1966, Trinity United Church, the Town Hall and 

Fire Hall, and two historical residences on the east 

side of Elizabeth Street had been razed to make 

way for the 15-storey Elizabeth Manor Apartments 

at 477 Elizabeth Street, completed in 1969. Not only 

did these removals impact the civic and institutional 

character of the east side of Elizabeth Street, but 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

due to the scale and prominence of the apartment 

in the streetscape, its construction also affected the 

low-rise residential character of the west side of 

Elizabeth Street. This trend continued in the 1970s, 

when further historical residences south of James 

Street on Elizabeth Street were replaced by a large 

office building at 440 Elizabeth Street, adjoining a 

surface parking lot across James Street from the 

subject property.  

 

Mid-to-late 20th-century low-rise residential infill 

between 458 and 472 Elizabeth Street separated the 

subject property from the only other Gothic Revival 

cottage on the west side of Elizabeth Street, 

disrupting their once-adjacent relationship. The 

original lot configuration of the subject property 

was also not maintained with the construction of an 

adjacent building in the severed portion of Lot 7 

along James Street. 

 

In the late 20th century, urban expansion led to the 

removal of mature street trees along Elizabeth 

Street, and the rear lawns and garages facing John 

Street of former residences on the west side of 

Elizabeth Street were replaced with surface parking 

lots to support their conversion to commercial use, 

which reflects a shift in the character of the area. 

More recently, the completion of a 22-storey tower 

at the intersection of Brant and James Streets has 

further disrupted the area’s historical low-rise 

residential character by dominating skyline views of 

the subject property from Elizabeth and James 

Streets. 

 

8. The property has contextual value 

because it is physically, functionally, 

visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not meet this criterion. Although the subject 

property mirrors the Gothic Revival style and the 

brick materiality of Knox Presbyterian Church (461 

Elizabeth Street) and the Sea Cadet Hall (451 

Elizabeth Street), across Elizabeth and James 

Streets, those buildings historically formed part of 

the institutional and civic block on the east side of 

Elizabeth Street, while the subject property was 

historically within the residential block on the west 

side. In the late 20th century, most of these former 

residences were adapted for commercial use, and 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

infill on this side of Elizabeth Street severed the 

subject property’s connection to other historical 

houses along this stretch. Therefore, the subject 

property is not physically, functionally, visually or 

historically linked to its surroundings.    

9. The property has contextual value 

because it is a landmark. 

No I agree with Stantec that the building within the 

subject property is not considered a local landmark 

since it is not a prominent feature on Elizabeth 

Street and is not used as a point of reference that 

helps with orientation in its context. Buildings in the 

immediate vicinity of the subject property, such as 

Knox Presbyterian Church and the Sea Cadet Hall, 

are more conspicuous and are well-known markers 

in the community. Furthermore, due to the 

presence of a 15-storey apartment building (477 

Elizabeth Street) and 22-storey condominium tower 

(2007 James Street) in proximity to the subject 

property, it lacks prominence within its context. 
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2.5 Conclusions  

Based on the review of the Stantec CHER, background research completed for this peer review, 

and the site visit, it is my independent professional opinion that the property located at 458 

Elizabeth Street meets one criterion of O. Reg. 9/06, and therefore has CHVI and may remain on 

the Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as a non-designated property (Section 27 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act), but since the subject property did not meet two or more criteria of O. Reg. 9/06, it 

is not eligible for designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

 

 

__________________________ 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 

tara.jenkins@egis-group.com  

 

Cc:  Jeff King, Egis Vice President of Environmental Planning
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Appendix A: Professional Qualifications 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP. Tara is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Manager and is a Senior 

Cultural Heritage Specialist. She holds a Master of Arts (MA) Degree in Anthropology and a 

Graduate Professional Certificate in Cultural Heritage Studies (GPCertCHS), Heritage Planning 

stream. She is a qualified heritage professional that has 26 years of experience working in cultural 

resource management (CRM) and is an active member of the Canadian Association of Heritage 

Professionals (CAHP). Tara has a proven track record at maintaining the cultural heritage value of 

a place within real-world contexts of urban planning, development, sustainability, growth and 

change. In the past five (5) years, Tara has managed over 70 Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports 

for various clients, including the municipalities across Ontario. Her team has a strong 

understanding of compliance with Ontario's legislation, regulations, and other heritage-related 

policies and procedures for both private and public sector clients. 

 

Jake Harper, MA, CAHP. Jake Harper is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist who holds a Master of 

Arts (MA) Degree in History from the University of Waterloo. He has over five (5) years of 

experience working in cultural resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of the 

Canadian Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Jake has practical experience as a Cultural 

Heritage Specialist and is skilled in identifying and evaluating built heritage resources and cultural 

heritage landscapes. He is currently in an intermediate role where he supervises cultural heritage 

projects and prepares deliverables. Jake has been a key contributor in numerous cultural heritage 

projects, where he has demonstrated a strong understanding of government regulations and 

requirements, exceptional organizational skills, and attention to detail. 
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Appendix C: Field Review Photographs  

  

View of east elevation of 458 Elizabeth Street 

(Egis, June 2025) 

View of northeast corner of 458 Elizabeth Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 

 
 

View of northeast corner of 458 Elizabeth Street 

from across Elizabeth Street (Egis, June 2025) 

Close-up of brickwork on front façade (Egis, June 

2025) 
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Close-up of Burlington Historical Society plaque 

on the front façade (Egis, June 2025) 

View of the south elevation of the rear addition at 

2031 James Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

 

 

View of the southwest corner of the rear 

addition at 2031 James Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

 

View looking south on Elizabeth Street at the James 

Street intersection (Egis, June 2025) 
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View looking southwest on James Street from 

461 Elizabeth Street (Egis, June 2025) 

View looking west from James Street sidewalk across 

from 2031 James Street (Egis, June 2025) 

  

View looking southwest of mature tree at 458 

Elizabeth Street (Egis, June 2025) 

View looking northwest from intersection of 461 and 

451 Elizabeth Street (Egis, June 2025) 
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 513 Locust St. Peer Review update 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 

                    Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-86-25 

Wards Affected: 2 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 

513 Locust Street, Burlington, dated July 21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, as 

detailed in development and growth management report DGM-86-25 and attached as 

Appendix A; and 

 

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 513 Locust Street (the “Property”) to 

be of cultural heritage value or interest under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 

accordance with the staff recommendation in development and growth management reports 

DGM-10-25 and DGM-86-25. 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Purpose of report: 

 The purpose of this report is to present Council with the Peer Review attached as 

Appendix A, and to recommend that Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 

the Property under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in response to Staff 

Direction SD-04-25. 

 
Key findings: 

 The City retained Egis to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

completed for the Property by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (“Stantec”) on January 28, 2025, 

as directed by Council in light of the recommendation by the Heritage Burlington Advisory 
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Committee that the Property be designated despite Stantec having found that the 

Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Stantec set out in the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report as outlined in Development and Growth Management 

Report DGM-10-15.  

 Egis examined the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec and found 

that the Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Egis set out 

in the Peer Review. 

 

Implications: 

 Financial 

o Not applicable. 

 Legal 

o Not applicable. 

 Engagement 

o Staff have consulted the Property owners, who are not in support of the proposed 

designation. 

o Staff have consulted the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee, who are in 

support of the proposed designation. 
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Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

Ontario’s More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022 (“Bill 23”) passed on November 28, 2022, bringing 

into effect a number of legislative changes, including amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act 

municipal heritage registry scheme. Under the Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities are 

empowered to add non-designated properties of cultural heritage value or interest to their 

heritage registers. Non-designated properties are properties that have been identified as having 

some cultural heritage value or interest but have not been legally designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act by a municipal by-law. Bill 23 introduced changes to the Ontario Heritage Act meant 

to prevent non-designated properties from languishing indefinitely on heritage registers. The 

amendments gave municipalities two years to either designate or remove properties from their 

heritage registers. If a municipality had not issued a notice of intention to designate a non-

designated property that was already on the heritage registry after two years, the property would 

automatically come off the heritage register and could not be put back on the heritage registry 

for five years. 

 

To give municipalities more time to decide whether to designate non-designated properties on 

their heritage register and provide much-needed certainty for property owners, the Province 

passed the Homeowner Protection Act, 2024 (“Bill 200”) on June 6, 2024. Bill 200 amended the 

Bill 23 provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act relating to heritage registers by providing 

municipalities until January 1, 2027 to decide whether to designate non-designated properties 

currently listed on their heritage registers before the properties are automatically removed and 

preventing municipalities from relisting a non-designated property for five years after it is 

removed from a heritage register. 

 

Staff developed a shortlist of heritage designation candidates in consultation with the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee from over 200 non-designated properties on the City’s Heritage 

Register (the “Register”) as a response to Bill 23 (PL-35-23). The shortlist was developed using 

several criteria, including but not limited to architectural style, property type, visibility from the 

street and integrity. The evaluation of the 27 identified properties began in the spring of 2024 

and was completed and presented in Q1 2025 to Council through DGM-10-25. 

 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec found that the Property does not 

meet the prescribed criteria set out in O. Reg. 9/06 to be listed on the Register. As the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee were not in agreement with this finding, Council directed staff to 

retain a heritage consultant to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

for the Property, along with three other properties that were not recommended for designation 

by Stantec. 
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Analysis 

There are typically three different types of properties that are considered in heritage planning:  

1) Properties with no heritage status. These properties are not listed on the Register and 

there are no heritage implications for property owners. 

 

2) Properties that are listed on the Register as non-designated properties. These properties 

are commonly referred to as “listed” or “registered” properties. The heritage implication 

for property owners is that they shall not demolish or remove a building or structure on 

the property or permit the demolition or removal of the building or structure unless council 

of the municipality is given at least 60 days’ notice in writing of the property owner’s 

intention to demolish or remove the building or structure or to permit the demolition or 

removal of the building or structure. 

 

3) Properties that are designated under Part IV (individually) or Part V (district) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The main heritage implication for property owners is that a Heritage Permit 

is required for any alteration, new construction or demolition affecting the property’s 

heritage value identified within a designation by-law passed under Part IV of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. A Heritage Permit is also required for exterior alterations to structures and 

property, including new construction and demolition, for any property located within the 

boundaries of a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to a designation by-law passed 

under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

The Province’s intent through Bill 23 is to accomplish a timely review of municipalities’ Registers 

to facilitate protecting significant cultural heritage resources and remove from the Register 

properties that do not have sufficient cultural heritage value or interest for designation under the 

Ontario Heritage Act. Removing a non-designated property from the Register does not 

necessarily mean demolition of a built heritage resource but rather the removal of the demolition 

protection on an interim (60-day) basis. 

 

Both Stantec and Egis found that the Property did not meet at least two of the prescribed criteria 

set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06 for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. The 

professional opinions of Stantec and Egis are aligned in that each found the physical/design 

value of the Property to be a representative example of late 19th century Gothic Revival cottage. 

 

Staff agree with the findings presented by Stantec and Egis based on the significant alterations 

to the streetscape over time and removal of late 19th century and early 20th century historical 

houses, which have left the streetscape without a strong historic character. 
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Option 1 – Do Not Designate 513 Locust Street as Recommended by Stantec, Egis and 

Planning Staff (Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 Staff are of the opinion that the Ontario Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06 have 

been properly applied in evaluating the Property for potential heritage designation. 

 By maintaining the Property’s heritage status as a “listed” or “registered” (non-designated) 

heritage property, there is potential for related Burlington Official Plan, 2020 policies to 

be applied in respect of the requirement for a Heritage Impact Statement to be submitted 

with Planning Act applications, and there is increased flexibility around potential adaptive 

reuse of the building and/or integration into a development proposal. 

 

Considerations: 

 Stantec determined that the Property meets only one criterion (design/physical value) and 

is therefore not eligible for designation. The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee 

members do not agree with this determination on the basis that the Property has 

contextual value because of its defining character in the neighbourhood. Staff agree with 

the findings presented by Stantec indicating that the Property is ineligible for designation. 

 Further evaluation of the Property must be conducted by additional heritage consultant(s) 

to substantiate the opinion of the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee that the 

Property is of significance to the community or the province as both Stantec and Egis 

have determined that the Property does not meet the prescribed criteria for cultural 

heritage value or interest. Council may only proceed with designation if the Property 

meets the prescribed criteria for cultural heritage value or interest, such that a Statement 

of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest has been prepared, as the Ontario Heritage Act 

requires that the notice of intention to designate the Property contains a Statement of 

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 

 The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports completed by Stantec and Egis are included in 

Appendix F to DGM-10-25 and Appendix A to this report (DGM-86-25). 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 Owners were invited to a Project Kick-off Meeting at Burlington City Hall, which occurred 

in June 2024. The meeting was well attended. 

 The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee moved a motion recommending that the 

Property be designated in accordance with its non-statutory role to advise Council and 

staff on all matters to which the Ontario Heritage Act refers as set out in the Heritage 

Burlington Terms of Reference. 
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 Property owners were informed of the date their respective properties were to be 

considered by the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee for designation and provided 

with the relevant draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest in advance of the 

meeting should any of the property owners have chosen to delegate. 

 

Option 2 – Designate 513 Locust Street as Recommended by the Heritage Burlington 

Advisory Committee (Not Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 The Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 vision states that cultural heritage and 

archaeology in Ontario provides people with a sense of place. 

 The Burlington Official Plan, 2020 identifies the following benefits of conserving cultural 

heritage resources: 

o helps the community to understand its past, provides context for the present, and 

influences the future; 

o provides physical and cultural links to the identity of the city, creates a sense of 

civic pride, and contributes to the quality of life and enjoyment of the city by 

residents and visitors alike; and, 

o contributes to the overall sustainability of the city. 

 

Considerations: 

 See Considerations set out above in Option 1. 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 See Community Engagement and Communications set out above in Option 1. 

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend Council proceed with Option 1 – Do Not Designate 513 Locust Street as 

Recommended by Stantec, Egis and Planning Staff set out above. This option conforms with the 

Burlington Official Plan, 2020 and is consistent with the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 

The Property has been evaluated against the criteria under Ontario Regulation 9/06 and, in the 

opinion of staff, does not meet at least two of the criteria for determining cultural heritage value 

or interest, thereby making it ineligible for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.
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Key Dates & Milestones 

 November 28, 2022: Bill 23 received Royal Assent. 

 June 2023: Report PL-34-23 – Heritage Response to Bill 23 presented to City Council. 

 November 14, 2023: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23) went before Council.  

 Spring of 2024: Launch of the Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Candidates Shortlist Project.  

 June 25, 2024: Project Kick-off Meeting with property owners takes place at City Hall.  

 Summer of 2024: Stantec conducts site visits from the public right-of-way and archival 

research.  

 October 9, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 1 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 December 17, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 

2 of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 8, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 3 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 29, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 4 

of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports. 

 April 15, 2025: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25) went before Council. 

 July 21, 2025: The Peer Review prepared by Egis is submitted to staff. 

 

Implications 

 Total Financial Impact  

o There are no financial considerations. 

 Legal  

o There is no direct impact on the Legal department. 

 Engagement  

o Not applicable. 

 

References  

City of Burlington. (2023). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23). 

City of Burlington. (2024). Burlington Official Plan, 2020.  

City of Burlington. (2025). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25). 

Province of Ontario. (2022). Bill 23, More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022. 

Province of Ontario. (2024). Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 
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Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

☐ Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 

Chloe Richer, MCIP, RPP, CAHP   

Senior Planner, Heritage   

(905) 335-7600 Ext. 7427 

 

Appendices: 

A. Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 513 Locust Street, Burlington dated 

July 21, 2025, prepared by Egis 

 

Draft By-laws for Approval at Council:  

 Not applicable. 

 

Notifications: 

Planner will provide address. 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to provide the City of Burlington (City) with an independent 

professional review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (the report) completed by Stantec 

Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) on January 28, 2025, for the property located at 513 Locust Street (the 

subject property). The subject property consists of a two-and-a-half storey residence which is 

currently listed on the City’s Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as the “The Elgin Harris House- 

A Different Drummer Books,” built in 1906. The CHER was completed to assess the property’s 

cultural heritage value or interest (CHVI) against Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06) of the 

Ontario Heritage Act. This property constitutes one of 27 properties undergoing heritage reviews 

by the City as part of the “Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Shortlist” project.  

On December 17, 2024, the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee (HBAC) reviewed the 

findings of the CHER on the subject property and supported Stantec’s assessment that the 

property retained historical/associative value but requested a review of its contextual value as the 

property may define the character of the neighbourhood. City Council directed the Director of 

Community Planning to retain a heritage consultant for a peer review regarding the contextual 

value of the subject property after deliberating the HBAC recommendation. Therefore, the 

following peer review examines the Stantec CHER as a whole and provides a new heritage 

evaluation based on independent professional research conducted by Egis’ qualified heritage 

professionals (see Appendix A for staff qualifications). The following summarizes Tara Jenkins’ 

expert opinion concerning the CHVI of the subject property.  

2.0 ASSESSMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR 

INTEREST   

The City does not have Terms of Reference for CHERs; however, the heritage framework for 

evaluating CHVI in Ontario is through the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/06, and is guided by the 

Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. The following subsections provide commentary and an assessment of 

the Stantec CHER’s content and findings utilizing the Ontario heritage framework to provide an 

independent professional opinion on whether the subject property meets the criteria of O. Reg. 

9/06.  

2.1 Historical Development  

In CHERs, the process of analyzing information collected during research enables a heritage 

professional to understand the circumstances in which a place was created, used, modified over 

time, and how it was thought about by the community (Kalman and Létourneau, 2021:262). 

Therefore, the purpose of Section 2 in the Stantec CHER is to establish the subject property’s 

historical context which is necessary to understand a place. Stantec presents a brief historical 

overview of the Indigenous context, township history, and development of the City of Burlington 

which is generally consistent with the level of research presented in CHERs. However, in my 
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professional opinion, subsections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3 of the report offer no commentary on the history 

of Locust Street; therefore, the report neglects the historical context specific to the setting of the 

subject property.  

Given the location of the subject property on Locust Street, further historical research, including 

a review of additional historical maps, fire insurance plans, and secondary sources, has been 

presented below in subsection 2.1.1 of this peer review to establish a solid understanding of the 

historical character of Locust Street, its evolution over time, and to determine the contribution of 

the subject property to the broader context of the streetscape. This historical overview on Locust 

Street is required to appropriately inform the contextual evaluation of the subject property in 

Section 2.4 of this peer review. 

2.1.1 Historical Overview of Locust Street  

The subject property was historically located in Brant’s Block, which was the 3,450 acres granted 

to Six Nations (Haudenosaunee) leader Joseph Brant, also known as Thayendanegea, in 17981 for 

his loyalty and service to the Crown in the American Revolution (Allen, 2019). After Joseph Brant 

died in 1807, James Gage purchased 338.5 acres of land from his estate on the east side of Brant 

Street, and Augustus Bates purchased 212 acres on the west side of Brant Street (Turcotte, 

1989:27). James Gage surveyed the land in 1810 and laid out a town pattern which became known 

as “Wellington Square.” Today, the portion of Locust Street between Caroline and Ontario Streets 

is considered part of Burlington’s historical downtown. 

Settlement was underway in Wellington Square in the 1820s, with some residential areas on the 

east side of Brant Street and large lots for agricultural along the west side (Loverseed, 1988; 

Turcotte, 1989). The 1858 Winter & Abrey map (Image 1) shows the settlement plan of Wellington 

Square. The map shows that the subject property was in a rural context within William Bates’ land. 

On the west side of Brant Street, lot numbers are not yet shown.  

Beginning in the 1860s, Augustus Bates’ sons began to sell off portions of land. In 1863, Hiram 

Hull (H.H.) Hurd purchased the northern section of Bates’ land north of Ontario Street for a large 

fruit orchard (ASI, 2023a:49). The 1877 Plan of the Village of Burlington (Image 2) shows the 

subject property within H.H. Hurd’s undivided land. The 1877 plan shows Locust Street subdivided 

into lots up to the halfway point between Ontario and Caroline Streets. This includes Lots 1 to 5 

of Bunton's Survey2 on the west side of Locust Street, and Lots 1 to 5 of the Bates Survey on the 

east side. Further north of the lots that were laid out.    

 

 

1 The 1798 date is from “The Founding of Burlington” Ontario Heritage Trust Plaque located at Burlington City Hall. Treaty 3 ¾, which covers the 
Brant Tract or Brant’s Block, was signed on 24 October 1795 by representatives of the Crown and the Mississauga peoples as a provisional 
agreement, which was confirmed by Treaty 8 in 1797 (Government of Ontario; MCFN). 
2 The Plan of the property of William Bunton was not certified and registered by provincial land surveyor R.D. Kennedy until 1881 (OnLand). As 
such, the “Bunton’s Survey” lands labelled on the 1877 Plan must have been based on the draft survey.     
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Image 1: Plan of Wellington Square (Adapted 

from the 1858 Winter and Abrey) - red arrow 

points to the approximate location of the 

subject property  

Image 2: Close-up on Plan of the Village of 

Burlington (Adapted from 1877 Illustrated 

Historical Atlas, Nelson Township) - red 

arrow points to the approximate location of 

the subject property 

Image 3: 1878 H.H. Hurd Plan (OnLand) 
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A survey dated July 19, 1878 and titled “Plan of Lots in [the] Village of Burlington being 

Subdivisions of the Brant Estate as laid out by H. H. Hurd, Esq.” (Plan 70) subdivided Hiram H. 

Hurd’s land, including along Caroline Street from Hurd Avenue to Brant Street (OnLand).3 Notably, 

the intersection of Caroline and Locust Streets was surveyed as part of Plan 70, including the 

subject property, which is shown as Lot 2 on the east side of Locust Street (Image 3).  

In 1881, Bunton’s Survey (Plan 74) was officially registered and included the land between Ontario 

Street and Lakeshore Road, with Locust Street as the eastern boundary and the former Church 

Avenue at St. Luke’s Anglican Church as the western boundary (Turcotte, 1989:185). The west side 

of Locust Steet from Elgin Street up to a midpoint between Ontario and Caroline Streets was laid 

out as part of Bunton’s Survey (ASI, 2023a:60). Around the time of the H.H. Hurd and Bunton Plans, 

Locust Street began to rapidly develop as a residential street with the construction of many single 

detached homes in the 1880s and 1890s (ASI, 2023a:51). Some notable surviving examples in the 

area include houses built by master builder George Blair, such as the Robert Kentner House (468 

Locust Street) built in 1884, located on the west side of Locust Street between Ontario and Elgin 

Streets, and the Miller-Bush House (1457 Ontario Street), built between 1874 and 1881, located 

at the intersection of Ontario Street and Locust Street (Burlington Public Library). 

After H.H. Hurd died in 1905, John Chamberlain Smith and his son Maxwell Charles Smith 

purchased 58 ¾ acres of land that same year from the executors of Hurd’s Estate. Subsequently, 

the lots previously laid out by H. H. Hurd were shown in the 1906 Apple Park Survey, which also 

includes a re-subdivision of Bunton’s Survey as part of the Smiths’ property (ASI, 2023a:51). The 

1906 Apple Park Survey (Image 4; Plan 111) consolidates the previous surveys along Locust Street 

and clearly shows the subdivision lines between those prior surveys. For instance, at the midway 

point between Ontario and Caroline Streets, the lot numbers restart at Lot 1 on both sides of 

Locust Street to signify the start of the H.H. Hurd Plan, which continues north to the Caroline 

Street intersection.  Therefore, the subject property continues to be in Lot 2. It should be noted 

that many of the residences on Locust Street had already been built prior to the Apple Park Survey 

(ASI, 2023a:60).  

 

 

3 In Section 2.5 of the CHER, Stantec states that Hiram H. Hurd purchased and subdivided the land in 1881 and sold Lot 2 to Cicero H. Case the 
same year the property was subdivided. This is inaccurate. Based on land registry records, Hiram H. Hull and his wife Ophelia sold Lot 2 to Cicero 
H. Case on July 23, 1878—four days Hurd’s property was subdivided as part of Plan 70.  
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Image 4: 1906 Apple Park Survey (OnLand) 

Several individuals who settled on Locust Street played an important role in the social and 

economic development of Burlington, including, as Stantec documented, Elgin Harris who lived 

at 513 Locust Street and owned the Burlington Gazette newspaper, which had its printing office 

on lower Brant Street. By the early 20th century, Locust Street was a fully established residential 

street.  

The 1910 Fire Insurance Plan (FIP; Image 5) shows Locust Street as an established residential street 

between Caroline and Elgin Streets. The stretch of Locust Street containing the subject property, 

between Caroline and Ontario Streets, had a combination of wood, brick veneered, and brick 

houses ranging from one to two-and-a-half storeys in height. The houses along Locust Street 

were spaced apart and set back slightly from the road. Many of the residential properties also 

retained rear accessory structures, such as sheds. Notably, a lumber pile was illustrated at 38 

Locust Street, which extended from Locust Street to the lumber store at 12-13 Brant Street. Based 

on the 1916 Sewerage Works Plan, this property was owned by Stanley Coates, a member of the 

Coates family who owned the adjoining lumber business on Brant Street. Image 6, below, shows 

the residential character of Locust Street, as a tree-lined dirt road with concrete sidewalks on both 

sides.  

The 1924 FIP (Image 7) shows that two additional dwellings were constructed on Locust Street 

between Caroline and Ontario Streets since the 1910 FIP: a one-storey brick veneered house on 

the east side of Locust Street (54 Locust Street), and a one-and-a-half storey brick veneered house 

at the northwest intersection of Locust and Ontario Streets (12 Ontario Street). The “A. Coates and 

Sons” lumber business on Brant Street had expanded to include an additional lumber pile and 

one-storey automobile garage on Locust Street. Since 1910, the popularization of the automobile 

resulted in the construction of garages along this stretch of Locust Street; for instance, 41A, 51A, 

and 59A Locust Street, shown on the 1924 FIP. North of the Birch Avenue intersection, the density 
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of houses along Locust Street was notably sparser with more modest frame or brick veneered 

dwellings. The 1932 FIP (Image 8), which revised the 1924 FIP, generally shows the same footprint 

of structures on Locust Street between Caroline Street and Ontario Street. One key difference is 

that the lumber piles along Locust Street and the rear lumber shed were removed due to the 

closure of the “A. Coates and Sons” lumber business on Brant Street. 

Image 5: Goad’s 1910 Fire Insurance Plan – location of the subject property shown in green outline 

Image 6: View of Locust Street, looking south from Ontario Street, in ca. 1918 (bhs_204408) 
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Image 7: Goad’s 1924 Fire Insurance Plan – location of the subject property shown in green outline 

Image 8: Goad’s 1932 Fire Insurance Plan – location of the subject property shown in green outline 
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Despite the Town of Burlington undergoing rapid development following the Second World War, 

Locust Street between Ontario and Caroline Streets remained relatively stable with properties 

maintaining estate-like lot sizes, with large front lawns, houses set back from the street, and 

mature trees along the street. Image 9 and Image 10, below, show a snapshot of the context of 

Locust Street in the 1950s, reflecting early observations of the street seen on the FIPs and in Image 

6, with a predominance of two and two-and-a-half storey houses set back from the road, with 

front and rear lawns, and a line of trees along the street edge. Image 9 shows the former houses 

adjacent to the subject property (515 Locust Street) with similar style architecture to that of the 

subject property, as a two-storey Edwardian brick dwelling which had a wraparound porch with 

Classical columns and entablature. Image 11 shows that between Water and Elgin Streets, Locust 

Street in the 1950s had retained its residential character as illustrated on the 1924 FIP.  

Image 9: East side of Locust Street showing 515 Locust Street and north half of 513 Locust Street, 

ca. 1950 (bhs_204075) 
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Image 10: Scene of Locust Street at Caroline Street ca. 1950 (bhs_204889) 

 

Image 11: Street view of Locust Street, likely looking north towards Elgin Street ca. 1950 (ASI, 

2023b:51) 

In the 1970s, properties along Locust Street between Ontario and Caroline Streets began to be 

demolished due to the pressures of urban development. In 1975, three houses along the east side 

of Locust Street were removed to make way for a 12-storey apartment building known as Windsor 

Apartments (505 Locust Street). This apartment building is directly adjacent to the subject 

property to the south. At the same time, an additional two properties north of the subject property 

on the east side of Locust Street were demolished and replaced with a public surface parking lot. 
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In 1975, four additional late 19th or early 20th century residences (one-to-two storeys) across the 

street from the subject property were also removed to create a second large public surface parking 

lot, now called Locust Street Lot (500 Locust Street; ASI, 2023a:57). Image 12 below shows the 

subject property in 1975. Mature trees line the subject property on the north boundary which 

screened the building from the newly built surface parking area to the north.  

By the end of the 20th century, between Caroline and Ontario Streets, only the house on the subject 

property remained along the east side of Locust Street. The west side continued to include a group 

of houses from the late 19th century and early 20th century.  

Image 12: 513 Locust Street ca. 1975 (bhs_204586) 

2.2 Property History  

In my professional opinion, the historical research and analysis presented in property history in 

Section 2.5 of the CHER is comprehensive and includes a review of land registry documents, 

photographs, census records, directories, and other primary and secondary sources, as 

recommended in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit for undertaking historical research on a property. 

Stantec correctly identifies a significant historical association between the residence on the subject 

property as the house was built in 19054 for Elgin Alexander Harris, who founded the Burlington 

Gazette newspaper in 1889, and was its editor for 57 years and later served as Mayor of Burlington 

in 1923. This historical association, as well as the adaptive reuse of the building, are the reasons 

for its inclusion on the City of Burlington’s Second Heritage Driving Tour. Stantec sufficiently 

 

 

4 An article in the 12 April 1905 issue of the Burlington Gazette reported that construction contracts were let “for a 
house for E.A. Harris on Locust Street” which substantiates the year of construction identified by Stantec. 
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explains why Harris is significant to the community based on his involvement in local politics and 

his establishment of the newspaper.   

Stantec also documents the 1975 conversion of the subject property from a residence to a 

bookstore, identifies the architect responsible for the renovations, Thomas Keith Moore, and 

explains how his alterations to the subject property were not representative of his overall body of 

work. Additionally, they briefly cover how since 1975, A Different Drummer Books was seen as a 

literary landmark that has brought major Canadian and international authors to Burlington, 

including Salman Rushdie, Alice Munroe, and Margaret Atwood, among others (Irwin, 2000). One 

detail that was overlooked by Stantec was that while Hope and Albert Cummings retained 

ownership of the property until 1995, the bookstore (A Different Drummer Books) came to be 

owned by Richard Bachmann and his wife Jane Irwin in the mid-1980s (Burlington Public Library). 

Overall, it is in my opinion that Stantec’s property history sufficiently documents the former 

residence of Elgin Harris, and its transition to a local bookstore. However, in the process of 

determining the veracity of Stantec’s evaluation for this peer review, further primary and 

secondary sources were uncovered, which revealed new information regarding a secondary 

resource on the property. Therefore, in conjunction with Stantec’s property history, subsection 

2.2.1, below, provides additional property information that is considered for the evaluation in 

Section 2.4 of this peer review.  

2.2.1 Property History – Part of Lot 2 Northeast of Locust Street, Plan 70 

In addition to the converted house that now serves as the bookstore called A Different Drummer 

Books, there is also a second building on the subject property that Stantec did not account for in 

their report. The Burlington Heritage Resource Inventory (1997) identified the structure behind 

the bookstore as a secondary resource on the subject property, referred to as “The Elgin Harris 

Carriage House” (Burlington Public Library). Today, this structure now contains a business known 

as Wellings Planning Consultants Inc. at 513 Locust Street, Unit B. However, based on FIPs, the 

first structure built behind the house was a small one-storey wood shed visible in 1910, which was 

subsequently demolished by 1924. Between 1924 and 1932, a one-storey wood automobile 

garage was instead constructed at the rear of the subject property (60A Locust Street). Since then, 

this structure appears to have been heavily altered to the extent that it no longer resembles the 

former garage.  

An undated photograph of “The Elgin Harris Carriage House” that was included in The Burlington 

Heritage Resource Inventory (1997) is believed to show this garage structure around the 1980s, 

revealing that it had a flat roof and was cladded in brown brick since the 1932 FIP (Image 13). The 

east side features a small wooden garage door, while the west side features a pedestrian entrance 

accentuated by sidelights and a Classically inspired door surround, complete with columns and a 

central arch. By 1990, the brick was painted indigo, the roof was redone as a side gable roof, and 

the garage door was converted to a bay window with an awning (Image 14). A current photograph 

of the former garage (in Appendix C) reveals that since 1990, it underwent even more drastic 
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alterations. More specifically, an addition was constructed on the south elevation perpendicular 

to the building to serve as a commercial entrance, which resulted in the replacement of the former 

door (and its decorative surround) on the west side of the garage with a tripartite casement 

window. The addition features a gable pediment to mirror that of the primary structure on the 

subject property. As part of this renovation, the exterior of the structure was cladded with board 

and batten siding and a cupola was added to the top of the roof. In summary, while “The Elgin 

Harris Carriage House” was never truly a carriage house, this former garage once had architectural 

details that exhibited more historical character than the typical utilitarian structure, which were 

removed during substantial alterations and its conversion to commercial use. 

Image 13: “The Elgin Harris Carriage House” ca. 1980s (Burlington Public Library) 

Image 14: East elevation of the bookstore and “The Elgin Harris Carriage House” in 1990 

(Burlington Public Library) 
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2.3 Site Description  

To support the peer review of this section, Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist, Jake Harper, 

completed a site visit on June 10, 2025. The visit included photographic documentation of the 

subject property from the public rights-of-way, including a review of the exterior elevations (see 

Appendix C for select field review photographs). Similar to the Stantec CHER, an interior field 

review was not conducted as permission to enter was not granted by the property owner. The 

review also included a walking tour to complete a visual assessment of the surrounding context 

to gain a better understanding of the evolution and the current context of Locust Street, focusing 

on the block between Ontario Street to the south and Caroline Street to the north.   

2.3.1 Landscape Setting  

Section 3.1 of the CHER is necessary to examine the current context of the subject property, assess 

how the property relates to its broader setting, and determine its meaning to the community. As 

Stantec did not adequately examine the context and evolution of Locust Street, the report does 

not sufficiently analyze the character of the area in order to make the determination that it does 

not have a consistent character, and that the subject property is isolated and disconnected from 

other areas that have a similar character. Therefore, in my opinion, the assessment of existing 

conditions in the report did not effectively demonstrate whether the subject property maintains, 

supports or defines the character of the area nor if it is physically, functionally, visually or 

historically linked to its surroundings.  

An assessment of existing conditions of the landscape setting should examine the present-day 

integrity of Locust Street, determine whether it still retains its historical character, and, if so, 

identify whether the subject property contributes to that character. To retain contextual value, the 

property should be in an area with a definable character and the property should contribute to 

that character in some way (Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, 2025). Therefore, subsection 2.3.2 below, 

along with subsection 2.1.1, explore possible connections between the subject property and the 

surrounding area, which is required to complete the assessment of contextual value for the 

evaluation in Section 2.4 of this peer review.    

2.3.2 Landscape Analysis  

Subsection 2.1.1 had previously documented Locust Street as a residential street between Ontario 

and Caroline Streets, representing a late 19th to early 20th century historical context. By the 1970s, 

the character had been altered and diminished as a result of urban development, leaving the 

building on the subject property the last remaining historical residence on the east side of Locust 

Street between Ontario and Caroline Streets. As noted above in subsection 2.1.1, three houses on 

the east side of Locust Street were demolished in 1975 to build the 12-storey Windsor Apartments 

building at 505 Locust Street, and two more properties on the other side of the subject property 

were cleared to make way for a parking lot, now known as the Caroline Street Lot (523 Locust 

Street).  
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On the west side of Locust Street between Ontario and Caroline Streets, four late 19th or early 

20th  entury residences were removed in 1975 to create a second parking lot (500 Locust Street). 

Since then, the only substantial change in this location along the west side of Locust Street was 

the demolition of the one-and-a-half storey frame house at 520 Locust Street in June 1990 

(Burlington Public Library), which was replaced with a two-storey brick commercial building 

containing a cosmetic surgery centre. Today, in this stretch, only three 19th century or early 20th 

century residences on the west side of the street remain. It appears one of the three residences 

(524 Locust Street) has been converted to commercial use. Once a defining character of this 

stretch of Locust Street, most of the front and rear lawns—including those of the subject 

property—have been converted to surface parking. Today, there is one mature coniferous tree on 

the subject property that remains from the line of trees that defined the north property boundary 

(see Image 12).  

Two of the three remaining residences on the west side of Locust Street are non-designated 

heritage properties located at 524 Locust Street and 492 Locust Street. They are separated by the 

parking lot which creates a void in the streetscape. There is also one designated property at 488 

Locust Street. Among these properties with municipal heritage recognition, only 492 Locust Street 

exhibits architectural similarities to the subject property, and both were extant by 1910 (see 

subsection 2.3.4). There is another house at 1445 Ontario Street along the west side of Locust 

Street, at the intersection of Locust and Ontario Streets, which is a non-designated heritage 

property built between 1910 and 1924, but it faces Ontario Street and therefore is not considered 

historically associated with Locust Street. Furthermore, the Miller Bush House at 1457 Ontario 

Street is also at the corner of Locust and Ontario Streets, across from 1445 Ontario Street, and is 

designated under Part IV of the Ontario Heritage Act. Like 1445 Ontario Street, this house has 

always faced Ontario Street and maintained an Ontario Street address (formerly 32 then 10 

Ontario Street). Therefore, while the Miller Bush House is considered a significant heritage 

resource, it is not historically associated with the context of Locust Street.  

In the amended designation by-law for 488 Locust Street, this property was identified as 

containing a Gothic Revival house and was determined to support the character of the area as 

part of a 19th century to early 20th century residential streetscape on the west side of Locust Street, 

surrounding the intersection of Locust Street and Ontario Street. However, unlike the subject 

property, 488 Locust Street is between two houses that retain their historical character and form, 

scale and massing, as shown in the FIPs. When viewing Locust Street from Ontario Street, in the 

distance, there is the 12-storey residential tower on the east side of the street, which dominates 

the streetscape with its solid massing. Since the high rise sits close to the street line, taking up a 

large portion of street frontage, it visually obscures view of the subject property when looking up 

Locust Street from Ontario Street. The height far exceeds the historical low-rise character of the 

streetscape. Even when viewed from Caroline Street, the high rise overshadows the building on 

the subject property (Image 15). The high rise lacks a podium, which may have afforded the ability 

to step the tower back from the streetscape to try to mitigate its massing. Therefore, the high rise, 
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despite its attempt to use red brick similar to the historical residences, was not designed to be 

consistent with the low rise residential historical character. Furthermore, the subject property 

stands alone (isolated) with the removal of adjacent houses, as seen in Image 9, above, and on 

the FIPs. 

Image 15: Locust Street, south of Caroline Street (Google Street View, 2023) 

Image 16: Locust Street, north of Caroline Street (Google Street View, 2023) 

 

During the field review, it was observed that Locust Street, north of Caroline Street, retains its early 

20th century residential character, especially on its west side, which has retained numerous 

detached dwellings that were built between 1910 and 1924 (based on the review of FIPs). Today, 

to support its continued residential character, large mature trees continue to line the street (Image 

16).  

Like the stretch between Caroline and Ontario Streets, the southern stretch of Locust Street 

between Ontario Street and Water Street (now Lakeshore Road) has evolved through urban 

107



City of Burlington 

Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 513 Locust Street 

 

  Egis 

Cco-26-1602_Peer Review_ 513 Locust Street (Final_July 23, 2025)   17 

development. In general, the street’s built-form character, representing a 19th century and early 

20th century residential streetscape, has changed to one of mixed use. Many of the original 

buildings have been converted for commercial use or removed to make way for medium density 

development. In comparison to Image 6 above, when looking south from the intersection of 

Ontario Street, there is a 6-storey mixed-use building built at the corner of Locust and Elgin Streets 

in 2019 (1441 Elgin Street), but given its height it appears less imposing on the streetscape than 

that of the 12-storey building between Ontario and Caroline Streets (Image 17). Like in the stretch 

between Ontario and Caroline Streets, the late 20th century and 21st century developments have 

resulted in some isolated 19th and 20th century buildings, in addition to a small cluster remaining 

on the west side of Locust Street, south of the Ontario Street intersection.  

Therefore, in my professional opinion, the landscape analysis in this peer review supports Stantec’s 

findings that the built environment along Locust Street between Ontario and Caroline Streets no 

longer reflects the historical residential character of the area outlined in subsection 2.1.1. The 

subject property, on the east side of Locust Street, has become isolated as it is no longer part of 

a group of late 19th and early 20th century buildings that once defined this stretch of Locust Street. 

This landscape analysis demonstrates that the removal of historical residences on both sides of 

Locust Street between Ontario and Caroline Street, and their replacement by parking lots and a 

high rise, has fundamentally altered the historical residential character of the streetscape. Visually, 

physically and historically, these developments have disconnected the subject property from the 

historical character of Locust Street.  

 

Image 17: Locust Street, looking south from Ontario Street (Google Street View, 2023) 

 

108



City of Burlington 

Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 513 Locust Street 

 

  Egis 

Cco-26-1602_Peer Review_ 513 Locust Street (Final_July 23, 2025)   18 

2.3.3 Building Exterior  

Section 3.2 of the Stantec CHER describes the building as a two-and-a-half storey residence that 

was converted to a bookstore in the late 20th century. Although the overall description does not 

document all the structures within the subject property and how they changed over time as noted 

above in subsection 2.2.1, the Stantec report does adequately detail current conditions of the 

building. As noted in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, few buildings survive without alterations. 

Stantec is, however, missing a review of comparable properties which, even on a high level, helps 

demonstrate if a property is “a rare, early, unique or representative example of a style, type, 

expression, material or construction method.” As noted in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, a 

comparative study should be a part of the documentary evidence which helps explain the 

importance of the property within a municipal context by comparing similar properties locally. 

Stantec determined using O. Reg. 9/06 that the subject property does not have design value since 

the structure does not contain elements of a specific architectural style and alterations over time 

have lessened its historical integrity. Therefore, to verify this assessment, a high-level review of 

comparable properties was undertaken in subsection 2.3.4 below which, in conjunction with the 

Stantec CHER, will be used to inform the evaluation in Section 2.4 of this peer review.   

2.3.4 Brief Built Form Analysis 

The conversion of the Edwardian house into a bookstore in 1975 resulted in significant exterior 

renovations. This included an interior of the second floor to have an open mezzanine effect with 

a third floor (half-storey) loft and cathedral ceiling. The projecting “greenhouse” that replaced the 

former add-on enclosed porch was viewed as innovative in 1975 (Irwin, 2000) but it is not, in my 

opinion, considered sympathetic to the Edwardian style and to the historical character of Locust 

Street. Furthermore, the construction of the greenhouse addition required the enclosure of a 

second-storey window and impacted the gable over the two-storey bay as it was filled in with 

glass to allow light into the loft, replacing the imbricated fish scale shingles and diamond-shaped 

window (as seen in Images 9 and 12), which are features typical of houses of the Edwardian 

Classicism style. The subject property was shown as a two-storey brick veneered dwelling across 

FIPs, whereas other comparable houses were shown as two-and-a-half storeys, which indicates 

that the half-storey may have not been originally used as a loft or living space. The chimney, when 

compared to Image 12, was shortened and no longer extends above the roofline.  

Stantec indicates that the porches on the building on the subject property appear to be historically 

inspired contemporary additions. This peer review has determined their assertion to be accurate. 

Photographs obtained from the History Room in the Burlington Public Library show the porch 

above the entrance on the north elevation of the building being rebuilt after the concrete slab 

was poured (Burlington Public Library). Although they are undated, the photographs appear to be 

from the 2000s. Furthermore, Images 12 and 14, taken in 1975 and 1990, reveal that the former 

porch on the east elevation lacked the ornamentation of the existing porch, indicating it was likely 

rebuilt in the 2000s along with the porch on the north elevation. Between 1975 and 1990, the 
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brick piers supporting the porch columns were also removed, along with the brick stoop, in favour 

of wood replacements.  

I agree with Stantec that the building on the subject property is an Ontario vernacular building 

with Edwardian design influence, although no photos of the house prior to the 1950s were located, 

and the above noted alterations have removed Edwardian architectural detailing. It is my opinion 

that the general form of the house with its asymmetrical front façade and projecting two-storey 

bay supporting the gable is also reminiscent of the Queen Anne style. Therefore, for comparative 

purposes, I consider this house having as an Edwardian Classicism style house with surviving 

Queen Anne design influences (now only shown through its form). This was common in the late 

19th and early 20th century when Edwardian Classicism houses were gaining popularity 

(Blumenson, 1990). Many Edwardian houses also included elements of the Queen Anne style, such 

as two-storey bays topped with shingled projecting gables with Palladian or rounded windows, 

asymmetrical facades, and often classically inspired porches (Mikel, 2004:114).   

Based on the field review completed for this peer review, there are numerous comparable 

examples of two-and-a-half storey red brick houses that are better examples of the Edwardian 

style than that of the subject property, and all are considered to have Queen Anne forms and 

textures (Blumenson, 1990). This is not surprising since Locust Street and the surrounding area 

developed in the late 19th and early 20th century, when, as noted above, Edwardian residences 

were gaining popularity in Ontario, in a period that overlapped with the Queen Anne style (Mikel, 

2004: 112).  

Comparable examples can be found in the vicinity of the subject property and throughout the 

City of Burlington. For example, the two-and-a-half-storey brick house at 492 Locust Street, 

situated across from the subject property and just south of the parking lot, was constructed prior 

to 1910. Though originally residential, it was subsequently converted for commercial use, like the 

subject property. However, the alterations made to 492 Locust Street, including the extension of 

its south half between 1932 and 1950, did not result in the removal of all its original architectural 

details, such as the Classical wood half-moon window in the projecting gable, and the imbricated 

(fish-scale) shingles in the gable, related to the Queen Anne style.  

Like the subject property, the two-and-a-half-storey house at 458 Locust Street, located between 

Ontario and Elgin Streets, was built in 1905 as a residence and was later converted to commercial 

use (Burlington Public Library). Although a portion of the front porch was enclosed and 

modernized, it retains its projecting gable with imbricated shingles, oriel window, and half-moon 

window on the north side. For this reason, it is on the Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as a 

non-designated heritage property. Unlike 458 Locust Street, the house at 1445 Caroline Street, 

which was built in 1915 in the west quadrant of the intersection of Locust and Caroline Streets, 

has no municipal heritage recognition despite having a unique semi-octagonal bay with ribbed 

brick corners, since the house was substantially altered with an enclosed porch on the front façade, 

and modified projecting gable (Burlington Public Library). 
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1422 and 1426 Ontario Street are part of an intact block of four (including 1414 and 1418 Ontario 

Street) two-and-a-half-storey brick veneered Edwardian houses constructed between 1908 and 

1911 that are within a proposed Heritage Conservation District (TRACE architectures, 2024). 

Notably, 1422 Ontario Street underwent a similar conversion to the subject property, where the 

gable was altered and filled with glass to allow light into the loft, likely replacing imbricated 

shingles and a window similar to those found in the pediment of 1426 Ontario Street. However, 

unlike the subject property, both 1422 and 1426 Ontario Street retain oriel windows and Classical 

style porches that span the entire length of their front façades. Although not a group of four, 518 

and 524 Brant Street are a pair of former Edwardian residences designated under Part IV of the 

Ontario Heritage Act that were constructed by 1910 along the west side of Brant Street, north of 

Caroline Street. Much like the subject property, these neighbouring houses were eventually 

adapted for commercial use; however, they retain a greater degree of original architectural design 

details. Notably, 524 Brant Street stands out with its intact wood projecting gable featuring 

imbricated (fish scale) shingles and its original wood Palladian window. 

In summary, based on this high-level comparative analysis, the subject property currently 

represents an Ontario vernacular building with Edwardian Classicism and Queen Anne design 

influences which are now only visible through its scale (including two-storey bay), brick facades, 

hipped roof, and highly altered projecting gable. The comparative analysis indicates there are 

better examples of this style within the streetscape of the subject property and beyond. Therefore, 

I agree with Stantec that the subject property is not considered to be a rare, unique, 

representative, or early example of a style, type, expression, material, or construction method.   

 

 

View of 492 Locust Street (Google Street View, 

May 2023) 

 

Current view of 1445 Caroline Street (Egis, June 

2025) 
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Current view of 458 Locust Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

 

Current view of 532 Hurd Avenue (Egis, June 2025) 

 
 

Current view of 559 Hurd Avenue (Egis, June 

2025) 

 

Current view of 1445 Caroline Street (Egis, June 

2025) 
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Current view of 518 Brant Street (Egis, June 2025) Current view of 524 Brant Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

 
 

Current view of 1422 Ontario Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

Current view of 1426 Ontario Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

 

2.4 Evaluation  

Based on the information documented through research in the CHER and in this document, the 

property is evaluated in Table 1, below, against each of the criteria of O. Reg. 9/06 to determine 

the subject property’s CHVI. Furthermore, this section follows “Heritage Property Evaluation” 

(Section 5.6. Explanation of the Ontario Regulation 9/06) of the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, which 

provides guidance on how to apply the criteria.  

In summary, I generally agree with Stantec’s evaluation of 513 Locust Street. Based on this peer 

review, the subject property meets criterion 4 of O. Reg. 9/06 because the property retains 

historical associative value since it is related to a person who is significant to the community.  
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2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06  

Table 1, below, describes how the O. Reg. 9/06 criteria were applied to determine if the subject 

property possesses CHVI. The table includes the rationale supporting why each criterion was met 

or not met.  

Table 1: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation for 513 Locust Street  

 

Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

1. The property has design value or 

physical value because it is a rare, unique, 

representative or early example of a style, 

type, expression, material or construction 

method. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not retain design or physical value, as the 

comparative analysis completed for this peer review 

indicated that, although the subject property may 

contain a vernacular example of the Edwardian 

Classical style with Queen Anne design influences, it 

has been substantially altered and there are better 

examples of this style on Locust Street and in the 

City of Burlington.   

 

2. The property has design value or 

physical value because it displays a high 

degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not display a high degree of craftsmanship or artistic 

merit. 

3. The property has design value or 

physical value because it demonstrates a 

high degree of technical or scientific 

achievement. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not demonstrate a high degree of technical or 

scientific achievement.  

4. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it has direct 

associations with a theme, event, belief, 

person, activity, organization or 

institution that is significant to a 

community. 

Yes I agree with Stantec that the subject property has 

historical value since the structure at 513 Locust 

Street is directly associated with Elgin Alexander 

Harris, who was significant to the community of 

Burlington for his role in local politics and 

establishment of the Burlington Gazette newspaper.  

5. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it yields, or has 

the potential to yield, information that 

contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not yield or have the potential to yield information 

that contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

6. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it demonstrates 

or reflects the work or ideas of an 

architect, artist, builder, designer or 

theorist who is significant to a 

community. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property is not 

known to demonstrate or reflect the work or ideas of 

an architect, artist, builder, designer, or theorist who 

is significant to the community of Burlington. 

Although Thomas Moore was identified by Stantec 

as the architect responsible for converting the house 

within the subject property to a bookstore in 1975, 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

the renovations do not reflect his overall body of 

work, and the original architect remains unknown.   

7. The property has contextual value 

because it is important in defining, 

maintaining or supporting the character 

of an area. 

No I agree with Stantec that the character of Locust 

Street, between Ontario and Caroline Streets, has 

been significantly altered over time with the removal 

of late 19th century and early 20th century historical 

houses. The subject property is now situated 

between a parking lot and 12-storey apartment 

building built in 1975. Since the subject property is 

no longer part of a group of late 19th and early 20th 

century residences, it has been isolated from its 

historical residential context. Therefore, the subject 

property does not define, support or maintain the 

character of the area. 

8. The property has contextual value 

because it is physically, functionally, 

visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property is 

isolated from its surroundings due to the presence 

of the adjacent parking lot and 12-storey apartment 

building. Therefore, the subject property is not 

physically, functionally, visually or historically linked 

to its surroundings.    

9. The property has contextual value 

because it is a landmark. 

No I agree with Stantec that the building within the 

subject property is not considered a local landmark 

since it is not a prominent feature on Locust Street 

and is not used as a point of reference that helps 

with orientation in its context. The City of Burlington 

only included the subject property on its Second 

Heritage Driving Tour due to its historical association 

with Elgin Harris and its adaptive reuse as a 

bookstore, not due to it having landmark status. The 

existing conditions demonstrated that the building 

on the subject property is not easily discernable on 

Locust Street streetscape, and due to the adjacent 

12-storey apartment building, it lacks prominence 

within its context.  

 

 

2.5 Conclusions  

Based on the review of the Stantec CHER, background research completed for this peer review, 

and the site visit, it is my independent professional opinion that the property located at 513 Locust 

Street meets one criterion of O. Reg. 9/06, and therefore has CHVI and may remain on the 

Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as a non-designated property (Section 27 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act), but since the subject property did not meet two or more criteria of O. Reg. 9/06, it 

is not eligible for designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  
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__________________________ 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 

tara.jenkins@egis-group.com  

 

Cc:  Jeff King, Egis Vice President of Environmental Planning
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Appendix A: Professional Qualifications 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP. Tara is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Manager and is a Senior 

Cultural Heritage Specialist. She holds a Master of Arts (MA) Degree in Anthropology and a 

Graduate Professional Certificate in Cultural Heritage Studies (GPCertCHS), Heritage Planning 

stream. She is a qualified heritage professional that has 26 years of experience working in cultural 

resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of the Canadian Association of 

Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Tara has a proven track record at maintaining the cultural heritage 

value of a place within real-world contexts of urban planning, development, sustainability, growth 

and change. In the past five (5) years, Tara has managed over 70 Cultural Heritage Evaluation 

Reports for various clients, including the municipalities across Ontario. She has a strong 

understanding of compliance with Ontario's legislation, regulations, and other heritage-related 

policies and procedures for both private and public sector clients. 

 

Jake Harper, MA, CAHP. Jake is a Cultural Heritage Specialist at Egis and holds a Master of Arts 

(MA) Degree in History from the University of Waterloo. He has over five (5) years of experience 

working in cultural resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of the Canadian 

Association of Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Jake has practical experience as a Cultural Heritage 

Specialist and is skilled in identifying and evaluating built heritage resources and cultural heritage 

landscapes. He is currently in an intermediate role where he supervises cultural heritage projects 

and prepares deliverables. Jake has been a key contributor in numerous cultural heritage projects, 

where he has demonstrated a strong understanding of government regulations and requirements, 

exceptional organizational skills, and attention to detail. 
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Appendix C: Field Review Photographs 

 

  

View of south elevation of 513 Locust Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 

View of southeast corner of 513 Locust Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 

 
 

View of northwest corner of 513 Locust Street 

(Egis, June 2025) 

View of accessory structure at 513 Locust Street, Unit 

B (Egis, June 2025) 
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View looking east at 505 Locust Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

View looking southeast along Locust Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 

 

 

 

View looking north at parking lot adjacent to 

513 Locust Street (Egis, June 2025) 

View looking northwest at the intersection of Locust 

and Caroline Streets (Egis, June 2025) 
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Heritage Response to Bill 23 – 367 Torrance St. Peer Review update 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 

                    Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-87-25 

Wards Affected: 2 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Receive for information the findings of the Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 

367 Torrance Street, Burlington, dated July 21, 2025 (the “Peer Review”), prepared by Egis, as 

detailed in development and growth management report DGM-87-25 and attached as 

Appendix A; and 

 

That Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 367 Torrance Street (the “Property”) to 

be of cultural heritage value or interest under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in 

accordance with the staff recommendation in development and growth management reports 

DGM-10-25 and DGM-87-25. 

 
Executive Summary 
 
Purpose of report: 

 The purpose of this report is to present Council with the Peer Review attached as 

Appendix A, and to recommend that Council not issue a notice of intention to designate 

the Property under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act in response to Staff 

Direction SD-04-25. 

 
Key findings: 

 The City retained Egis to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

completed for the Property by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (“Stantec”) on January 28, 2025, 

as directed by Council in light of the recommendation by the Heritage Burlington Advisory 
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Committee that the Property be designated despite Stantec having found that the 

Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Stantec set out in the 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report as outlined in Development and Growth Management 

Report DGM-10-15.  

 Egis examined the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec and found 

that the Property is ineligible for designation. Staff agree with the findings of Egis set out 

in the Peer Review. 

 

Implications: 

 Financial 

o Not applicable. 

 Legal 

o Not applicable. 

 Engagement 

o Staff have consulted the Property owners, who are not in support of the proposed 

designation. 

o Staff have consulted the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee, who are in 

support of the proposed designation. 
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Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

Ontario’s More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022 (“Bill 23”) passed on November 28, 2022, bringing 

into effect a number of legislative changes, including amendments to the Ontario Heritage Act 

municipal heritage registry scheme. Under the Ontario Heritage Act, municipalities are 

empowered to add non-designated properties of cultural heritage value or interest to their 

heritage registers. Non-designated properties are properties that have been identified as having 

some cultural heritage value or interest but have not been legally designated under the Ontario 

Heritage Act by a municipal by-law. Bill 23 introduced changes to the Ontario Heritage Act meant 

to prevent non-designated properties from languishing indefinitely on heritage registers. The 

amendments gave municipalities two years to either designate or remove properties from their 

heritage registers. If a municipality had not issued a notice of intention to designate a non-

designated property that was already on the heritage registry after two years, the property would 

automatically come off the heritage register and could not be put back on the heritage registry 

for five years. 

 

To give municipalities more time to decide whether to designate non-designated properties on 

their heritage register and provide much-needed certainty for property owners, the Province 

passed the Homeowner Protection Act, 2024 (“Bill 200”) on June 6, 2024. Bill 200 amended the 

Bill 23 provisions of the Ontario Heritage Act relating to heritage registers by providing 

municipalities until January 1, 2027 to decide whether to designate non-designated properties 

currently listed on their heritage registers before the properties are automatically removed and 

preventing municipalities from relisting a non-designated property for five years after it is 

removed from a heritage register. 

 

Staff developed a shortlist of heritage designation candidates in consultation with the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee from over 200 non-designated properties on the City’s Heritage 

Register (the “Register”) as a response to Bill 23 (PL-35-23). The shortlist was developed using 

several criteria, including but not limited to architectural style, property type, visibility from the 

street and integrity. The evaluation of the 27 identified properties began in the spring of 2024 

and was completed and presented in Q1 2025 to Council through DGM-10-25. 

 

The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report completed by Stantec found that the Property does not 

meet the prescribed criteria set out in O. Reg. 9/06 to be listed on the Register. As the Heritage 

Burlington Advisory Committee were not in agreement with this finding, Council directed staff to 

retain a heritage consultant to conduct a peer review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report 

for the Property, along with three other properties that were not recommended for designation 

by Stantec. 
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Analysis 

There are typically three different types of properties that are considered in heritage planning:  

1) Properties with no heritage status. These properties are not listed on the Register and 

there are no heritage implications for property owners. 

 

2) Properties that are listed on the Register as non-designated properties. These properties 

are commonly referred to as “listed” or “registered” properties. The heritage implication 

for property owners is that they shall not demolish or remove a building or structure on 

the property or permit the demolition or removal of the building or structure unless council 

of the municipality is given at least 60 days’ notice in writing of the property owner’s 

intention to demolish or remove the building or structure or to permit the demolition or 

removal of the building or structure. 

 

3) Properties that are designated under Part IV (individually) or Part V (district) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. The main heritage implication for property owners is that a Heritage Permit 

is required for any alteration, new construction or demolition affecting the property’s 

heritage value identified within a designation by-law passed under Part IV of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. A Heritage Permit is also required for exterior alterations to structures and 

property, including new construction and demolition, for any property located within the 

boundaries of a Heritage Conservation District pursuant to a designation by-law passed 

under Part V of the Ontario Heritage Act. 

 

The Province’s intent through Bill 23 is to accomplish a timely review of municipalities’ Registers 

to facilitate protecting significant cultural heritage resources and remove from the Register 

properties that do not have sufficient cultural heritage value or interest for designation under the 

Ontario Heritage Act. Removing a non-designated property from the Register does not 

necessarily mean demolition of a built heritage resource but rather the removal of the demolition 

protection on an interim (60-day) basis. 

 

Both Stantec and Egis found that the Property did not meet at least two of the prescribed criteria 

set out in Ontario Regulation 9/06 for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act. The 

professional opinions of Stantec and Egis are aligned in that each found the physical/design 

value of the Property to be a representative example of late 19th century Gothic Revival cottage. 

 

Staff agree with the findings presented by Stantec and Egis based on the adverse impact to the 

historical character of the streetscape caused by mid-to-late 20th century urban development. 
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Option 1 – Do Not Designate 367 Torrance Street as Recommended by Stantec, Egis and 

Planning Staff (Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 Staff are of the opinion that the Ontario Heritage Act and Ontario Regulation 9/06 have 

been properly applied in evaluating the Property for potential heritage designation. 

 By maintaining the Property’s heritage status as a “listed” or “registered” (non-designated) 

heritage property, there is potential for related Burlington Official Plan, 2020 policies to 

be applied in respect of the requirement for a Heritage Impact Statement to be submitted 

with Planning Act applications, and there is increased flexibility around potential adaptive 

reuse of the building and/or integration into a development proposal. 

 

Considerations: 

 Stantec determined that the Property meets only one criterion (design/physical value) and 

is therefore not eligible for designation. The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee 

members do not agree with this determination on the basis that the Property may have 

contextual value due to a historical link to the “Torrance” family name. In the absence of 

further evidence supporting this potential historical link, staff are in support of the findings 

presented by Stantec indicating that the Property is ineligible for designation. 

 Further evaluation of the Property must be conducted by additional heritage consultant(s) 

to substantiate the opinion of the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee that the 

Property is of significance to the community or the province as both Stantec and Egis 

have determined that the Property does not meet the prescribed criteria for cultural 

heritage value or interest. Council may only proceed with designation if the Property 

meets the prescribed criteria for cultural heritage value or interest, such that a Statement 

of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest has been prepared, as the Ontario Heritage Act 

requires that the notice of intention to designate the Property contains a Statement of 

Cultural Heritage Value or Interest. 

 The Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports completed by Stantec and Egis are included in 

Appendix F to DGM-10-25 and Appendix A to this report (DGM-87-25). 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 Owners were invited to a Project Kick-off Meeting at Burlington City Hall, which occurred 

in June 2024. The meeting was well attended. 

 The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee moved a motion recommending that the 

Property be designated in accordance with its non-statutory role to advise Council and 
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staff on all matters to which the Ontario Heritage Act refers as set out in the Heritage 

Burlington Terms of Reference. 

 Property owners were informed of the date their respective properties were to be 

considered by the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee for designation and provided 

with the relevant draft Statement of Cultural Heritage Value or Interest in advance of the 

meeting should any of the property owners have chosen to delegate. 

 

Option 2 – Designate 367 Torrance Street as Recommended by the Heritage Burlington 

Advisory Committee (Not Recommended)  

 

Benefits: 

 The Provincial Planning Statement, 2024 vision states that cultural heritage and 

archaeology in Ontario provides people with a sense of place. 

 The Burlington Official Plan, 2020 identifies the following benefits of conserving cultural 

heritage resources: 

o helps the community to understand its past, provides context for the present, and 

influences the future; 

o provides physical and cultural links to the identity of the city, creates a sense of 

civic pride, and contributes to the quality of life and enjoyment of the city by 

residents and visitors alike; and, 

o contributes to the overall sustainability of the city. 

 

Considerations: 

 See Considerations set out above in Option 1. 

 

Additional Information: 

 Not applicable. 

 

Community Engagement and Communications: 

 See Community Engagement and Communications set out above in Option 1. 

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend Council proceed with Option 1 – Do Not Designate 367 Torrance Street as 

Recommended by Stantec, Egis and Planning Staff set out above. This option conforms with the 

Burlington Official Plan, 2020 and is consistent with the Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 

The Property has been evaluated against the criteria under Ontario Regulation 9/06 and, in the 

opinion of staff, does not meet at least two of the criteria for determining cultural heritage value 

or interest, thereby making it ineligible for designation under the Ontario Heritage Act.
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Key Dates & Milestones 

 November 28, 2022: Bill 23 received Royal Assent. 

 June 2023: Report PL-34-23 – Heritage Response to Bill 23 presented to City Council. 

 November 14, 2023: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23) went before Council.  

 Spring of 2024: Launch of the Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Candidates Shortlist Project.  

 June 25, 2024: Project Kick-off Meeting with property owners takes place at City Hall.  

 Summer of 2024: Stantec conducts site visits from the public right-of-way and archival 

research.  

 October 9, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 1 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 December 17, 2024: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 

2 of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 8, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 3 of 

Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports.  

 January 29, 2025: The Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee is consulted on Batch 4 

of Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports. 

 April 15, 2025: Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25) went before Council. 

 July 21, 2025: The Peer Review prepared by Egis is submitted to staff. 

 

Implications 

 Total Financial Impact  

o There are no financial considerations. 

 Legal  

o There is no direct impact on the Legal department. 

 Engagement  

o Not applicable. 

 

References  

City of Burlington. (2023). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Shortlist of Designation Candidates 

(PL-35-23). 

City of Burlington. (2024). Burlington Official Plan, 2020.  

City of Burlington. (2025). Heritage Response to Bill 23 – Evaluation of Shortlist of Designation 

Candidates (DGM-10-25). 

Province of Ontario. (2022). Bill 23, More Homes Built Faster Act, 2022. 

Province of Ontario. (2024). Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 
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Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

☐ Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 

Chloe Richer, MCIP, RPP, CAHP   

Senior Planner, Heritage   

(905) 335-7600 Ext. 7427 

 

Appendices: 

A. Peer Review – Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report, 367 Torrance Street, Burlington 

dated July 21, 2025, prepared by Egis 

 

Draft By-laws for Approval at Council:  

 Not applicable. 

 

Notifications: 

Planner will provide address. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this document is to provide the City of Burlington (City) with an independent 

professional, and expert review of the Cultural Heritage Evaluation Report (the report) completed 

by Stantec Consulting Ltd. (Stantec) on January 9, 2025, for the property located at 367 Torrance 

Street (the subject property). The subject property consists of a two-and-a-half storey brick 

veneered residence with Queen Anne and Edwardian design influences (Stantec, 2025). The 

subject property is currently listed on the City’s Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as “The 

Torrance House” (City of Burlington). The CHER was completed to assess the property’s cultural 

heritage value or interest (CHVI) against Ontario Regulation 9/06 (O. Reg. 9/06) of the Ontario 

Heritage Act. This property constitutes one of 27 properties undergoing heritage reviews by the 

City as part of the “Bill 23 – Heritage Designation Shortlist” project.  

On January 29, 2025, the Heritage Burlington Advisory Committee (HBAC) reviewed the findings 

of the CHER and supported Stantec’s assessment that the subject property retains design value, 

but the members questioned whether this property could also have contextual value. Committee 

members stated that the property may have contextual value due to a historical link with the 

“Torrance” family name and requested further research on this potential connection. City Council 

directed the Director of Community Planning to retain a heritage consultant for a peer review 

regarding the contextual value of the subject property after deliberating the HBAC 

recommendation. Therefore, the following peer review examines the Stantec CHER as a whole and 

provides a new heritage evaluation based on independent professional research conducted by 

Egis’ qualified heritage professionals (see Appendix A for staff qualifications). The following 

summarizes Tara Jenkins’ expert opinion concerning the CHVI of the subject property.  

2.0 ASSESSMENT OF CULTURAL HERITAGE VALUE OR 

INTEREST   

The City does not have Terms of Reference for CHERs, however the heritage framework for 

evaluating CHVI in Ontario is through the Ontario Heritage Act, O. Reg. 9/06, and is guided by the 

Ontario Heritage Tool Kit. The following subsections provide commentary and an assessment of 

the Stantec CHER’s content and findings utilizing the Ontario heritage framework to provide an 

independent professional opinion on whether the subject property meets the criteria of O. Reg. 

9/06.  

2.1 Historical Development  

In CHERs, the process of analyzing information collected during research enables a heritage 

professional to understand the circumstances in which a place was created, used, modified over 

time, and how it was thought about by the community (Kalman and Létourneau, 2021:262). 

Therefore, the purpose of Section 2.0 of the Stantec CHER establishes the subject property’s 

historical context which is necessary to understand a place.  Stantec presents a brief historical 
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overview of the Indigenous context, township history, and development of the City of Burlington 

which is generally consistent with the level of research presented in CHERs. However, in my 

professional opinion, subsections 2.4.1 to 2.4.3 of the report offer no commentary on the history 

of Torrance Street; therefore, the report neglects the historical context specific to the setting of 

the subject property.  

Given the location of the subject property on Torrance Street, further research and analysis on this 

historical setting is required to inform the understanding of the development of the surrounding 

area and how it relates to the subject property. In other words, to assess the subject property’s 

contextual value including how it contributes to the character of the area, it is necessary to provide 

a more comprehensive historical review of the history of Torrance Street, to identify its character 

and understand the subject property’s current relationship to its setting. Therefore, this peer 

review, in subsection 2.1.1, below, provides a historical overview of Torrance Street that is required 

to appropriately inform the evaluation of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this peer review.  

2.1.1 Historical Overview of Torrance Street  

The subject property was historically located in Brant’s Block, which was the 3,450 acres granted 

to Six Nations (Haudenosaunee) leader Joseph Brant, also known as Thayendanegea, in 17981 for 

his loyalty and service to the Crown in the American Revolution (Allen, 2019). After Joseph Brant 

died in 1807, James Gage purchased 338.5 acres of land from his estate on the east side of Brant 

Street, and Augustus Bates purchased 212 acres on the west side of Brant Street (Turcotte, 

1989:27). James Gage surveyed the land in 1810 and laid out a town pattern which became known 

as “Wellington Square.” The subject property was not included in the initial settlement area but 

instead remained rural land within the eastern boundary of the 338.5 acres owned by James Gage, 

later inherited by his son, Andrew Gage. 

In the 1850s, the Gage family sold their Wellington Square interests, including unsold land 

holdings and the mill and wharf, to the Torrance Company, owned by David Torrance (Armstrong, 

2001:79; Turcotte, 1989:41). The Torrance family were wealthy ship builders and merchants from 

Montreal, who, by 1850, owned one of the three commercial ports in Wellington Square at the 

foot of Brant Street (ASI, 2023:46). At this time, the wharves supported the lumber and grain 

industries (ASI, 2023:59). The Torrance Company continued in business in Wellington Square for 

about 30 years after buying Gage’s business ventures and property (Armstrong, 2001:79). The 

1858 Winter & Abrey Plan of Wellington Square (Image 1) shows Torrance’s land east of Martha 

Street, which appears, at that time, Martha Street was the planned urban boundary of Wellington 

 

 

1 The 1798 date is from “The Founding of Burlington” Ontario Heritage Trust Plaque located at Burlington City Hall. Treaty 3 ¾, which covers the 
Brant Tract or Brant’s Block, was signed on 24 October 1795 by representatives of the Crown and the Mississauga peoples as a provisional 
agreement, which was confirmed by Treaty 8 in 1797 (Government of Ontario; MCFN). 
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Square. The 1858 Plan also labels additional land belonging to David Torrance north of Caroline 

Street.  

As Wellington Square merged with Port Nelson in 1873, the land between the two communities 

began to experience infill development. The Plan of the Village of Burlington in the 1877 Illustrated 

Historical Atlas (‘1877 Plan’; Image 2) shows Torrance Street extending from Water Street (now 

Lakeshore Road) past Caroline Street to the northern boundary of the Village of Burlington. The 

subject property on the 1877 Plan references Lot 8 on the east side of Torrance Street. In the 

1870s, both David Torrance and Peter Redpath—Torrance’s associate and the son of the Redpath 

Sugar founder—filed survey plans for the Torrance lands in Burlington (Armstrong, 2001:79). 

Writing on the 1877 Plan (Image 2) confirms that Torrance had undertaken a survey of his lands, 

but that it was not yet recorded. This text spans the block containing the east side of Martha Street 

and the unbuilt Albert Street, the small residential lots on the west side of Torrance Street, and 

the larger estate lots on its east side. In accordance with earlier maps, this plan indicates that the 

eastern boundary of the lots on Torrance Street’s east side was the dividing line between Brant’s 

Block and the Township of Nelson. Furthermore, the Torrance Wharf is labelled as the central 

wharf on Lake Ontario at the foot of Brant Street.  

Torrance Street, named after the family of merchant shippers from Montreal, likely received its 

name in honour of the landowner David Torrance (Armstrong, 2001: 79). David Torrance was the 

president of the Bank of Montreal at the time of his death in 1876 and was best known in 

Burlington for the donation of land he made around 1856 to build the Methodist Church on 

Elizabeth Street, which later became Trinity United Church before it was ultimately demolished in 

1965 (Armstrong, 2001:79). As noted above, the proposed route of “Torrance Street” first appears 

in the 1877 Plan, the year after David Torrance’s death. The Saturday March 9, 2013, issue of The 

Hamilton Spectator confirms that the street is named after the Torrance family. 

Image 1: 1858 Winter & Abrey, Plan of Wellington Square showing David Torrance’s Land 

(bhs_207459)  
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Image 2: 1877 Plan of the Village of Burlington showing Torrance Street, however indicating 

“Torrance’s Survey not Recorded” (Pope, 1877) – red arrow points to the location of the subject 

property in Lot 8 

 

 

Image 3: Redpath Survey, Plan 71, 1878, with red arrow pointing to the subject property in Lot 

7 (OnLand) 
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In 1878, Peter Redpath’s survey of the Torrance lands was registered as Plan 71 (OnLand; Image 

3). With the inclusion of the Pine Street intersection, the lot numbering had changed on the east 

side of Torrance Street since the 1877 Plan (Image 2). What was formerly Lot 6 across from Princess 

Street became Lot 5, reducing the subsequent lot numbers by one, including changing the subject 

property from Lot 8 to Lot 7. The Redpath Survey included the lots between Torrance Street to 

the east (both sides), Brant Street to the west, Caroline Street to the north, and Water Street to 

the south (ASI, 2023:67). The subject property corresponds to Lot 7, which is presumed to still 

have been within the unregistered part of Torrance’s land. Plan 71 shows Torrance Street planned 

as a continuous road from Water Street (now Lakeshore Road) to Caroline Street.  

On May 4, 1889, the survey for the east side of Torrance Street north of Princess Street—originally 

surveyed by Provincial Land Surveyor F. J. Lynch-Staunton in the 1870s and completed in 1884—

was formally registered (Armstrong, 2001:79). Since David Torrance had died in 1876, the Plan was 

assigned to Caroline M. Torrance, wife of Charles E. Torrance (OnLand), and registered as Plan 87 

in 1889 (Image 4). Charles Edward Torrance had married Caroline Jackson in Durham, Grey 

County, in 1881, and she thereafter became Caroline Torrance (Ancestry). According to their 

certificate of marriage, Charles E. Torrance was the son of James Torrance, who was the brother-

in-law of David Torrance (The Montreal Star, 1910; Ancestry). In other words, Charles E. Torrance 

was the nephew-in-law of David Torrance. James Torrance was well-known and respected in his 

own right, especially in Montreal. According to his obituary, James Torrance “…was in his younger 

days one of the best known business men in Eastern Canada” (The Montreal Star, 1910).  

Historically, the house within the subject property is located in Lot 2 on the registered 1889 Plan, 

but the legal property limits also include Part of Lot 3. The online land registry records specific to 

the subject property begin with the Plan 87 survey in 1889, and that same year, the Torrance family 

began to sell off lots on the east side of Torrance Street (OnLand; see subsection 2.2.1 for more 

details).   
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Image 4: Torrance Survey, Plan 87, in 1889, with red arrow pointing to the subject property in Lot 2 

(Ontario Land Registry) 

The 1910 Fire Insurance Plan (FIP) excludes coverage east of Martha Street, which suggests that 

Torrance Street was sparsely developed and located outside the urban settlement area. However, 

Image 5, below, shows a glimpse of the street in 1910 which demonstrates that houses were 

extant at that time. The photograph shows Torrance Street as a cart road with what appears to be 

a narrow sidewalk and hydro poles in a rural residential streetscape.  

The 1924 FIP (Image 6) shows the street layout by the early 20th century, revealing that Albert 

Street remained unbuilt, and that Pine Street was never built to continue east of Martha Street to 

intersect Torrance Street, as shown on the 1877 Plan. The FIP also shows that Torrance Street 

terminated south of New Street before the Toronto and Niagara Power Co. Transmission Line 

right-of-way (now Centennial Trail). At that time, seven detached dwellings surrounded the street, 

illustrating there was no consistent spacing between houses and a large area of undeveloped land 

surrounding the houses, in line with the rural residential character seen in Image 5. The subject 

property, on the east side of Torrance Street, is shown as a two-and-a-half storey brick-veneered 

dwelling, with an address of 14 Torrance Street. 
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Image 5: 1910 Photograph of 357 Torrance Street (bhs_205394) 

Image 6: 1924 Fire Insurance Plan (Sheet 6), with red arrow pointing to the Subject Property 

(Digital Archives Burlington) 
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The September 17, 1926 edition of The Hamilton Spectator recorded discussions of paving 

Torrance Street, the mayor noting it had been “impassable” that spring. The 1932 FIP shows that 

there was no change in the street, as no additional houses or road offshoots had been added to 

Torrance Street (Burlington Digital Archives). 

From the end of the Second World War through the 1960s, urban development in Burlington 

escalated as the community transitioned from a rural farming community to an urban one (ASI, 

2023). The 1961 NTS map (Image 7) shows that Harris Crecent was now extant at the northern 

terminus of Torrance Street.  The 1961 NTS map does not show Princess Street, which had been 

illustrated on the earlier FIPs, indicating that it was removed, likely to make way for the 16-storey 

Torrance Terrace apartment and rear surface parking lot, which was completed in the mid-1960s. 

By 1972, the NTS map (Image 8) shows the footprint of the 16-storey apartment building (360 

Torrance Street), which had been built on the west side of the street, replacing a brick dwelling 

shown on the 1924 FIP. Turcotte claims that this dwelling was actually a large limestone house 

built for William Graham by George Blair, who was a significant builder of dwellings and civic 

buildings in mid-to-late 19th century Burlington (Turcotte, 1989:200).  

 

On the east side of the street, the one-and-a-half storey wood dwelling at 357 Torrance Street 

(formerly 10 Torrance Street on the 1924 FIP), which was determined to be a Carpenter Gothic 

style house constructed in 1880, was removed between 2018 and 2019 (City of Burlington, 2018). 

Between the subject property and 357 Torrance Street (10 Torrance Street), the 1924 FIP shows a 

one-and-a-half storey frame dwelling with a square footprint at 12 Torrance Street (361 Torrance 

Street). Eight years later, 12 Torrance Street is a one-and-a-half brick dwelling on the 1932 FIP. 

This dwelling is still present as a Craftsman Bungalow which was popular in Ontario between 1900-

1945 (Blumenson, 1990).  

2025 City of Burlington mapping (Image 9) shows that from 1972 to the present day, the lots 

within Plan 87 experienced mid-to-late 20th century infill, as shown in the building footprints, and 

confirmed on site by the architectural styles of the houses (Blumenson, 1990). The two-and-a-half 

storey brick Edwardian Classical style dwelling at 389 Torrance Street (formerly 24 Torrance Street 

on the 1924 FIP) is still extant but four houses have since been built between it and the subject 

property, when compared to the 1932 FIP (Blumenson, 1990). On the west side, the concrete block 

house at 23 Torrance Street shown on the 1924 FIP was removed for the development of two 

townhomes in the 21st century.   
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Image 7: 1961 NTS Map 

 

Image 8: 1972 NTS Map 
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Image 9: City of Burlington Mapping, 2025  

 

2.2 Property History  

In my professional opinion, the historical research and analysis presented in the property history 

in Section 2.5 of the CHER is very basic and includes a review of land registry documents, fire 

insurance plans, census records, and other secondary sources. For this peer review, additional 

historical maps, newspaper articles (through Ancestry), and other primary and secondary sources 

were reviewed in an attempt to narrow down the construction date of the subject property’s 

residence, which could influence the evaluation of the property and its relationship to its context. 

Furthermore, the land registry was also revisited to examine records for the adjacent lots on the 

east side of Torrance Street sold alongside the subject property, which may contribute to a better 

understanding of the development of the Torrance Street streetscape. Therefore, in conjunction 

with Stantec’s property history, subsection 2.2.1, below, provides additional information that is 

considered for the evaluation in Section 2.4 of this peer review.  
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2.2.1 Additional Land Use History 

On May 4, 1889, Provincial Land Surveyor F.H. Lynch-Staunton completed the survey for the 

Torrance-owned lands in Village of Burlington, which included Lots 1-7 on the east side of 

Torrance Street north of Princess Street and south of New Street. This survey was registered as 

Plan 87, as mentioned in subsection 2.1.1. Directly after the survey was completed, in 1889, Charles 

E. Torrance and his wife Caroline M. Torrance began to sell the lots.  

Image 10: The 1889 Survey of Torrance Steet (Plan 87) overlaid on the 1924 FIP 

Lot 2, which contains the current house within the subject property (Image 10), was sold to 

Edward Williamson in 1889 for $160 (OnLand). The 1891 Census places Edward Williamson and 

his family living in a one-and-a-half storey wood home in the Village of Burlington (Library and 

Archives Canada). Edward’s occupation is listed as a “house builder” in the 1891 Census and 

carpenter in the 1901 Census and (Library and Archives Canada). There is only one Edward 

Williamson recorded in the Village of Burlington in the 1891 Census; however, street addresses 

were not recorded in this Census and therefore there is no evidence that his frame house was 

within Lot 2 of Plan 87. In a Directory for 1892-1893, Edward Williamson was identified as a 

freeholder of land in Burlington on Lot 3 in Brant’s Block (Union Publishing Co. 1892-1893:27), 

indicating he may have been living in the frame house elsewhere in the settlement, since street 

names were not recorded in this directory. By 1894, Edward Williamson’s wife sold Lot 2 to John 

Wilson (W.) Henderson for $200, which demonstrates only a minimal increase in property value 
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and remains within the range that vacant lots were being sold at in 1889 (see paragraphs below). 

Therefore, it is believed that there was no house in Lot 2 prior to 1894.  

In 1889, after Lynch-Staunton’s survey was registered, Charles E. Torrance and his wife sold Lots 3 

through 7 to John W. Henderson for various prices (Lot 3 for $225; Lot 4 for $225; Lot 5 for $260; 

Lot 6 for $240; and Lot 7 for $260; OnLand). Unlike the abstract of deeds for Lot 2, the 1889 land 

transaction for each lot notes that they were sold with other lots (OnLand). Subsequently, in 1909, 

Lot 2 was grouped with Lots 3-7 and they were collectively sold by John W. Henderson’s wife to 

Elizabeth Norton, wife of Hiram Norton, for a total of $1300 (which is roughly $216 for each lot). 

John W. Henderson was a real estate agent and had sold property on Torrance Street to Hiram 

Norton as early as 1907 according to the Burlington Gazette, indicating some of the lots were sold 

before the transactions were recorded in the land registry in 1909. A mortgage was taken out in 

1909 for Lots 2-7 by Elizabeth Norton for a total value of $1000. A year later, in 1910, the collection 

of lots were sold by Elizabeth Norton to John H. Cole2 for a total of $1600. The 1911 Census places 

Hiram Norton, a gardener, and his family still living on Torrance Street after the sale. Therefore, in 

conjunction with the mortgage, the $300 increase in collective price in a single year indicates a 

house was built in one of the lots (likely 12 Torrance Street) under the Norton family’s ownership.  

In 1911, the Burlington Gazette noted that Mr. H. Cuttriss3 had been contracted to build a house 

for J.H. Cole on Torrance Street (bhs_209322). The 1915 Voters List attributed John H. Cole to Lots 

2-7 on Torrance Street, while the 1919 Voters List associated him with Lots 3-7 (bhs_209322). The 

Hamilton Spectator, on Wednesday October 13, 1915 (page 8), suggests that there were three 

houses on the east side of Torrance Street. The three property owners, Cole, Shaw, and Smith, 

were consulted regarding the installation of a pipeline that would connect from Lake Ontario to 

a pumping station and the shortest and most cost-effective route was along this street. The article 

notes that the landowners would allow the pipe to come through their land if there was not a 

cheaper alternative.  

The land registry indicates John H. Cole died in 1920, after which all the lots under his ownership, 

including Lot 2, were granted to Gertrude Alexandra (A.) Cole, his widow. The land registry 

indicates that the Cole family owned Lots 2-7 until June 1921, when Gertrude A. Cole sold the lots 

to Melville Thomas Irving. In the 1921 Census, Gertrude A. Cole and family are still listed as living 

on Torrance Street in Ward 1 in a brick house (Library and Archives Canada). In general, once 

Irving owned the lots, he began to sell them separately, indicating that residential infill would 

occur, as discussed in subsection 2.1.1. For example, the Biographical Dictionary of Architects in 

Canada 1800-1950, states that Herman Bernard Prack built a residence for E.A. Isard on Torrance 

 

 

2 The 1911 Census documents John H. Cole as 75 years old, with no occupation. As Stantec deduced, he was likely retired. He is not recorded in 
any earlier censuses for Burlington and research did not find that he made any significant contributions to the community of Burlington.   
3 There is no H. Cuttriss documented in the censuses as living in Burlington or Hamilton in this period. However, a William E. Cuttriss, age 36, was 
living in Burlington by the 1921 Census and was a brick layer.  
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Street at Harris Crescent in 1923. This is likely the brick house at 24 Torrance Street as shown on 

the 1924 FIP (now 389 Torrance Street).  

It should be noted that Lot 1 (357 Torrance Street) was an exception in the land registry 

transactions, since it was not grouped with the other lots and was instead sold in 1889 to Joseph 

Acland by Charles E. Torrance and wife for $190. Acland later granted Lot 1 and another lot to the 

Elliot family in 1916 who owned the property until 1954 (OnLand). Previous research on Lot 1 

indicates that the house associated with this property was the one-and-a-half storey Carpenter 

Gothic house at 10 Torrance Street on the 1924 FIP (City of Burlington, 2018).  

Overall, in my opinion, Stantec’s suggestion that the subject property’s increase in value between 

1894 and 1909—when John Henderson sold it to Elizabeth and Hiram Norton—indicates when 

the residence was built is misleading, since the Land Registry records a collective $1300 sale price 

for Lots 2-7, not for this lot alone. Instead, it is believed the Coles built the house in the subject 

property ca. 1911, which is supported by the newspaper article from that same year stating that 

Mr. H. Cuttriss was building a house for J.H. Cole on Torrance Street. His widow Gertrude Cole was 

recorded as living in a brick home on Torrance Street in the 1921 Census, while the adjacent house 

at 12 Torrance Street (361 Torrance Street) was only upgraded to a brick Craftsman Bungalow 

style dwelling between 1924 and 1932 (based on FIPs), and the other brick dwelling at 24 Torrance 

Street (389 Torrance Street) was built as an Edwardian style house in 1923. Therefore, it stands to 

reason that the Coles decided to build their house in Lot 2, especially as the Nortons still lived on 

Torrance Street in 1911, likely in the frame house to the south at 12 Torrance Street (1924 FIP). 

Consequently, based on the additional historical research in this subsection, the subject property 

is not, in my opinion, historically associated with Edward Williamson or John Henderson in the late 

19th century, as proposed by Stantec.  

Although Stantec claimed that F.H. Lynch-Staunton sold Lot 2 (the subject property) to Charles E. 

Torrance in 1889, Lynch-Staunton merely surveyed the Torrance Company lands for David 

Torrance and by extension, the broader Torrance family, since David Torrance died in 1876 before 

the survey was registered. As indicated in subsection 2.1.1 above, the street was named after David 

Torrance. Charles E. Torrance was the son of James Torrance, the brother-in-law of David Torrance, 

making Charles E. Torrance his nephew-in-law. Charles E. Torrance and his wife Caroline sold all 

of the lots surveyed as part of Plan 87 shortly after it was registered. Furthermore, this subsection 

demonstrated the house on the subject property was not extant when the Torrance’s owned the 

land. Therefore, in my opinion, there is no significant historical association between the subject 

property and the member of the Torrance family after whom Torrance Street was named.  

2.3 Site Description  

To support the peer review of this section, Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist, Jake Harper, 

completed a site visit on June 10, 2025. The visit included photographic documentation of the 

subject property from the public rights-of-way, including a review of the exterior elevations (see 
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Appendix C for select field review photographs). Similar to the Stantec CHER, an interior field 

review was not conducted as permission to enter was not granted by the property owner. The 

review also included a walking tour to complete a visual assessment of the surrounding context 

to gain a better understanding of the evolution and the current context of Torrance Street.   

2.3.1 Landscape Setting 

Section 3.1 of the CHER is necessary to examine the current context of the subject property, assess 

how the property relates to its broader setting, and determine its meaning to the community. It 

is my professional opinion that Stantec’s landscape description is sparse and does not adequately 

describe the existing conditions of the area in the vicinity of the subject property, nor does it 

reflect upon the changes that have affected the integrity of its setting. Therefore, to sufficiently 

evaluate the subject property’s contextual value, the CHER should include a more descriptive 

assessment of the landscape, which is informed by the existing conditions and should compare 

to the historical context as described above in subsection 2.1.1 of this peer review. Therefore, 

subsection 2.3.2, below, assesses the historical integrity of the landscape, which informs evaluation 

of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this peer review.    

2.3.2 Landscape Analysis  

Stantec notes the subject property is located on the east side of Torrance Street in a largely 

residential area between Lakeshore Road and Harris Crescent. The field review for this peer review 

confirmed the street has a residential land use. As noted in subsection 2.2.1, the street has 

transitioned since the mid-20th century from a rural residential streetscape to a more urban 

streetscape with smaller lots and infill houses lining the road. The current character of the street 

is consistent with many residential streets in Burlington that developed in the late 19th century to 

early 20th century, consisting of rows of houses with front lawns, street trees and sidewalks. 

However, since Torrance Street was historically located at the eastern boundary of Brant’s Block, 

it featured a more rural character than other residential streets closer to Burlington’s downtown 

core. Torrance Street included larger estate lots and houses that were built farther apart and 

spaced unevenly. Although the new infill of houses in the mid-20th century maintained the low-

rise character of the street, the 16-storey apartment building was not built to be compatible with 

the character of the street and now dominates the view of the street. A similar 18-storey apartment 

known as Burlington Place was constructed in the late 1960s at 2160 Lakeshore Road, directly 

opposite the southern end of Torrance Street, creating a terminating vista when viewed from the 

subject property looking south (Image 11). Although the subject property is one of three houses 

on the east side of Torrance Street that were present on the 1932 FIP and are still extant (the 

house that was demolished at 357 Torrance Street is now a vacant lot), it is my opinion that the 

historical character of the streetscape has not been maintained.  
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Image 11: Portal View looking south on Torrance Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

2.3.3 Building Exterior  

Table 4-1 of the Stantec CHER describes the house within the subject property as an “early and 

representative example of a late-19th century vernacular brick residence with Queen Anne and 

Edwardian design influences in the City of Burlington.” However, Stantec is missing a review of 

comparable properties even on a high level, which is required to demonstrate if a property is “a 

rare, early, unique or representative example of a style, type, expression, material or construction 

method.” As noted in the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit, a comparative study should be a part of the 

documentary evidence which helps explain the importance of the property within a municipal 

context by comparing similar properties locally. Therefore, to verify Stantec’s assessment, a high-

level review of comparable properties was undertaken in the following subsection to inform the 

evaluation of the subject property in Section 2.4 of this report.  
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Image 12: Subject Property House in 1975 (bhs_205374) 

Image 13: Current view of 367 Torrance Street (Egis, June 2025) 

 

2.3.4 Brief Built Form Analysis 

The general form and style of the house on the subject property is, in my opinion, an Edwardian 

Classical style house with Queen Anne Revival influences (Image 12 and Image 13). The house 

on the subject property is two-and-a-half storeys in height with an asymmetrical form and a 

hipped roof consistent with the Edwardian style. According to Stantec, the foundation of the 

house is concrete, but in my professional opinion, the original foundation material type is 

unknown as it has been covered in parging.  Note, the building on the subject property is brick 

veneered and laid in running bond, which involved the use of external brick cladding tied to an 

internal structure of cheaper materials, such as timber (Beall, 1993:7). A brick veneer laid in running 
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bond allowed the greatest area to be covered by the least amount of brick, all the while emulating 

a style of brick bond that formerly indicated intricate and costly brickwork. Consequently, running 

bond became widely popular in the late 19th and early 20th centuries and was the standard brick 

bond in North America until the mid-to-late 20th century (Beall, 1993: 6).  

ASI notes in their Downtown Burlington Heritage Study (2023) that residential streets east of Brant 

Street (i.e. Locust and Ontario Streets) featured late 19th century and early 20th century houses 

with Edwardian and Queen Anne Revival style influences (example, Image 14). Some of these 

houses were built by master builders and experts in masonry, such as George Blair, A.B. Coleman, 

and James Cushie Bent, which contributed to a high level of craftsmanship. However, it is 

important to note there was a shift from more elaborate Queen Anne styles to simpler forms of 

Edwardian houses at the turn of the 20th century in Burlington. This is attributed to several factors 

associated with the community urbanizing, such as smaller lots requiring more compact 

footprints, the growth of the middle class, population booms, and the need for more replicable 

residential designs that cost less to build (ASI, 2023:74).    

Image 14: Edwardian Classical style houses with Queen Anne Revival influences lining Ontario 

Street, ca. 1918 (bhs_204291; ASI, 2023:147) 

John Blumenson, author of Ontario Architecture, states Edwardian Classical style houses 

articulated selective Classical elements and were popular in Ontario between 1900 and 1930 

(Blumenson, 1990). Many brick Edwardian houses often included elements of the Queen Anne 

Revival style since it was also popular as a residential style at the turn of the century between 

1880-1910 (Blumenson, 1990; Mikel, 2004:115). Queen Anne Revival design features that were 

carried over included two-storey bays topped with a projecting front shingled gable with Palladian 

or rounded windows, asymmetrical facades, leaded glass windows, and often large classically 
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inspired porches (Mikel, 2004:114-115). The front gables were ideal for Edwardian houses on 

narrow city lots (Mikel, 2004:114). As noted in the field review, the subject property includes Queen 

Anne Revival design influences with its offset projecting gable and Palladian-like window4 above 

a two-storey bay on the front façade, its two-storey verandah supported by Classical style columns 

with a boxed cornice and dentils on the fascia, its segmental arched windows with stone or 

concrete sills, and its decorative leaded glass panels in select windows. Image 12, above, along 

with Google Street View, shows the material in the projecting gable of the house within the subject 

property has changed over time and has been reclad at least three times. Today, the gable has 

cedar shake shingles.  

In Burlington, this style was prevalent at the turn of the century. This is not surprising since this 

area of Burlington and the surrounding area developed in the late 19th and early 20th century, 

when, as noted above, Edwardian residences were gaining popularity in Ontario, in a period that 

overlapped with the Queen Anne Revival style. Based on the field review completed for this peer 

review, there are numerous comparable examples of late 19th and early 20th century two-and-a-

half storey red brick houses Edwardian houses in Burlington, that also, in my opinion, have Queen 

Anne Revival forms and textures.  

Comparable examples of brick veneered two-and-half storey Edwardian houses with Queen Anne 

Revival design influences can be found in the vicinity of the subject property and throughout the 

City of Burlington, although the examples below were selected based on proximity to the subject 

property. For instance, the two-and-a-half-storey brick veneered house at 498 Martha Street 

(formerly 83 Martha Street) was built prior to the 1910 FIP and is part of a group of four similar 

houses at the intersection of Martha and Caroline Streets (one of which was infill in the same style 

built between the 1910 and 1924 FIP). The house at 498 Martha Street exhibits Queen Anne Revival 

design influences through its two-storey projecting bay topped with a shingled gable. 497 Martha 

Street, also a brick-veneered house and a designated property, is across the street from 498 

Martha Street. It was built later in 1927 as a variation of the style but still includes a projecting 

gable with fish scale shingles.  The northernmost house in this grouping was 552 Martha Street 

(formerly 89 Martha Street), which still retains its shingled gable (including two rows of imbricated 

fish-scale shingles as accents), one-storey classically inspired porch, and asymmetrical plan. While 

identifiable as having Queen Anne Revival design features, it is more modest in ornamentation, 

indicating that it also draws inspiration from Edwardian design sensibilities.  

The house at 2187 Lakeshore Road is listed as a non-designated property on the Municipal 

Cultural Heritage Register. It is an early and excellent example of a solid brick two-and-a-half 

storey brick Queen Anne style house built in the 1880s by master builder George Blair (Burlington 

 

 

4 Typically, Palladian windows have an arched central section, but the windows in the gable of the subject property all have squared heads.  
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Historical Society). It exhibits red brick laid in running bond5, dichromatic brickwork including buff 

brick quoins, brick voussoirs, and a two-storey projecting bay topped with a shingled gable 

containing a pediment at its peak imbricated with fish-scale shingles. There is a matching gable 

over the front porch that complements the asymmetrical design. Lastly, the two-and-a-half storey 

brick veneered house at 4535 Maria Street (formerly 41 Maria Street), constructed between the 

1910 and 1924 FIPs at the intersection of Maria and Martha Streets, showcases both Queen Anne 

and Edwardian influences. It has a two-storey projecting front (as opposed to a bay), a shingled 

gable with a Palladian window, and a wraparound verandah with Classical columns and a simple 

entablature, which was common for Edwardian Classical residences. 

Therefore, in summary, this comparative analysis demonstrates two-and-half-storey brick 

veneered Edwardian style houses with Queen Anne Revival design influences were popular in 

Burlington as streets, like Martha and Torrance Streets, were developing into residential 

streetscapes at the turn of the 20th century. This analysis demonstrates that the subject property 

is representative of this style and, as a brick veneered residence, supports the archival research 

that was built in the early 20th century when the Cole family were living on the subject property.  

 
 

Current view of 498 Martha Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

Current view of 552 Martha Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

 

 

5 This property is an early example of running bond, but as a solid brick building it would have used measures to tie into the load bearing brick 
walls, which was at this time was an extra cost and effort than laying the brick in common bond (Beall, 1993). 
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Current view of 2187 Lakeshore Road (Egis, June 

2025) 

Current view of 4535 Maria Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

  

2.4 Evaluation  

Based on the information documented through research in the CHER and in this document, the 

property is evaluated in Table 1, below, against each of the criteria described in paragraphs 1 to 

9 in subsection 1(2) of O. Reg. 9/06 to determine the subject property’s CHVI. Furthermore, Section 

5.6 of 5. Evaluation of the Ontario Heritage Tool Kit provides guidance on how to apply the criteria.  

In summary, I generally agree with Stantec’s evaluation of 367 Torrance Street. Based on this peer 

review, the subject property meets criterion 1 of O. Reg. 9/06 because the property retains design 

value as a representative example of an Ontario architectural style.  

2.4.1 Ontario Regulation 9/06  

Table 1, below, describes how the O. Reg. 9/06 criteria were applied to determine if the subject 

property possesses CHVI. The table includes the rationale supporting why each criterion was met 

or not met.  

Table 1: Ontario Regulation 9/06 Evaluation for 367 Torrance Street  

 

Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

1. The property has design value or 

physical value because it is a rare, unique, 

representative or early example of a style, 

type, expression, material or construction 

method. 

Yes I agree with Stantec that the subject property has 

design value; however, the comparative analysis 

completed for this peer review indicated that the 

subject property contains a representative but not 

an early example of a two-and-a-half storey brick 

veneered Edwardian Classical residence with Queen 

Anne Revival design influences.  
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

2. The property has design value or 

physical value because it displays a high 

degree of craftsmanship or artistic merit. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not display a high degree of craftsmanship or 

artistic merit. 

3. The property has design value or 

physical value because it demonstrates a 

high degree of technical or scientific 

achievement. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not demonstrate a high degree of technical or 

scientific achievement.  

4. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it has direct 

associations with a theme, event, belief, 

person, activity, organization or 

institution that is significant to a 

community. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not have historical or associative value. Further 

research revealed that Torrance Street was named 

after David Torrance, whose nephew-in-law Charles 

E. Torrance sold all the Torrance family lots in Plan 

87, including the subject property, in 1889—shortly 

after the survey was registered. Unlike David 

Torrance, Charles E. Torrance was not known to 

have made any substantial contributions to the 

community of Burlington. Based the additional land 

use history compiled in subsection 2.2.1 and based 

on the results of the built form (comparative) 

analysis completed in subsection 2.3.1, it is believed 

that the extant house within the subject property 

was built in 1911 for John. H. Cole by H. Cuttriss. 

Therefore, in my opinion, there is no significant 

historical association between the subject property 

and the Torrance family. Furthermore, research for 

this peer review did not indicate that John H. Cole 

or H. Cuttriss made any significant contributions to 

the history of Burlington.  

5. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it yields, or has 

the potential to yield, information that 

contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property does 

not yield or have the potential to yield information 

that contributes to an understanding of a 

community or culture. 

6. The property has historical value or 

associative value because it demonstrates 

or reflects the work or ideas of an 

architect, artist, builder, designer or 

theorist who is significant to a 

community. 

No I disagree with Stantec that Edward Williamson may 

have built the house within the subject property. 

Archival research suggests that H. Cuttriss may have 

built the house within the subject property. Further 

research did not determine that Cuttriss was 

significant to the community of Burlington. 

Therefore, I agree with Stantec’s determination that 

the subject property is not known to demonstrate 

or reflect the work or ideas of an architect, artist, 

builder, designer, or theorist who is significant to 

the community of Burlington.   

7. The property has contextual value 

because it is important in defining, 

No I agree with Stantec that the character of Torrance 

Street has been altered over time. While Stantec 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

maintaining or supporting the character 

of an area. 

concluded that this street did not have a defined 

historical character, this peer review has instead 

determined that it had a late 19th and early 20th 

century rural residential character. However, the 

historical character of Torrance Street has been 

adversely impacted by mid-to-late 20th century 

urban development in the area.  

 

For example, a 16-storey apartment at 360 Torrance 

Street with rear surface parking lot was constructed 

on the west side of the street in the 1960s across 

from the subject property, replacing a historical 

two-and-a-half storey brick residence. Princess 

Street—a key offshoot connecting Torrance and 

Martha Streets—was also removed to make way for 

this apartment. Harris Crescent was built at the 

northern terminus of Torrance Street between the 

1930s and 1960s which removed a two-storey 

frame dwelling. Between 360 Torrance Street and 

Harris Crescent, a concrete block house shown on 

the 1924 FIP was demolished in the 21st century to 

make way for two townhouses. On the east side of 

the street, the one-and-a-half storey 19th century 

Carpenter Gothic house at 357 Torrance Street was 

removed between 2018 and 2019. Furthermore, on 

the east side, between the subject property and 389 

Torrance Street four houses were built after 1932. 

These additions to the Torrance Street in the mid-

to-late 20th century converted the street to an 

urban residential street, and therefore, the subject 

property no longer is important in defining, 

supporting or maintaining the character of the area. 

8. The property has contextual value 

because it is physically, functionally, 

visually or historically linked to its 

surroundings. 

No I agree with Stantec that the subject property is not 

physically, functionally, visually or historically linked 

to its surroundings. Residential infill on Torrance 

Street has severed the link between the subject 

property and other historical houses along this 

stretch. For example, four houses have been built 

between the two-and-a-half storey red brick 

Edwardian Classical dwelling at 389 Torrance Street 

and the subject property since the 1932 FIP. As 

noted for the above criterion, the removal of the 

Carpenter Gothic residence, and the construction of 

the 16-storey apartment across the street, have 

further impacted both the visual connection and 

historical relationship between the subject property 
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Criteria  
Meets 

Criteria 
(Yes/No) 

Rationale 

and the surrounding area. Therefore, these changes 

in the context surrounding the subject property 

have resulted in a loss of physical, functional, visual 

and historical links to its surroundings.     

9. The property has contextual value 

because it is a landmark. 

No I agree with Stantec that the building within the 

subject property is not considered a local landmark 

since it is not a prominent feature on Torrance 

Street and is not used as a point of reference that 

helps with orientation in its context. The existing 

conditions demonstrated that the building on the 

subject property is not easily discernable on the 

streetscape. Furthermore, due to the 16-storey 

apartment building across the street and similar 18-

storey apartment opposite the southern terminus of 

Torrance Street, the subject property lacks 

prominence within its context.  

 

2.5 Conclusions  

Based on the review of the Stantec CHER, background research completed for this peer review, 

and the site visit, it is my independent professional opinion that the property located at 367 

Torrance Street meets one criterion of O. Reg. 9/06, and therefore has CHVI and may remain on 

the Municipal Cultural Heritage Register as a non-designated property (Section 27 of the Ontario 

Heritage Act), but since the subject property did not meet two or more criteria of O. Reg. 9/06, it 

is not eligible for designation under Part IV, Section 29 of the Ontario Heritage Act.  

 

 

 

__________________________ 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP 

Egis Cultural Heritage Manager 

tara.jenkins@egis-group.com  

 

Cc:  Jeff King, Egis Vice President of Environmental Planning
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Appendix A: Professional Qualifications 

Tara Jenkins, MA, GPCertCHS, CAHP. Tara is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Manager and is a Senior 

Cultural Heritage Specialist. She holds a Master of Arts (MA) Degree in Anthropology and a 

Graduate Professional Certificate in Cultural Heritage Studies (GPCertCHS), Heritage Planning 

stream. She is a qualified heritage professional that has 26 years of experience working in cultural 

resource management (CRM) and is an active member of the Canadian Association of Heritage 

Professionals (CAHP). Tara has a proven track record at maintaining the cultural heritage value of 

a place within real-world contexts of urban planning, development, sustainability, growth and 

change. In the past five (5) years, Tara has managed over 70 Cultural Heritage Evaluation Reports 

for various clients, including the municipalities across Ontario. Her team has a strong 

understanding of compliance with Ontario's legislation, regulations, and other heritage-related 

policies and procedures for both private and public sector clients. 

 

Jake Harper, MA, CAHP. Jake is Egis’ Cultural Heritage Specialist who holds a Master of Arts (MA) 

Degree in History from the University of Waterloo. He has over five (5) years of experience working 

in cultural resource management (CRM) and is a Professional Member of the Canadian Association 

of Heritage Professionals (CAHP). Jake has practical experience as a Cultural Heritage Specialist 

and is skilled in identifying and evaluating built heritage resources and cultural heritage 

landscapes. He is currently in an intermediate role where he supervises cultural heritage projects 

and prepares deliverables. Jake has been a key contributor in numerous cultural heritage projects, 

where he has demonstrated a strong understanding of government regulations and requirements, 

exceptional organizational skills, and attention to detail. 
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Appendix C: Field Review Photographs  

  

View of southwest corner of 367 Torrance Street 

(Egis, June 2025) 

View of west elevation of 367 Torrance Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 

 
 

View of west elevation of 367 Torrance Street 

(Egis, June 2025) 

View of north elevation of 367 Torrance Street (Egis, 

June 2025) 
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View looking north on Torrance Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

View looking north along Torrance Street (Egis, June 

2025) 

 

 

 

View looking southwest along Torrance Street at 

360 Torrance Street (Egis, June 2025) 

View of 2160 Lakeshore Road from Torrance Street 

(Egis, June 2025) 
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Information Report 
Summary 

 

SUBJECT:   Evolving the targeted realignment work plan 

TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 
                 Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-63-25 

Wards Affected: All 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation:  

Endorse the general approach for evolving the former targeted realignment work as set out in 

development and growth management report DGM-63-25.   

Executive Summary  

Purpose of report: 

To report back on the following recommendation from PL-76-24, titled Provincial Planning 

Statement, 2024:   

Direct the Director of Community Planning to prepare both a strategic and operational 

approach for consolidating the City’s three Official Plans into a comprehensive 

community vision within the Burlington Official Plan, 2020, to facilitate efficient 

implementation of the new PPS alongside a whole range of new local planning 

responsibilities to support the creation of new housing as discussed in this report.  

Key findings: 

 The Burlington Official Plan, 2020 (OP, 2020) remains largely under appeal at the 

Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT), and the bulk of its policies are not in effect.  

 The report provides an update on progress in the Targeted Realignment work and 

presents a more flexible and adaptive path acknowledging the need for latitude in 

determining the best approach to bringing the policies of the BOP, 2020 into effect in 

consistency and conformity with Provincial policy. 

 

Implications:  
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 The City's efforts to address harmonization of the BOP, 2020 will also support the City 

in moving forward with developing a more modern and streamlined policy framework.   

 Staff will monitor and report on any other potential financial, legal, human resources or 

other impacts, including but not limited to consultant support required if needed to 

address future elements of the Official Plan work. 
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Information Report 

 

Background 

Targeted Realignment Work Plan 

 

The initial work plan to bring the BOP, 2020 into consistency and conformity with the changing 

policy framework was developed in 2023 and presented to Council in PL-45-23: Burlington 

Official Plan, 2020 Targeted Realignment Exercise – Initial Work Plan.  The work plan was 

identified as a living document which would be revisited where required and that may be 

informed by future changes. Among other challenges, the work plan identified the unknown 

timing and outcome of the PPS, 2020 / Growth Plan review as a major variable that could 

impact any chosen approach. 

 

The work plan was supported by a visual conceptual work plan along a generalized timeline 

and a set of themes that would inform the City’s work plan related to the BOP, 2020.   

 

The PPS, 2024 did come into effect on October 20,2024, with no transition provisions.  This 

report responds to the following direction from Council in PL-76-24: Provincial Planning 

Statement, 2024: 

 

Direct the Director of Community Planning to prepare both a strategic and operational 

approach for consolidating the City’s three Official Plans into a comprehensive 

community vision within the Burlington Official Plan, 2020, to facilitate efficient 

implementation of the new PPS alongside a whole range of new local planning 

responsibilities to support the creation of new housing as discussed in this report. 

 

As of July 1, 2024 the City of Burlington has three Official Plans: BOP,1997; BOP, 2020 

(partially in force) and the Regional Official Plan (to the extent that it applies to the City of 

Burlington). Since October 20, 2024 development applications have been assessed against 

the Planning Act, Provincial Planning Statement, 2024, Regional Official Plan, BOP, 1997 to 

the extent it applies, and BOP, 2020 to the extent it applies or is informative. While this is 

similar to the situation that staff have been in over the course of the implementation of BOP, 

2020, there are specific alignment issues between the City’s Official Plans and the Provincial 

Planning Statement, 2024. 

 

The need for a strategy to redefine the local vision in a single Official Plan, consistent with the 

new PPS, 2024 and the whole range of changes to the Provincially led planning system, was 

directed to be developed for Council’s consideration.  
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Status 

Evolving the Targeted Realignment of the Official Plan - Work Plan 

 

Through Council approval of Report PL-45-23 – Burlington Official Plan, 2020 Targeted 

Realignment Exercise – initial workplan on July 11, 2023, Staff were directed to initiate the 

workplan for the BOP, 2020 Targeted Realignment Exercise.  The conceptual work plan 

provided a structure for pursuing official plan amendments and the OLT process to bring the 

BOP, 2020 into effect.  Council had been provided with regular updates, the most recent of 

which was July of 2024.  Significant elements of the work plan including a series of City-

initiated and City-wide Official Plan Amendments to BOP, 2020 have been completed 

including: 

 

OPA # Topic Status 

1 To bring additional residential unit policies 
into compliance with the Planning Act (Bill 23 
and Bill 97).  

In force, and further modified 
by OPA 3 

2 To establish a vision for the City’s Major 
Transit Station Areas and enable the 
implementation of a Community Planning 
Permit System in the three Major Transit 
Station Areas. 

Approved with modifications 
by the Minister of Municipal 
Affairs and Housing.   
 
See DGM-99-25 for 
additional details.  
 

3 To increase housing options. In force and effect. 

4  To set out a planning framework and a guide 
for future study to support development and 
growth within the area identified as “Bronte 
Creek Meadows” 

In force and effect. 

6 To delegate authority on a variety of issues 
to drive efficiency and improve processes. 

In force and effect. 

Note: OPA 5 implements site-specific policies.  

 

Now with three Official Plans supported by more clarity including the PPS, 2024 being in effect 

without transition, there is urgency to move to action.  While there is some clarity, the repeal of 

the Growth Plan, with the exception of the extent to which the Growth Plan relates to the 

Greenbelt Plan does introduce new Provincial uncertainty.  

 

With more perspective on the changing nature of planning, staff are recommending a more 

flexible and adaptive path for the former Targeted Realignment work plan acknowledging the 

role for latitude in determining the need for city-initiated amendments, opportunities to resolve 
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policies of the BOP, 2020 at the OLT.  This work is also being driven from a customer-centric 

perspective seeking opportunities to provide clarity to a complicated existing planning context.  

This exercise is intended to support the best planning outcomes for Burlington, achieve 

alignment with the City’s long-term strategic objectives, and ensure consistency with the PPS, 

2024 and conformity with Provincial Plans and legislation as efficiently as possible.  This new 

focus will prioritize removing redundant, duplicative or unnecessary policy and affords the 

opportunity to reframe the Official Plan related to outcomes and allowing appropriate tools and 

strategies to implement policy direction.  

 

The following table focuses on the elements of the targeted realignment including status and 

what additional work is required. This table identifies that many of the elements of work to be 

undertaken by the City have been fully or partially completed. 

 

Work Plan Areas Status What 

Local Growth Management 
Update: Growth Expectations to 
2051 

Technical Study 
Complete 
 
 

Use findings to inform Urban 
Structure and Growth Framework 
Update. 
 
 
 

OPA to Increase 
Housing Options 
Phase 1 and 2 
Complete 
 

In 2026, in coordination with the 
new Zoning By-Law Project Team 
staff will develop the detailed 
scope of the increasing housing 
options Phase 3 work.  This will 
include any opportunities defined 
through the new Zoning By-Law 
Project and will consider Corridors 
as part of the Urban Structure and 
Growth Framework Update with 
the objective of identifying new 
roles for existing corridors and for 
increasing housing options within 
them.  

Urban Structure and Growth 
Framework Update 

Expected to be 
initiated in Q4, 
2025. 
Ongoing 

Take findings from technical 
studies to propose new Official 
Plan Policies.  These policies 
remain broadly appealed.  
 
An Employment Area OPA was 
launched in September 2025 to 
address significant changes in the 
definition of employment area in 
both the PPS, 2024 and the 
Planning Act. This work will also 
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consider implementing a CPP By-
law in the Employment Area.  
 
Undertake a Harmonization 
exercise ROP on the basis of the  
ROPA 48 Council endorsed  
modifications (see PL-52-22: New 
Burlington Official Plan 
recommended modifications for 
ROPA 48 conformity, including 
Appendix B).  This will include 
changes to address ROP 49 and 
assessed for consistency with the 
PPS, 2024. 
 
An Urban Structure and Growth 
Framework OPA will be initiated 
in 2026. 
 
 

Policy Analysis and 
Recommendations: Bill 23, 
Proposed PPS, Regional Official 
Plan 

Ongoing 
 
 

Reporting will continue on the 
transition of planning 
responsibilities, the Memorandum 
of Understanding and other 
related areas.    

Local Directions: Draft ROPA 50 
package Transition to Local 
Municipalities 

On hold 
 
Expected to be 
initiated in Q1, 
2026 dependent 
upon key 
investment request 
for Environmental 
Planning support.  

Given significant new 
responsibilities the development 
of new policies related to Rural 
and Agricultural, Natural Heritage 
and North Aldershot have not 
moved ahead at this time.  
 
In early 2026 a work plan for the 
following areas will be developed, 
informed by the City’s newly 
approved Agricultural Action Plan, 
direction from the Regional 
Municipal Comprehensive Review 
and the Provincial planning and 
policy framework: 

- Rural and Agricultural 
Policy (including 
Community Gardens 
and Urban Agriculture); 

- Natural Heritage Policy 
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- North Aldershot 
(expected to require 
scoping and study) 

This work may also include a 
review of all policies including 
general, public engagement and 
implementation policies to assess 
any need for change and to 
determine if there are 
opportunities to streamline.  
 

Other: Additional Residential 
Units 

Complete No further Official Plan work 
required (see OPA 1 and OPA 3).  

Future: 1200 King Road; Bronte 
Creek Meadows; Bridgeview 

ROPA 49 Urban 
Structure 
Modifications 

For all Urban Structure elements:  
ROPA 48, ROPA 49 and OPA 4 
alignment with the balance of 
BOP,2020 will be achieved 
through the Urban Structure and 
Growth Framework OPA noted 
above.  

 Bronte Creek 
Meadows – OPA 4 
Complete 
 

See OPA 4 above 

 1200 King  
Ongoing 
 

This site is under appeal and staff 
are collaborating with the 
appellants on a path forward.  
 

 Bridgeview  
On hold 

Consider following applicant led 
model for ASP or OPA equivalent. 
 

 

While the above represents today’s understanding of the policy work required in the coming 

months, staff will provide regular updates including city-initiated Official Plan Amendments to 

identify recommended approaches.   

 

The table above addresses the elements of policy that must be considered.  In terms of how 

those policies move forward there are a number of options including, and potentially not limited 

to: 

- Official Plan Amendments 

- Technical Amendments (operationalizing new authority delegated to staff through 

OPA 6) 

- Settlements or OLT decisions regarding policies of the BOP, 2020 under appeal 

- Withdrawal or repeal of policies 

 

166



Page 8 of Report Number: DGM-63-25 

While some progress is being made with respect to the BOP, 2020 at the OLT, significant 

areas of the plan remain broadly appealed. Staff continue to work towards resolving appeals of 

BOP 2020. 

 

Staff will strategically recommend the most efficient approach for dealing with a given policy 

topic or specific policies.  Recommending an optimal approach for a given situation affords 

flexibility to Planning staff and Legal staff and is expected to support a multi-pronged approach 

to moving forward.   

 

The approach to implementing a strong local vision in a single Official Plan will be more 

dynamic than originally proposed.  Staff will remain focused on ensuring transparency and 

identifying opportunities for public engagement, where appropriate.  Regardless of the 

approach to be pursued all work will capture any changes required to achieve consistency with 

the PPS, 2024 and will also find means of moving forward on the range of long-term objectives 

for evolving the City’s policy framework as set out in previous reports.   Those aspirations set 

out in DGM-09-25 include to: 

 

 confirm our growth management strategy and explore using modern tools such as 

simulation modelling and visualization as the foundation for advancing strategy, policy, 

and data driven decisions.  

  evolve and streamline the City’s planning framework whereby the Official Plan is 

considered a strategic document surrounded by tools and technology that enable its 

operationalization and monitoring for success; 

  assist the City to integrate its environmental and natural heritage framework with its 

growth aspirations; and, 

  Ultimately, instill confidence in Burlington’s future and shaping success for our 

community.  

 

Regional Official Plan 

 

It is the responsibility of the City to either maintain, modify, or rescind Regional Official Plan 

Policy and staff continue to work on this in the context of the broader look at the Burlington 

Official Plan, 2020 the City’s long term policy objectives and the Regional Official Plan all in 

concert with an assessment of consistency with the Provincial Planning Statement (PPS, 

2024) and in consideration of other broader changes to the Provincially-led policy system. 

At this time there are significant benefits to the city in the retention of the Regional Official 

Plan.  The Regional Official Plan continues to include critical guidance for a wide range of 

issues that support good planning decisions for the City. While the existence of three Official 

Plans present challenges in interpretation and implementation these challenges are balanced 

with the protection afforded by the in-effect policy in the Regional Official Plan.  
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Staff commit to continuing to review and revisit opportunities to modify or rescind policies of 

the Regional Official Plan with the objective of supporting a more user-friendly and clear policy 

framework. 

 

Recommendation Details 

The recommendation remains consistent with earlier versions of the work plan but establishes 

more flexibility in determining the best approach for bringing together multiple Official Plans in 

a streamlined and modernized approach.

 

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

See Reference section below.  

 

Implications 

Legal staff will continue to work towards approval of the BOP,2020 at the OLT. Staff will 
monitor and report on any other potential financial, legal, human resources or other impacts, 
including but not limited to consultant support required if needed to address future elements of 
the Official Plan work. 

References  

Regional Transition and Provincial Changes 

 February 28, 2023: PL-05-23: ROPA 48,49 and Bill 23 – Approach to achieve 

conformity and compliance. 

 May 30, 2023: PL-39-23:  Bill 97 and Provincial Planning Statement 

 May 13, 2024:  Bill 185, Cutting Red Tape to Build More Homes Act, 2024 and the 

Proposed Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 

 June 10, 2024:  PL-47-24:2024 Integrated Halton Planning System Memorandum of 

Understanding 

 July 26, 2024:  Bill 185 Royal Assent – Council Information Package (see Item 1.1 

pages 1 through 9) 

 September 9, 2024: PL-76-24 Provincial Planning Statement, 2024. 

 March 3, 2025:  DGM-09-25:Transition of planning responsibilities from Halton Region 

 

Targeted Realignment Work Plan information: 

 June 27, 2023: PL-45-23 Burlington Official Plan, 2020 Targeted Realignment Exercise 

– Initial Work Plan 

 January 8, 2024: PL-01-24 Work Plan Update 1 

168

https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=66841
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=66841
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=80565
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=78477
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=78477
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=78972
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=78972
https://www.burlington.ca/en/council-and-city-administration/resources/Council/Council-Information-Packages/Council-Information-Package-July-26-2024.pdf
https://www.burlington.ca/en/council-and-city-administration/resources/Council/Council-Information-Packages/Council-Information-Package-July-26-2024.pdf
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=80565
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=84764
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=69906
https://burlingtonpublishing.escribemeetings.com/filestream.ashx?DocumentId=74966


Page 10 of Report Number: DGM-63-25 

 April 8, 2024: PL-09-24 Work Plan Update 2 

 July 8, 2024: PL-50-24 Burlington Official Plan, 2020 Targeted Realignment Exercise – 

workplan update 3 

 OPA 1: Council approved on September 26, 2023: City-initiated amendments to Official 

Plan, 2020 and Zoning By-law 2020 

 OPA 2: Council approved on June 18, 2024: PL-03-24 MTSA Official Plan Amendment 

2 and Community Planning Permit By-Law and Statutory Public Meeting 

 OPA 3: Council approved on January 28, 2025: DGM-01-25 City-initiated Official Plan 

and Zoning By-law Amendments to increase housing options 

 OPA 4: May 20, 2025: DGM-32-25 Bronte Creek Meadows Official Plan Amendment 

No. 4  

 March 18, 2025: DGM-20-25 Findings of report Growth Analysis Review – City of 

Burlington 

 

Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

 Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

 Driving organizational performance 

Author: 

Alison Enns, MCIP, RPP 
Manager of Policy and Community Initiatives 
Alison.Enns@burlington.ca 
 

Appendices: 

N/A 

 

Notifications: 

N/A 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Naming of new recreational trail - Tyendinaga Trail 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Public Works 

                    Engineering Services 

Report Number: PWS-40-25 

Wards Affected: all  

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Approve "Tyendinaga Trail " as the official name for the new recreational trail scheduled for 

development this fall as outlined in public works report PWS-40-25. 

 

Executive Summary  
 
Purpose of report: 

This report recommends that Council approve the naming of a new recreational trail as 

“Tyendinaga Trail”. The proposed name honours the historical and cultural legacy of the 

Tyandaga area, which derives its name from Thayendanegea which is the Mohawk name of 

Chief Joseph Brant, a distinguished Indigenous leader who played a foundational role in 

Burlington’s history. The new trail will span from the base of the Niagara Escarpment at 

Tyandaga Golf Course, through the foothills of Kerncliff Park to the top of the escarpment brow 

at City View Park. Its development is supported by a $200,000 federal grant through the 

Tourism Growth Program, with completion targeted for late 2025.  

 
Key findings: 

 The proposed name is in alignment with the City’s Corporate Naming Policy.  

 

 The Indigenous Advisory Circle to the Mayor recommended the use of the original 

phonetic spelling Tyendinaga, a derivative of Thayendanegea. One member shared the 

cultural significance of the name, noting:  
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“What I find fascinating about its meaning is that it refers to trees, which we call the 

‘Standing People.’ These trees embody the essence of community, as they are 

interconnected through a shared root system. This unity symbolizes strength, 

endurance, cooperation, and kindness. Thus, the variant, Tyendinaga is an apropos 

name for the trail.”  

 

 
Implications: 

Should Council approve the proposed name, staff will proceed with implementing the change 

across all relevant platforms. This will include updates to trail signage, digital mapping 

systems, hiking trail applications, promotional materials, and other written communications to 

reflect this new trail facility. The naming will also support future outreach and engagement 

efforts tied to the trail’s launch and ongoing use.   
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 Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

In late 2023 and early 2024, the city conducted a comprehensive public engagement process 

to assess the future configuration of the municipal golf course. Based on community feedback, 

City Council resolved to maintain the course as a full 18-hole facility and committed to a series 

of renewal initiatives, including parking lot reconstruction, removal of ash trees, washroom 

upgrades, and other capital improvements. Council report RCC-04-24 also identified the need 

to explore opportunities to pursue external funding through grants to help offset the costs of 

these necessary renewal works.   

  

In late 2024 the city applied to the Federal Economic Development Agency for a grant to build 

a new trail from and through Tyandaga Golf Course to City View Park.  The trail through the 

golf course serves as a cart path in the summer but is open to the public in the off-season. The 

section of the trail through Kerncliff Park and City View would be year-round use. Refer to 

Appendix A. On January 15th of this year, it was announced that the city would receive a 

$200,000 grant for the trail project from the $1.4-million Tourism Growth Program.  

  

Since that time, the city has actively advanced the design and development of the new trail as 

part of a broader asset renewal strategy for the golf course. This approach is driven by the 

need to optimize costs and resources. At the same time, staff have been working on 

establishing a new trail name to complete the required signage and wayfinding as part of the 

requirement of the contract with the Federal Economic Development.  

 

Following consultation with Burlington’s Heritage Society and the Indigenous Advisory Circle to 

the Mayor, the name “Tyendinaga Trail” was accepted for the new recreational trail. The 

Mayor’s Indigenous Advisory Circle specifically recommended using the original phonetic 

spelling of Chief Joseph Brant’s Mohawk name, reflecting cultural authenticity and respect. 

This recommendation is consistent with the City’s Naming of Corporate Assets Policy.   

 

Analysis 

Option 1 – Recommended “Tyendinaga Trail” 

Staff recommend naming the new trail “Tyendinaga Trail,” based on outreach to the Burlington 

Historical Society and consultation with the Indigenous Advisory Circle to the Mayor. The name 

reflects the trail’s location within the Tyandaga neighbourhood and its connection to Chief 

Joseph Brant (Tyendinaga), a prominent Mohawk leader whose legacy is deeply rooted in 

Burlington’s history. Given that Joseph Brant took up residence in the early 1800s on land that 
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is Burlington, he and his people moved through the trails and waterways where they put their 

stamp on the land.  

This recommendation aligns with the City’s Naming of Corporate Assets Policy and offers a 

cost-effective, timely solution that supports civic identity, Indigenous recognition, and 

wayfinding. 

 

Option 2 – Undertake a Broader Naming Process 

 

Alternatively, Council could initiate a broader naming process that invites public input, 

promoting transparency and inclusive decision-making. While this approach may uncover new 

perspectives, it requires additional time, staff resources, and funding. Given the trail’s 

connection to the Tourism grant and the need for timely signage and wayfinding, this option 

poses a risk of delaying project completion. Past consultations, such as with the Robert 

Bateman Community Centre, have shown that public input often supports existing names, 

suggesting strong community alignment with familiar identifiers like “Tyandaga” or 

“Tyendinaga.”  

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend proceeding with Option 1, naming the trail “Tyendinaga”.  This name reflects 

the trail’s location, aligns with existing community and facility identifiers, and honours the 

area’s Indigenous heritage. It offers a timely and cost-effective solution that supports the City’s 

goals for cohesive branding and efficient implementation. This recommendation is particularly 

important given the expedited timelines associated with funding provided through the Tourism 

Growth Program grant.

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

• Trail construction start - mid October 2025.  

• Anticipated trail completion – December 2025  

• Grand Opening – Q1 2026 (exact date to be confirmed)  

 

The final project completion deadline, as required under the terms of the federal Tourism 

Growth Program grant, is March 2026. 

 

Implications 

Financial:   

The new trail is being developed with support from a $200,000 federal grant through the 

Tourism Growth Program, with completion expected by late 2025. To ensure efficient delivery, 
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the trail construction has been integrated with other scheduled renewal projects at Tyandaga 

Golf Course, resulting in both cost and time savings. All related expenses, including the 

required capital matching funds, are being accommodated within the City’s capital budget.  

 

  

Public Communications:   

Effective communications will be essential to support the successful launch of the new trail, 

particularly in meeting federal grant requirements tied to the project’s funding. As part of the 

Tourism Growth Program grant, the city must demonstrate clear public awareness and 

visibility. Communications efforts will include updates to signage, digital platforms, and 

promotional materials.   

 

Climate:   

The new recreational trail contributes meaningfully to climate resilience as part of the scope of 

work for the project includes ecological restoration. It’s also important to note that the new trail 

is located within the Cootes to Escarpment EcoPark System, one of southern Ontario’s most 

biologically rich natural corridors. Located along the Niagara Escarpment, the new trail 

supports the City’s goals by incorporating native plantings that enhance biodiversity, reduce 

maintenance emissions, and improve soil and water health. Its alignment through Kerncliff 

Park and adjacent green spaces is helping to create more continuous wildlife corridors, 

allowing species to move safely between habitats. By integrating recreation with environmental 

stewardship, the trail strengthens Burlington’s role in protecting this vital ecological network 

while promoting low-impact, nature-based public access. 

 

References  

 Federal Grant Announcement   

  

 

Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

 Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 
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Author: 

Marion Rabeau  

Manager, Design & Construction, Parks, Engineering, Public Works  

Ext. 7716  

 

Renee Kulinski-McCann  

Senior Manager, Recreation Services, RCC  

Ext. 6258  

 

 

Appendices: 

A. New Recreational Trail Map 

B. New Recreational Trail Map 

 

Draft By-laws for Approval at Council:  

 n/a 

 

Notifications: 

Dr. David Galbraith  

Director of Science 

Cootes to Escarpment EcoPark System  

Royal Botanical Gardens (RBG)  

dgalbraith@rbg.ca 

  

Ali Schofield  

Manager of Communications  

Bruce Trail Conservancy (BTC)  

aschofield@brucetrail.org  

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   2026 budget overview 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Finance 

                    N/A 

Report Number: FIN-42-25 

Wards Affected: All 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Receive the 2026 proposed budget book; and 

 

Direct staff to present the recommendations contained in Appendix A to finance department 

report FIN-42-25 to the Budget Committee meetings of November 24 and 25, 2025 for review 

and approval, taking into consideration committee amendments; and 

 

That pursuant to Ontario Regulation 284/09, finance department report FIN-42-25 serve as the 

method for communicating the exclusion of the following estimated expenses from the 2026 

budget: 

a) Amortization expense - $47 million; and 

b) Post-employment benefit expenses - $1.7 million 

 

Executive Summary  
 
In July 2025, Council received the 2026 Financial Forecast Report (FIN-24-25).  This report 

provided Council with an overview of the known and estimated financial pressures impacting the 

City.  At this time, Council endorsed a Mayoral Direction for City staff to prepare a 2026 budget 

that results in a total tax increase (including the City, Halton Region, and Boards of Education) 

in the order of 4.5 per cent, with the City of Burlington share of taxes being less than 3 per cent. 

Since that time, staff have finalized the proposed 2026 Budget which stabilizes and enhances 

service levels while ensuring our assets are maintained in a state of good repair.  The budget 
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will ensure residents continue to receive the programs and services that provide for the high 

quality of life in Burlington.  

The budget is aligned with the 4 principles outlined in the Mayoral Direction: 

1. Affordability – Balance providing for today while preparing for our future. 

2. Livability - Making sure the quality of life for the residents of Burlington is upheld 
and the services you depend on are enhanced, especially as we continue to grow 
by over forty per cent in the next 25 years.  

3. Sustainability – Our budget must provide for present needs while preparing for our 
future. 

4. Transparency – A simpler, easier to track and understand presentation of the 
budget, to foster better community engagement. 

 

Council will have the opportunity to bring motions to modify the Proposed Budget on Nov. 24 

and (if needed) Nov. 25. Appendix B of this report describes all the public engagement 

opportunities that have occurred to date, as well as identifying remaining opportunities for 

further public engagement including the 2026 Budget Telephone Town Hall on November 6th 

from 7pm to 8:30pm. 

 
Purpose of report: 

 This report provides an overview of the proposed 2026 operating and capital budget 

and forecast.  

 The report also satisfies the reporting requirement for Ontario Regulation 24/09 related 

to unbudgeted expenses. 

 
Key findings: 

 The 2026 Proposed budget results in a recommended budget increase of 5.8% or a 2.98% 

property tax increase for Burlington’s portion of the overall tax bill.   

 When combined with the estimated budget increase for the Region of Halton of 4.60% and 

no change for the Boards of Education, the overall property tax increase is 4.49% 

equivalent to $43.68 per $100,000 of residential current value assessment (CVA). This is 

outlined in the table below: 
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Implications: 

Decisions considered as part of 2026 budget deliberations need to be made in the context of 

the multi-year budget framework to avoid deferring a known financial impact to a future year.  

This includes consideration of the operational and financial implications related to deferrals, 

use of one-time revenues, and service level revisions that may be associated with achieving 

the desired 2026 tax levy.   
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 Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

In July 2025, Council received the 2026 Financial Forecast Report (F-24-25).  This report 

provided Council with an overview of the known and estimated financial pressures impacting 

the City.  At this same time, Council endorsed a Mayoral Direction for City staff to prepare a 

2026 budget that results in a total tax increase (including the City, Halton Region, and Boards 

of Education) in the order of 4.5 per cent, with the City of Burlington share of taxes being less 

than 3 per cent. 

 

Since that time, staff have finalized the preparation of the proposed 2026 Budget which results 

in an increase of 5.8%.  When combined with the Region of Halton and Boards of Education 

the overall property tax increase is 4.49%.  Of this 4.49%, Burlington’s portion of the overall 

increase is 2.98%.  

 

This report will outline the process undertaken to finalize the budget, discuss key budget 

pressures/challenges and summarize the financial impacts for 2026. 

 

Alignment to 4 Key Budget Principles 

Similar to last year, the 2026 Budget is aligned to the following 4 key budget principles  

1. Affordability – Balance providing for today while preparing for our future. 

2. Livability - Making sure the quality of life for the residents of Burlington is upheld and the 
services you depend on are enhanced, especially as we continue to grow by over forty 
per cent in the next 25 years.  

3. Sustainability – Our budget must provide for present needs while preparing for our 
future. 

4. Transparency – A simpler, easier to track and understand presentation of the budget, to 
foster better community engagement. 

 

The budget process remains a critical tool for allocating limited resources to address the City’s 

prioritized opportunities and strategic business objectives. Through this process, the City 

ensures that residents continue to benefit from the high-quality programs and services that 

contribute to Burlington’s exceptional quality of life. 

The investments outlined in the 2026 Proposed Budget will enable the City to: 

 Sustain and enhance essential services for a growing community, 

 Improve service delivery, and 

 Secure funding for both current and future infrastructure requirements. 
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Analysis 

2026 PROPOSED OPERATING BUDGET 

Municipalities are required by provincial law to balance their annual budget such that revenues 

match the expenditures for the current year.   

The net tax levy is the amount of property taxes required to support city services after 

consideration of user fees and other corporate revenues.   

For 2026, the net tax levy consists of a proposed base amount of $281,323,579 plus 

recommended key investments of $877,799 for a total proposed net tax levy of $282,201,378.  

  

Financial Matters: 

 

2026 Overall Tax Impact 

The investments in existing and expanded service delivery included within the budget result in 

a City budget increase of 5.8%.  Assuming a Region of Halton increase of 4.6% and no 

change for Education, the overall tax increase is forecasted to be 4.49% equivalent to $43.63 

per $100,000 of residential current value assessment (CVA). Burlington’s portion of the overall 

increase would be 2.98% as outlined below. 

 

This table outlines the resulting figures: 

 

  

The following table provides a breakdown of Burlington’s budget change which results in this 

overall tax increase: 
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Multi-year Simulation 

The Multi-year Simulation (attached as Appendix C) provides a 5-year forecast of future tax 

increases. The simulation provides an analysis of what the future financial picture for the City 

of Burlington may look like, helps assess financial risks and the affordability of existing 

services and capital investments, and provides an opportunity to analyze sensitivities to 

assumptions. 

When developing the 5-year budget simulation model, staff considered many factors including: 

 Known inflationary and contractual obligations impacting the base budget. 

 Alignment to the goals and objectives of the City’s Long-Term Financial Plan and 

Financial Condition Assessment. 

 The general outlook for the city including growth projections. 

 Infrastructure funding consistent with the Asset Management Funding Plan and Multi-

Year Community Investment Plan. 

 Financial commitments resulting from recent Council decisions and previously approved 

capital projects. 

 Forecasted investments required to sustain city operations, manage community growth, 

and enhance city services. 
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The Multi-Year Simulation forecasts increases as follows: 

      Average 

 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2026-2030 

City Budget Increase 5.80% 5.36% 5.34% 4.92% 4.74% 5.23% 

City Share of Overall 

Property Tax Increase 
2.98% 2.79% 2.81% 2.63% 2.56% 

 

2.75% 

Overall Property Tax 

Increase* 
4.49% 4.11% 3.96% 3.74% 3.67% 3.99% 

 *including Halton Region and Boards of Education 

  

2026 PROPOSED CAPITAL BUDGET 

The City’s 2026 capital budget is $105.7 million with a 10-year capital program (2026-2035) of 

$1.2 billion.   

As presented in previous years, the capital program categorizes projects into the following four 

areas: 

 New / Enhanced projects – increases to current service levels beyond what the city 

currently provides, not as a result of growth 

 Infrastructure Renewal projects – repair, refurbishment or replacement of an existing 

asset to extend its useful life in accordance with the asset management plan  

 Growth projects – capital required to service growth within the city  

 Green projects – projects which support the city’s climate goals 

 

The following table provides a summary for each asset category over the 10 year forecast.  

During this timeframe, infrastructure renewal represents the largest type at 81.5% followed by 

growth-related projects at 10.7%, new / enhanced projects of 3.5% and green projects of 4.2%. 
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10-year capital budget by asset category 

Project Type 
New/ 

Enhanced 
Infrastructure 

Renewal 
Growth Green Total 

Facilities and Buildings  $     2,319  $ 136,108  $ 13,708  $ 23,141     $ 175,275 

Information Technology  $ 5,125  $ 61,530  $         -  $          -  $ 66,655 

Parks and Open Space  $ 1,850  $ 101,540  $ 10,526  $          -  $ 113,916 

Roadways  $ 30,666  $ 495,225  $    90,484  $ 2,465  $ 618,840 

Stormwater Management  $        -  $ 48,551  $      6,724  $          -  $ 55,275 

Studies  $ 690  $         -  $         -  $          -  $          690 

Vehicles and Equipment  $        635  $ 119,758  $      5,104  $     24,458  $ 149,955 

Total   $ 41,285  $ 962,713  $ 126,546  $  50,064  $ 1,180,607 

All values in thousands (‘000), numbers may not add due to rounding 

 

  

Expenses Excluded from the Budget 

As per Ontario Regulation 284/09, in preparing the budget for a year, a municipality may 

exclude the estimated expenses of all or portion of the followings:  

 Amortization expenses,  

 Post-employment benefit expenses, and 

 Solid waste landfill and post-closure expenses. 

The municipality must, prior to adopting a budget for the year that excludes any of the 

expenses listed above, prepare, and have Council approve a report containing the following: 

(a) An estimate of the change in the accumulated surplus of the municipality or local board 

to the end of the year resulting from the exclusion of any of the expenses listed above, 

and 

(b) An analysis of the estimated impact of the exclusion of any of the expenses listed 

above on the future tangible capital asset funding requirements of the municipality. 

 

Amortization Expenses  

The projected amortization expense of the tangible capital assets for 2026 is $47 million.   The 

City’s 2026 proposed capital budget does not include this expense; however, funding for the 

acquisition of tangible capital assets in the amount of approximately $104 million is included in 

the proposed budget.  
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Post-Employment Benefits  

The City of Burlington reports the impact of post-employment benefit expenses to Council 

annually as part of the financial statements. The City does budget annually for the current year 

costs expected to be incurred but does not budget for the estimated future liability.  

Post-Employment Benefits include dental & health care benefits that the City provides between 

the time an employee retires and the time that an employee reaches 65, as well as the 

potential future costs to the City as a self-insured employer under the Workplace Safety and 

Insurance Act, 1997.   

The increase to the 2026 Post-Employment Benefit is estimated at $1.7 million, and the 

increase to the WSIB liability is estimated at $0.4 million. 

The projection was determined through an Actuarial Review, which was completed by an 

independent organization evaluating the probability of events and quantifies the contingent 

outcomes based on industry and City of Burlington-specific experiences.  

It is important to note that, while PSAB requires a municipality to disclose the liability in its 

financial statements, there is no requirement to fund this long-term liability. 

Overall Impact on Accumulated Surplus in 2026 

It is estimated that the overall impact of these excluded expenses on the 2026 accumulated 

surplus will be a net increase of $56 million summarized as follows (in $000’s): 

Change in Post-employment benefits expenses (1701) 

Change in Future WSIB expenses (379) 

Acquisition of Tangible Capital Assets 104,972 

Amortization expense on Tangible Capital Assets (47,017) 

Total Estimated Impact $55,875 

No Impact on Future Tangible Capital Asset Funding Requirements 

Amortization expense represents the reduction in the economic benefits realized by the City’s 

assets during a fiscal accounting period.  The amount of amortization expense can be used as 

a rough indication of what should be budgeted annually for replacement of the City’s tangible 

capital assets.   

It must be noted that amortization expense is based on the cost when assets were purchased 

or built and therefore it may not properly represent costs in today’s dollars and using current 

standards.  Amortization expense also does not necessarily capture the true useful life of 

assets, nor does it reflect the cost of any growth-related assets that may be required.  Annual 

capital funding typically exceeds amortization expense when considering all these issues.  
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The City’s Asset Management Plan (AMP) provides the data; analysis and long-term renewal 

& replacement needs to inform budget prioritization and decision-making.  The plan provides 

insight into the condition of the City’s assets and their performance.  Budget category leads 

then use this data, in addition to assessing service risk and asset criticality, to prioritize 

projects that are most important for meeting the organization's strategic goals. The most recent 

AMP was approved by the council in July 2025, which will be updated every five years, 

monitoring the overall health and investment needs of the City’s infrastructure assets. 

Key Dates & Milestones 

Public Engagement - Budget Townhalls and Feedback Opportunities 
 

 This year the city continued to utilize its existing online engagement tools, including 

survey opportunities available through GetInvolvedBurlington.ca. 

 The budget was prominently featured at the City’s annual Food for Feedback event in 

September, and a Telephone Town Hall is scheduled to take place in November. 

 Budget Town Halls were held in each of the City’s six wards.  This provided residents 

with an opportunity to engage directly with their elected representatives. To support this 

public engagement, a draft budget summary was made available on the City’s website, 

with printed copies provided at each of the Budget Ward Meetings 

 The Open Book platform is available on the city’s budget website to present the budget 

in a transparent, interactive, and user-friendly format, enabling the public to explore 

budget data in greater detail. 

 
The following table provides a summary of the key dates for public engagement:    

 

Location Ward Time Date 

Food for Feedback (Central Park)   September 13, 2025 

Haber Community Centre (Community Room 1) 6 7:00-8:30 pm September 18, 2025 

LaSalle Pavilion (Main Ballroom) 1 7:00-8:30 pm September 22, 2025 

Burlington Senior Centre (Community Room 3) 2 7:00-8:30 pm September 23, 2025 

Brant Hills Community Centre (Community Room 1) 3 7:00-8:30 pm September 24, 2025 

Tansley Woods Community Centre (Community Room 1) 4 7:00-8:30 pm September 29, 2025 

Appleby Ice Centre (Community Room 1) 5 7:00-8:30 pm October 2, 2025 

Telephone Townhall  7:00-8:30 pm November 5, 2025 

 
A summary of the engagement feedback received to date can be found in Appendix B. 
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Budget Review and Approval Timelines 

A summary of the Council budget review process is outlined below: 

Item Meeting Date 

2026 Financial Forecast Committee of the Whole July 7, 2025 

Release of Proposed Budget 
(agenda available October 24) 

Committee of the Whole November 3, 2025 

Divisional Budget Presentations by XLT Budget Committee November 13, 2025 

Committee review of Proposed Budget, 
amendments proposed via Budget Review Form 
process 

Budget Committee November 24 and 25, 2025 

Council review of Proposed Budget Special Council Meeting December 2, 2025 

Note: 
Per legislation, there is a 30-day period for Council to review and amend the Proposed Budget once it has 
been released.  This period can be shortened via a Council vote.  Following Council review of the Proposed 
Budget there is a 10-day period in which the Mayor can veto a budget amendment.  This period can be 
shortened via a Mayoral Decision.  If the veto power were exercised, there is a 15-day period in which a 
2/3rds majority of Council can override the veto. After process of amendments, vetos and overrides has 
passed the budget is deemed to have been adopted. 

 

Budget Review Forms 

Similar to last year, Members of Council who wish to bring forward amendments to the 

proposed budget are requested to complete a Budget Review Form, which will be distributed 

electronically to all Council members.  

Staff kindly ask that these forms be used to identify any proposed changes to the capital and 

operating budgets and are returned to Finance by Friday November 14th. 

A consolidated summary of all submitted Budget Review Forms will be used to structure the 

agenda for the Budget Committee meetings, commencing on November 24th.  

 

Implications 

Decisions considered as part of 2026 budget deliberations need to be made in the context of 

the multi-year budget framework to avoid deferring a known financial impact to a future year.  

This includes consideration of the operational and financial implications related to deferrals, 

use of one-time revenues, and service level revisions that may be associated with achieving 

the desired 2026 tax levy.   
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References  

The budget presented in this report adheres to the principles that have been recognized by 

Council as important policy decisions including those outlined in the following reports: 

 

FIN-24-25: 2026 Financial Forecast 

FIN-10-25: 2026 Budget Process 

PWS-30-25: 2025 Corporate Asset Management Plan 

F-24-24: Multi-year Community Investment Plan – Financing Plan Update Report 

CM-12-23: Vision to Focus (V2F) The City of Burlington’s 4-Year Workplan 

F-19-23: 2023 Financial Condition Assessment 

F-22-12: The City of Burlington Long Term Financial Plan 

 

Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

 Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

 Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 

Craig Millar 
Chief Financial Officer 
Finance Department 
Craig.Millar@burlington.ca 
 

Appendices: 

A. 2026 Budget Recommendations 

B. Summary of budget engagement 

C. Multi-Year Budget Simulation 

 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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Appendix A: 2026 Budget Recommendations 

Adopt the 2026 Operating Budget including any approved budget amendments to be applied 

against the proposed net tax levy amount of $282,201,378; and 

Endorse that any surplus or deficit resulting from a difference between the actual results and 

the estimated 0.75% City portion of the net assessment growth be transferred to / from the Tax 

Rate Stabilization Reserve Fund; and 

Adopt the 2026 Capital Budget for the City of Burlington, with a gross amount of $105,722,127 

with a debenture requirement of $10,350,000 and the 2027-2035 capital forecast with a gross 

amount of $1,074,884,815 with a debenture requirement of $26,675,000 as outlined in the 

2026 Budget Overview (FIN-42-25) and as amended by Council; and 

Administer the debenture in the amount of $6,350,000 in 2026 as tax supported debt; and 

Administer the debenture in the amount of $4,000,000 in 2026 as Multi-year Community 

Investment debt; and 

Declare that, in accordance with sis. 5(1)5 of the Development Charges Act, 1997 and sis. 5 of 

Ontario Regulation 82/98, it is Council’s clear intention that the excess capacity provided by 

the above-referenced works will be paid for by future development charges. 
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Next steps 

 Overview of proposed 2026 Budget at Committee of the Whole Council meeting -
Monday, Nov. 3 at 9:30 a.m.

 2026 Budget Telephone Town Hall - Wednesday, Nov. 5, from 7 – 8:30 p.m., by phone
 Divisional Budget Presentations at Budget Committee - Thursday, Nov. 13 at 1:00

p.m.
 Review of the Proposed 2026 Budget at Budget Committee - Monday, Nov. 24 and

Tuesday, Nov. 25 at 9:30 a.m.
 Council review/approval of Proposed 2026 Budget at Special Council Meeting -

Tuesday, Dec. 9 at 9:30am

Public Engagement 

The City of Burlington invited residents to take part in early public engagement opportunities for the 
2026 Budget starting in August 2025.  It included an online survey, participation at the Food for 
Feedback event, and six budget Town Halls, one in each ward. 

Number of Community Members Engaged 
The table below provides an overview of all community engagement opportunities as of October 5. 

Date Activity Details 

August 25 – October 5 Online survey 113 surveys completed 

September 13 Food for Feedback event Approx 2000 people attended the event 

September 18 Ward 6 Budget Town Hall 10 people – in-person, 5 people - online 

September 22 Ward 1 Budget Town Hall 12 people – in-person, 5 people – online 

September 23 Ward 2 Budget Town Hall 10 people – in-person, 7 people – online 

September 24 Ward 3 Budget Town Hall 7 people – in-person, 7 people -online 

September 29 Ward 4 Budget Town Hall 18 people – in-person, 3 people – online 

October 2 Ward 5 Budget Town Hall 11 people – in-person, 4 people - online 

Appendix B to FIN-42-25
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Communication 
Community engagement opportunities were promoted using the following methods: 

 Get Involved Burlington Project Get Involved page – 3.6K page visits 
 Get Involved Burlington e-newsletters – 6700+ subscribers 
 Media release – August 25, 2025 
 Social Media posts - Campaign timeline: July 15 – Oct. 5, 2025 

o Impressions: 146,635 (across all social channels) 
o Engagements: 3,433 (across all social channels) 

Key Findings  
Food for Feedback dotmocracy board responses 
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Q1. Most city programs and services are paid for with property taxes. Cities have to make tough 
choices to balance service levels, rising costs, and what the community needs. Which of these 
options would you most support for managing the City’s yearly budget? (102 responses) 

  
2. As part of our ongoing planning, the City regularly evaluates opportunities to strengthen how 
services are funded. Which of the following potential revenue options would you be most 
supportive of?  

 

1 33.3% - Lower taxes by reducing services 

2 18.6% - Keep current services by raising 
property taxes to match inflation 

3 17.6% - Improve services by raising property 
taxes a bit more than inflation 

4 30.4% - Limit tax increase by limiting service 
enhancements 

1 48 responses – increase user fees 

2 75 responses – increase fines and penalties 

3 69 responses – Advocate for more provincial/federal funding 

4 65 responses – Explore new revenue sources 

5 16 responses – Other suggestions 

2 

4 

3 

1 

1 

2 

3 
4 

5
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Q3. Overall, how satisfied or dissatisfied are you with the City of Burlington’s services and 
programs? (103 responses) 

 

Q4. Think about the programs and services the City provides. How would you rate the value you 
receive for your tax dollars? (103 responses) 

 

 

 

1 9.7% - Very Satisfied 

2 55.3% - Satisfied 

3 19.4% - Dissatisfied 

4 6.8% - Very dissatisfied 

5 8.7% - Unsure 

1 7.8% - Excellent 

2 23.3% - Very Good 

3 18.4% - Good 

4 24.3% - Fair 

5 23.3% - Poor 

6 2.9% - Unsure 

 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

1 

2 

3 4 

5 

6 
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Q5.  
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Q6. Reserve funds help ensure the City can manage emergencies and unexpected costs (e.g. major 
floods, economic downturns) without disrupting core services. Do you support increasing taxes to 
increase the contributions to reserve funds as part of the annual budget? (103 responses) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

1 14.6% - Yes 

2 72.8% - No 

3 12.6% - Unsure 

1 

2 

3 
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Q7. The City’s Asset Management Plan identified that the City owns $7.2 billion of assets such as 
roads, parks, buildings etc. that must be maintained. The levy which funds the renewal of these 
assets is proposed to increase for 2026. This represents 2% of the City’s budget increase. What 
would you prefer?(102 responses) 

 

 

Q10. What should be the top priority for the 2026 budget? 

Top five themes (summarized from 85 text responses) 

Keep taxes low / reduce tax increases — 32 mentions (37%) 

Roads, sidewalks & potholes (maintenance/repairs) — 22 mentions (26%) 

Traffic congestion & flow — 15 mentions (17%) 

Reduce spending / find efficiencies / staffing cuts — 14 mentions (16%) 

Development & growth management (condos, pace, downtown impacts) — 8 mentions (9%) 

 

1 13.7% - Increase the levy to accelerate 
upgrades and reduce future costs 

2 62.7% - Maintain the levy at 2%, balancing 
today’s needs with long-term sustainability 

3 23.5% - Reduce the levy, acknowledging 
this may delay maintenance or increase 
future costs 

1 

2 

3 
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Multi-Year Budget Simulation ($ Thousands)

2026 2027 2028 2029 2030

City Tax Levy 264,724$   282,201$   300,307$   319,501$   338,574$  

1 & 2 Maintaining Service Levels (Base Budget) 9,178$   8,458$   8,941$   9,288$   9,650$   

3 % Assessment Growth 0.75% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%

4 Operating Impacts of New Infrastructure

Software Maintenance Costs and Enhancements to Systems 413$  295$  319$   342$   348$   

New Asset Maintenance from the Capital Program 110$  150$  194$   180$   180$   

Operating impact of Community Growth 198$  363$  363$   363$   363$   

Bateman Operating Costs and Debt Charges 300$  750$  1,023$   273$   -$   

Expansion of Transit Service 763$  607$  -$  -$  -$   

5 Operational and Financial Sustainability

Maintaining Recreational Assets (Preventative Maintenance) 100$  100$  100$   -$  -$   

6 Provision to Infrastructure

Infrastructure Renewal Levy (2%) 5,287$   5,644$   6,006$   6,390$   6,771$   

Multiyear Community Investment Plan Funding 250$  750$  1,000$   1,000$   1,000$   

Additional Base Budget Items 7,422$   9,022$   9,368$   8,912$   9,026$   

Key Investments

7a Livability 335$  137$  146$   246$   175$   

7b Sustainability 512$  389$  539$   328$   355$   

7c Transparency 30$  -$  -$  -$  -$   

Total Key Investments 878$  526$  685$   573$   530$   

8 Allowance for Unknown Factors 100$  200$   300$   400$   

Total Net Taxes 282,201$   300,307$   319,501$   338,574$   358,180$  

City Budget Increase (%) 5.80% 5.36% 5.34% 4.92% 4.74%

City Share of Overall Property Tax Increase (%) 2.98% 2.79% 2.81% 2.63% 2.56%

Overall Property Tax Increase (including Region and Education) (%) 4.49% 4.11% 3.96% 3.74% 3.67%
Regional tax increase estimated at 4.6% in 2026, 4.0% in 2027, 3.5% in 2028 and 3.4% thereafter

Description

Forecast

Appendix C to FIN-42-25
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   2026 rates and fees 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Finance 

                    N/A 

Report Number: FIN-33-25 

Wards Affected: ALL 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Approve the 2026 rates and fees as outlined in finance department report FIN-33-25, effective 

January 1, 2026 or such other date as is indicated; and 

 

Enact a by-law, substantially in the form attached as Appendix A to finance department report 

FIN-33-25, satisfactory to the Commissioner, Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 

 

Executive Summary  
 
Purpose of report: 

 This report recommends approval of the 2026 Rates and Fees By-law, implementing 

adjustments to user fees across City services to address inflationary pressures while 

maintaining service quality and accessibility. The proposed changes balance cost 

recovery principles with affordability considerations, helping to minimize property tax 

increases while ensuring sustainable service delivery. 

 
Key findings: 

 User fees represent 11% of the City's proposed 2026 revenues, making them a critical 

component of Burlington's financial sustainability strategy  

 An average 3% increase is proposed across most services to address ongoing core 

inflationary pressures affecting labor, materials, and operational costs  
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 Several service areas require larger adjustments due to multi-year fee freezes: Transit 

fares have remained unchanged since 2015 ($3.50 for cash or contactless fare) and 

2019 ($2.75 Adult, $1.90 Youth PRESTO fares), while some recreation programs and 

specialized services have not been adjusted for inflation in recent years  

 Comprehensive fee reviews completed in 2025 for licensing services will maintain 

current rates, while ongoing reviews for development fees and animal services may 

result in future adjustments  

 Burlington's proposed rates remain competitive within the Greater Toronto and Hamilton 

Area (GTHA), with transit fares moving from the lowest tier to the lower-middle range 

among regional comparators  

 New fees are introduced to improve service transparency and cost recovery, while 

outdated or unused fees are being eliminated to streamline the fee structure 

 
Implications: 

 Financial: The proposed rate adjustments will help maintain current service levels while 

reducing pressure on property tax increases. User fee revenue supports critical 

municipal services including transit, recreation programs, development review, and 

regulatory enforcement. 

 Legal: All proposed fees comply with Municipal Act requirements and relevant 

provincial legislation, including cost recovery principles for building permits and 

development services. 

 Human Resources: Rate adjustments reflect increased labor costs and support the 

City's ability to retain qualified staff in competitive markets, particularly in specialized 

technical and professional roles. 

 Communications: A comprehensive public communication strategy will inform 

residents and businesses of fee changes, including advance notice for significant 

adjustments and information about available fee assistance programs. 

 Engagement: The fee structure balances community input on service priorities with 

fiscal responsibility, maintaining accessibility while ensuring sustainable funding for 

valued municipal services. 

 Climate: Modest transit fare increases support the continued operation and expansion 

of public transit services, advancing Burlington's climate action goals by encouraging 

modal shift from private vehicle use to sustainable transportation options. 
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 Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

The City of Burlington charges user fees for services provided to the community. Each year, 

the City reviews its fees and charges under the Municipal Act and adjusts them where 

appropriate.  

  

The 2026 City of Burlington Rates and Fees by-law (Appendix A) provides a listing of rates and 

fees for services provided by the City, as well as new proposed fees currently not being 

charged by the City. 

 

The results of the annual rates and fees review have been incorporated in the 2026 City of 

Burlington Rates and Fees by-law.   

 

In response to ongoing core inflationary pressures, many services are looking to implement an 

average increase of approximately 3%. Some areas that haven't adjusted their fees in years 

are proposing additional increases. Several services that underwent a fee review in 2025 will 

maintain their rates for 2026. Additionally, a few service areas are undergoing comprehensive 

fee reviews, which may lead to proposed changes to their 2026 rates and fees. Any 

modifications resulting from these reviews will be submitted to Council for approval. 

 

Analysis 

Charging user fees is based on the principle that those who benefit from a service should 

contribute to its cost. User fees represent a significant portion of the City’s revenue, following 

property tax revenue. For 2026, user fees, licenses, fees and fines form 11% of the proposed 

revenues for the budget. To help minimize property tax increases, the City of Burlington has  

pursued  cost recovery for its services while balancing affordability and access. Below is a 

summary of the proposed fee changes for each service: 

 

Development and Growth Management 

Community Design and Development Review 

A Development Fee Review with Watson & Associates continues and estimated to be completed 

in the first quarter of 2026.  A report will be brought to Council at that time with proposed 

amendments to methodology and possibly rates.  In the meantime, an increase of 3% across 

the board is proposed to align with increasing costs. 
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Building Code Permits and Inspections 

The Building Code Act (BCA), 1992 provides municipalities with the authority to collect fees to 

fully recover the cost of administration and enforcement of the BCA and the Ontario Building 

Code (OBC). Regulations made under the BCA/OBC outline the details of what can be 

included as part of the cost including direct and indirect costs, and provisions for a reserve 

fund. The basic principle for providing building permit and inspection services is: “Fees for 

Service.” 

Rates and fees within the Section 6.11 of the City of Burlington Building Permit By-law 66-2019 

as amended, are indexed to the overall % increase for the total Human Resource expenditures as 

approved in the annual budget in relation to the Building Section and are to be adjusted annually. 

Flat fee rates shall be rounded to the nearest dollar amount (increments of half dollar shall be 

rounded up). All other fees shall be rounded to the nearest cent. 

 

By-Law Compliance 

o Animal Services 

A 3% increase is proposed to offset the rising costs of food and medical services required 

for animal care. A comprehensive review of the Animal Services by-law is expected to be 

completed in early 2026.  Any fee adjustments as an outcome of this review will be brought 

to Council for approval.   

o Municipal By-Law Enforcement 

By-Law Enforcement fees are not proposing an increase in 2026, as a review of the area 

was completed in 2025 resulting in changes to fees which were approved by Council.  

o Licensing 

There are no proposed increases for Licensing.  A review of the licensing by-law was 

completed in 2025 which included adjustment to certain fees which were approved at 

Council.   

 

Community Service 

Transit  

Burlington Transit connects residents to work, appointments, shopping, recreation, and 

community life. Fares have not changed in many years, a single trip (cash or contactless) fare 

has been frozen at $3.50 since 2015 and PRESTO (Adult $2.75, Youth $1.90) since 2019. The 

proposed adjustment to $3.75 single trip moves Burlington from the bottom of the GTHA fare 

band into the lower-middle range ($3.75–$4.50), aligning directly with Hamilton ($3.75 as of 

Sept. 1, 2025). Regional comparators include Oakville ($4.00), Mississauga ($4.00), Brampton 

($4.50), and York Region ($4.50). 
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PRESTO adult and youth fares are proposed to increase by 10 cents, to $2.85 (Adult) and 

$2.00 (Youth). With Burlington’s fare capping program, 40 paid trips per month for adults and 

20 for youth (excluding free trips), the increase is limited to $4 per month for adults and $2 per 

month for youth. Regional PRESTO adult fares include Hamilton ($2.85), Oakville ($3.45), 

Mississauga ($3.30), Brampton ($3.40), and York Region ($3.40). 

Riders will continue to benefit from Burlington’s fare-free programs, time-based transfers, and 

the provincial One Fare program, which credits Burlington fares toward GO Transit trips. 

Through the One Fare Program, the Province reimburses Burlington for these GO credits, 

while $0 fares do not generate reimbursement.  

The costs of buses, fuel, maintenance, supplies, and labour continue to rise, and responsibility 

for day-to-day operating expenses rests with the City. Without modest fare adjustments, a 

greater share of this burden shifts to property taxes, limiting the City’s ability to maintain and 

improve service or meet growing ridership demand. Financial pressures are further heightened 

by the need to expand specialized transit services and the impacts of inflation and tariffs. 

The proposed increases strike a balanced approach, keeping Burlington among the most 

affordable systems in the GTHA while supporting community growth. They also advance 

Burlington’s climate and modal shift targets by sustaining a reliable transit system that 

encourages residents to choose transit over driving, helping to reduce congestion, lower 

emissions, and strengthen community mobility. 

 

Recreation, Community and Culture 

With a focus on increasing participation and fostering a sense of belonging for all residents, 

rates and fees are determined by community needs, customer feedback, participation rates, 

market trends, and competition.  

In general, a 3% increase is being implemented to offset increasing costs. To ensure the 

reasonability of these rates, they were evaluated and compared with those of other 

municipalities, including Oakville, Halton Hills, and Milton and in some cases, the private 

sector.  

Highlights: 

 3% overall average rate increase for all services 

 5% increase applies to use of school board amenities as set by the school boards 

 5% increase applies to school board use of arena ice and floors to align with school 

boards increase 

 6% increase for Music and Student Theatre Camps accounts for both the deferred 2025 

increase (3%) and the planned 2026 increase (3%) due to internal process 

 Tyandaga – 5% increase to memberships and 8% increase to green fees 

o With the move to a tax-based operation at Tyandaga, a 5% surcharge for capital 

will be applied starting in 2026 (RCC-04-24, By-law 22-2024) 

203

file:///C:/Users/bsm/Downloads/RCC-04-24%20Recommendations%20for%20the%20Evolution%20of%20Tyandaga%20Golf%20Course.pdf
http://vcobimgprd/ims/EnterSite?vectorid=471334/PN1


 

Page 6 of Report Number: FIN-33-25 

 City Instrument Use (Yearly Fee) – 43% increase is Year 2 of planned stepped increase 

to $100 September 2026. The timing of the increase will allow time to inform customers 

of the impending change and of the option to request fee assistance if needed to ensure 

band members can continue to participate without undue financial hardship.  At the 

same time the increase will allow us to increase revenues to maintain existing 

instrument inventory. Market rate for some instruments for one month is more than 

double our current annual fee.  

New Rates and Fees: 

 School Facility Additional Expenses – transparency for fees charged related to school 

board charges 

 Additional Facility Services Fee - While charging for additional facility requirements isn’t 

new, this fee streamlines the process and supports consistency in application of the fee.  

 Adult Programs 

o 2-hour 55+ Drop-in Sport 

o Material Fees – transparency for additional fees that are charged on some adult 

programs 

 Youth Late Pick-up Fee - This is the restart of a similar process that was in place 

several years ago. Late pickups occur regularly and require staff to stay beyond 

scheduled hours. 

 Youth General Drop-in Pass and Park Play Weekly Pass – New offerings to increase 

program options  

 Advertising – Wall/Window/Floor – new fee for Program Providers and Non-Profits 

 Community Garden Liability Insurance – transparency for required insurance for 

participants 

Discontinued Rates 

 Adult Programs – several recreational program fees, no longer used 

o 55+ Dinner at The Bistro – A similar service is offered under social events 

 In-Ice Logos or ice resurface – Program Providers – streamlined to a single rate 

 Festival and Events – 3 fees streamlined into a sponsorship package 

 Music – discontinue Uniform Fitting fee, going to use one fee for all band members 

(Annual Uniform Fee) 

 Skate – Fall/Winter seasonal pass – Annual pass available which provides value to the 

customer 

 Outdoor – Photography and Weddings – Fee hasn’t been used for many years, 

weddings are not permitted in City Parks 
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Fire Emergency Response, Prevention, and Training 

The objective of the rates and fees billed by Fire Protection and Prevention Service is to 

promote and support fire safety in the community, encourage Fire Code (O.Reg. 213/07) 

compliance, decrease emergency incidents, mitigate costs incurred due to non-compliance, 

additional costs incurred at an incident, and for any services or activities provided or done by 

or on behalf of another municipality (Municipal Act, 2001).  

Rates for Fire Emergency Response are set at 100% cost recovery or as per the current MTO 

(Ministry of Transportation) rate.  Rates for Fire Prevention and Fire Training have been 

increased at a rate of 2%.  

There are no new rates/fees proposed for Fire Emergency Response, Prevention, and Training 

for 2026. 

 

Customer Experience 

Corporate Customer Experience fees are proposed to increase by 3% in 2026.   

 

Public Works 

Engineering Services 

o Roads and Structures – Design and Construction 

Tender Fees have increased by 2% and no increase is proposed for the Municipal Access 

Agreement Annual Fee.  A 3% increase is proposed for all other fees to align with increasing 

costs and inflation. 

o Surface Water Drainage 

For 2026, a 3% increase across the board to align with increasing human resource costs is 

proposed.  

o Development Engineering 

Fees designated under Development Engineer had previously been listed under 

Community Planning.  For clarity, in 2026 they have been moved to the Development 

Engineering section that had always been responsible for administration of these services.  

Two new fees are proposed for the Subdivision Pre-Servicing Agreement Preparation and 

Amending Subdivision Agreement Preparation which are needed to aid coordinating 

necessary permits related to Subdivision approval.  A 3% increase is proposed for all other 

fees. 
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o Geographic Information and Mapping 

For 2026 the fees for Digital Orthoimagery Processing, Hardcopy Standardized Maps 

(Street/Address/Zoning/Wards), and Hardcopy Address/Zoning Maps – Full Set are being 

eliminated as they are no longer applicable.  A 3% increase is proposed for all remaining 

fees to offset increasing costs.. 

 

Transportation Services 

o Traffic Operations Management 

A proposed increase of 1.5% in 2026 has been applied to most fees to account for inflation.  

The fees for Intersection Turning Movement Count and Road Tube Count are being 

increased by 25% to account for the significant increase in costs for data from the 

contractors. In addition, fees for AADT Network Map and Collision Summary (Link or 

Intersection) are being eliminated as they have not been used in many years. 

 

o Parking 

No fee increase is proposed in 2026 for the Neighbourhood On-Street Parking Program 

(NOSPP) as the program is not being expanded beyond what is currently implemented.  

There is also no change in fee proposed for the Private Property Agency Officer registration 

fees for 2026.   

 

Roads Park and Forestry 

o Roadway and Sidewalk Maintenance 

A 3% increase is proposed for the Windrow Program in response to rising contract service 

costs. This increase is applicable to the 2026/2027 winter season, with the program 

continuing to cover a maximum of 1,000 driveways.  

o Parks and Open Space Maintenance 

An increase of 3% in 2026 is proposed for the adopt-a-bed program and the downtown 

planters. 

o Urban Forestry  

For Urban Forestry, the following changes are proposed and noted for 2026:   

 A 3% increase to private tree permit fees is proposed to align with core inflation, while 

acknowledging the sensitivity of the program. 

 No changes are proposed for the private replacement tree security deposit or cash-in-

lieu of replacement fee. 
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 Introduction of standardized security deposit rates for public trees, based on tree 

size, to improve consistency and transparency. 

 Revised fee structure for public tree permit fees, aligning with private tree permit 

rates and the anticipated update to the public tree by-law. 

 Adjustments to the cash-in-lieu of replacement for public trees, aligned with the 

upcoming public tree by-law revisions.  

 Updated compliance inspection fee structure to better reflect staff time required for 

complex files involving multiple tree-related impacts and/or violations. 

o Cemetery 

The following key changes are proposed for Cemetery: 

 3% overall rate increase for cemetery services to align with the increase in inflation.  

 25% increase for Columbarium rates for Niche Markers, Niche Markers McMillan 

Blocks and Niche Markers McMillan Blocks with Portraits. This increase is to offset 

commodity price increases for the bronze plaques and costs for the detailed 

description of the deceased. 

 

o Sign Production Service 

For Sign Production, the following changes are proposed and noted:   

 3% rate increase for all sign production services to align with increases in core 

inflation, aluminum prices and overall production costs. 

 No new or discontinued rates. 

 

Legal and Legislative Services 

Corporate Legal 

No increase is proposed for Corporate Legal or Legislative Services rates and fees.   

 

Enabling Services 

Financial Management  

Finance staff are proposing a fee increase of 7% raising the cost of Tax Certificates to $75.00.  

This increase moves the fee to be more in line with the fee charged by our municipal 

neighbours. 

 

A new fee is proposed for Arrears Notice.  This fee applies to December Arrears only to target 

the accounts that have not paid their taxes for current year.  The fee is comparable to other 

municipalities. 
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All other fees will remain unchanged from 2025. 

 

Corporate - City Wide Charges 

Corporate fees reflect items charged across city services.  Fees are centralized to ensure 

consistency in charging across the organization.  There are no proposed fee increases to 

corporate fees for 2026. 

 

Recommendation Details 

The proposed 2026 rate adjustments provide essential revenue to maintain service levels 

while minimizing property tax increases. The increases reflect core inflation and maintain 

Burlington's competitive position regionally while supporting the City's financial sustainability 

objectives.

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

November 3, 2025 – Committee of the Whole 

November 18, 2025 – Council 

January 1, 2026 – Effective date of Rates and Fees 

 

Implications 

Financial 

The proposed 2026 rate and fees represent approximately $44 million or 11% of the City's total 

budgeted revenue and are critical for maintaining service levels while minimizing property tax 

increases. Without these adjustments, the equivalent revenue would be required from a 

property tax increase, shifting costs from service users to all property owners. 

 

Legal 

All proposed fees comply with the Municipal Act, 2001, Building Code Act, 1992, and Fire 

Protection and Prevention Act, 1997. The fees follow cost recovery principles and have been 

reviewed by Legal and Legislative Services to ensure compliance with all applicable 

legislation. 

 

Human Resources 

Rate adjustments reflect increasing labor costs, including collectively bargained wage 

increases and competitive pressures to retain qualified staff in specialized roles. The 3% 

baseline increase aligns with anticipated 2026 human resource cost escalations. Services with 

multi-year fee freezes require larger adjustments to maintain adequate staffing and service 
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levels. 

 

Communications 

A comprehensive communications strategy will inform residents and businesses of fee 

changes through the City's website, social media, direct communication to affected users, and 

updated fee schedules at City facilities. Communications will emphasize Burlington's 

competitive regional position and available fee assistance programs. Customer Experience 

staff will be briefed to respond to inquiries consistently. 

 

Engagement 

The proposed fees reflect ongoing engagement with service users throughout 2025, including 

customer feedback on recreation programs, consultation with development industry 

stakeholders, and transit ridership analysis. The fee structure balances community priorities 

with fiscal responsibility while protecting accessibility for vulnerable populations. 

Comprehensive by-law reviews completed or underway for licensing, animal services, and 

development fees include stakeholder consultation, with any resulting adjustments brought 

forward to Council separately. 

 

Climate 

The proposed fees support the City's climate action objectives. Transit fare increases maintain 

Burlington Transit as an affordable alternative to private vehicle use while ensuring financial 

viability for continued operations and potential service expansion. The fare structure, including 

fare capping and fare-free programs, continues to incentivize transit use and support modal 

shift targets to reduce transportation-related greenhouse gas emissions. Urban forestry and 

parks fees support tree protection, carbon sequestration, and green infrastructure that provides 

stormwater management and climate resilience benefits. 

 

References  

N/A 

 

Strategic Alignment 

☐ Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 
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Tolu Ajise 

Supervisor, Accounting Services 

905-335-7600 x7499 

 

Appendices: 

A. By-Law XX-2025 – 2026 Rates and Fees 

 

Draft By-laws for Approval at Council:  

 By-Law XX-2025 – 2026 Rates and Fees; November 18, 2025 Council; Effective January 1, 

2026 

 

Notifications: 

N/A 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF BURLINGTON 
BY-LAW NUMBER XX-2025 

A By-law to establish and impose certain 2026 rates and fees for services, activities or the 
use of property 

WHEREAS sections 8, 9 and 11 of the Municipal Act, 2001, authorize the City of 
Burlington to pass by-laws necessary or desirable for municipal purposes, and in 
particular paragraph 3 of subsection 11(2) authorizes by-laws respecting the financial 
management of the City of Burlington; 

AND WHEREAS subsection 391(1) of the Municipal Act, 2001,  provides that section 9 
and 11 of the Act authorize the City of Burlington to impose fees or charges on persons for 
services or activities provided or done by or on behalf of it; for costs payable by it for 
services or activities provided or done by or on behalf of any other municipality or local 
board; and for the use of its property including property under its control; 

AND WHEREAS section 69 of the Planning Act, R.S.O. 1990, c. P. 13, as amended, 
provides that Council may prescribe a tariff of fees for the processing of applications made 
in respect of planning matters;  

AND WHEREAS fees and charges listed in Schedule “A” may be administered and 
calculated in accordance with other City of Burlington by-laws or provincial legislation or 
both, including but not limited to:  

- animal services by-laws
- business licensing by-laws
- fire prevention and suppression by-laws
- site alteration by-laws
- parking by-laws
- the Building Code Act, 1992, its regulations and by-laws passed under

the Act or its regulations
- the Funeral, Burial and Cremation Services Act, 2002, its regulations

and by-laws passed under the Act or its regulations
- the Planning Act, its regulations and by-laws passed under the Act or

its regulations
- Order in Council 1413/08 and lottery licensing by-laws passed under

the Order in Council;
AND WHEREAS the City of Burlington wishes to establish and maintain a list of 
services, activities and the use of property subject to fees or charges and the amount of 
each fee or charge;  

AND WHEREAS the Council of the City of Burlington has authorized the passage of a 
by-law for the purpose of establishing the list of 2026 fees and charges; 

Appendix A to FIN-33-25
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NOW THEREFORE THE COUNCIL OF THE CORPORATION OF THE CITY OF 
BURLINGTON ENACTS AS FOLLOWS: 
  
1.  The fees and charges set out in the “2026 Base Rate” column of Schedule “A” 

shall be charged by the City of Burlington for those services, activities or uses of 
property specified in first column of Schedule “A”, entitled “Description of 
Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property”. 
 

2.  Despite section 1, the fees and charges set out in the “2025 Base Rate” column 
of the Recreation, Community & Culture portion of Schedule “A” shall continue 
to be charged by the City of Burlington for those services, activities or uses of 
property specified in first column of Schedule “A”, entitled “Description of 
Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property” until such time as is 
indicated in first column of Schedule “A”. 

 
3. The rates and fees set out in: 

(a) the “2025 Base Rate” column of the Recreation, Community & Culture 
portion of Schedule “A” are approved and imposed commencing January 1, 
2026; and, 

(b)  the “2026 Base Rate” columns of Schedule “A” are approved and imposed 
commencing January 1, 2026 or thereafter as specified within Schedule “A”.  

 
4(1)    The fees and charges approved and imposed under section 3 of this By-law are 

subject to any adjustment authorized by a statute, regulation or by-law in 
respect of the calculation or administration of a fee or charge, such adjustment 
to be effective as provided for in such statute, regulation or by-law.  

 
   (2)    Despite section 3 of this By-law, any fee or charge:  

 
(a) authorized by a by-law that comes into effect on the same or a later date 

than this By-law; or  
(b)  included in a valid agreement entered into by the City of Burlington and 

one or more other parties,  
 
shall be the approved and imposed fee or charge for the service, activity or use 
of property specified. 

 
5.  Subject to section 4: 
 

(a)  despite any reference to a fee or charge for a service, activity or use of 
property set out in any other City of Burlington by-law including any 
appendix or schedule attached to such a by-law, the fee or charge set out 
in the “2026 Base Rate” column of Schedule “A” and in the “2025 Base 
Rate” column of the Recreation, Community & Culture portion of Schedule 
“A”, as applicable, shall be the approved fee or charge for the service, 
activity or use of property specified; and  
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(b)  the fee or charge for a service, activity or use of property set out in 
Schedule “A” continues in force until amended, repealed or replaced and 
for greater certainty, this includes continuing in force after December 31, 
2026 until amended, repealed or replaced. 

 
6. No request by any person for documentary, written or printed information relating 

to any land, building or structure in the City, or request for services or activities 
provided by the City, or request to use the City’s property or any application 
specified in the first column of Schedule “A”, entitled “Description of Service or 
Activity Provided or Use of City Property”, shall be processed unless and until the 
person requesting the information, services, activities, use of property or 
application, as the case may be, has paid the applicable fee or charge in the 
prescribed amount set out in the “2026 Base Rate” column of Schedule “A”. 

 
7. The fees and charges as listed in Schedule “A” are subject to Harmonized Sales 

Tax (H.S.T) where applicable. 
 
8.(1) The fees and charges imposed by the City, as outlined in Schedule “A” to this by- 

law may be increased, decreased or waived completely by the Director to whose 
department the fee or charge relates, subject to any approved corporate policy.  

   (2)    The fees and charges imposed by the City in the Transit portion of Schedule “A”, as 
applicable, may be varied or waived completely by the Director of Transit, in 
consultation with the Chief Financial Officer, or designate, as a mechanism to 
support ridership campaigns and/or City initiatives, where applicable.  

9.  The annual increases to fees and charges imposed by the City, as outlined in 
Schedule “A” to this by-law, may be rounded to result in whole dollar values.  

10. Interest for unpaid accounts owing for fees and charges will be charged in 
accordance with any approved corporate policy. 

 
11. All unpaid fees or charges imposed by this By-law on a person constitute a debt 

of the person to the municipality. 
 
12. Where all or part of a fee or charge imposed by this By-law remains unpaid, such 

fee or charge may be added to the tax roll for the following property and collected 
in the same manner as municipal taxes:  

 
(a)  in the case of a fee or charge for the supply of a service or thing to a 

property, the property to which the service or thing was supplied.  
(b)  in all other cases, any property for which all the owners are responsible for 

payment of the fee or charge. 
 
13.  Should any section or part of a section of this By-law, including any part of 

Schedule “A”, be determined by a Court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or 
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of no force, it is the stated intention of Council that such invalid part of the By-law 
shall be severable and that the remainder of this By-law, including the remainder 
of Schedule “A”, as applicable, shall continue to operate and to be in force. 

 
14.  Schedule “A” is attached to and forms a part of this By-law. 
 
15.      This by-law may be referred to as the “Rates and Fees By-Law”. 
 
16. That by-law 70-2024 is repealed in its entirety upon the coming into force of this By-

law. 
 
17. This by-law comes into force January 1, 2026. 
 
 
 
 
 

PASSED this 18th day of November 2025. 
  
  

MAYOR:  ___________________________________ 
  
  

CITY CLERK:  ___________________________________ 
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Preconsultation Fees:
Preconsultation - applies as indicated by * $2,230.00 3.0% $2,295.00 NO

OFFICIAL PLAN AMENDMENT (OPA)* - Fee for a standalone OPA shall be 75% of 
Base Rate

$127,650.00 3.0% $131,480.00 NO

QUARRIES - in addition to OPA and ZBA fees* $213,260.00 3.0% $219,660.00 NO

OPA Revision Major* $43,390.00 3.0% $44,690.00 NO

OPA Revision Minor* $29,310.00 3.0% $30,190.00 NO

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENTS (ZBA)
ZBA - Base Fee - Major* $25,275.00 3.0% $26,035.00 NO

ZBA - Major: per residential unit 0-25, with a cap of $277,400 $490.00 3.0% $505.00 NO

Community Planning
Maximum fee for an application shall be calculated as follows:
In cases where a development site is separated by a public road (i.e. non-contiguous land parcels) each land parcel shall also constitute a separate application for 
all application types when calculating the maximum applicable fee.

COMBINED APPLICATION FEES
Application City Fees
OPA/Rezoning

OPA/Rezoning/ 
Subdivision

Rezoning/Subdivision
100% of the Rezoning application fee plus variable fee and 75% of the OPA application fee.
100% of the Rezoning application fee plus variable fee and 75% of the Subdivision application fee.

Variable fees are only charged for the Rezoning application.
100% of the Rezoning application fee plus variable fee and 75% of the OPA and Subdivision application fees.

Variable fees are only charged for the Rezoning application.
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ZONING BY-LAW AMENDMENTS (ZBA)
ZBA - Major: per residential unit 26-100, with a cap of $277,400 $365.00 3.0% $375.00 NO

ZBA - Major: per residential unit 101 plus, with a cap of $277,400 $235.00 3.0% $240.00 NO

ZBA - Major: per 100 sq m of non residential GFA - Mixed Use, with a cap of 
$277,400

$75.00 0.0% $75.00 NO

ZBA - Major: per 100 sq m of site area - Non Residential, with a cap of $60,300 $75.00 0.0% $75.00 NO

ZBA - Base Fee - Minor* $18,075.00 3.0% $18,615.00 NO

ZBA - Minor: per residential unit 0-25, with a cap of $277,400 $335.00 3.0% $345.00 NO

ZBA - Minor: per residential unit 26-100, with a cap of $277,400 $250.00 3.0% $260.00 NO

ZBA - Minor: per residential unit 101 plus, with a cap of $277,400 $170.00 3.0% $175.00 NO

ZBA - Minor: per 100 sq m of non residential GFA - Mixed Use, with a cap of 
$277,400

$55.00 0.0% $55.00 NO

ZBA - Minor: per 100 sq m of site area - Non Residential, with a cap of $60,300 $55.00 0.0% $55.00 NO

ZBA - Revision requiring circulation - Major $28,300.00 3.0% $29,150.00 NO

ZBA - Revision requiring circulation - Minor $26,565.00 3.0% $27,360.00 NO

DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION - Base Fee - Major* $34,325.00 3.0% $35,355.00 NO

DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION - Base Fee - Minor* $23,645.00 3.0% $24,355.00 NO

DRAFT PLAN OF SUBDIVISION - Common Element* $23,645.00 3.0% $24,355.00 NO

Subdivision - per residential lot 0-25, with a cap of $277,400 $625.00 3.0% $645.00 NO

Subdivision - per residential lot 26-100, with a cap of $277,400 $470.00 3.0% $485.00 NO

Subdivision - per residential lot 101 plus, with a cap of $277,400 $155.00 3.0% $160.00 NO

Subdivision - per 100 sq m of site area for non residential, with a cap of $60,300 $65.00 0.0% $65.00 NO

Subdivision - Extension $3,360.00 3.0% $3,460.00 NO

Subdivision - Major Revision $19,515.00 3.0% $20,100.00 NO

Subdivision - Minor Revision $15,035.00 3.0% $15,485.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

MAJOR AMENDMENTS TO SUBDIVISION & DEV'T AGREEMENT CONDITIONS, 
requiring Council approval

$12,015.00 3.0% $12,375.00 NO

MINOR AMENDMENTS TO SUBDIVISION & DEV'T AGREEMENT CONDITIONS, 
not requiring Council approval

$8,285.00 3.0% $8,535.00 NO

SUBDIVISION MODEL HOME AGREEMENTS* $2,360.00 3.0% $2,430.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - Major* $11,845.00 3.0% $12,200.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - Minor* $0.00 3.0% $0.00

Outdoor patios $1,875.00 3.0% $1,930.00 NO

Site changes with no increase to bldg area; sales trailers; model homes; minor 
commun'n facilities; school portables etc.

$8,465.00 3.0% $8,720.00 NO

Up to 1000 sq m increase in floor area PLUS associated minor site changes. $10,250.00 3.0% $10,560.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - per residential unit 0-25, with a cap of $277,400 $425.00 3.0% $440.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - per residential unit 26-100, with a cap of $277,400 $330.00 3.0% $340.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - per residential unit 101 plus, with a cap of $277,400 $215.00 3.0% $220.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPLICATION - per 100 sq m of new GFA for non residential, with a cap 
of $60,300

$245.00 3.0% $250.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPL'N - Major revisions requiring re-circulation & rev comments $3,425.00 3.0% $3,530.00 NO

SITE PLAN APPL'N - Minor revision requiring re-circulation & rev comments $3,220.00 3.0% $3,315.00 NO

Site Plan Approval extensions $1,245.00 3.0% $1,280.00 NO

Site Plan Approval extensions - changes to apt buildings with/without commercial $1,215.00 3.0% $1,250.00 NO

DRAFT PLAN OF CONDOMINIUM FEE
Regular* $65,165.00 3.0% $67,120.00 NO

Common Element $6,450.00 3.0% $6,645.00 NO

Vacant Land* $23,645.00 3.0% $24,355.00 NO

Vacant Land - per residential lot 0-25, with a cap of $277,400 $625.00 3.0% $645.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

DRAFT PLAN OF CONDOMINIUM FEE
Vacant Land - per residential lot 26-100, with a cap of $277,400 $470.00 3.0% $485.00 NO

Vacant Land - per residential lot 101 plus, with a cap of $277,400 $155.00 3.0% $160.00 NO

Vacant Land - per 100 sq m of site area for non residential, with a cap of $60,300 $65.00 0.0% $65.00 NO

Condominium Exemption $7,070.00 3.0% $7,280.00 NO

Condominium Conversion* $24,445.00 3.0% $25,180.00 NO

Major Revision $2,495.00 3.0% $2,570.00 NO

Minor Revision $2,495.00 3.0% $2,570.00 NO

Extension $1,070.00 3.0% $1,100.00 NO

Misc. approval requests (consolidation of phased condo's etc) $855.00 3.0% $880.00 NO

REMOVAL OF PART LOT CONTROL - Base Fee $1,330.00 3.0% $1,370.00 NO

REMOVAL OF PART LOT CONTROL - Per residential lot/block $25.00 0.0% $25.00 NO

REMOVAL OF PART LOT CONTROL - Per 100 sq m of site area for non-residential $5.00 0.0% $5.00 NO

SIGN VARIANCE - Base Fee $1,420.00 3.0% $1,465.00 NO

SIGN VARIANCE - Variable Fee $1,125.00 3.0% $1,160.00 NO

PARKWAY BELT REGULATION AMENDMENT
Minor Amendment to Ontario Regulation 482/73 $1,310.00 3.0% $1,350.00 NO

Major Amendment to Ontario Regulation or Removal from Parkway Belt West 
Plan*

$4,600.00 3.0% $4,740.00 NO

REMOVAL OF ZONING SYMBOL "H"* $2,520.00 3.0% $2,595.00 NO

Page: 6 of 86220



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

CEMETERY CONSENTS $885.00 3.0% $910.00 NO

Regular Survey Compliance $935.00 3.0% $965.00 NO

Express Survey Compliance $1,400.00 3.0% $1,440.00 NO

Zoning Clearance administration fee for LLBO Applications $160.00 3.0% $164.80 NO

ZONING VERIFICATION LETTER - Standard $640.00 3.0% $660.00 NO

ZONING VERIFICATION LETTER - Fast Track $935.00 3.0% $965.00 NO

ZONING VERIFICATION LETTER - Legal Non-Conforming Use verification (not 
available for Fast Track service)

$935.00 3.0% $965.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Multi residential, (per lot or block) $825.00 3.0% $850.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Detached & semi-detached, including a residential 
reconstruction (per unit)

$2,050.00 3.0% $2,110.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Accessory Dwelling Unit $1,110.00 3.0% $1,145.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Non-Residential (commercial/ industrial/institutional) $2,045.00 3.0% $2,105.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Residential additions $1,380.00 3.0% $1,420.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Residential basement finish, deck, porch and/or accessory 
building

$390.00 3.0% $400.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Temporary Tents and Trailers $215.00 3.0% $220.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Swimming Pools $200.00 3.0% $205.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Exemption $135.00 3.0% $140.00 NO

ZONING CERTIFICATE - Revision Fees: Apply to the 3rd and each subsequent 
submission

$660.00 3.0% $680.00 NO

PLANNING VERIFICATION LETTERS
Official Plan Designation Compliance $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO

Regulations for Niagara Escarpment Plan $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

PLANNING VERIFICATION LETTERS
Parkway Belt West Plan $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO

Planning Study Area Confirmation/Status $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO

Development Application Status $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO

Heritage Status $120.00 3.0% $125.00 NO

SALE OF PRINTS:
a) Official Plan $75.00 0.0% $75.00 YES

b) Official Plan updates $45.00 0.0% $45.00 YES

c) Zoning By-laws $165.00 3.0% $170.00 YES

d) Zoning By-law updates $45.00 0.0% $45.00 YES

e) Demographic & housing info packages $10.00 0.0% $10.00 YES

f) Status of application packages $10.00 0.0% $10.00 YES

STREET NAME CHANGES - Min deposit (additional payment required if actual cost 
exceeds deposit)

$1,745.00 3.0% $1,795.00 YES

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT FEES
CONSENT - Minor (lot line adjustment, easement)* $9,000.00 3.0% $9,270.00 NO

CONSENT - Major (Lot creation)* $11,590.00 3.0% $11,940.00 NO

CONSENT - Per new lot $3,015.00 3.0% $3,105.00 NO

CONSENT - Major Revisions to Application $3,160.00 3.0% $3,255.00 NO

CONSENT - Minor Revisions to Application $1,390.00 3.0% $1,430.00 NO

CONSENT - Request for deferral by applicant $705.00 3.0% $725.00 NO

CONSENT - Validation of title $1,665.00 3.0% $1,715.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

COMMITTEE OF ADJUSTMENT FEES
CONSENT - Certificate Fee $65.00 0.0% $65.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Base Fee - Existing Residential, decks, fences, accessory 
buildings, walkways, pools, residential additions under 75m2

$1,110.00 3.0% $1,145.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Base Fee - New Detached and Semi-Detached Residential, 
addition over 75m2, additional unit

$6,665.00 3.0% $6,865.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Base Fee - Commercial, Industrial & Multi-residential $7,805.00 3.0% $8,040.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Revisions to application - Residential (accessory buildings and 
structures)

$3,845.00 3.0% $3,960.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Revisions to application - Commercial, Industrial & Multi- 
residential (accessory buildings and structures)

$3,845.00 3.0% $3,960.00 NO

MINOR VARIANCE: Request for deferral by applicant $705.00 3.0% $725.00 NO

PLANNING SERVICE - Reg 10 Business Day $110.00 3.0% $115.00 YES

PLANNING SERVICE - Express $215.00 3.0% $220.00 YES

Municipal Information Form $105.00 3.0% $110.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - residential treatment (without trees) $220.00 3.0% $225.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - residential treatment (with trees) $300.00 3.0% $310.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - typical treatment $580.00 3.0% $595.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - special treatment (Lakeshore Road without trees) $685.00 3.0% $705.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - special treatment (Lakeshore Road with trees) $790.00 3.0% $815.00 NO

Streetscape contribution - special treatment (Brant and John Streets) $790.00 3.0% $815.00 NO

Tender documents $80.00 0.0% $80.00 YES

SEASONAL OUTDOOR PATIO PROGRAM
Application Fee (Single Location) $507.71 3.0% $522.94 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Community Planning
Manager of Planning Implementation

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

SEASONAL OUTDOOR PATIO PROGRAM
Seasonal Permit Fee - Public Right-of-Way Occupancy for Seasonal Outdoor Patio 
(per square metre)

$41.20 3.0% $42.44 NO

Routine Disclosure Fees:
Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Plans & Drawings $43.71 3.0% $45.02 YES

Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Survey (flat fee) $43.71 3.0% $45.02 YES

Processing Fee per 30 min $27.32 3.0% $28.14 YES

Photo Copy - Large (prints larger than 11”x17”) per page $16.39 3.0% $16.88 YES

Electronic Media Storage Device as invoiced 3.0% as invoiced YES

External Vendor processing fees and delivery as invoiced 3.0% as invoiced YES

Routine Disclosure request fee if cost is greater than $100.00 Deposit of 
50% of the fee
estimate minus
application for

Routine Disclosure 
fee

(non-refundable) 
balance to be paid 

at time of pick-up

3.0% Deposit of 
50% of the fee
estimate minus
application for

Routine Disclosure 
fee

(non-refundable) 
balance to be paid 

at time of pick-up

YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Building
Manager of Building Policy

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Liquor Sales Licence Application

Building plans review related to Liquor License Application (Agency Letter of 
Approval)

$101.18 3.0% $104.22 YES

Property Information Requests
For Each Property Report:

1) Single residential property $104.36 3.0% $107.50 NO

2) Freehold or condominium dwelling unit $104.36 3.0% $107.50 NO

3) Rental apartment building and rental townhouse (to a maximum of $250.00) $104.36 3.0% $107.50 NO

4) Commercial or industrial condominium $104.36 3.0% $107.50 NO

5) Commercial and industrial buildings $104.36 3.0% $107.50 NO

5a)  Commercial or industrial condominium (including hotels, & motels)
       ($5.00/UNIT)

$5.57 3.0% $5.74 NO

6) Express service (includes fax reply) $191.34 3.0% $197.08 NO

7) Revised property report $52.19 3.0% $53.75 NO

8) Express revised property report $75.37 3.0% $77.64 NO

Permit Issuance Listing Monthly Report

Each Copy/month $5.46 3.0% $5.63 YES

Yearly Subscription $54.64 3.0% $56.28 YES

Routine Disclosure Fees:
Written request by a property owner or authorized agent of said property for documentation (drawings, surveys, site plans, etc.) as may be located in 
Building Section files:

Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Plans & Drawings  (includes 15 minutes 
search time and up to 20 digital copies/images)

$43.71 3.0% $45.02 YES

Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Plans & Drawings  (includes 15 minutes 
search time and up to 20 digital copies/images)  - Express Service ( 5 business days)

$95.02 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Building
Manager of Building Policy

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Routine Disclosure Fees:
Written request by a property owner or authorized agent of said property for documentation (drawings, surveys, site plans, etc.) as may be located in 
Building Section files:

Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Survey (flat fee) $43.71 3.0% $45.02 YES

Application Fee for Routine Disclosure - Survey (flat fee) -Express Service (5 
business days)

$95.02 YES

Processing Fee per 30 min $27.32 3.0% $28.14 NO

Digital copies/images - per image (beyond the 20 copies included with the initial 
application fee)

$16.39 3.0% $16.88 YES

External Vendor imaging and processing fees as invoiced 0.0% as invoiced NO

Routine Disclosure request fee if cost is greater than $100.00 Deposit of 
50% of the fee
estimate minus
application for

Routine Disclosure 
fee

(non-refundable) 
balance to be paid 

at time of pick-up

0.0% Deposit of 
50% of the fee
estimate minus
application for

Routine Disclosure 
fee

(non-refundable) 
balance to be paid 

at time of pick-up

NO

Page: 12 of 86226



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Animal Services
Manager of By-Law Enforcement & Animal 
Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Animal Impound Fees
Cost per day (1st Time) $24.36 3.0% $25.09 NO

Cost per day (2nd Time) $48.72 3.0% $50.18 NO

Cost per day (3rd or more Time) $73.08 3.0% $75.27 NO

Boarding and Quarantine Charges Domestic Animals
One Day $29.76 3.0% $30.65 YES

Three Days $89.27 3.0% $91.95 YES

Seven Days $208.30 3.0% $214.55 YES

Quarantine (up to a maximum of ten days) $297.57 3.0% $306.50 YES

Animal Pick-Up Charges
During regular working hours $58.65 3.0% $60.41 YES

During non-working hours $134.91 3.0% $138.96 YES

Institutional pick up/delivery $23.46 3.0% $24.16 YES

Surrender Fees (for Adoption or Euthanasia)
Dogs $51.81 3.0% $53.37 YES

Cats $51.81 3.0% $53.37 YES

Litter of Pups $103.62 3.0% $106.73 YES

Litter of Kittens $86.35 3.0% $88.94 YES

Surrender Fees (for Adoption or Euthanasia) other than dogs and cats
Bird $23.81 3.0% $24.52 YES

Chinchilla $60.30 3.0% $62.10 YES

Ferret $60.32 3.0% $62.13 YES

Guinea Pig $23.39 3.0% $24.09 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Animal Services
Manager of By-Law Enforcement & Animal 
Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Surrender Fees (for Adoption or Euthanasia) other than dogs and cats
Rabbit $60.32 3.0% $62.13 YES

Rat $23.39 3.0% $24.09 YES

Reptile $23.39 3.0% $24.09 YES

Adoption (other than dogs and cats)
Bird $59.13 3.0% $60.91 YES

Chinchilla $57.41 3.0% $59.13 YES

Ferret $57.42 3.0% $59.15 YES

Guinea Pig $10.21 3.0% $10.51 YES

Rabbit $57.41 3.0% $59.13 YES

Rat $10.21 3.0% $10.51 YES

Reptile $10.21 3.0% $10.51 YES

Dog Adoption Package
Dog $149.53 3.0% $154.02 YES

Microchip $37.81 3.0% $38.94 YES

Implant Fee $19.73 3.0% $20.32 YES

Vaccination(s) $36.62 3.0% $37.72 YES

License $28.98 3.0% $29.85 NO

(additional for unaltered dog) $59.11 3.0% $60.89 NO

Cat Adoption Package
Cat $59.85 3.0% $61.64 YES

Microchip $37.80 3.0% $38.93 YES

Implant Fee $19.74 3.0% $20.34 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Animal Services
Manager of By-Law Enforcement & Animal 
Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Cat Adoption Package
Vaccination(s) $36.62 3.0% $37.72 YES

Regular Cremation Services
Under 50lbs $56.38 3.0% $58.07 YES

50-100lbs $92.01 3.0% $94.77 YES

100-150lbs $137.99 3.0% $142.13 YES

Pocket Pets/Birds $11.50 3.0% $11.85 YES

Microchip, Implant and Vaccination
Microchip $37.80 3.0% $38.93 YES

Implantation $19.93 3.0% $20.53 YES

Vaccination(s) $36.96 3.0% $38.07 YES

Miscellaneous - Animal Services
Car Carrying Box $14.19 3.0% $14.62 YES

Refundable Trap Deposit $59.15 3.0% $60.92 NO

Cat "E&C" Package Fees
Cat Drop off $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Euthanasia Delivery/Pick Up $70.45 3.0% $72.57 YES

Cremation (under 50lbs) $56.38 3.0% $58.07 YES

Sedation $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Dog "E&C" Package Fees (under 50lbs)
Dog Drop off $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Euthanasia Deliver/Pick Up $70.45 3.0% $72.57 YES

Cremation (under 50 lbs) $56.38 3.0% $58.07 YES

Page: 15 of 86229



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Animal Services
Manager of By-Law Enforcement & Animal 
Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Dog "E&C" Package Fees (under 50lbs)
Sedation $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Dog "E&C" Package Fees (50-100lbs)
Dog Drop off $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Euthanasia Deliver/Pick Up $70.45 3.0% $72.57 YES

Cremation (50-100lbs) $112.76 3.0% $116.15 YES

Sedation $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Dog "E&C" Package Fees (100+LBS)
Dog Drop off $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES

Euthanasia Delivery / Pick Up $70.45 3.0% $72.57 YES

Cremation (100 + LBS) $173.54 3.0% $178.75 YES

Sedation $42.28 3.0% $43.55 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
By-Law Enforcement
Manager of By-Law Enforcement & Animal 
Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Noise  Exemption Permit
Noise  Exemption Permit $175.00 0.0% $175.00 YES

Inspection Fee
An inspection fee: may be imposed when an Officer conducts an inspection in which there is failure to remedy a by-law contravention by the date of compliance 
set out in a written notice or Order or when an Officer conducts an inspection where there is a repeat by-law violation.
Inspection Fee $216.00 0.0% $216.00 YES

Pool Permits
Above ground pool $174.00 0.0% $174.00 YES

On ground pool $344.00 0.0% $344.00 YES

In ground pool $344.00 0.0% $344.00 YES

Temporary pool $87.00 0.0% $87.00 YES

Hydro-Massage Pool/ Hot Tub $87.00 0.0% $87.00 NO

Certificate of Compliance
Fee for inspection and letter of compliance related to Building Code Act/Property 
Standards By-law.

$284.30 0.0% $284.30 YES

Sign permits/enforcement
Portable signs $52.53 0.0% $52.53 YES

Banner Sign $52.53 0.0% $52.53 YES

Removal of an Unlawful Sign $92.70 0.0% $92.70 NO

Sign Permit Renewal Fee $52.53 0.0% $52.53 NO

Property Standards (028-2009)
Property Standards Appeal Fee $445.00 0.0% $445.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Licensing Service
Manager of Licensing & Administration

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Adult Entertainment (By-Law 01-2008)
Adult Entertainment Business Owner/year $4,161.60 0.0% $4,161.60 YES

Adult Entertainment Business Operator/year $884.34 0.0% $884.34 YES

Entertainer/year $208.08 0.0% $208.08 YES

Adult Videotape Store Class "A" Owner/year $1,040.40 0.0% $1,040.40 YES

Adult Videotape Store Class "A" Attendant/year $78.03 0.0% $78.03 YES

Adult Videotape Store Class "B" Owner/year $156.06 0.0% $156.06 YES

Body-rub Business Owner/year $4,161.60 0.0% $4,161.60 YES

Body-rub Business Operator/year $884.34 0.0% $884.34 YES

Attendant/year $208.08 0.0% $208.08 YES

OTHER FEES:

Replacement Licence Fee $12.48 0.0% $12.48 YES

Late Fee (for renewals submitted past the expiry date of licence) $52.02 0.0% $52.02 YES

Public Vehicles (By-Law 20-2009)
Taxicab/Limousine Driver – New $292.74 0.0% $292.74 YES

Taxicab/Limousine Driver – Renewal $219.30 0.0% $219.30 NO

Taxicab/Limousine Owner – New/Plate $3,451.68 0.0% $3,451.68 YES

Taxicab/Limousine Owner – Renewal/Plate $716.04 0.0% $716.04 YES

Taxicab Broker – New $1,140.36 0.0% $1,140.36 YES

Taxicab Broker – Renewal $856.80 0.0% $856.80 YES

OTHER FEES:

Late Fee (for renewals submitted past the expiry date of licence) $73.44 0.0% $73.44 YES

Change of Information $46.92 0.0% $46.92 YES

Replacement of lost, stolen, missing, defaced or illegible plates/plate $99.96 0.0% $99.96 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Licensing Service
Manager of Licensing & Administration

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Public Vehicles (By-Law 20-2009)
OTHER FEES:

Replacement of licence $46.92 0.0% $46.92 YES

Administration Fee $99.96 0.0% $99.96 YES

Businesses (By-Law 42-2008)
Automotive $261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

Personal Services $261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

Carnival/event $693.60 0.0% $693.60 YES

Festivals/event $700.74 0.0% $700.74 YES

Newspaper Distribution Boxes/box $53.04 0.0% $53.04 YES

Sale of Adult Magazines $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES

Sale of Fireworks (includes Victoria Day and Canada Day) $261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

Sale of Tobacco $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES

Salvage Yard $261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

Pawnbroker $261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

Convenience Store:

(a)  Sale of Foodstuff $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES

(b)  Sale of Foodstuff/Sale of Tobacco $346.80 0.0% $346.80 YES

(c)  Sale of Foodstuff/Sale of Tobacco/Lunch Counter $515.10 0.0% $515.10 YES

Public Assembly:

(a)  Restaurants, Take-Out Restaurants and Lunch Counters $287.64 0.0% $287.64 YES

(b)  Sale of Foodstuff/Caterer $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES

(c)  Public Halls/Banquet Halls $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Licensing Service
Manager of Licensing & Administration

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Businesses (By-Law 42-2008)
Public Assembly:

(d)  Billiard/Pool Hall; Bowling Alley; Theatres; Pinball or Electronic                               
                                                   Game Machine Establishments

$261.12 0.0% $261.12 YES

(e)  Night Club $1,278.06 0.0% $1,278.06 YES

Transient Trader:

(a)  1 to 3 days/day $104.04 0.0% $104.04 YES

(b)  Monthly $297.84 0.0% $297.84 YES

(c)  3 months $710.94 0.0% $710.94 YES

(d)  Yearly $1,264.80 0.0% $1,264.80 YES

Refreshment Vehicles:

a)  Class A $392.70 0.0% $392.70 YES

b)  Class B $193.80 0.0% $193.80 YES

c)  Class C $287.64 0.0% $287.64 YES

d)  Class D - 1 to 3 days/day $99.96 0.0% $99.96 YES

d)  Class D - Monthly $388.62 0.0% $388.62 YES

d)  Class D - 3 Months $767.04 0.0% $767.04 YES

d)  Class D - Yearly $1,416.78 0.0% $1,416.78 YES

OTHER FEES:

Late Fee (for renewals submitted past the expire of licence) $73.44 0.0% $73.44 YES

Change of Information $46.92 0.0% $46.92 YES

Removal of Newspaper Boxes/box $79.20 0.0% $79.20 YES

Replacement of lost, stolen, missing, defaced or illegible plates/plate $99.96 0.0% $99.96 YES

Replacement of licence $46.92 0.0% $46.92 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

By-Law Compliance
Licensing Service
Manager of Licensing & Administration

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Businesses (By-Law 42-2008)
OTHER FEES:

Administration Fee $99.96 0.0% $99.96 YES

Lottery Licensing Fees (By-Law 117-2007)
Bingo Licence Fees for Bingo lottery schemes $102.00 0.0% $102.00 NO

Bazaar Lotteries 3% of the
prize value

0.0% 3% of the
prize value

NO

Nevada Lotteries (Break-open tickets) 3% of the
prize value

0.0% 3% of the
prize value

NO

Raffle Lotteries 3% of the
prize value

0.0% 3% of the
prize value

NO

Wheels of Fortune per wheel per day $3.00 0.0% $3.00 NO

Municipal Approval Letter administration fee (non-refundable) $20.00 0.0% $20.00 NO

Liquor Sales Licence Application
Municipal Information Form (Approval Letter) $99.00 0.0% $99.00 NO

Businesses (By-Law 42-2008), Public Vehicles (By-Law 20-2009), Adult Entertainment (By-law 74-2005)
New Licence Application Fee (non-refundable) $99.96 YES

Business (By-law 42-2008), Public Vehicles (By-Law 20-2009), Adult Entertainment (By-Law 74-2005)
Appeals  Fee $445.00 0.0% $445.00 NO

Short Term Accomodation (001-2025)
Short-Term Accomodation Owner/Operator Fee $300.00 0.0% $300.00 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Transit
Manager, Transit Planning & Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Conventional & Specialized Transit

ADULT(20-64 YEARS OF AGE)

Single Trip – Cash / Contactless (Non-PRESTO) $3.50 6.5% $3.75 NO

Adult PRESTO (Fare Cap 40 Paid Rides per Month) (Maxmum  $114 per Month) $2.75 3.5% $2.85 NO

SENIOR (65+ YEARS OF AGE OR OVER) 

Single Trip – Cash / Contactless (Non-PRESTO) $3.50 6.5% $3.75 NO

Senior PRESTO - Proof of Age Required - No Time Restrictions $0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

YOUTH (13-19 YEARS OF AGE)

Single Trip – Cash / Contactless (Non-PRESTO Payment) $3.50 6.5% $3.75 NO

Youth PRESTO - Monday to Friday Before 6 p.m. (Fare Cap 20 Paid Rides per 
Month) (Maximum  $40 per Month) Proof of Age Required

$1.90 4.5% $2.00 NO

Youth PRESTO - Monday to Friday After 6 p.m. and Weekends
(Does Not Qualify Towards Fare Capping Paid Trips) Proof of Age Required

$0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

CHILD (12 YEARS OF AGE OR UNDER)

Single Trip – Cash / Contactless (Non-PRESTO Payment) $3.50 6.5% $3.75 NO

Child PRESTO - Proof Age Required or When Traveling with a Parent/Guardian (with 
Applicable Fare)

$0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

Page: 22 of 86236



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Transit
Manager, Transit Planning & Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Conventional & Specialized Transit

PERSONAL SUPPORT PERSON/WORKER

Provide support to someone who has an identified medical requirement for support $0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

VISUALLY IMPAIRED

Present CNIB card when boarding $0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

ELIGIBILITY FARE PROGRAM - SPLIT

SPLIT Program (Subsidized) - Low Income Based Eligibility Program: through Halton 
Region

$0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

U-PASS ADD ON FOR STUDENTS

McMaster University, Mohawk College, Redeemer College Students with valid HSR 
Pass, Student Card and Proof of Current Education Term

$30.00 6.5% $32.00 NO

ELIGIBIITY FARE PROGRAM - SCHOOL BOARDS

Contract Based Eligibility - Youth Monthly Pass (13-19 Years of Age) $60.00 0.0% $60.00 NO

ELIGIBIITY FARE PROGRAM - SCHOOL BOARDS AND NOT FOR PROFIT

Single Ride Voucher: Book of 10 Passes ($2/ride) - Surrendered when Boarding $20.00 0.0% $20.00 NO

PRESTO New/Replacement Physical Card Issuance Fee, Metrolinx Prescribed $4.00 0.0% $4.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Transit
Manager, Transit Planning & Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Conventional & Specialized Transit

BUS CHARTER

First Three (3) Hours Minimum $432.75 3.0% $445.75 YES

Each Additional Hour After Three (3) Hours Minimum $144.25 3.0% $148.50 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

MUSIC & STUDENT THEATRE CAMPS
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
STAR MEMBERSHIP $4.00 to be added to Student Theatre Program Registrations
CAMPS (Hourly Rate)

Music Camp (5% Surcharge applied) $6.95 6.0% $7.40 NO

Performing Arts Camp $7.69 6.0% $8.20 NO

Student Theatre Camp (5% Surcharge applied) $5.61 6.0% $5.90 NO

MUSIC & TEEN TOUR BAND
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
MUSIC LESSONS

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Private 1/2 Hr lesson(5% Surcharge applied) $29.80 3.0% $30.70 NO

Private 1/2 Hr lesson with valid Band membership (5% Surcharge applied) $25.20 3.0% $26.00 NO

TEEN TOUR BAND

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply (BTTB and Junior Redcoats Membership)
Booster Membership $15.00 to be added to BTTB Membership

Burlington Teen Tour Band Annual Membership (5% Surcharge applied) $233.30 3.0% $240.30 YES

Annual Uniform Fee $70.00 3.0% $72.10 YES

Junior Redcoats Band Membership (5% Surcharge applied) $151.30 3.0% $155.80 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

MUSIC & TEEN TOUR BAND
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
TEEN TOUR BAND

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply (BTTB and Junior Redcoats Membership)
Booster Membership $15.00 to be added to BTTB Membership

City Instrument Use (Yearly Fee) $70.00 43.0% $100.10 YES

BAND PERFORMANCE FEES - Effective January 1

Note: Fee is in addition to the current cost of bussing. Depending on request, rate will 
be determined based on number of band members required, duration of 
performance, location, etc. Additional costs may be incurred by client.

BTTB - Single Location Performance $500.00 3.0% $515.00 YES

BTTB - Multiple Location Performance $750.00 3.0% $772.50 YES

BTTB - Commercial $1,000.00 3.0% $1,030.00 YES

Jr Redcoats Performance Fee $250.00 3.0% $257.50 YES

YOUTH  & STUDENT THEATRE
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
FALL, WINTER, SPRING PROGRAMS

Performance at Student Theatre - Admission/Show Ticket $23.00 3.0% $23.70 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

YOUTH  & STUDENT THEATRE
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
FALL, WINTER, SPRING PROGRAMS

Once Upon A Time (45 mins) (5% Surcharge applied) $14.60 3.0% $15.00 NO

Little Performers Hourly Rate  (5% Surcharge applied) $18.90 3.0% $19.50 NO

Juniors Hourly Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $19.90 3.0% $20.50 NO

Intermediates Hourly Rate  (5% Surcharge applied) $19.90 3.0% $20.50 NO

Seniors Hourly Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $15.70 3.0% $16.20 YES

FESTIVALS & EVENTS
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
COMMERCIAL ENTRIES - MARKETPLACE VENDOR

Standard 10 x 10 space
Attendance 501- 5,000 $376.10 3.0% $387.40 YES

Attendance 5,001 - 20,000 $677.00 3.0% $697.30 YES

Attendance over 20,000 $744.70 3.0% $767.00 YES

COMMERCIAL ENTRIES - FOOD VENDOR

Standard 10 x 10 space
Attendance 501- 5,000 $192.80 3.0% $198.60 YES

Attendance 5,001 - 20,000 $584.20 3.0% $601.70 YES

Attendance over 20,000 $744.70 3.0% $767.00 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

FESTIVALS & EVENTS
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
COMMERCIAL ENTRIES - BUSINESS VENDOR (no-sale promotion)

Standard 10 x 10 space
Attendance 501- 5,000 $250.70 3.0% $258.20 YES

Attendance 5,001 - 20,000 $451.30 3.0% $464.80 YES

Attendance over 20,000 $496.50 3.0% $511.40 YES

COMMUNITY OR NON-PROFIT ENTRIES - MARKETPLACE VENDOR

Standard 10 x 10 space
Attendance 501- 5,000 $170.60 3.0% $175.70 YES

Attendance 5,001 - 20,000 $307.00 3.0% $316.20 YES

Attendance over 20,000 $337.80 3.0% $347.90 YES

COMMUNITY OR NON-PROFIT ENTRIES - (no sale promotion)

Standard 10 x 10 space
Attendance 501- 5,000 $113.70 3.0% $117.10 YES

Attendance 5,001 - 20,000 $204.70 3.0% $210.80 YES

Attendance over 20,000 $225.20 3.0% $232.00 YES

FILMING (PER DAY)

Note:  Depending on request, rate will be determined based on facility use, permit 
cost, set-up, tear down, etc. Additional costs may be incurred by client.
Facility Permit $1,738.30 3.0% $1,790.40 YES

Park, On-Road or Other Permit $1,043.00 3.0% $1,074.30 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

FESTIVALS & EVENTS
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
FILMING (PER DAY)

Note:  Depending on request, rate will be determined based on facility use, permit 
cost, set-up, tear down, etc. Additional costs may be incurred by client.
Filming  Application Fee (Non-Refundable) $179.70 3.0% $185.10 NO

SPECIAL EVENT APPLICATION DEPOSIT

All event applicants to provide a deposit upon confirmation of their booking.
Commercial/Non-Resident $140.00 0.0% $140.00 NO

Non-profit $100.00 0.0% $100.00 NO

PARKS

Standard Day $163.40 3.0% $168.30 YES

Commercial / Non Resident Day $191.70 3.0% $197.50 YES

Standard 3 Hour $37.30 3.0% $38.40 YES

Commercial / Non Resident 3 Hour $43.70 3.0% $45.00 YES

INDOOR & OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
TOURNAMENT DEPOSIT

Youth/Standard $100.00 0.0% $100.00 NO

Commercial/Non Resident $140.00 0.0% $140.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR & OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified

SCHOOL BOARD AMENITIES

HDSB and HCSDB School facilities additional expenses – including Air Conditioning, 
Custodial Fee, Scoreboard Fee

As per school 
board current rate

As per school board 
current rate

YES

ADDITIONAL FACILITY SERVICES FEE
Effective January 1

This fee applies when custodial or janitorial services are required beyond standard 
service levels due to the nature or timing of an event. Examples include large-scale 
events, events held on statutory holidays, or those requiring special setup or cleanup 
arrangements.
Hourly Fee, minimum 2 hours $40.00 3.0% $41.20 YES

Stautory Holiday Hourly Fee, minimum 2 hours $58.00 3.0% $59.70 YES

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
ARENA ICE

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Standard Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $267.40 3.0% $275.40 YES

Standard Non Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $225.80 3.0% $232.60 YES

Youth Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $184.70 3.0% $190.20 YES

Page: 30 of 86244



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
ARENA ICE

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Youth Non Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $159.50 3.0% $164.30 YES

Commercial Non Resident Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $374.40 3.0% $385.60 YES

Commercial Non Resident Non Prime Time (5% Surcharge applied) $316.10 3.0% $325.60 YES

ARENA FLOOR -
Effective April 1 

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Commercial Non Resident (5% Surcharge applied) $119.60 3.0% $123.20 YES

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $85.40 3.0% $88.00 YES

Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $57.10 3.0% $58.80 YES

ARENA STORAGE/OFFICE/DRESSING ROOM (Monthly Rates)
Effective April 1

Dressing & Warm Up Room (Appleby, Central, Mainway) Central #5 only (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$216.50 3.0% $223.00 YES

SCHOOL BOARD USE OF CITY FACILITIES

Rink Small Standard Prime Time $272.70 5.0% $286.30 YES

Rink Large Standard Prime Time $218.80 5.0% $229.70 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
SCHOOL BOARD USE OF CITY FACILITIES

Arena Floor $53.30 5.0% $56.00 YES

Admin Fee $50.00 0.0% $50.00 YES

SCHOOL BOARD AMENITIES

Auditorium $105.90 5.0% $111.20 YES

Library $18.40 5.0% $19.30 YES

Meeting & Seminar Room/Classroom - Elementary/Secondary $16.50 5.0% $17.30 YES

Parking Lot Elementary Schools $21.90 5.0% $23.00 YES

Parking Lot Secondary Schools $36.80 5.0% $38.60 YES

School Cafeteria - Secondary Schools $38.10 5.0% $40.00 YES

Stage $7.30 5.0% $7.70 YES

Studio Theatre $73.00 5.0% $76.70 YES

Track HCDSB $65.10 5.0% $68.40 YES

SCHOOL BOARD GYMNASIUMS  

Single Gym - Youth $45.90 5.0% $48.20 YES

Single Gym - Standard $57.30 5.0% $60.20 YES

Double Gym - Youth $64.40 5.0% $67.60 YES

Double Gym - Standard $80.40 5.0% $84.40 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified

CITY HALL ATRIUM

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Standard $40.30 3.0% $41.50 YES

Commercial/Non Resident $56.30 3.0% $58.00 YES

GYMNASIUM RATES (Brant Hills, Robert Bateman, Tansley Woods & Haber 
Recreation Centres)

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Youth - Single Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $41.50 3.0% $42.70 YES

Standard -  Single Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $51.90 3.0% $53.50 YES

Commercial/Non- Resident Single Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $72.70 3.0% $74.90 YES

Youth - Double Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $65.90 3.0% $67.90 YES

Standard -  Double Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $82.30 3.0% $84.80 YES

Commercial/Non- Resident Double Gym (5% Surcharge applied) $115.30 3.0% $118.80 YES

AUDITORIUMS - CATEGORY A (Tansley Woods Community Rooms 1-3)

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $70.90 3.0% $73.00 YES

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $88.70 3.0% $91.40 YES

Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $124.10 3.0% $127.80 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
AUDITORIUMS - CATEGORY B (Burlington Seniors Centre - Community Rooms 
1 & 2 (combined), Central, Mainway Ice Centre & Sherwood Forest)

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $40.50 3.0% $41.70 YES

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $50.70 3.0% $52.20 YES

Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $70.90 3.0% $73.00 YES

AUDITORIUMS - CATEGORY C (Bandshell)

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $24.80 3.0% $25.50 YES

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $31.00 3.0% $31.90 YES

Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $43.50 3.0% $44.80 YES

LOBBIES

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
1/2 day Standard rate (one table with non-exclusive use - 5% Surcharge applied) $35.00 3.0% $36.10 YES

MEETING ROOMS - CATEGORY A

Burlington Seniors Centre - Community Room 5 & Community Room 6 combined
Haber Recreation Centre - Community Rooms 1&2
Tansley Woods - Single Community Room 1-3, 5, 6
Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Room A Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $34.80 3.0% $35.80 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
MEETING ROOMS - CATEGORY A

Burlington Seniors Centre - Community Room 5 & Community Room 6 combined
Haber Recreation Centre - Community Rooms 1&2
Tansley Woods - Single Community Room 1-3, 5, 6
Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Room A Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $43.50 3.0% $44.80 YES

Room A Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $60.90 3.0% $62.70 YES

MEETING ROOMS - CATEGORY B

Arenas: Aldershot Community Room, Appleby Community Room, Mountainside 
Community Room, Mainway Meeting Room & Skyway Community Room
Brant Hills Recreation Centre: Community Room
Burlington Seniors Centre: Community Room 9, Community Rooms 10 & 11 
combined, Community Room 5, Community Room 6, Lounge, Community Room 3, 
Community Room 4 
Haber Community Centre: Meeting Room
Music Centre: Rehearsal Hall, Community Room
Pools: Aldershot, Angela Coughlan, Centennial Meeting Rooms
Student Theatre Centre: Performing Arts Studio
Tansley Woods Community Centre: Community Room 4
Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Room B Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $25.80 3.0% $26.60 YES

Room B Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $32.30 3.0% $33.30 YES

Room B Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $45.20 3.0% $46.60 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
MEETING ROOMS - CATEGORY C

Arenas: Appleby Meeting Room
Burlington Seniors Centre: Community Room 11, Community Room 10,  Community 
Room 8 & the Lounge
Ella Foote Hall
Haber Meeting Room 2
Music Centre- Meeting Rooms 1-3
Student Theatre Centre: Little Performers Room
Rotary Youth Centre: Meeting Room
Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Room C Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $21.90 3.0% $22.60 YES

Room C Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $27.30 3.0% $28.10 YES

Room C Commercial/ Non-Residential (5% Surcharge applied) $38.30 3.0% $39.40 YES

FACILITY EQUIPMENT AND AMENITIES - BURLINGTON SENIORS CENTRE

Additional Facility Services Fee may apply
Kitchen Standard $67.80 3.0% $69.80 YES

Kitchen Commercial / Non Resident $94.90 3.0% $97.70 YES

STORAGE IN FACILITIES (Annually)

Categorization based on RCC Storage Inventory Listing
Small $125.60 3.0% $129.40 YES

Medium $198.70 3.0% $204.70 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

INDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
STORAGE IN FACILITIES (Annually)

Categorization based on RCC Storage Inventory Listing
Large $397.50 3.0% $409.40 YES

STORAGE IN FACILITIES (Seasonal)

Categorization based on RCC Storage Inventory Listing
Small $37.70 3.0% $38.80 YES

Medium $59.60 3.0% $61.40 YES

Large $119.30 3.0% $122.90 YES

OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
Unless otherwise specified
SCHOOL BOARD USE OF CITY FACILITIES - effective September

Sport Fields $25.66 0.0% $25.70 YES

Artificial Turf Field (5% Surcharge applied) $74.20 4.0% $77.20 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
Unless otherwise specified
ARTIFICIAL TURF FIELDS 

Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $74.90 3.0% $77.10 YES

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $94.20 3.0% $97.00 YES

Commercial/Non-Resident (5% Surcharge applied) $131.80 3.0% $135.80 YES

Storage Pods $434.50 3.0% $447.50 YES

GRASS SPORT FIELDS

Hardball Diamond - Youth
(Ireland D1 & D2, Millcroft D1 & D2, Nelson D1 - 5% Surcharge applied)

$17.20 3.0% $17.70 YES

Hardball Diamond - Standard
(Ireland D1 & D2, Millcroft D1 & D2, Nelson D1 - 5% Surcharge applied)

$26.50 3.0% $27.30 YES

Hardball Diamond - Non Resident/Commercial
(Ireland D1 & D2, Millcroft D1 & D2, Nelson D1 - 5% Surcharge applied)

$34.50 3.0% $35.50 YES

CLASS A - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $16.30 3.0% $16.80 YES

CLASS A - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $25.20 3.0% $26.00 YES

CLASS A - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Non Resident/Commercial (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$32.70 3.0% $33.70 YES

CLASS B - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $10.60 3.0% $10.90 YES

CLASS B - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $16.40 3.0% $16.90 YES

CLASS B - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Non Resident/Commercial (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$21.30 3.0% $21.90 YES

CLASS C - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $10.10 3.0% $10.40 YES

CLASS C - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $13.70 3.0% $14.10 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
Unless otherwise specified
GRASS SPORT FIELDS

CLASS C - Rectangular Fields and Diamonds - Non Resident/Commercial (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$20.20 3.0% $20.80 YES

LIGHTS - Youth (5% Surcharge applied) $26.00 3.0% $26.80 YES

LIGHTS - Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $35.90 3.0% $37.00 YES

PICKLEBALL/TENNIS COURT BOOKING FEE

Standard (5% Surcharge applied) $7.60 3.0% $7.80 YES

COMMUNITY GARDEN PROGRAM (Seasonal) - Effective January 1

Liability insurance to be applied at current rate
Community Garden Plot $49.30 3.0% $50.80 YES

PICNICS (Daily Rate)

Sites with Capacity up to 110 - Standard $83.40 3.0% $85.90 YES

Sites with Capacity up to 110 - Commercial/Non-Resident $136.10 3.0% $140.20 YES

Sites with Capacity over 110 - Standard $163.50 3.0% $168.40 YES

Sites with Capacity over 110 - Commercial/Non-Resident $261.70 3.0% $269.60 YES

PHOTOGRAPHY (1.5 hours)

Fee listed is for 90mins, with maximum 2 consecutive blocks (3hr max per client)
GROUP PHOTOGRAPHY - Standard $103.40 3.0% $106.50 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

OUTDOOR SPACE RENTALS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31  
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
Unless otherwise specified
PHOTOGRAPHY (1.5 hours)

Fee listed is for 90mins, with maximum 2 consecutive blocks (3hr max per client)
GROUP PHOTOGRAPHY - Commercial/Non-Resident $144.70 3.0% $149.00 YES

CIVIC SQUARE

Standard $40.30 3.0% $41.50 YES

Commercial/Non Resident $56.30 3.0% $58.00 YES

ELGIN PROMENADE

Standard $33.40 3.0% $34.40 YES

Commercial/Non Resident $56.40 3.0% $58.10 YES

ADULT FITNESS PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
ADULT DROP-IN FITNESS & AQUATIC FITNESS PROGRAMS

Single Class - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $9.50 3.0% $9.80 YES

Single Class - Adult 55+ (5% Surcharge applied) $7.10 3.0% $7.30 YES

Fitness 10 Pass - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $72.70 3.0% $74.90 YES

Fitness 10 Pass - Adult 55+ (5% Surcharge applied) $54.60 3.0% $56.20 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT FITNESS PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
ADULT DROP-IN FITNESS & AQUATIC FITNESS PROGRAMS

Fitness 20 Pass - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $136.40 3.0% $140.50 YES

Fitness 20 Pass - Adult 55+ (5% Surcharge applied) $102.90 3.0% $106.00 YES

Fitness 40 Pass - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $254.60 3.0% $262.20 YES

Fitness 40 Pass - Adult 55+ (5% Surcharge applied) $180.80 3.0% $186.20 YES

Aquafit 30 day Pass Adult 19+  (5% Surcharge applied) $54.10 3.0% $55.70 YES

Aquafit 30 day Pass Adult 55+ (5% Surcharge applied) $43.10 3.0% $44.40 YES

ADULT RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
19+ REGISTERED COURSES
Registered Sport

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $4.70 6.0% $5.00 YES

19+ REGISTERED COURSES
Specialized Activities - Arts, Music, Learning, Games & Craft

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $6.20 3.0% $6.40 YES

1.5 hours (5% Surcharge applied) $7.50 3.0% $7.70 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $8.20 3.0% $8.40 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
19+ REGISTERED COURSES
Specialized Activities - Arts, Music, Learning, Games & Craft

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $9.30 3.0% $9.60 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $9.90 3.0% $10.20 YES

19+ DROP-IN COURSES
General Activities - Card Games, Table Games, Craft, Discussion & Music

Material Fees may apply
1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $2.80 3.0% $2.90 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.30 3.0% $3.40 YES

2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.60 3.0% $3.70 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.90 3.0% $4.00 YES

19+ DROP-IN COURSES
Specialized Activities - Art, Dance & Pottery

Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $5.70 3.0% $5.90 YES

1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $5.90 3.0% $6.10 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $6.10 3.0% $6.30 YES

2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $7.10 3.0% $7.30 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $8.00 3.0% $8.20 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
19+ DROP-IN COURSES
Fitness, Wellness, Restorative

Material Fees may apply
1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $10.50 3.0% $10.80 YES

19+ DROP-IN COURSES
Drop-in Sport

Material Fees may apply
2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $4.70 6.0% $5.00 YES

55+ REGISTERED COURSES
Registered Sport

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.80 6.0% $4.00 YES

55+ REGISTERED COURSES
Specialized Activities - Arts, Music, Learning, Games & Craft

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $5.60 3.0% $5.80 YES

1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $6.10 3.0% $6.30 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $6.70 3.0% $6.90 YES

2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $8.50 3.0% $8.80 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $10.30 3.0% $10.60 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
55+ REGISTERED COURSES
Fitness & Wellness

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $6.90 3.0% $7.10 YES

1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $8.40 3.0% $8.70 YES

55+ DROP-IN COURSES
General Activities - Card Games, Table Games, Crafts, Discussion & Music

Material Fees may apply
1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $2.40 3.0% $2.50 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $2.80 3.0% $2.90 YES

2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.10 3.0% $3.20 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $3.40 3.0% $3.50 YES

55+ DROP-IN COURSES
Art, Dance & Pottery

Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $4.50 3.0% $4.60 YES

1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $4.70 3.0% $4.80 YES

2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $5.20 3.0% $5.40 YES

2.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $6.00 3.0% $6.20 YES

3 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $6.90 3.0% $7.10 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
55+ DROP-IN COURSES
55+ Drop in Fitness, Wellness, Restorative - Certified Staff

Material Fees may apply
1.5 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $9.40 3.0% $9.70 YES

19+ REGISTERED COURSES
Specialized Activities - Fitness & Wellness

Non-Resident fee at current rate applies
Material Fees may apply
1 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $8.30 3.0% $8.50 YES

1.5 Hour (5% Surcharge applied) $9.80 3.0% $10.10 YES

55+ DROP-IN COURSES
Drop-in Sport

Material Fees may apply
2 Hours (5% Surcharge applied) $0.00 0.0% $4.00 YES

MATERIAL FEES

Arts/Crafts - Category A $15.00 0.0% $15.00 YES

Arts/Crafts - Category B $25.00 0.0% $25.00 YES

Food & Beverage $20.00 0.0% $20.00 NO

Games $2.50 0.0% $2.50 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADULT
Effective January 1
BISTRO SERVICES

Adult 55+ Breakfast @ the Bistro $7.10 3.0% $7.30 YES

AQUATICS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
RECREATIONAL SWIMMING

Indoor Pools - Single Admission - All Ages (Under 2 Free)
(5% Surcharge applied)

$3.40 3.0% $3.50 YES

Lasalle Wading Pool
Single Admission - All Ages (Under 2 Free)
(5% Surcharge applied) - Effective January 1

$3.40 3.0% $3.50 YES

Outdoor 50m Pools (Nelson,  Mountainside)
Single Admission - All Ages (Under 2 Free)
(5% Surcharge applied) - Effective January 1

$5.20 3.0% $5.40 YES

RECREATIONAL SWIMMING PASSES 

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Rec Swim Yearly Pass - All Ages (5% Surcharge applied) $66.20 3.0% $68.20 YES

Rec Swim Summer Pass - All Ages (5% Surcharge applied)  - Effective January 1 $40.90 3.0% $42.10 YES

LAP SWIMMING  

Single Admission Youth/Adult 60+ (5% Surcharge applied) $4.60 3.0% $4.70 YES

Single Admission Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $6.10 3.0% $6.30 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

AQUATICS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified

LAP SWIMMING PASSES  

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Lap Swim 30 Day Pass Youth/Adult 60+ (5% Surcharge applied) $20.50 3.0% $21.10 YES

Lap Swim 30 Day Pass 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $25.90 3.0% $26.70 YES

Lap & Rec Swim - Yearly Pass - Youth/Adult 60+ (5% Surcharge applied) $258.30 3.0% $266.00 YES

Lap & Rec Swim - Yearly Pass - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $326.30 3.0% $336.10 YES

REGISTERED PROGRAMS 

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Learn to Swim 30 min  1:6 Ratio  (Preschool 1-5, Swimmer 1-3, Family & Teen 
Lessons) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied)

$9.90 3.0% $10.20 NO

Learn to Swim 1:4 Ratio 30 min (Smaller Preschool 1-5, Timid Toddlers, Stroke 
Development) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied)

$14.00 3.0% $14.40 NO

Learn to Swim 45min (Swimmer 4 - 10,  Swim Patrol, Lifesaving Sport, 1,2,3) per 
lesson (5% Surcharge applied)

$11.00 3.0% $11.30 NO

Learn to Swim 45min (Adult) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $11.00 3.0% $11.30 YES

Little Splashers 30 min (Indoor Option) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $11.80 3.0% $12.20 NO

Learn to Swim Parent & Tot 1- 3 (30 min) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $8.30 3.0% $8.50 NO

Private Lessons  (30 min) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $40.50 3.0% $41.70 NO

Semi-Private Lessons (30 min) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $31.50 3.0% $32.40 NO

School/Daycare Swim Lessons (30 min) per lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $7.00 3.0% $7.20 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

AQUATICS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
LEADERSHIP PROGRAMS 

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Airway Management OR Recertification (5% Surcharge applied) $89.00 3.0% $91.70 YES

Bronze Star per Lesson (5% Surcharge applied) $14.20 3.0% $14.60 NO

Bronze Medallion & Emergency First Aid (5% Surcharge applied) $195.20 3.0% $201.10 NO

Bronze Cross (5% Surcharge applied) $184.40 3.0% $189.90 YES

Bronze Cross & SFA (5% Surcharge applied) $203.10 3.0% $209.20 YES

Bronze Cross - Recertification & Challenge Exam (5% Surcharge applied) $47.40 3.0% $48.80 YES

Standard First Aid & CPR Level C (5% Surcharge applied) $115.60 3.0% $119.10 YES

Standard First Aid Recertification (5% Surcharge applied) $68.40 3.0% $70.50 YES

National Lifeguard Pool (5% Surcharge applied) $283.50 3.0% $292.00 YES

N.L. Recertification (5% Surcharge applied) $86.40 3.0% $89.00 YES

LSS Assistant Instructors (5% Surcharge applied) $142.30 3.0% $146.60 YES

LSS Combined Swim/Lifesaving Instructors (5% Surcharge applied) $293.60 3.0% $302.40 YES

Complete Lifeguard (5% Surcharge applied) $477.10 3.0% $491.40 YES

First Aid Instructor (5% Surcharge applied) $150.50 3.0% $155.00 YES

National Lifeguard (NL) Instructor (5% Surcharge applied) $143.40 3.0% $147.70 YES

LSS Trainer Course (5% Surcharge applied) $148.90 3.0% $153.40 YES

LSS Examiner Course (5% Surcharge applied) $56.10 3.0% $57.80 YES

Junior Lifeguard Games (5% Surcharge applied) $14.50 3.0% $14.90 NO

Junior Lifeguard Club (5% Surcharge applied) $107.00 3.0% $110.20 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

AQUATICS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified

Aquatic User Groups
25 METRE POOLS (6 Lanes) Centennial, Angela Coughlan, Aldershot, Tansley 
Woods - Effective January 1

Youth Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $93.50 3.0% $96.30 YES

Standard Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $116.80 3.0% $120.30 YES

Commercial/Non Resident Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $163.60 3.0% $168.50 YES

Ad Hoc Aquatic Rentals (25 Metre Pools)

Youth Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $142.60 3.0% $146.90 YES

Standard Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $178.30 3.0% $183.60 YES

Commercial/Non Resident Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $249.70 3.0% $257.20 YES

Aquatic User Groups
50 METRE POOLS Mountainside & Nelson - Effective January 1

Youth Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $150.80 3.0% $155.30 YES

Standard Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $188.60 3.0% $194.30 YES

Commercial/Non Resident Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $264.00 3.0% $271.90 YES

Ad Hoc Aquatic Rentals (50 Metre Pools) Effective January 1

Youth Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $176.90 3.0% $182.20 YES

Standard Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $221.20 3.0% $227.80 YES

Commercial/Non Resident Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $309.60 3.0% $318.90 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

AQUATICS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Unless otherwise specified
MISCELLAENOUS RATES (Hourly)

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
LEISURE POOLS  (Tansley Woods &  Angela Coughlan) - Standard Rate (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$147.60 3.0% $152.00 YES

WARMING POOLS  (Tansley Woods &  Angela Coughlan) - Standard Rate (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$57.90 3.0% $59.60 YES

WADING POOLS, SPLASH PADS & SPLASH PARKS  (LaSalle, Mountainside & 
Nelson) - Standard Rate (5% Surcharge applied) - Effective January 1

$110.60 3.0% $113.90 YES

WATERSLIDES  (Tansley Woods & Mountainside) - Standard Rate (5% Surcharge 
applied)

$54.30 3.0% $55.90 YES

POOL DECK (5% Surcharge applied) $74.60 3.0% $76.80 YES

EXTRA GUARD $22.20 3.0% $22.90 NO

SKATE RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
RECREATIONAL SKATING

Single Admission - All Ages (5% Surcharge applied) $3.40 3.0% $3.50 YES

Skate Yearly Pass - All Ages (5% Surcharge applied) $58.50 3.0% $60.30 YES

SHINNY HOCKEY

Single Admission - Youth/Adult 60+ (5% Surcharge applied) $6.10 3.0% $6.30 YES

Single Admission - Adult 19+ (5% Surcharge applied) $7.90 3.0% $8.10 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

SKATE RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
SHINNY HOCKEY

Shinny 10 Pass Youth/Adult 60+  (5% Surcharge applied) $51.90 3.0% $53.50 YES

Shinny 10 Pass Adult 19+   (5% Surcharge applied) $69.30 3.0% $71.40 YES

Shinny 20 Pass Adult 19+  (5% Surcharge applied) $119.00 3.0% $122.60 YES

Shinny 20 Pass Adult 60+  (5% Surcharge applied) $91.10 3.0% $93.80 YES

Shinny 40 Pass Adult 19+  (5% Surcharge applied) $228.40 3.0% $235.30 YES

Shinny 40 Pass Adult 60+  (5% Surcharge applied) $176.50 3.0% $181.80 YES

YOUTH, TEEN & PRESCHOOL RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
CAMP / SCHOOL BREAK FEES HOURLY RATES

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
Camps A (Basic Camp) (5% Surcharge applied) $4.80 3.0% $4.90 NO

Camps B (Camp Includes Swimming) (5% Surcharge applied) $5.10 3.0% $5.30 NO

Camps C (LIT, Trip Camp, Specialty Camp, or Specialized) (5% Surcharge applied) $7.30 3.0% $7.50 NO

CAMP / SCHOOL BREAK FEES ADD ONS

Snap and Splash (camps add on -based on 1/2 hour swim lesson) $9.60 3.0% $9.90 NO

Late Pickup Fee ($20/15 minutes of late pickup) N/A 0.0% $20.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

YOUTH, TEEN & PRESCHOOL RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
DROP IN PROGRAMS & PASSES

Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
Home school per person (Drop In) Hourly (5% Surcharge applied) $3.70 3.0% $3.80 NO

Home School 10 pass (based on 1.5 hour program) (5% Surcharge applied) $50.30 3.0% $51.80 NO

Home School 40 pass (based on 1.5 hour program) (5% Surcharge applied) $178.70 3.0% $184.10 NO

Drop In Preschool Hourly Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $1.60 3.0% $1.60 NO

Drop In Preschool 10 pass (based on 2.5 hour program) (5% Surcharge applied) $36.30 3.0% $37.40 NO

Drop in Youth/Family Fitness/Sport Hourly Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $1.40 3.0% $1.40 NO

Drop In Youth Fitness/Family Sport 10 pass - (based on 2 hour program) (5% 
Surcharge applied)

$24.60 3.0% $25.30 NO

Youth General Drop-In (5% surcharge applied) N/A 0.0% $4.80 NO

Park Play (Weekly Pass) N/A 0.0% $6.00 NO

SEASONAL PROGRAM HOURLY RATES

Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
Youth Belong - FREE Program $0.00 0.0% $0.00 NO

Category A - General Recreation (5% Surcharge applied) $5.70 3.0% $5.90 NO

Category A - General Recreation with parent (5% Surcharge applied) $5.40 3.0% $5.60 NO

Category B - Specialty Recreation (5% Surcharge applied) $8.60 3.0% $8.90 NO

Category B - Specialty Recreation with parent (5% Surcharge applied) $8.20 3.0% $8.40 NO

Category C - Specialty Level 2 (5% Surcharge applied) $8.70 3.0% $9.00 NO

Sport Lesson/Recreation Clinic (5% Surcharge applied) $26.30 3.0% $27.10 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

YOUTH, TEEN & PRESCHOOL RECREATIONAL PROGRAMS
Hourly rate unless otherwise specified
2025 Base Rate effective to Mar 31
2026 Base Rate effective as of Apr 1
SEASONAL PROGRAM HOURLY RATES

Non-Resident fee (current rate) applies beyond single admission
FAN Rate (5% Surcharge applied) $2.90 3.0% $3.00 NO

Virtual Programming $4.40 3.0% $4.50 YES

TRAINING/CERTIFICATION COURSE

Non-Resident Fee at current rate to apply
HIGH FIVE Training (4 hours) (5% Surcharge applied) $68.30 3.0% $70.30 YES

PLAY EQUIPMENT RENTALS

Deposit (For Damage and or Safe Return) - Per item rented $50.00 0.0% $50.00 NO

No Show - Per occurrence $10.50 3.0% $10.80 YES

Late Fee - Per occurrence $1.00 0.0% $1.00 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

TYANDAGA GOLF COURSE
2026 Base Rate effective for the duration of the golf season (Weather permitting 
season expected to run Apr to Oct)

Green Fees Spring rate - in effect from course opening until course is in optimal 
playing condition (expected Apr 1 to Apr 15)

Weekday memberships are valid Monday-Friday excluding Holidays
7-day memberships are valid for play any day of the week
2 month Student memberships are valid Jul 1 to Aug 31
3 month Student memberships are valid Jun 1 to Aug 31
MEMBERSHIPS 

Adult Single 7 Day-up to 18 holes per day walking (5% surcharge applied) $1,912.20 5.0% $2,007.80 YES

Adult Single Riding 7 Day-up to 18 holes per day with cart (5% surcharge applied) $2,362.40 5.0% $2,480.50 YES

Adult Couple 7 Day-up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge applied) $3,375.40 5.0% $3,544.20 YES

Adult Couple Riding 7 Day-up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$3,600.50 5.0% $3,780.50 YES

Adult Single Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge applied) $1,687.10 5.0% $1,771.50 YES

Adult Single Riding Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$2,137.30 5.0% $2,244.20 YES

Adult Couple Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge applied) $3,037.70 5.0% $3,189.60 YES

Adult Couple Riding Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$3,375.40 5.0% $3,544.20 YES

Senior Single Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge 
applied)

$1,574.60 5.0% $1,653.30 YES

Senior Single Riding Weekday-up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$2,024.80 5.0% $2,126.00 YES

Senior Couple Weekday - up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge 
applied)

$2,812.60 5.0% $2,953.20 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

TYANDAGA GOLF COURSE
2026 Base Rate effective for the duration of the golf season (Weather permitting 
season expected to run Apr to Oct)

Green Fees Spring rate - in effect from course opening until course is in optimal 
playing condition (expected Apr 1 to Apr 15)

Weekday memberships are valid Monday-Friday excluding Holidays
7-day memberships are valid for play any day of the week
2 month Student memberships are valid Jul 1 to Aug 31
3 month Student memberships are valid Jun 1 to Aug 31
MEMBERSHIPS 

Senior Couple Riding Weekday - up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% 
surcharge applied)

$3,262.90 5.0% $3,426.00 YES

Student 2 Month Walking - up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge 
applied)

$336.50 5.0% $353.30 YES

Student 2 Month Riding - up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$561.60 5.0% $589.70 YES

Student 3 Month Walking - up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge 
applied)

$449.10 5.0% $471.60 YES

Student 3 Month Riding - up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$674.20 5.0% $707.90 YES

Student Full Season Walking - up to 18 holes of play per day walking (5% surcharge 
applied)

$561.60 5.0% $589.70 YES

Student Full Season Riding - up to 18 holes of play per day with cart (5% surcharge 
applied)

$1,011.80 5.0% $1,062.40 YES

GREEN FEES

Afternoon (7 days per week) (5% surcharge applied) $46.40 8.0% $50.10 YES

Before noon (7 days per week) (5% surcharge applied) $51.40 8.0% $55.50 YES

Monday - Friday 9 Hole - Adult (5% surcharge applied) $30.10 8.0% $32.50 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

TYANDAGA GOLF COURSE
2026 Base Rate effective for the duration of the golf season (Weather permitting 
season expected to run Apr to Oct)

Green Fees Spring rate - in effect from course opening until course is in optimal 
playing condition (expected Apr 1 to Apr 15)

Weekday memberships are valid Monday-Friday excluding Holidays
7-day memberships are valid for play any day of the week
2 month Student memberships are valid Jul 1 to Aug 31
3 month Student memberships are valid Jun 1 to Aug 31
GREEN FEES

9 Hole (Monday - Friday) - Senior/Junior (5% surcharge applied) $28.40 8.0% $30.70 YES

18 Hole (Monday - Friday) - Senior/Junior (5% surcharge applied) $40.50 8.0% $43.70 YES

Twilight (5% surcharge applied) $32.20 8.0% $34.80 YES

EQUIPMENT RENTALS

Pull Carts 18 holes $6.80 3.0% $7.00 YES

Pull Carts 9 holes $3.40 3.0% $3.50 YES

Golf Club Rentals (18 holes) $20.40 3.0% $21.00 YES

Golf Club Rentals ( 9 holes) $10.20 3.0% $10.50 YES

GOLF CARTS 

18 holes $41.30 3.0% $42.50 YES

9 holes $20.70 3.0% $21.30 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADVERTISING
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Note: Advertising does not include cost of production and related costs

ARENA BOARD ADVERTISING

PROGRAM PROVIDERS/NOT-FOR-PROFIT 1 Year, 1 Location $860.90 3.0% $886.70 YES

FLYER SLOTS IN FACILITIES

PROGRAM PROVIDERS / NON PROFIT - Monthly Rental $55.20 3.0% $56.90 YES

PROGRAM PROVIDERS / NON PROFIT - 3 Month Rental $115.90 3.0% $119.40 YES

PROGRAM PROVIDERS / NON PROFIT - Annual Rental $275.90 3.0% $284.20 YES

STANDARD - Monthly Rental $82.80 0.0% $82.80 YES

STANDARD - 3-Month Rental $165.60 3.0% $170.60 YES

STANDARD - Annual Rental $386.30 5.0% $405.60 YES

IN-ICE LOGOS OR ICE RESURFACER

PROGRAM PROVIDERS -1 Year, 1 Location $1,103.80 3.0% $1,136.90 YES

READ-O-GRAPH

PROGRAM PROVIDERS - Read-O-Graph 7 day rate/side $110.40 3.0% $113.70 YES

STANDARD - Read-O-Graph 7 day rate/side $138.00 3.0% $142.10 YES

WALL/WINDOW/FLOOR

PROGRAM PROVIDERS/ NON-PROFIT - 1 Month/Tournament $181.90 YES

PROGRAM PROVIDER / NON-PROFIT - 1 Year, 1 Location $1,182.30 YES

STANDARD - 1 Month/Tournament $220.80 3.0% $227.40 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Recreation, Community and Culture
Director of Recreation Community & Culture

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ADVERTISING
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Note: Advertising does not include cost of production and related costs

WALL/WINDOW/FLOOR

STANDARD - 1 Year, 1 Location $1,434.90 3.0% $1,477.90 YES

DEPARTMENT ADMINISTRATION FEES
2025 Base Rate effective to Sep 7 
2026 Base Rate effective as of Sep 8
Non-Resident Fee (Per Program or Membership when applicable) $13.20 3.0% $13.60 YES

Facility Booking Amendment Fee $13.30 3.0% $13.70 YES

Key Deposit $75.00 0.0% $75.00 NO

Damage Deposit $200.00 0.0% $200.00 NO

Liability Insurance A Category (Yearly)
(Liability insurance rate is determined by insurance provider)

$150.00 0.0% $150.00 YES

Liability Insurance  B Category (Per Occurrence)
(Liability insurance rate is determined by insurance provider)

$30.00 0.0% $30.00 YES

Liability Insurance C Category (Hourly)
(Liability insurance rate is determined by insurance provider)

$4.00 0.0% $4.00 YES

Liability Insurance - Community Gardens
(Per Season)
(Liability insurance rate is determined by insurance provider)

$10.00 0.0% $10.00 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

1. Re-inspection fee is applicable for each subsequent inspection due to non-compliance. Hourly rate is based on the current collective agreement remuneration.
2. Fire Prevention Inspector rate for special events is based on the current collective agreement remuneration hourly overtime rate.
3. Full cost recovery for any 3rd party services that would include, boarding/fencing and scene security.
4. Initial Review and Approval (Annual) (Fire Code Compliance) is at no charge.
5. Dispatch of fire apparatus to 1st incident - Fire Prevention Follow-up / Order at no charge.
6. Open Air Burning Permit - Rural Area - Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw at no charge.
ADMINISTRATION
Outstanding Work Orders and/or Violations $110.34 2.0% $112.55 YES

Fire Incident Report $140.33 2.0% $143.14 YES

FIRE PREVENTION REQUEST INSPECTION / COMPLIANCE
Non Compliance Re-Inspection and Subsequent Inspections (Per Hour Rate, Per 
Inspector) (1)

$87.00 2.0% $88.74 YES

Fire Inspection 1 to 6 stories $455.98 2.0% $465.10 YES

Fire Inspection 7 to 15 stories $649.18 2.0% $662.17 YES

Fire Inspection 16+ stories $931.41 2.0% $950.04 YES

Occupant Load Determination / Recalculation $230.42 2.0% $235.02 YES

Fire Prevention Special Event Inspections (Per Hour Rate, Per Inspector) (2) $87.00 2.0% $88.74 YES

Fire Safety Plan - Second and Subsequent Review(s) (Per Hour Rate) $87.00 2.0% $88.74 YES

LICENSE / COMPLIANCE INSPECTIONS
Liquor / Cannabis License Inspection $375.88 2.0% $383.39 YES

Day Care (Private Home - max. 5 children under age of 13) $184.24 2.0% $187.92 YES

Day Care (Licensed), Foster Care and Group Homes $385.24 2.0% $392.94 YES

PROPANE - LICENCE APPLICATION REVIEW
Existing - 5000 USWG or Less $274.59 2.0% $280.08 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

1. Re-inspection fee is applicable for each subsequent inspection due to non-compliance. Hourly rate is based on the current collective agreement remuneration.
2. Fire Prevention Inspector rate for special events is based on the current collective agreement remuneration hourly overtime rate.
3. Full cost recovery for any 3rd party services that would include, boarding/fencing and scene security.
4. Initial Review and Approval (Annual) (Fire Code Compliance) is at no charge.
5. Dispatch of fire apparatus to 1st incident - Fire Prevention Follow-up / Order at no charge.
6. Open Air Burning Permit - Rural Area - Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw at no charge.
PROPANE - LICENCE APPLICATION REVIEW
New/Modified - 5000 USWG or Less $571.14 2.0% $582.56 YES

Existing - 5000 USWG or Greater $549.17 2.0% $560.16 YES

New/Modified - 5000 USWG or Greater $1,142.28 2.0% $1,165.13 YES

Third Party Engineer or Firm - as required
(100% cost recovery + propane inspection fee)

100% Cost 
Recovery + Fee

100% Cost 
Recovery + Fee

NO

PERMITS
Annual Open Air Burning Permit - Commercial / Landscape / Prescribed Burning - 
Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw (6)

$169.16 2.0% $172.54 YES

Fireworks Pyrotechnic (High - Hazard) - Licensed under Federal Explosives Act - Fire 
Safety Planning Permit Required - Reference: Fireworks Bylaw

$363.76 2.0% $371.04 YES

COMPLAINT/CONTRAVENTION OF BYLAW / FIRE CODE
Complaint/Contravention - Open Air Burning - Rural Area Non Permitted - Cost 
Recovery - Per Fire Apparatus - Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw

$559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO

Complaint/Contravention - Open Air Burning - Urban Area Not Allowed - Cost 
Recovery - Per Apparatus - Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw

$559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO

Complaint/Contravention - Display / Discharge of Family Fireworks  -  
Day/Time/Location Not Permitted - Cost Recovery - Per Fire Apparatus - Reference: 
Fireworks Bylaw

$559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO

Complaint/Contravention - Display / Discharge of High Hazard Fireworks  -  Not 
Approved through valid Permit - Cost Recovery - Per Fire Apparatus - Reference: 
Fireworks Bylaw

$559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

1. Re-inspection fee is applicable for each subsequent inspection due to non-compliance. Hourly rate is based on the current collective agreement remuneration.
2. Fire Prevention Inspector rate for special events is based on the current collective agreement remuneration hourly overtime rate.
3. Full cost recovery for any 3rd party services that would include, boarding/fencing and scene security.
4. Initial Review and Approval (Annual) (Fire Code Compliance) is at no charge.
5. Dispatch of fire apparatus to 1st incident - Fire Prevention Follow-up / Order at no charge.
6. Open Air Burning Permit - Rural Area - Reference: Open Air Burning Bylaw at no charge.
COMPLAINT/CONTRAVENTION OF BYLAW / FIRE CODE
Site Secure Contractor - 100% Cost Recovery (3) 100% Cost 

Recovery + Fee
100% Cost 

Recovery + Fee
NO

FALSE ALARM RESPONSE
Per apparatus, per address, per 12 month period (not calendar year).
Working on System - Failure to Notify Fire Dept. - Initial & Subsequent Incident(s) - 
Per Apparatus

$559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO

Dispatch of fire apparatus to 2nd and subsequent responses to false alarms (5) $559.86 2.0% $570.50 NO

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

Full cost recovery of apparatus, equipment, supplies used (e.g. spill absorbent), attending personnel, retention of any third party services (such as contractor, rental 
of special equipment, specialized services) in order to determine cause, suppress or extinguish, preserve property, prevent spread, make safe or otherwise mitigate 
an emergency.
EMERGENCY RESPONSE(S)
Standby Emergency Response Coverage Request (e.g. large special events) (per 
apparatus) (per attending personnel - overtime $) (per hour - minimum 3 hours)

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

YES

Emergency Response - Retain Third Party Services - 100% Cost Recovery 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

Full cost recovery of apparatus, equipment, supplies used (e.g. spill absorbent), attending personnel, retention of any third party services (such as contractor, rental 
of special equipment, specialized services) in order to determine cause, suppress or extinguish, preserve property, prevent spread, make safe or otherwise mitigate 
an emergency.
TECHNICAL RESPONSE(S)
Motor Vehicle Collision (MVC) / Motor Vehicle Fire (MVF) Highways/ 407 ETR - Per 
Apparatus - Ministry of Transportation (MTO)

As per current 
MTO Rate

As per current MTO 
Rate

NO

Motor Vehicle Collision (MVC) Municipal Street - Per Apparatus - Non Resident As per current 
MTO Rate

As per current MTO 
Rate

NO

Motor Vehicle Fire (MVF) - Per Apparatus - Non Resident As per current 
MTO Rate

As per current MTO 
Rate

NO

MTO Administration (ARIS) Fee - Non Resident - 100% Cost Recovery 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Hazardous Material Response -100% Cost Recovery 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Technical Rescue & Response - Rope Rescue, Ice/Water, Confined Space, Trench-
Non Resident, Wildland Fire - 100% Cost Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Environmental Service Calls-Fire remain on scene greater than 1 hour and/or failure 
of property owner or company to retain third party service or obtain utility service 
locate.

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

NON-EMERGENCY RESPONSE(S)
Fire Attend Special Event Request (festivals, shows, etc.) (per apparatus) (per FF 
overtime rate) (per hour-minimum 3 hours)

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Fire Watch / Fire System Malfunction - Fire remain on scene greater than 1 hour (per 
attending personnel and/or apparatus) (per hour) (overtime rate - minimum 3 hours)

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Replacement of Emergency Response Equipment / Materials 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Smoke and/or Carbon Monoxide Alarm(s) (including Installation) (100% Cost 
Recovery)

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

When applicable, some fees are subject to additional charges for cost of attending personnel (hourly or overtime rate)

The Fire Chief (or designate) has The authority to increase, decrease or cancel a fee based on individual review.  All requests for review of fees must be provided in 
writing to The attention of The Fire Chief

Full cost recovery of apparatus, equipment, supplies used (e.g. spill absorbent), attending personnel, retention of any third party services (such as contractor, rental 
of special equipment, specialized services) in order to determine cause, suppress or extinguish, preserve property, prevent spread, make safe or otherwise mitigate 
an emergency.
NON-EMERGENCY RESPONSE(S)
Non-emergency Response -Retain Third Party Services - 100% Cost Recovery 100% Cost 

Recovery
100% Cost 

Recovery
NO

Scene Protection - Police securing the scene for investigative purposes - 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

Non-emergency Response -Site Secure Contractor - 100% Cost Recovery 100% Cost 
Recovery

100% Cost 
Recovery

NO

TRAINING CAMPUS - FACILITIES, PERSONNEL & EQUIPMENT RATES
Small Class (max.10) - Full Day $295.80 2.0% $301.72 YES

Small Class (max.10) - Half Day $142.80 2.0% $145.66 YES

Large Class (max 20) - Full Day $601.80 2.0% $613.84 YES

Large Class (max 20) - Half Day $387.60 2.0% $395.35 YES

TRAINING CAMPUS - FACILITIES & EQUIPMENT RATES
Training Tower - Live Burns incl.use of class (Max 4 Burns) - Full Day $1,785.00 2.0% $1,820.70 YES

Training Tower - Live Burns incl.use of class (Max 2 Burns) - Half Day $907.80 2.0% $925.96 YES

Grounds only - Full Day $510.00 2.0% $520.20 YES

Grounds only - Half Day $204.00 2.0% $208.08 YES

Indoor / Grounds  - Full Day $612.00 2.0% $624.24 YES

Indoor / Grounds  - Half Day $306.00 2.0% $312.12 YES

Personnel - Facility Monitor - Per Hour (Required with Propane Props) $91.80 2.0% $93.64 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Fire
Fire Chief

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

ON-SITE EQUIPMENT RENTALS
(fixed) Propane Props - Full Day $601.80 2.0% $613.84 YES

(fixed) Propane Props - Half Day $295.80 2.0% $301.72 YES

CONSUMABLES
Vehicle Extrication per vehicle $418.20 2.0% $426.56 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Customer Experience
Manager, Customer Experience

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Administration fee for property information requests $11.50 3.0% $11.84 NO

Burial Permits (Residential) $54.00 3.0% $55.62 NO

Burial Permits (Non-Residential) $54.00 3.0% $55.62 NO

Marriage License $170.00 3.0% $175.10 NO

Group Home Registration $281.14 3.0% $289.57 NO

Group Home Renewal $56.23 3.0% $57.91 NO

Commissioner of Oath Services (Pensions) (per signature) $20.83 3.0% $21.45 YES

Commissioner of Oath Services (Regular) (per signature) $30.62 3.0% $31.54 YES

Certified true copy fees (per document certified) $25.00 3.0% $25.75 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Roads Design and Construction
Manager, Design & Construction - Roadways

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Tender documents $80.49 2.0% $82.10 YES

Trench excavation permit-private sewer contractor $583.69 plus $3.16 
per meter of plant 

installed

3.0% $601.20 plus $3.25 
per meter of plant 

installed

YES

Trench excavation permit-utilities $538.53 plus $2.15 
per meter of plant 

installed

3.0% $554.69 plus $2.21 
per meter of plant 

installed

YES

Driveway Modification Permit $147.43 3.0% $151.86 YES

Curb Cuts - Industrial $146.48 plus 
$59.72 meter of 

curb cut

3.0% $150.87 plus 
$61.51 meter of 

curb cut

YES

Curb Cuts - Residential $146.48 plus 
$59.72 meter of 

curb cut

3.0% $150.87 plus 
$61.51 meter of 

curb cut

YES

Municipal Access Agreement Annual Fee $16,000.00 0.0% $16,000.00 YES

Temporary occupation portion of sidewalk or boulevard $58.50 plus $0.24 
per m2 per day for 

the enclosed 
portion of the 

boulevard/ 
sidewalk

3.0% $60.26 plus $0.25 
per m2 per day for 

the enclosed 
portion of the 

boulevard/ sidewalk

YES

Right-of-Way Occupancy for Equipment and Material
Notes: Includes by not limited to: Moving Container, Disposal Bin, Storage of 
Material, Fork lift, Mobile Lift, Dewatering Equipment, Overhead Equipment, Concrete 
Truck, Site Trailer and Backhoe (per day)

$56.80 3.0% $58.50 YES

Right-of Way Occupancy for Hoisting
Includes but not limited to: Tower Crane, Swing of Boom and Hoisting (per day)

$56.80 3.0% $58.50 YES

Right-of-Way Occupancy for Site Protection
Includes but is not limited to: hoarding, scaffolding, hoarding with covered walkway 
and hoarding with scaffolding

$308.46 plus 
$21.27 per metre 
for the lifetime of 

the project 

3.0% $317.71 plus 
$21.91 per metre 
for the lifetime of 

the project 

YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Roads Design and Construction
Manager, Design & Construction - Roadways

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Inspection for Storm Sewer Connection $643.09 3.0% $662.38 YES

Inspection for Catch Basin Installation $459.85 3.0% $473.65 YES

Restoration Inspection for Regional Connection (Water or Sanitary) $367.48 3.0% $378.50 YES

All Other Field Inspection $91.87 3.0% $94.62 YES

Arterial

Lane Closure $108.83 plus :  
$1.03 per m2 / day 
(Arterial)                

3.0% $112.09 plus :  
$1.06 per m2 / day 
(Arterial)                

YES

Full Road Closure $217.65 plus:     
$1.03 per m2 / day 
(Arterial)                

3.0% $224.18 plus:     
$1.06 per m2 / day 
(Arterial)                

YES

Collector

Lane Closure $108.83 plus :  
$0.62 per m2 / day 
(Collector)               

 

3.0% $112.09 plus :  
$0.64 per m2 / day 

(Collector)                

YES

Full Road Closure $217.65 plus:    
$0.62 per m2 / day 
(Collector)               

 

3.0% $224.18 plus:    
$0.64 per m2 / day 

(Collector)                

YES

Local

Lane Closure $108.83 plus :  
$0.31 per m2 / day 

(Local)                

3.0% $112.09 plus :  
$0.32 per m2 / day 

(Local)                

YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Roads Design and Construction
Manager, Design & Construction - Roadways

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Local

Full Road Closure $217.65 plus:     
$0.31 per m2 / day 

(Local)                

3.0% $217.65 plus:     
$0.32 per m2 / day 

(Local)                

YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Development Engineering
Manager, Development & Storm Water 
Engineering

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

GRADING AND DRAINAGE CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE
Application Fee - new housing development and large additions (floor area increases 
of 75m2 or greater)

$1,595.00 3.0% $1,645.00 NO

Application Fee - small additions (floor area increases of less than 75m2) and 
accessory buildings/decks/etc

$350.00 3.0% $360.00 NO

Application Fee for extension or renewal 50% of original 
application fee

3.0% 50% of original 
application fee

NO

Additional Inspection Fee (per inspection) $180.00 3.0% $185.00 NO

Amendment to application Up to 50% of 
original application 

fee

3.0% Up to 50% of 
original application 

fee

NO

Subdivision
Subdivision Administration Fee 7% of the cost of 

the subdivision 
work

3.0% 7% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

work

YES

Subdivision Agreement Preparation Fee $4,995.00 3.0% $5,145.00 YES

Subdivision Pre-Servicing Agreement Preparation Fee $1,000.00 YES

Amending Subdivision Pre-Servicing Agreement Preparation Fee $1,000.00 YES

Subdivision Inspection Fee - equal to or less than $1M subdivision 3% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

work

3% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

work

NO

Subdivision Inspection Fee - equal to or less than $2M subdivision 3% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

works for first 
million, 2% on the 

excess over $1M

3% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

works for first 
million, 2% on the 

excess over $1M

NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Development Engineering
Manager, Development & Storm Water 
Engineering

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Subdivision
Subdivision Inspection Fee - greater than $2M subdivision works 3% of the cost of 

the subdivision 
works for first 

million, 2% on the 
second million and 
1% on the excess 

over $2M

3% of the cost of 
the subdivision 

works for first 
million, 2% on the 

second million and 
1% on the excess 

over $2M

NO

Subdivision Inspector's wages Labour + 45% Labour + 45% NO

Site Plan
Site Plan Inspection Fee - major site plan $1,355.00 3.0% $1,395.00 YES

Site Plan Inspection Fee - detached and semi-detached residential $495.00 3.0% $510.00 YES

External Site Plan Inspection Fee 7% of the cost of 
the external site 

plan works

7% of the cost of 
the external site 

plan works

NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Water Drainage
Manager, Development & Storm Water 
Engineering

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Site Alteration Permit Fees - (for calculated site alteration volumes less that 5000 m3)
Site Alteration Application Fee $344.21 3.0% $354.54 YES

plus additional rate per ha -  0-20 ha (full ha) $229.47 3.0% $236.36 YES

plus additional rate per ha -  21+ ha (full ha) $344.21 3.0% $354.54 YES

Application fee for extension or renewal 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

3.0% 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

YES

Additional Inspections Fee (per inspection) $286.84 3.0% $295.45 YES

Revocation Fee $114.74 3.0% $118.18 YES

Amendment of Application (fee at the discretion of the Director) Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

3.0% Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

YES

Site Alteration Permit Fees - (for calculated site alteration volumes greater than 5000 m3)
Site Alteration Application Fee $1,147.36 3.0% $1,181.78 YES

plus additional fee based on calculated site alteration volumes (per m3) $1.15 3.0% $1.18 YES

Application fee for extension or renewal 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

3.0% 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

YES

Additional Inspections Fee (per inspection) $286.84 3.0% $295.45 YES

Revocation Fee $114.74 3.0% $118.18 YES

Amendment of Application (fee at the discretion of the Director) Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

3.0% Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Water Drainage
Manager, Development & Storm Water 
Engineering

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Where lands are designated for development uses within the Urban Planning Area Boundary and within and Draft Plan approved lands in the North 
Aldershot Planning Area, as detailed in the City of Burlington Official Plan, application for a Site Alteration Permit can be made in order to proceed with 
pre-grading of the site prior to the execution of a development agreement with the City.
Site Alteration Application Fee $349.37 3.0% $359.85 YES

plus additional rate per ha -  0-20 ha (full ha) $232.91 3.0% $239.90 YES

plus additional rate per ha -  21+ ha (full ha) $349.37 3.0% $359.85 YES

Application fee for extension or renewal 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

3.0% 1/2 of original Site 
Alteration 

Application Fee

YES

Additional Inspections Fee (per inspection) $291.14 3.0% $299.88 YES

Revocation Fee $116.46 3.0% $119.95 YES

Amendment of Application (fee at the discretion of the Director) Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

3.0% Up to 1/2 the 
original Site 

Alteration 
Application Fee

YES

plus additional fee based on calculated site alteration volumes (per m3)

up to 25,000 m3 $0.35 3.0% $0.36 YES

25,000 - 50,000 m3 $0.23 3.0% $0.24 YES

over 50,000 m3 $0.12 3.0% $0.12 YES

Administration Fee for Appeal Process
Calculated Site Alteration Volume less than 5,000 m3 $172.10 3.0% $177.27 YES

Calculated Site Alteration Volume greater than 5,000 m3 $573.68 3.0% $590.89 YES

Groundwater Discharge Permit
Processing, review, administration and initial compliance inspection $1,351.88 3.0% $1,392.43 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Water Drainage
Manager, Development & Storm Water 
Engineering

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Groundwater Discharge Permit
Compliance Inspection Fee $270.38 3.0% $278.49 YES

Annual permit renewal Previous year's 
actual staff costs 

by invoice

Previous year's 
actual staff costs by 

invoice

YES

Temporary Storm Sewer Discharge Permit
Processing, review, administration and initial compliance inspection $811.13 3.0% $835.46 YES

Compliance Inspection Fee $270.38 3.0% $278.49 YES

1-year permit extension $811.13 3.0% $835.46 YES

Delegated Authority Report
Processing and Administration (including  Encroachment agreements, Lifting 
reserves, etc.)

$515.00 3.0% $530.45 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Engineering Services
Geographic Information and Mapping
Supervisor, Geomatics

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Air photos - scanned hard copy prints $16.40 3.0% $16.89 YES

Digital Mapping / Topographic Data Processing $181.55 3.0% $187.00 YES

Street map index book $13.45 3.0% $13.85 YES

Document Retrieval (Development, Infrastructure, Property) $16.14 3.0% $16.62 YES

Easement Document  / Deed of Land Search (City Owned) $15.84 3.0% $16.32 NO

Property information request - local improvement $39.43 3.0% $40.61 NO

Property information request - Road/Portion thereof assumed as Public Highway $102.75 3.0% $105.83 NO

Property Information request - capital works status $102.75 3.0% $105.83 NO

Property information request - reserve verification $102.75 3.0% $105.83 NO

Property Information request -  deemed road status $102.75 3.0% $105.83 NO

Property Information request - service connections $102.75 3.0% $105.83 NO

Property information request - all of the above $154.10 3.0% $158.73 NO

Municipal Address changes $287.09 3.0% $295.70 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Transportation
Traffic
Manager of  Operations & Signals

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Existing Traffic & Collision Information:
Intersection Turning Movement Count $64.34 25.0% $80.42 YES

Road Tube Count (Single Location) $38.60 25.0% $48.25 YES

Other:
Existing Signal Timing/Phasing Report $77.90 1.5% $79.07 YES

Historical Signal Timing/Phasing Report $284.41 1.5% $288.68 YES

Dumpster Permit $70.49 1.5% $71.54 NO

Oversize/Overweight Load Permit: with 5 days or more lead time $185.48 1.5% $188.26 NO

Oversize/Overweight Load Permit: with less than 5 days lead $259.68 1.5% $263.58 NO

Oversize Annual Load Permit $405.60 1.5% $411.69 NO

Road Occupancy Permit $108.82 1.5% $110.45 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Transportation
Parking
Supervisor of Parking Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Downtown Defined Parking Area
Neighborhood On-Street Parking Program (NOSPP) per Sign $227.43 0.0% $227.43 YES

Private Property Agency Officer - Registration Fee $225.66 0.0% $225.66 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Roads Maintenance
Manager Road Operations

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Windrow Clearing Program
Windrow Clearing Program $128.75 3.0% $132.61 YES

Page: 77 of 86291



2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Parks and Open Space
Manager Park Operations

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Adopt-A-Bed Program
Adopt-A-Bed (dollar per square metre) $27.70 3.0% $28.53 NO

Downtown Concrete Planter $275.45 3.0% $283.72 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Urban Forestry
Manager Urban Forestry

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Application Processing Fee (Per application) $52.50 3.0% $54.00 YES

Private Tree Removal Permit Issuance: 1 to 3 trees (Per application) $341.50 3.0% $351.50 YES

Private Tree Removal Permit Issuance : 4th tree (Per tree) $236.50 3.0% $243.50 YES

Private Tree Removal Permit Issuance : 5 or more trees (Per tree) $131.50 3.0% $135.50 YES

Private Tree Injury Permit Issuance (Per tree) $79.00 3.0% $81.50 YES

Public Tree Removal Permit: 1st tree w/no pre-permit exploratory site visit (per tree) $541.00 0.0% $541.00 YES

Public Tree Removal Permit: 1st tree w/ pre-permit exploratory work site visit (per 
tree)

$641.00 0.0% $641.00 YES

Public Tree Removal Permit: 2 or more trees (per tree) $200.00 0.0% $200.00 YES

Public Tree Injury Permit: w/no pre-permit exploratory site visit (per tree) $270.50 0.0% $270.50 YES

Public Tree Injury Permit: w/ pre-permit exploratory work site visit (per tree) $370.50 0.0% $370.50 YES

Tree Permit Extension / Transfer, Alteration (Per request) $52.50 3.0% $54.00 YES

Replacement Tree Private / Replacement Tree Security Deposit
(Cash in Lieu - Per replacement tree)

$257.50 0.0% $257.50 NO

Replacement Compensation Public Tree (Per replacement tree) The fee as 
determined in 

accordance with 
the Public Tree By-

law

The fee as 
determined in 

accordance with the 
Public Tree By-law

NO

Compliance Inspection Fee 1 to 3 trees (per contravention) $525.50 0.0% $525.50 NO

Compliance Inspection Fee 4 or more trees (per tree) $100.00 0.0% $100.00 NO

Public Tree Security 1-10cm (per tree) $500.00 0.0% $500.00 NO

Public Tree Security 11-40cm (per tree) $1,000.00 0.0% $1,000.00 NO

Public Tree Security 41-75cm (per tree) $3,000.00 0.0% $3,000.00 NO

Public Tree Security 76cm + (per tree) $5,000.00 0.0% $5,000.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Cemetery
Manager Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Cemetery Lots, Columbariums and Services
Flat Marker Lots $2,370.32 5.0% $2,488.83 YES

Children's Lots $730.23 3.0% $752.14 YES

Stillborn Lots $331.04 3.0% $340.97 YES

Upright Lots $3,083.02 5.0% $3,237.17 YES

Urn Garden Lots (2' x 2') $1,096.36 3.0% $1,129.25 YES

Urn Garden Lots (3' x 3') $1,348.68 3.0% $1,389.14 YES

Row 1 $2,219.81 3.0% $2,286.40 YES

Row 2 $2,444.41 3.0% $2,517.75 YES

Row 3 $3,099.50 3.0% $3,192.49 YES

Row 4 $3,324.13 3.0% $3,423.86 YES

Row 5 $3,324.13 3.0% $3,423.86 YES

INTERMENTS
Single Depth $1,245.08 3.0% $1,282.44 YES

Urn Opening $495.17 3.0% $510.02 YES

Children's Opening $484.42 3.0% $498.95 YES

Stillborn Opening $140.04 3.0% $144.24 YES

Columbarium Niche Opening $280.15 3.0% $288.55 YES

DISINTERMENT CHARGES
Full Size Lot $3,394.49 3.0% $3,496.32 YES

Urn Lot $540.19 3.0% $556.39 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Cemetery
Manager Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

DISINTERMENT CHARGES
Columbarium $210.34 3.0% $216.65 YES

OTHER SERVICE CHARGES
Monument Foundation "Per Cubic Foot" $76.06 3.0% $78.34 YES

Flat Markers less than 173 square inches $179.80 3.0% $185.20 YES

Flat Marker Installation up to 18" x 12" $179.80 3.0% $185.19 YES

Flat Marker Installation Greater Than 18" x 12" $231.57 3.0% $238.52 YES

Upright Marker up to 4' in Height Care & Maint.* $200.00 0.0% $200.00 YES

Upright Marker Greater than 4' in Height Care & Maint.* $400.00 0.0% $400.00 YES

Flat markers 173 sq inches or Greater Care & Maintenance * $106.09 3.0% $109.27 YES

Transfer of Ownership and Issuance of New Interment $107.09 3.0% $110.30 YES

Columbarium Niche Marker (incl. installation) $850.79 25.0% $1,063.49 YES

Columbarium Niche Marker McMillan Block (incl. installation) $1,336.86 25.0% $1,671.07 YES

Columbarium Niche Marker McMillan Block with portraits (incl. installation) $1,851.79 25.0% $2,314.73 YES

Overtime Rate Per Hour $196.89 3.0% $202.79 YES

Preparing Ground and Planting Flowers $74.36 3.0% $76.59 YES

Planting or Removal of Shrubs (2 Per Lot) $113.86 3.0% $117.27 YES

Installation of Vase Assembly $140.08 3.0% $144.28 YES

Grave liner $928.70 3.0% $956.56 YES

Memorial Bench - Backless $4,500.00 3.0% $4,635.00 YES

Memorial Bench - Back $5,700.00 3.0% $5,871.00 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Section: 

Service Lead: 

Roads, Parks & Forestry
Sign Production Service
Manager Business Services

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Sign Sales (30 x 45 by-law enforcement signs)
Authorized Parking $44.64 3.0% $45.98 NO

Fire Access Route $44.64 3.0% $45.98 NO

No Parking and Rules $44.64 3.0% $45.98 NO

Accessible Parking $44.64 3.0% $45.98 NO

Custom Aluminum Sign (per sq.ft.) $26.65 3.0% $27.45 NO

Custom Corrugated Plastic Sign - 4mm Thickness (per sq.ft.) $7.17 3.0% $7.38 NO

Custom Corrugated Plastic Sign - 10mm Thickness (per sq.ft.) $8.43 3.0% $8.68 NO

Custom Banner - 13oz. Weight (per sq.ft.) $9.48 3.0% $9.76 NO

Property/House Number (Rural only) $45.06 3.0% $46.41 NO

U-Post (8' length) $42.44 3.0% $43.71 YES

U-Post (12' length) $61.56 3.0% $63.41 YES

Mounting Hardware $6.90 3.0% $7.11 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Legal Services and Halton Court Services
Commissioner, Legal and Legislative 
Services/City Solicitor

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

All other fees do not reflect additional charges for disbursements which are billed at cost.
All disbursements are taxable.

Encroachment Agreements $1,000.00 0.0% $1,000.00 NO

Part Lot Control Agreements & By-Law Preparation * $750.00 0.0% $750.00 NO

Site Plan and Subdivision Agreements $1,300.00 0.0% $1,300.00 NO

Development Related Agreements (incl. Development Charge Deferral & Rezoning) & 
Agreements and Registrations related to Committee of Adjustment Approval, 
Community Benefit Charge Agreement (CBC), and All Other Agreements.

$1,000.00 0.0% $1,000.00 NO

Amending Agreements $450.00 0.0% $450.00 NO

Release of Agreements and Easements $600.00 0.0% $600.00 NO

Release of Restrictive Covenants $600.00 0.0% $600.00 NO

Drainage System Appurtenances Agreements $750.00 0.0% $750.00 NO

Certificate: payment of local improvements charge $250.00 0.0% $250.00 NO

Stop up & close road by-law $750.00 0.0% $750.00 NO

Compliance & Property Information Request $150.00 0.0% $150.00 NO

Cemetery use verification $100.00 0.0% $100.00 NO

Discharge of an Order to Comply / Order to Remedy (incl. registration and discharge) $400.00 0.0% $400.00 NO

Community Benefit Charge (CBC) - third appraisal invoice 100% Cost 
Recovery

0.0% 100% Cost 
Recovery

YES

Discharge of an Order to Comply / Order to Remedy (incl. registration and discharge) $400.00 0.0% $400.00 NO

Appeal Fee (Trespass By-law and the City of Burlington Public Conduct Policy) $200.00 0.0% $200.00 NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Legal Services and Halton Court Services
Commissioner, Legal and Legislative 
Services/City Solicitor

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Access to Information fees
FOI Request application fee (amount legislated) $5.00 0.0% $5.00 NO

FOI Request search (amount legislated per 15 minutes) $7.50 0.0% $7.50 NO

FOI Request preparation fee (amount legislated per 15 minutes) $7.50 0.0% $7.50 NO

FOI Request photocopy charges (amount legislated per page) $0.20 0.0% $0.20 NO

FOI Request External Storage Device charge (amount legislated per USB or CD) $10.00 0.0% $10.00 NO

FOI Request computer cost charges (amount legislated per 15 minutes) $15.00 0.0% $15.00 NO

External vendor processing fees and delivery as invoiced 0.0% as invoiced NO

Routine disclosure request fee or FOI interim fee deposit if cost is greater than $100 
(amount legislated)

50% of fee 
estimate

0.0% 50% of fee estimate NO
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

Finance
Chief Financial Officer

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Tax Certificate (per property) $70.00 7.0% $75.00 NO

Invoice Verification (per document) $25.00 0.0% $25.00 NO

Statement of Account (per document) $25.00 0.0% $25.00 NO

Mortgage Company Admin Fee (per account) $12.00 0.0% $12.00 NO

Admin Fee for Ownership Changes (per property) $40.00 0.0% $40.00 NO

Admin Fee for New Tax Account Set-up $60.00 0.0% $60.00 NO

Admin Charge for Returned Payments $45.00 0.0% $45.00 NO

Admin Charge for Additions to the Roll $52.00 0.0% $52.00 NO

Older Adult Tax Deferral Program Application Fee $50.00 0.0% $50.00 NO

Payment Transfer Fee $20.00 0.0% $20.00 NO

Arrears Notice Fee $0.00 0.0% $5.00 NO

Verification of Development Charges (per document) $25.00 0.0% $25.00 NO

Request For Proposals (per document) $70.80 0.0% $70.80 YES

Request for Quotations (per document) $70.80 0.0% $70.80 YES

Tenders (per document) $70.80 0.0% $70.80 YES
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2026 Service Rates And Fees Service: 
Service Lead: 

City-wide Charges
N/A

Description of Service or Activity Provided or Use of City Property 2025 Base Rate 2026 Base 
Increase 2026 Base Rate Taxes 

Applicable

Photocopying (up to 11 x 17) $0.60 0.0% $0.60 YES

Routine Disclosure - Electronic Email or External Storage Device $10.00 0.0% $10.00 YES
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Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   Findings from third party review of Burlington Economic Development and 

Tourism 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Chief Administrative Officer 

                    N/A 

Report Number: CAO-06-25 

Wards Affected: all 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Endorse, in principle, the integration of all economic development and tourism services and 

operations into the City’s organizational structure, consistent with chief administrative 

officer report CAO-06-25. That Council endorse the staff recommendation, informed by an 

independent third-party review, to internalize Burlington Economic Development and 

Tourism (BEDT) functions into City's structure to optimize existing resources, minimize 

duplication, enhance operational effectiveness, and align economic development and 

tourism with the City’s broader strategic priorities; and 

 

Direct staff to work closely with BEDT’s Board of Directors to approve BEDT’s 2026 budget 

and to ensure continuity of operations and support during the transition recommended 

above. That Council direct Staff to engage and collaborate with key representatives of 

BEDT’s Board of Directors and members of its Finance & Risk subcommittee to facilitate 

the agency’s 2026 budget approval to support the integration of all economic development 

and tourism services and operations under the Chief Administrative Officer’s (CAO) Office 

by 2027. Concurrently, the annual funding designated for BEDT’s 2026 Service Agreement 

(SA) would need to be retained within the City‘s 2026 budget; and 

 

Direct staff to develop a transition plan with a report back by April 2026 to outline 

deliverables for integrating economic development and tourism functions within the 

municipal organizational structure. That the Chief Transformation Officer (CTO) will lead 
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the development and implementation of this plan, which should include key milestones, 

timelines, resource implications, and the proposed model to ensure effective oversight of 

the economic development function by Council; and 

 

Direct the CAO to establish a strategic advisory group to provide strategic industry advice 

and guidance to the City that will inform the transition plan. That this group or committee, 

chaired by the CAO or designate, be established to leverage private-sector expertise 

without duplicating a formal board role. Key representatives from BEDT and its Board of 

Directors should also be invited to inform the transition plan, including efforts to minimize 

any disruption to ongoing economic development and tourism initiatives and to stakeholder 

relations during the changeover. 

 

Executive Summary  

This report recommends that Burlington’s economic development and tourism activities – 

currently led by Burlington Economic Development and Tourism (BEDT), which is an external 

not-for-profit corporation, be fully brought in-house as a City department by 2027. The 

proposed change would end the current external governance model. As the existing Service 

Agreement (SA) between the City and BEDT expired in December 2024, it is recommended 

that the annual funding designated for this SA be approved and retained within the City‘s 2026 

budget to support the integration of BEDT’s functions within the City’s organizational structure. 

The goal is to eliminate duplication, improve strategic alignment with City priorities, and 

strengthen accountability and efficiency in economic development and tourism service 

delivery.  

It is important to note that under Municipal Act, 2001 s.400.1 and Ontario Regulation 435/17, 

50 per cent of net MAT must be transferred annually to a non-profit “eligible tourism entity” 

under agreement; the remaining 50 per cent stays with the City for tourism uses. If tourism 

moves in-house, staff will bring options to designate or create the required entity as part of a 

transition plan. 

To retain valuable private-sector insight, a new strategic advisory group will help to inform the 

transition plan.  Through the transition plan, the options to ensure effective oversight of the 

economic development function by Council will be explored and brought forward for 

consideration. The intent is to have a future state that represents a modernized and balanced 

approach: City-led oversight and integration, augmented by industry perspective, all while 

respecting legislative requirements and community needs. 

Purpose of report: 

Burlington’s last comprehensive review of its economic development and tourism structure was 

completed between 2019-2020. Since that time, the broader context has evolved significantly 
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including changes to provincial legislation, shifting regional responsibilities, and the 

advancement of Burlington’s own strategic priorities. 

 

In particular, Halton Region’s recent decision to discontinue delivery of economic development 

services (aside from the Small Business Centre) has shifted greater responsibility to local 

municipalities. The region’s economic development ecosystem has also changed, with a larger 

number of business support service providers (i.e., Chamber of Commerce, Regional 

Innovation Centre, Business Improvement Areas) working towards similar goals and objectives 

across a growing number of clients. Burlington’s population growth and the reduced availability 

of employment lands is placing a greater need for municipal planning expertise to redevelop 

existing lands or facilitate mixed uses. At the same time, the SA with the BEDT Corporation 

expired at the end of 2024, and operating without an SA creates ambiguity around compliance, 

liability, and policy adherence, posing financial and legal risks for the City. 

 

To address these emerging changes and associated challenges, the City engaged Rubicon 

Strategy in early 2025 to conduct an independent review of BEDT’s governance, alignment 

with City objectives, and overall effectiveness. The review builds on the 2019/20 review and 

identified several persistent issues within the existing governance and operating model 

including duplicative activities and overlapping organizational support functions, brand and 

operational confusion, differing accountability practices, and gaps in performance 

measurement, reporting and public transparency. 

 

Rubicon concluded that the current governance and reporting relationship with the City is not 

functioning as intended and that, without change, the relationship risks further strain and 

inefficiency. The findings point to the need for a renewed and integrated approach to economic 

development and tourism that: 

 Identifies and eliminates duplicative activities through greater alignment with City 

employment and non-residential growth-focused priorities; 

 Improves accountability and transparency through enhanced public reporting and 

municipal decision-making; and 

 Strengthens coordination and partnerships between internal teams and external 

partners while clarifying roles and responsibilities. 

 
Key findings: 

Rubicon’s report (Appendix A) identifies the following as key findings: 

 BEDT was originally established to provide agility, independence, and credibility with 

the business community. But over time it has become a source of misalignment, 

accountability gaps, and operational confusion.  

 Stakeholder feedback highlights persistent misalignment between BEDT’s outward-

facing commitments and the City’s internal capacity, duplication of roles across both 

client-facing and support service City departments, and inadequate accountability for 
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the use of public funds. Businesses and residents alike expressed limited awareness of 

tangible outcomes and questioned whether the current arm’s-length structure is 

delivering value. 

 Comparisons with other municipalities demonstrate that both internal and external 

models can succeed, but only when accountability, performance measurement, and 

alignment with Council priorities are clear. 

 The SWOT analysis underscores that while BEDT benefits from brand recognition and 

perceived independence, its weaknesses – including role confusion, outdated tourism 

programming, and limited engagement – are systemic and undermine credibility. 

 The recommendation is to dissolve BEDT and bring the economic development and 

tourism functions into the City’s corporate structure. To preserve the advantages of 

private sector expertise and business-facing credibility, those perspectives would need 

to be integrated into any future model. 

 

Staff Analysis and Response:  

 In addition to providing the strategic alignment and accountability required to advance 

Council’s priorities, integrating economic development and tourism functions directly 

into the City’s administrative structure will enable access to the entire apparatus of the 

City and its resources to better align strategy, policy, and service delivery across 

departments such as Planning, Transportation, Recreation, Communications and 

Engagement.  

 An integrated model will ensure that initiatives to attract jobs and investment, enhance 

housing affordability, strengthen the local workforce, and promote Burlington as a 

destination are coordinated and mutually reinforcing. A consolidated structure will also 

enable clearer performance measurement – e.g., Industrial, Commercial and 

Investment (ICI) assessments – and greater efficiencies around the deployment of 

resources and the reduction of duplication and fragmentation of effort. 

 With more people returning to the workplace at the City and externally across many 

other local business sectors in 2026, an in-house structure will increase collaboration 

with the added advantage of ensuring that all internal teams are unified towards the 

goals of increasing economic activity and the timely facilitation of non-residential growth 

(e.g., allowing the building of a city-wide culture, where all departments share a 

common vision). This shared vision will help to create a ‘business friendly’ reputation 

while allowing staff to assure business clients about the continued importance of 

economic development on the City’s agenda. Given the range of intricate and diverse 

issues that currently encompass the field of economic development and tourism, an in-

house structure also offers businesses with expertise on how to navigate what can 

otherwise be a complex set of municipal procedures.  

 Staff acknowledge the considerable value that private business and industry leaders 

contribute to the current model. The transition plan will make recommendations on how 

to integrate private sector industry perspectives in decision making related to City-led 

305



 

Page 5 of Report Number: CAO-06-25 

economic development and tourism services.  Pursuing a different model should not be 

interpreted as a reflection on the dedication and professionalism of BEDT’s staff or 

volunteer board members. Rather, it is a structural and strategic decision designed to 

modernize service delivery, strengthen coordination, and ensure public funds are used 

transparently and effectively. The intent is to preserve and enhance Burlington’s 

investment in economic development by positioning the City as a location to pursue 

business opportunities more cohesively and responsively.  

 The BEDT review leading to this recommendation report is part of a broader review of 

other Agencies, Boards and Committees (ABCs) and Joint Ventures (JVs) initiated by 

the City in 2023.  Efforts to enhance the City’s relationships with other ABCs and JVs 

will continue in 2026 through a phased approach. 

 
Implications: 

 Financial: There will be financial implications depending on Council’s direction — 

whether through the integration of economic development and tourism within the City or 

renewal of a service agreement. Detailed costing, including transition and funding 

considerations, will be reported back as part of the transition plan. 

 Human Resources: Integrating functions in-house would have staffing and structural 

implications requiring coordination with Human Resources to ensure a smooth transition 

and compliance with employment obligations. 

 Legal: Legal review will be required to address potential implications related to 

contracts, assets, and liabilities under either an integration or renewed service 

agreement model. 

 Communications and Engagement: A communications and engagement plan will be 

developed to inform staff, Council, and business stakeholders of changes and to 

support ongoing alignment with Burlington’s economic priorities. 

 Climate: No direct climate implications have been identified at this time. 

 Other preliminary confidential considerations are provided in Appendix B.   
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 Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

For many years, like other Ontario municipalities, Burlington has delivered its economic 

development activities through an arm’s-length entity. These entities allowed municipalities to 

avoid legislative constraints that resulted from the province’s Municipal Act, 2001 prior to 

amendments in both 2003 and 2007. Municipalities were historically limited in directly 

engaging in certain economic development activities (such as providing financial incentives to 

businesses). To navigate these restrictions, Burlington relied on an external 

Agency/Board/Commission (ABC) model for economic development:  

 Operational Flexibility: An arm’s-length entity could respond more rapidly to business 

needs, unencumbered by some of the procedural requirements of City Hall. 

 Governance Autonomy: A separate corporation with its own board of industry leaders 

allowed collaboration with private-sector partners and expertise, independent of 

municipal constraints. 

 Legal Constraints: The independent structure permitted the arm’s-length entity to 

undertake activities that municipalities were restricted from doing, allowed for direct 

support to businesses, enabling activities (like certain promotions or partnerships) that 

the City itself could not historically undertake. 

 

These factors shaped the creation of Burlington’s external economic development agency 

model. However, in recent years the landscape has changed significantly. Provincial 

regulations have evolved – for instance, Ontario Regulation 599/06 now explicitly permits 

municipalities to establish municipal service corporations for economic development purposes, 

and more generally, municipalities have broader powers to act entrepreneurially. As a result, 

the strict need for an external body has diminished. Current legislation and best practices allow 

economic development to be integrated within municipal structures, bringing several 

advantages:  

 Alignment with Municipal Goals: Economic initiatives can be more consistently 

steered to support Council-approved priorities when managed in-house. 

 Enhanced Oversight and Accountability: City Council can directly oversee activities 

and results, improving transparency and public accountability. 

 Operational Efficiency: Integration avoids duplicate overhead; City departments can 

share support services and coordinate across functions, yielding cost savings and better 

service coordination. 

 

Regionally, there is also a trend toward local delivery of these services. Halton Region’s recent 

decision to cease most economic development services (except the Small Business Centre) 

means Burlington and other Halton municipalities must take a more active role in attracting 
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investment, supporting businesses, and managing tourism at the local level. In addition to the 

broader changes previously mentioned (i.e., the region’s evolving economic development 

ecosystem, limited employment lands in Burlington), this underscores the importance of 

ensuring Burlington’s economic development model is robust, well-aligned, and equipped to 

meet these responsibilities. 

 

The City last undertook a comprehensive review of its economic development and tourism 

governance between 2019-2020 (CM-19-20 – Burlington Economic Development Corporation 

and CM-19-20 Appendix A – BEDC Review Part A Final Report), establishing a baseline for 

roles and performance expectations. In 2023, Council initiated a broader effort to enhance the 

City’s relationships with Agencies, Boards and Commissions (ABCs) and Joint Ventures (JVs), 

endorsed through the 2023 budget. The City engaged Optimus SBR to design an 

Accountability Framework (informed by legislation, best practices, and stakeholder 

consultations) to clarify roles, mitigate risks, and strengthen oversight for third-party 

partnerships that deliver community services (RCC-11-24 – Accountability Framework for 

Agencies, Boards and Commissions (ABC) and Joint Venture (JV) Organizations and RCC-11-

24 - Appendix A – City of Burlington Accountability). 

 

In December 2024, through report CM-10-24 - Update on Strategic Initiatives and 

Organizational Services, staff provided a structured update on strategic initiatives and 

organizational services and discussed options for economic development and tourism 

governance. Options included pursuing the current external model, commissioning an 

independent review, or integrating functions into the City. This report follows up on CM-10-24 

by incorporating the completed third-party review and presenting a path forward for 

governance that aligns with Council’s objectives and value-for-money expectations. 

 

Current State 

 

BEDT serves as the City’s official economic development agency and destination marketing 

organization. It operates as a not-for-profit corporation—separate from the City’s administrative 

structure—with its own Board of Directors, staff, and corporate identity. 

 

The City of Burlington is BEDT’s primary funder, providing an annual operating grant of 

approximately $1.9 million through a Service Agreement (SA), along with in-kind support such 

as operating costs at BEDT’s rental of 414 Locust Street. While City staff and BEDT 

collaborate on select initiatives, the organization remains independently governed and 

managed, setting its own priorities and direction. 
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Staffing and Functions 

 

BEDT currently employs approximately 15 staff and a number of internship positions across 

several functional areas: 

 Destination Development and Marketing – tourism promotion, visitor experience, and 

positioning Burlington as a destination. 

 Business Development, Data and Customer Experience – business retention and 

attraction, economic research, and client support for investors and companies. 

 Real Estate and Land Partnerships (Burlington Lands Partnership) – facilitating 

strategic land development and partnerships that drive economic growth. 

 Business Innovation and Entrepreneurship (TechPlace) – supporting start-ups and 

innovation, including management of TechPlace, Burlington’s technology incubator and 

innovation hub. 

 

BEDT operates independently of City Council in its day-to-day operations and strategic 

decisions. Governance is provided by a volunteer Board of Directors of 13 members, 

composed primarily of private-sector and community members, along with four City 

representatives (Council members and/or senior staff). 

 

Because the City holds a minority of voting positions, its influence over BEDT’s direction is 

limited. The City’s formal influence occurs mainly through the SA and participation by the 

Mayor, Councillors, or CAO as board members or liaisons. In practice, however, BEDT’s 

alignment with City economic development and tourism priorities is assumed rather than 

structurally ensured. Information sharing occurs between BEDT and City staff on an ad hoc 

basis, and there is no binding mechanism to guarantee that BEDT’s strategies and activities 

directly advance Council-approved goals (e.g., those within the Strategic Plan or KPIs related 

to job growth and tourism). 

 

Under this arm’s-length model, if BEDT’s priorities diverge from Council’s direction or 

performance expectations are not met, Council’s recourse is limited primarily to adjusting or 

withdrawing funding in subsequent budget cycles. 

 

Third-Party Review by Rubicon Strategy 

 

To inform the path forward, the City engaged Rubicon Strategy in early 2025 to conduct an 

independent, third-party review of BEDT’s governance model and performance. The review’s 

mandate included assessing how well the current organizational structure is serving 

Burlington’s needs and evaluating alternative models (status quo vs. hybrid vs. full integration). 

Rubicon’s team undertook a thorough consultation and research process:  

 Interviews with City staff, BEDT staff, Board members, and key stakeholders (e.g. 

business and tourism community representatives).  
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 A focus group and surveys to gather broader input on economic development service 

delivery.  

 A comparative analysis of governance models in other municipalities (arm’s-length 

agencies vs. in-house departments).  

 Review of BEDT’s reporting, strategic plans, and performance metrics. 

 

Rubicon’s report, attached as Appendix A, revealed a “consistent set of challenges” with the 

current arm’s-length model:  

 Operational and Brand Confusion: The division of roles between the City and BEDT 

is not always clear to external clients or even internal stakeholders. For example, 

businesses or investors may be unsure whether to approach “Invest Burlington” (BEDT) 

or City Hall, and the existence of separate branding can cause confusion about who 

does what. Overlap in communications and marketing efforts has sometimes diluted 

Burlington’s message.  

 Duplication of Roles and Effort: Several functions of BEDT appear to overlap with 

work already being done by City departments or other agencies, adding complexity 

without clear value. This not only risks inefficient use of resources but can also frustrate 

stakeholders who encounter multiple touchpoints for what should be a unified service.  

 Accountability Gaps: The arm’s length governance model has led to gaps in 

accountability and oversight. As noted, Council cannot directly ensure BEDT’s actions 

align with municipal priorities, and performance measurement is largely handled 

internally by BEDT’s board. The review highlighted that reporting on outcomes was 

insufficient and that neither City Council nor the public can easily track BEDT’s 

performance or hold it accountable for results under the current structure. The 

independent board’s fiduciary duty is to the corporation (BEDT) itself, which can diverge 

from Council’s directions. This disconnect poses a governance risk. 

 Inefficient Reporting and Measurement: Related to the above, metrics and Key 

Performance Indicators (KPIs) for economic development and tourism are not well-

integrated into the City’s own performance framework. BEDT produces its own reports 

and scorecards, but these are not formally tied to Council’s strategic plan indicators. 

The Rubicon review noted issues with how outcomes are measured and reported, 

making it challenging for the City to evaluate the return on its investment in BEDT. 

 

Overall, the independent review identified that the status quo is failing to meet Burlington’s 

needs. The report concludes: “The relationship between the City and BEDT is broken and 

leaving the current model in place risks further erosion of trust, wasted resources, and lost 

economic opportunities.”  

 

Rubicon Strategy recommended that Burlington bring economic development and tourism 

functions back inside City Hall (the in-house model) to remedy these issues. Notably, the 

review recognized the value in BEDT’s private-sector board and advised finding a mechanism 
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to continue harnessing that expertise within a City framework. The proposed solution was to 

integrate the functions into the City administration while creating a new advisory group or 

similar group or body so that industry leaders can still provide strategic advice. The sections 

below respond directly to the Rubicon review’s conclusions and provide information outlining 

how the City can implement the recommended changes. 

Analysis 

Key Challenges in the Current Arm’s-Length Model 

The external BEDT model was established to enhance flexibility and draw on business-sector 

leadership. Internal feedback and recent experience, consistent with the third-party review, 

indicate that the current structure now introduces additional process layers and overlaps with 

City and partner roles, which can dilute clarity of mandate and outcomes. Staff who work with 

BEDT note that interfaces between BEDT and City functions are not always clear, leading at 

times to parallel efforts and added steps in file management. As a result, the model does not 

consistently demonstrate a speed or agility advantage over an in-house approach. Several 

specific structural issues have been identified: 

 Lack of Strategic Alignment: BEDT’s independent Board structure means Council and 

City management do not have direct line authority over BEDT’s operational priorities. 

Alignment is mediated through high-level instruments—namely the Strategic Plan, 

funding, and an SA—rather than through municipal direction. Under this arrangement, 

BEDT is not required to provide routine, detailed reporting demonstrating how its work 

maps to specific Strategic Plan objectives; funding use is not subject to the City’s 

ongoing, in-year line-item oversight; and the SA is high level, with areas of ambiguity in 

which the organization requests ad hoc support (e.g., HR, finance/payroll, 

communications, IT). With two City voting members and one invited City member with 

non-voting privileges on a 13-member board, municipal priorities are not systematically 

embedded in BEDT’s work plans, and alignment depends on negotiated collaboration 

rather than formal direction. As a result, divergence on timing, focus, or positions has 

occurred on key files. An in-house model would place priority-setting and oversight 

squarely within Council and standing committees, integrating economic development 

and tourism deliverables into the City’s performance framework. Under the current 

arm’s-length arrangement, BEDT is not formally accountable to Council for municipal 

economic development or tourism outcomes, creating a material risk of misalignment on 

initiatives such as job-growth targets, employment lands strategy, and tourism 

development when perspectives differ. 

 Accountability and Reporting Gaps: In addition to strategic alignment considerations, 

the arm’s-length model can reduce clarity around accountability. Council and the public 

primarily rely on BEDT’s self-reporting of performance, as there is no direct, day-to-day 

municipal line of sight into operations. BEDT is not subject to the same transparency 

practices that apply to City departments (e.g., open meetings, routine reporting to 
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Council, MFIPPA-based records processes), which can make ongoing clarity of 

spending and program value more difficult. By contrast, an internal model would be 

accountable through the CAO to Council, with business plans, budgets, and results 

presented in public and subject to Council approval and oversight. The third-party 

review also observed stakeholder frustration and noted that accountability pathways 

under the current structure are perceived as diffuse. 

 Duplication of Services and Effort: There is currently an overlap between BEDT’s 

work and existing City functions or other agencies’ roles. The intention was that an 

external agency would fill gaps and do things that the City could not in practice, 

however, many of BEDT’s activities mirror or parallel work already happening inside 

City Hall – adding complexity instead of value. For example, BEDT identified certain 

“high impact” development files and strategic projects as part of its mandate, but those 

same files (major development applications, key employment lands, etc.) are already 

managed by the City’s Planning Department and other City staff. In such cases, BEDT 

staff essentially track or discuss projects that City departments are actively leading, 

resulting in two teams touching the same files without clear delineation of roles. 

Similarly, BEDT created a “Tariff Resource Hub” to help businesses understand U.S. 

steel/aluminum tariffs – but the Burlington Chamber of Commerce and the City had 

already compiled and disseminated identical information for local businesses. In effect, 

BEDT’s efforts duplicated the work of the Chamber and City, with no unique outcome.  

 

BEDT’s own subcommittee structure reveals multiple areas of potential duplication: 

o Business Growth and Renewal Committee: Reviewed development files and 

initiatives in which City planning staff were already fully engaged, and where 

BEDT had no distinct role beyond information sharing. 

o Innovation and Entrepreneurship Committee: Charged with guiding 

TechPlace and innovation ecosystem growth, yet much of this overlaps with 

independent organizations like Innovation Factory (Regional Innovation Centre) 

or City-driven strategic plans (e.g. Burlington’s Vision 2040). The relationship 

between TechPlace and BEDT’s Board is unclear, and no additional or unique 

role for BEDT was identified that City staff or partners were not already 

managing. Notably, the plan for TechPlace 2.0 (relocating to the new community 

centre space) was a project that ultimately required City and Council involvement 

for execution, as discussed later. 

o Destination Marketing Committee: Focused on tourism marketing, which is 

primarily a communications function and under the current arm’s-length 

arrangement, coordination has not been formalized, and City Communications 

and Engagement has not been consistently engaged. This has resulted in the  

creation of gaps and/or missed opportunities to align approach and better serve 

community needs for tourism-related efforts. 
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o Finance and HR Committees: BEDT operates Board subcommittees for 

finance/risk and HR/governance that perform functions already provided by the 

City (e.g., financial oversight, controls, payroll/benefits administration, 

recruitment, performance management). As a result, two parallel systems review 

similar matters: BEDT committees on one side and City Finance/HR frameworks 

on the other. This creates additional layers for staff and volunteers and can lead 

to overlapping reviews of the same matters. 

 

 TechPlace lease alignment: During the relocation of TechPlace to the City-owned 

Robert Bateman Community Centre, the BEDT Board reconsidered previously agreed 

lease terms late in the process and sought different rates. This triggered additional 

negotiation, consumed staff time, and delayed finalization—illustrating how separate 

governance can produce last-minute divergence on operational decisions. 

 Employment lands conversion: City Council approved limited conversions of 

employment lands to mixed-use consistent with provincial direction. BEDT leadership 

publicly opposed these conversions, creating mixed signals for stakeholders and 

provincial partners. This highlights how an arm’s-length position can result in divergent 

advocacy on files where Council has already set direction. 

 Tourism coordination: Tourism promotion and City programming (events, culture, 

recreation) are not formally integrated. Large events and municipal facilities are 

sometimes promoted separately, leading to missed or late opportunities to align 

destination marketing with City-run programming. The separation contributes to 

inconsistent messaging and fragmented planning. 

 Regional realignment and parallel analysis: When Halton Region signaled devolution 

of economic-support functions and the Province discussed changes to employment 

lands, BEDT commissioned a consultant for its own analysis while the City was already 

conducting related work. This resulted in duplicative effort and public spending and 

introduced the risk of conflicting recommendations on a sensitive policy file. 

 

Digital Equipment and Services 

The City currently provides digital equipment, software licensing, network access, data/network 

storage, backup, bulington.ca domain email addresses, and IT support services BEDT without 

any active or formal service agreements in place. In some cases, agreements have expired, 

and in others, none were ever established. This long-standing arrangement, identified as a risk 

through the Agencies, Boards, and Committees (ABC) Review, remains unresolved and 

creates governance and accountability gaps. 

 

Burlington Digital Services (BDS) currently provides corporate-managed laptops, desktops, 

and iPhones, along with access to the City’s network and key enterprise platforms such as 

Microsoft 365, AMANDA, and Workday. While some hardware costs are journaled back to 
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these organizations, software licensing and other service costs are not consistently recovered, 

resulting in ongoing financial exposure. 

 

Role Clarity and Duplication 

The third-party review identified recurring themes of overlap and unclear interfaces. The table 

that follows provides concrete, public-facing examples—drawn from recent BEDT committee 

materials and City context—that illustrate those themes in practice. 

Item What’s described Municipal / partner 
context 

Challenge observed 

“Concierge‑style 
support” 

Permitting, workforce 
and expansion 
concierge services. 

Permitting/approvals and 
concierge/escalation are 
municipal functions with 
decision authority inside the 
City. 

Without explicit 
boundaries (referral vs. 

decision‑making), 
proponents may be 
confused about who can 
deliver outcomes and 
timelines. 

Partnership 
stewardship 

Partnerships with 
BIAs, Chamber, and 
sector groups framed 
as a BEDT function. 

These are also City‑ led 
governance relationships 
convening Planning, 
Building, and Bylaw for 
development facilitation. 

Parallel outreach/meeting 
cycles; stakeholders may 
receive overlapping 
requests and mixed 
signals on coordination. 

Strategy 
dependencies 
(workforce, land 
use, main street) 

Priorities include 
workforce, land use, 
and main street 
renewal. 

Deliverables depend on 
Planning alignment (zoning, 
permits, patios, signage) 
supported by the City’s 
concierge/liaison. 

Expectations set with 
businesses can exceed 
what an external agency 
can affect in the absence 
of Planning integration. 

Devolution of 
regional services 
(Halton Region 
Small Business 
Centre) 

“Downloading” of 
regional services. 

Draft MOU indicates Halton 
Region retains HRSBC 
governance (funding, 
staffing, provincial 
accountability); 
municipalities provide 
referrals/intelligence/space. 

Framing solely as 
“downloading” can 
obscure 
authority/accountability; 
arm’s‑ length positioning 
limits direct municipal line 
accountability relative to 
peers. 

Rural and 
agricultural 

BEDT role in 
rural/agri‑business 
support. 

The City already provides 
this via an Agricultural 
Liaison. 

Overlap increases risk of 
multiple contacts to the 
same operations with 
overlapping offers of 
assistance. 

Main Street 
Business 
Strategy 
(tourism‑heavy) 

Branding, 
campaigns, 

pop‑ups, digital 
passes. 

BIAs, Chamber, and 
HRSBC operate here; 
regulatory enablers (patios, 
signage, temporary use) 

Without formal Planning 
linkage, initiatives may 

remain surface‑ level 
marketing and duplicate 
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run through 
Planning/Building/Bylaw. 

partner efforts, diluting 
impact. 

 

Based on the City’s jurisdictional scan of 444 Ontario municipal comparators, in-house delivery 

is the predominant governance model for economic development and tourism. Of the 

municipalities reviewed, 377 (84.9 per cent) deliver both functions internally, 46 (10.4 per cent) 

use a mixed approach (typically economic development in-house with tourism delivered 

through a Destination Marketing Organization/Municipal Service Corporation/Eligible Tourism 

Entity for Municipal Accommodation Tax or MAT compliance), and 21 (4.7 per cent) rely on an 

external/arm’s-length model. While local context varies, this distribution indicates a clear 

provincial/sectoral preference for internal delivery, with hybrid arrangements employed in a 

smaller subset to address specific program or funding requirements. Considering Burlington’s 

SA expiry, Rubicon’s findings, prior Council direction, changes to provincial legislation, and 

shifting regional responsibilities, the following options are presented for Council’s 

consideration: 

 

Option 1 — Bring economic development and tourism functions in-house. 

Economic development and tourism services would be delivered as a single municipal 

program under the Office of the CAO, with work plans, budgets, and KPIs integrated into the 

City’s corporate performance and budget cycles. Integration creates one line of accountability 

to Council, removes parallel governance and overhead, consolidates corporate supports 

(HR/IT/Finance/Legal/Communications), and establishes a single client pathway for investors, 

businesses, and event organizers. It also restores transparency through routine public 

reporting and resolves the expired SA. This integration directly responds to Rubicon’s 

observations about diffused accountability, duplication of effort, and unclear interfaces by 

placing economic development and tourism under a single municipal line of authority, 

consolidating corporate supports, and creating one front door for clients. The transition could 

introduce short-term disruption and requires attention to maintaining eligibility for the Municipal 

Accommodation Tax (MAT). The City would need to begin by mapping and transferring 

contracts, assets, intellectual property, and data, ensuring records and IT systems are 

migrated in a controlled sequence so service channels remain uninterrupted. Branding and 

web content would be brought under one identity, with redirects and content governance to 

prevent confusion. To maintain MAT eligibility, the City would either designate or establish a 

minimal eligible tourism entity or finalize an agreement with a recognized Destination 

Marketing Organization or DMO, while keeping day-to-day delivery internal. Throughout the 

transition, communications would emphasize a single “one-city” point of contact so businesses 

and tourism partners know exactly where to go. 
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Option 2 — Bring economic development and tourism in-house and create an industry 

advisory group (Recommended) 

In addition to what is described through Option 1, this option integrates economic development 

and tourism services and adds a formal advisory group or committee of industry leaders that 

provides market intelligence and strategic advice (not corporate governance) to Council. In 

addition to the alignment and transparency gains noted by Rubicon, this model would preserve 

structured private-sector input without recreating parallel governance, addressing the report’s 

finding that expert time was absorbed by board administration rather than strategy.  The 

transition plan will make recommendations on how best to integrate private sector industry 

perspectives in decision making related to City-led economic development and tourism 

services.   

 

Option 3 — Sign a new SA with BEDT and require full self-sufficiency. 

The external corporation would be retained, with a renegotiated SA – including detailed service 

level agreements – requiring BEDT to fund all corporate services (payroll, HR, IT, insurance, 

audit) from its grant/reserves and to adopt enhanced performance and risk provisions. It 

strengthens contractual controls and clarifies costs, with firmer reporting and KPI expectations. 

While strengthened contracting would respond to Rubicon’s call for clearer KPIs and reporting, 

the model retains the parallel structures and client-path fragmentation that the review identified 

as sources of duplication and misalignment. The City would first establish interim operating 

arrangements that bridge the current SA gap, then negotiate the new agreement in detail—

pricing each corporate service, defining KPIs and reporting cadences, setting audit/assurance 

requirements, and codifying escalation paths for file coordination. Branding and role 

delineation would be set out explicitly to minimize overlap with City departments and to reduce 

public confusion. Internally, a monitoring protocol could specify who reviews reports, how 

variances are handled, and when remedies are triggered. Externally, communications would 

explain the respective roles of the City and BEDT and identify a clear single point of contact for 

businesses and tourism partners, even while two organizations remain involved. 

 

Recommendation Details 

Staff recommend Option 2. It places economic development under the Office of the CAO 

(alignment, accountability, efficiency) and through a transition plan would establish an industry 

advisory group or committee to retain market insight and stakeholder voice. This approach 

addresses the SA gap, reflects jurisdictional practice, and responds directly to the themes 

identified in the Rubicon review—while providing a pragmatic path forward. 
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Given that economic development and tourism have been delivered by an external 

organization for more than three decades, staff recognize that any proposal to transition these 

functions in-house may prompt stakeholder concerns. The following section anticipates likely 

critiques and outlines staff’s responses. 

 

 

Concern Concern (summary) Staff response 

Loss of agility City processes (approvals, hiring, 
contracting) could slow responses 
to market opportunities. 

The City operates a concierge/liaison 
function that expedites high-profile files, 
supports BIAs and small businesses in 
navigating approvals, and identifies red 
tape for targeted process fixes. In 
parallel, the City’s continuous-
improvement program (e.g., Pipeline-to-
Permit updates) is streamlining 
approvals and service pathways; where 
bottlenecks are identified, the 
appropriate remedy is to improve 
processes within the corporation rather 
than rely on a separate $2 million 
external entity. $2 million external entity. 

Reduced 
private‑sector 
engagement 

Business leaders may disengage if 
roles are advisory only. 

Private‑ sector input can be formalized 
through a strategic advisory group, 
enabling recommendations directly to 
Council. This focuses volunteer time on 
actionable advice rather than corporate 
governance (finance/HR/audit) of an 
external board. 

Funding 
vulnerability 

An internal model may limit access 
to private partnerships, grants, or 
innovation funding. 

No specific grants were identified that 
would have been unattainable if services 
were internal. The City routinely secures 
intergovernmental funding and private 
sponsorships. A unified in‑house 
approach also avoids competing 
applications between the City and an 
external BEDT. 

Erosion of 
accountability 

Without a performance‑ focused 
board, service quality may default 
to process metrics over outcomes. 

Accountability can be strengthened 
in‑house via Council‑approved KPIs, 
corporate performance management, 
internal audit, and transparent reporting. 
If process metrics crowd out outcomes, 
the corrective action is to adjust the 
City’s performance framework—not 
duplicate a separate governance 
structure. 
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Strategic 
misalignment 

Municipal mandates may prioritize 
planning/service delivery over 
investment attraction. 

Council has directed that economic 
competitiveness be embedded across 

files (e.g., high‑ impact files criteria; Red 
Tape Red Carpet actions). An in‑house 
model aligns ED/Tourism with Planning, 
Building, Communications & 
Engagement, Government Relations, 
Community Services, and Corporate 
Strategy, supporting one‑ city priorities 
under Council oversight. 

Mission drift ED priorities could be subsumed by 
broader political/administrative 
pressures. 

Embedding economic development 

within a Council‑endorsed strategy and 
empowering a business‑ voice forum 
(advisory group) maintains focus. 
Internal alignment provides earlier input 
into policy formation while preserving 
Council’s ability to set and monitor 
priorities. 

Tourism 
governance / MAT 
risk 

Loss of dedicated governance may 
reduce stakeholder trust; risk that 
MAT funds are diverted. 

MAT can be governed through clear 
criteria, public reporting, and 
Council/committee oversight, ensuring 
funds remain tied to eligible tourism 
purposes. Partnership with an existing 

not‑ for‑profit (e.g., Chamber or other 
established organizations) can also be 
considered for delivery where 
appropriate. 

Disruption of the 
merged model 

Unwinding the BEDT merger could 

undermine cross‑ sector 
efficiencies. 

Some transition disruption is expected; it 

is time‑ limited and mitigated by a 
structured plan. Economic development 
and tourism alignment can be preserved 
under an advisory group model and 
through integrated corporate work plans 
and branding. 
 

Key Dates & Milestones 

If Council decides to proceed with either Option 1 or 2, the following milestones would be 

expected: 

 Q2 2026: Staff report back with a detailed analysis on the transition plan, including more 

quantitative data from Legal, Human Resources, and Finance.   

 Q1 2027: Economic development and tourism services and operations would be fully 

brought into the City’s organizational structure. 
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Implications 

Financial: 

There will be financial implications associated with either option — bringing economic 

development and tourism in-house or renewing a service agreement with BEDT. Should 

Council direct integration of those services and programs, costs will relate to transition 

planning, staffing, and the alignment of operational budgets within the City’s financial 

framework. Under section 400.1 of the Municipal Act, 2001 and Ontario Regulation 435/17, 

once collection/administration costs are covered, municipalities must remit 50 per cent of net 

MAT revenues each year to an eligible tourism entity—defined as a non-profit whose mandate 

includes promotion of tourism—under a financial accountability agreement. The remaining 50 

per cent may be retained by the City for tourism-related purposes. If Council directs tourism 

functions in-house, staff will return with options to either designate an external Eligible Tourism 

Entity (ETE) or establish a compliant non-profit vehicle to receive and deploy the required 

share of MAT funds. If the external model is maintained, funding levels and deliverables would 

need to be defined through a new service-level agreement.  

 

The City provides a grant of $1.9 million to BEDT funded through the City’s operating budget. 

The grant is paid quarterly through the calendar year.  In addition, the following reserve funds 

with balances as of June 30, 2025, are available to BEDT:

 
 

BEDT is responsible for administrating the Municipal Accommodation Tax Tourism reserve 

governed by section 400.1 of the Municipal Act 2001 and Ontario Regulation 435/17.  The 

balance in this reserve as of June 30, 2025, is as follows:

 

319



 

Page 19 of Report Number: CAO-06-25 

As part of the year end process, BEDT financials are consolidated with the City’s through the 

audited consolidated financial statements. Further detailed financial impacts will be assessed 

and reported back following Council direction. 

 

Human Resources: 

There will be human resources implications related to potential integration. These details will 

be developed in consultation with Human Resources to ensure compliance with applicable 

legislation, employment standards, and collective agreements. 

 

Legal: 

Legal implications may arise depending on the model selected. Should the City move toward 

integration of programs and services, legal review will be required regarding the transfer of 

assets, contracts, intellectual property, and potential liabilities. If the external corporation 

remains in place, a new service-level agreement would be needed to establish clear roles, 

responsibilities, and accountability. Legal staff will provide further advice as part of transition 

planning. 

 

Communications and Engagement: 

A comprehensive communications and engagement plan will be developed to ensure clarity for 

staff, Council, businesses, and the community regarding any organizational changes. This will 

include proactive outreach to business and tourism stakeholders, as well as ongoing 

engagement with Council to align economic development priorities and performance 

expectations. 

 

Climate: 

No direct climate implications have been identified at this stage. However, future economic 

development strategies will continue to align with Burlington’s climate and sustainability goals 

where applicable. 

 

Other preliminary confidential considerations are provided in Appendix B in accordance with 

the Municipal Act, 2001: 

- Section 239(2) (b) personal matters about an identifiable individual, including municipal 

or local board employees   

- Section 239(2) (a) the security of the property of the municipality or local board, and   

- Section 239(2) (f) advice that is subject to solicitor-client privilege, including 

communications necessary for that purpose. 

 

Conclusion 

Bringing Burlington’s economic development and tourism functions in-house by 2027 

represents a governance realignment intended to improve clarity of roles, accountability, and 
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value-for-money. The recommendation is informed by the independent third-party review and 

internal analysis, and responds to issues identified over time regarding duplication, interface 

complexity, and diffuse oversight. Under an integrated model, economic development and 

tourism would be delivered as one program under a single line of accountability, with work 

plans and KPIs aligned to Council direction and reported publicly through established City 

processes. 

 

To retain market insight and stakeholder voice, the transition plan, expected to be brought 

forward to Council in April 2026, will make recommendations on how to integrate private sector 

industry perspectives in decision making related to City-led economic development and 

tourism services.   

 

This recommendation is not a reflection on individual staff or board performance. Staff 

acknowledge the contributions of BEDT personnel and volunteers, and the City aims to 

continue this work within an updated model. An integrated approach would align Burlington 

with common practice among Ontario peers, position economic development to support 

broader corporate priorities, and provide a clearer foundation for program delivery and 

measurement. Over time, Council may also choose to consider additional tools—subject to 

separate analysis and business cases—should they be warranted by future objectives. Overall, 

the proposed model is intended to provide coherent governance, transparent accountability, 

and a consistent client pathway for businesses, investors, and tourism partners. The City will 

continue its efforts to improve relations with other Agencies, Boards and Committees in 2026 

through a phased approach. 

References  

CM-19-20 – Burlington Economic Development Corporation 
CM-19-20 Appendix A – BEDC Review Part A Final Report 
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Joint Venture (JV) Organizations 
RCC-11-24 - Appendix A – City of Burlington Accountability 
CM-10-24 – Update on strategic initiatives and organizational services 

 

Strategic Alignment 

☐ Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

 Driving organizational performance 
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Executive Summary 

This report provides a comprehensive review of Burlington Economic Development and Tourism 
(BEDT), examining its governance, alignment with municipal priorities, and overall effectiveness. 
Considering one-on-one interviews with municipal staff and stakeholders, a business focus group, 
surveys of both businesses and residents, and a comparison of governance models across 
Ontario municipalities, the findings reveal a consistent set of challenges. BEDT was established 
as an external organization to provide agility, independence, and credibility with the business 
community, but over time it has become a source of misalignment, accountability gaps, and 
operational confusion.  

Stakeholder feedback highlights persistent misalignment between BEDT’s outward-facing 
commitments and the City’s internal capacity, duplication of roles with City departments, and 
inadequate accountability for the use of public funds. Businesses and residents alike expressed 
limited awareness of tangible outcomes and questioned whether the current arm’s-length 
structure is delivering value. Comparisons with other municipalities demonstrate that both internal 
and external models can succeed, but only when accountability, performance measurement, and 
alignment with Council priorities are clear. The SWOT analysis underscores that while BEDT 
benefits from brand recognition and perceived independence, its weaknesses, including role 
confusion, outdated tourism programming, and limited engagement, are systemic and undermine 
credibility. 

The relationship between the City and BEDT is broken and leaving the current model in place 
risks further erosion of trust, wasted resources, and lost economic opportunities. The 
recommendation is to dissolve BEDT and bring the economic development and tourism functions 
into the City’s corporate structure. To preserve the advantages of private sector expertise and 
business-facing credibility, an advisory council of business leaders should be established and 
chaired by the City Manager. This approach would deliver clearer accountability, better alignment 
with municipal priorities, and a unified vision for Burlington’s economic future, while still retaining 
a channel for private sector input. In an increasingly competitive regional environment, Burlington 
requires not only strong ideas but also a governance model capable of delivering measurable 
results and maintaining public trust. 
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What We Heard 

1:1 Interviews 

To better understand the operational dynamics, strategic alignment, and governance model of 

Burlington Economic Development and Tourism (BEDT), fifteen one-on-one interviews were 

conducted with a cross-section of municipal staff, elected officials, and key stakeholders involved 

in or adjacent to BEDT’s operations.  

The insights captured during these thirty-minute interviews paint a complex picture of an 

organization that was created to provide agility and responsiveness. Conversations with 

interviewees highlighted that over time, operational tensions have arisen. There were very sharp 

differences between the perspectives of City employees that we spoke to and those who worked 

with BEDT. There was rarely consensus on the issues we discussed and so the following 

summaries represent the observations of some but not all of the people we interviewed. 

Participants associated with the City tended to be much more open about issues between the two 

organizations and more likely to see the relationship as problematic. They often described 

patterns of weak interfaces between BEDT and critical City functions such as HR, 

communications, recreation, and planning. They pointed to inconsistent hand-offs of important 

files, situations where BEDT staff would initiate negotiations or advance opportunities only to have 

them stall once they reached municipal systems, and a lack of clarity about who ultimately “owns” 

external relationships with businesses, developers, and partners. The blurred nature of the brand 

between BEDT and the City added to this confusion, with multiple interviewees noting that 

external parties often assume they are dealing with the City itself when interacting with BEDT. 

This perception creates reputational risk if projects fail or expectations are not met. 

At the heart of the interviews was a debate about independence. Some viewed BEDT’s arm’s-

length status as a structural strength that allows for speed, creativity, and frank business 

advocacy. Others saw independence as the source of ongoing dysfunction, arguing that the 

absence of shared mandate and accountability has led to drift and duplication. A consistent 

observation across perspectives was that reform is required; the current state is not serving the 

City, BEDT, or Burlington’s residents and businesses as effectively as it could. 

Insights 
1. BEDT is seen by some as pursuing initiatives and partnerships that do not align with the
City’s internal capacity, priorities, or legal authority. One high-profile example described by
participants was a transit-related partnership in which BEDT made commitments directly to a
major partner without ensuring that the City could deliver on them. As one interviewee
summarized bluntly, the partner thought they were working with the City, but BEDT engaged
directly and made commitments that couldn’t be honored. This was not presented as an isolated
incident, but as representative of a broader pattern where external enthusiasm outpaces internal
feasibility.

The tourism portfolio offers another illustration. Parks and Recreation staff described situations 
where BEDT advanced tourism proposals without first verifying whether community facilities could 
realistically host them. In practice, this created tension between delivering on external 
commitments and meeting the needs of local residents who depend on those facilities. Similarly, 
several interviewees criticized BEDT’s innovation and entrepreneurship initiatives as being 
“generic” rather than targeted to Burlington’s unique economic challenges. They argued that 
programs too often focused on broad business support rather than directly addressing municipal 
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priorities such as employment land use, housing-affordability-linked investment, or infrastructure 
constraints. 

2. Another thread was the lack of a disciplined pipeline process. BEDT is seen by many to
been successful in generating business leads and building relationships, there is little consistency
in how those files are escalated into municipal systems. City staff described instances where
opportunities stalled because they were not shared with the right department in time, or because
no clear process existed for determining feasibility. Some suggested the absence of a shared
pipeline eroded trust between BEDT and City staff, who were left feeling blindsided by
commitments they had no role in shaping.

3. Some participants emphasized that the merger of Economic Development and Tourism
has blurred the agency’s focus. While some stakeholders praised the intent to integrate related
functions, many observed that in practice it has diluted attention from core commercial outcomes.
Tourism programming was repeatedly described as outdated and misaligned with contemporary
visitor expectations, while economic development activities were seen as scattered across too
many priorities. The cumulative effect of these dynamics is a persistent misalignment, with
BEDT’s outward-facing commitments and the City’s internal realities often moving on parallel,
rather than coordinated, tracks.

On the other hand, some people saw real synergies in the work that Tourism and Economic 
Development do. Complementary marketing efforts could enhance those efforts. There is also the 
potential to harness tourism and hospitality to develop investment relationships. 

4. Governance emerged as one of the most pressing concerns. City personnel consistently
argued that BEDT operates with insufficient oversight and unclear lines of accountability,
particularly given the scale of public funding it receives. Several municipal staff pointed to the ad-
hoc nature of HR and payroll support that the City provides to BEDT. Without a formal service
level agreement, responsibilities for compliance, occupational health, and policy adherence are
ambiguous. As one interviewee stated unequivocally, “There is no service level agreement.” This
lack of structure leaves both organizations vulnerable if issues arise, since it is not clear where
accountability lies. At the City level there was a belief that BEDT was bloated and that it was not
returning value for money.

Others saw the independent structure as a real strength. Most people thought it was nimbler and 
able to move more quickly than the City, “at the speed of business.” The local businesspeople 
serving as directors was highly valued for connections and ideas. The distance from government 
allowed BEDT to see issues as a potential investor would see them and to advocate to the City 
on behalf of business or potential investors. 

5. The agency’s reporting and performance measurement processes were another major
concern. Council and staff noted that BEDT’s annual reports tend to highlight outputs, such as
promotional campaigns or number of events held, rather than outcomes tied to Burlington’s
broader strategic goals. Several respondents emphasized that the data provided is “consumer-
facing” and not useful for senior-level decision-making. Without clear return-on-investment
indicators or outcome-based KPIs, Council struggles to evaluate whether the City is receiving
value from its investment in BEDT. BEDT acknowledges some failures of reporting in the past but
feel they have addressed that in the most recent year of reporting.
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6. Confusion about roles and responsibilities was another strong theme. Both the City and
BEDT have developed “concierge” or “red-carpet” services intended to support businesses
navigating municipal processes. Interviewees described these as duplicative, with businesses
unsure which organization to approach. Some felt this duplication undermined the credibility of
both, creating frustration among external stakeholders and wasting internal resources.

The question of who “owns” relationships with key businesses and investors was also frequently 
raised. Participants described examples where BEDT cultivated relationships with external 
partners, only for those partners to later discover that their commitments depended on City 
approvals. This not only confused external stakeholders but also created tension between BEDT 
and municipal staff who were left to manage expectations without having been involved from the 
outset. 

Tourism once again provided a stark example of role confusion. City Recreation staff described 
receiving requests to host Tourism-driven events that clashed directly with existing commitments 
to residents. In their view, BEDT often acted as though it were an extension of municipal 
operations when convenient, but distanced itself when outcomes were unfavourable. This 
inconsistency created inefficiencies internally and confusion externally. 

The agency’s role in land and real estate development was another source of ambiguity. With 
limited surplus land available and the Burlington Land Partnership evolving, interviewees 
questioned whether BEDT should be directly involved in land-related negotiations or whether this 
responsibility should rest squarely with Planning and Realty divisions. The absence of clarity has 
led to situations where BEDT was perceived to be negotiating in spaces where it lacked the 
authority to act. Collectively, these examples underscore that fragmentation between BEDT, and 
the City is not an occasional problem, but a structural condition that creates inefficiency, 
reputational risk, and frustration for both staff and stakeholders.  

Additional Cross-Cutting Insights 
Several broader insights cut across the specific themes. A number of participants stressed the 
need for a clearer brand architecture that differentiates BEDT from the City. Without this, 
reputational risk is inevitable, as stakeholders will continue to conflate the two organizations. 
Others emphasized that mission alignment must come first, with Council setting a clear strategic 
direction and then holding BEDT accountable for delivering against it. 

Resourcing was also raised as a concern. Multiple respondents felt that BEDT is under-staffed 
for the scale of expectations placed upon it, particularly in economic development. The merger 
with Tourism was described as compounding this problem by diluting focus and spreading limited 
resources too thinly. Finally, many interviewees observed that much of the working relationship 
between BEDT and the City relies heavily on personal relationships rather than codified 
processes. While this can work in the short term, it leaves both organizations vulnerable when 
staff turnover or leadership changes occur. 
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Business Focus Group 

On March 18, 2025, the City of Burlington convened a focus group of community members to 

gather qualitative feedback on the roles and effectiveness of BEDT, and to explore perspectives 

on the organizations’ current arm’s-length governance model. The session included ten 

participants, most of whom have lived in Burlington for over a decade and work in or closely with 

the local business community. Several have held leadership roles in business or community 

organizations, and a few participants offered broader public-facing perspectives through their 

work in advocacy, consulting, or community services. 

The tone of the session was thoughtful and constructive. While participants varied in their 

familiarity with BEDT, their reflections offered consistent themes around visibility, economic 

impact, and the structure of the organizations. 

Awareness and Engagement 

Participants expressed limited awareness of specific BEDT initiatives. While some were familiar 

with the organization in name, most struggled to identify particular campaigns, services, or 

achievements. Several participants noted that although they were broadly aware BEDT existed, 

their reach and visibility within the community remained underwhelming. One long-time resident 

observed, “It’s an awareness challenge,” pointing to a lack of visibility for the Visitor Centre and 

uncertainty about who BEDT messaging was targeting. 

Some participants actively followed BEDT communications, including newsletters and social 

media, but this level of engagement was the exception. Others had learned about BEDT only 

through this consultation process, underscoring a disconnect between the agency’s work and 

public recognition. “I first heard of BEDT in the pre-screener for this survey,” admitted one 

participant, while another commented, “Not everyone uses social media,” suggesting that digital-

only outreach excludes segments of the population. 

There was also skepticism about how well the agencies are reaching potential visitors. One 

participant questioned, “Who is BEDT marketing to? They aren’t marketing to non-

businesspeople.” Another noted how a popular event in Hamilton was discovered via Instagram, 

implying that Burlington’s tourism promotion lacks comparable reach. 

Participants universally praised Burlington’s natural assets, particularly the waterfront, but few 

could identify recent tourism successes beyond well-known festivals. “Tourism happens in 

pockets,” one participant remarked, pointing to specific events such as road races. Another 

wondered how many residents actually attend City events and questioned the broader appeal of 

Burlington as a destination. 

Economic Development Priorities and Metrics 

The focus group also addressed broader economic development goals, highlighting the types of 

businesses that participants hope to attract to Burlington. There was a strong interest in seeing 

more: 

• Tech companies and startups, especially to retain talent trained in Waterloo and across

the GTA.

• Green technology and science-based firms, which align with Burlington’s natural brand

identity.

• Warehousing, logistics, and light manufacturing industries seen as appropriate for

Burlington’s geography and proximity to major markets.
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• Financial services and healthcare, reflecting a desire for more professional employment

options within City limits.

Participants emphasized that BEDT’s performance should be measured through outcomes such 

as increased commercial tax revenue, the rate of new business creation, and Burlington-based 

employment for Burlington residents. Several advocated for detailed metrics, including occupancy 

rates, event revenue, new home sales (as a proxy for workforce growth), and even business 

failure rates. “We need to see the data,” said one participant, expressing frustration with the lack 

of performance visibility. An annual survey was also suggested to gauge business satisfaction 

and economic trends. 

Internal vs. External Governance 

A key focus of the discussion was the agency’s current arm’s-length structure. When asked 

whether participants believed BEDT was internal or external to the City, most assumed it was a 

City department. This misconception signals both a lack of clarity and a potential opportunity for 

more transparent communication about governance and accountability. 

Nevertheless, once informed of BEDT’s external structure, the group showed broad support for 

maintaining this model. Participants cited several reasons: 

• Independence from shifting political priorities at City Council was viewed as a strength.

As one participant put it, an external agency offers “a different skill set” and continuity

across election cycles.

• There was concern that internalizing BEDT could create conflicts between political

objectives and business needs. “An external agency can help keep the City accountable

by advocating for business on wait times and such,” said one participant.

• Others noted that external governance encourages a more specialized, professional

approach, especially in sectors where agility and responsiveness are crucial.

However, the support for an external model was not unqualified. Some participants stressed the 

importance of a strong and engaged board to provide oversight and direction. “The board should 

be strong to make sure the agency is working well,” emphasized one long-time resident. There 

were also calls for greater transparency and data-sharing regardless of structure, with participants 

expressing a need for clearer performance measures and evidence of value. 

Interestingly, one participant suggested that internalizing BEDT could present operational 

advantages, imagining a City-run BEDT platform with modern features: “If BEDT was internal to 

the City, it could be something like a chatbot to help go through zoning and stuff.” This comment 

reflects an openness to modernization, even among those who prefer the external model. 

Broader Community Challenges 

Finally, the discussion reflected a deeper concern about Burlington’s economic accessibility, 

particularly for young people. Several participants shared anecdotes about difficulty finding 

employment in Burlington and the rising cost of housing. “Small businesses are struggling,” one 

participant noted, referencing multiple social media posts about closures. Others observed that 

housing prices are making it harder for new residents or workers to settle in the City, which poses 

a long-term challenge for both economic development and community sustainability. 

These reflections reveal that participants are not only evaluating BEDT based on current 

performance but are also looking to these organizations to play a more proactive role in 

addressing structural challenges, such as job availability, housing, and economic opportunity. 
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Conclusion 
The Burlington business community focus group revealed cautious optimism toward the work of 

BEDT, coupled with a strong desire for clearer communication, measurable results, and strategic 

direction. While most participants support maintaining the current external structure, they also 

expect that structure to deliver distinct advantages, namely, independence, professionalism, and 

accountability to the business community. 

Ultimately, what the business community appears to want is not merely an agency that promotes 

the City, but one that helps shape a coherent vision for Burlington’s economic future: growing 

local opportunity, attracting meaningful investment, and making Burlington a city where both 

residents and businesses can thrive, items which must be driven by Council. 

Business Survey 

The business survey, conducted between March 7 and March 21, 2025, gathered feedback from 

members of Burlington’s business community regarding the performance, visibility, and 

governance structure of BEDT. A total of 38 responses were collected via email distribution 

through the City’s two Business Improvement Areas (BIAs) and the Chamber of Commerce. The 

survey was designed to evaluate awareness of the organizations, satisfaction with services, and 

preferences for governance models in light of the recent amalgamation of BEDT. 

Respondent Profile 
The survey respondents were predominantly small business owners, with 84% identifying as 

owners and over 70% representing businesses with 1–19 employees. A significant portion (60%) 

of respondents reported having operated their business in Burlington for more than a decade, 

indicating a mature and established respondent base. Sectors represented included retail (20%), 

professional services (16.7%), accommodations and food services (10%), and a broad range of 

“other” industries (23.3%). 

Awareness and Engagement 
Awareness of BEDT was relatively high, with 

80% of respondents indicating at least some 

familiarity. However, depth of understanding 

was more limited. Almost one-third of 

respondents admitted to not understanding 

BEDT’s role very well or at all, and another 

20% were neutral. Additionally, more than 

half (50%) of businesses had not engaged 

with either BEDT in the past four years, 

underscoring a potential gap in outreach and 

ongoing relationships. 

Among those who had engaged, networking and business events were the most cited form of 

interaction, followed by marketing and tourism promotion. Of those who reported engagement, 

satisfaction was generally high. 73% described themselves as “very satisfied” with the support 

received. 

Perceived Effectiveness and Alignment 
Survey responses reflected ambiguity regarding the effectiveness of BEDT in advancing 

economic and tourism outcomes. For instance: 

• 60% of respondents were neutral or unsure if the tourism arm was effective in driving
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visitors to local businesses. 

• Over 80% reported that they had not or were unsure if they had directly benefited from

the tourism arm’s initiatives.

• Regarding the economic development arm’s role in attracting investment and new

businesses, 63% were either neutral or unsure.

Similarly, when asked whether BEDT’s efforts aligned with the City’s strategic goals, two-thirds of 

respondents were either neutral or unsure suggesting a communication challenge in articulating 

the organizations’ mandates and impacts. 

Accountability and Governance 
There were also mixed perceptions regarding the accountability of BEDT as independent 

organizations. A combined 62% of respondents were either unsure (38%) or neutral (24%) about 

the organization's level of accountability. Only 21% expressed satisfaction. 

As for governance preferences, over 70% of respondents agreed that close collaboration between 

BEDT and other City departments is important. However, opinions diverged regarding how best 

to achieve this: 

• 45% favoured maintaining BEDT as independent entities with City funding.

• 23% supported a hybrid approach that combines independence with increased City

oversight.

• Only 6.5% endorsed full integration into the City.

Notably, 39% were unsure whether increased City oversight would enhance collaboration, 

indicating ongoing uncertainty among business owners about the appropriate governance 

structure. 

Priorities for Improvement 
Respondents ranked the following improvements as top priorities for the management of 

economic development and tourism in Burlington: 

1. Improved communication and engagement with businesses and residents.
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2. Greater focus on measurable outcomes to assess program success.

3. Increased collaboration with City services such as planning and transportation.

4. Cost savings and better use of tax dollars.

These rankings indicate a desire for greater transparency, stronger alignment with business 

needs, and more visible impact. 

Sentiment from Open-Ended Comments 
Open-ended responses provided valuable qualitative context to the survey's quantitative results, 

offering a window into the perceptions, expectations, and frustrations of Burlington’s business 

community. These comments, while fewer in volume than structured responses, conveyed a 

broad spectrum of sentiment, ranging from support for the amalgamation of BEDT, to calls for 

more measurable and impactful outcomes. 

Of those who submitted written feedback, approximately 65% expressed positive sentiment, 

highlighting appreciation for staff efforts, existing engagement opportunities (particularly through 

events and marketing), and a general optimism about the potential of a unified economic 

development and tourism entity. Respondents emphasized a desire for “continued and expanded 

business engagement” and “stronger partnerships” with City departments. 

Around 12% of responses were neutral, often framed as observations or constructive suggestions 

rather than direct criticism. These included requests for clearer delineation of roles and 

responsibilities, improved awareness of programs, and a better explanation of how economic 

development initiatives align with broader City objectives. One respondent, for instance, 

suggested the implementation of a centralized communication strategy, noting that “merging and 

meetings do not matter, timely execution is a priority.” 

The remaining 12% of responses reflected frustration or skepticism, particularly from businesses 

that were unfamiliar with BEDT or unaware of how its programs had impacted them. These 

respondents questioned the visibility and accessibility of services, with some noting they had 

“never heard from or been contacted by BEDT.” Others raised concerns about duplication of 

efforts between organizations and a perceived lack of tangible outcomes, especially in areas such 

as tourism promotion and new business attraction. A few comments called for “more programs to 

support local businesses” and “creative ways to bring visitors into the downtown core,” such as 

outdoor maps or improved wayfinding initiatives. 

Several respondents proposed specific improvements to organizational structure and service 

delivery, such as: 

• Increased performance measurement to assess ROI on City-funded programs.

• Enhanced collaboration with local Business Improvement Areas (BIAs).

• Streamlined communication tools, such as a single online portal or outreach team.

• Greater transparency around decision-making and funding allocations.

Though opinions varied, the overall message was consistent: the business community values 

BEDT’s presence but expects more visible, accountable, and coordinated efforts moving forward. 

Conclusion 
The business survey results paint a nuanced picture of BEDT’s standing within the business 

community. While basic awareness is strong, active engagement remains low, and perceptions 

of impact and alignment with City priorities are uncertain. The majority of businesses value a 

collaborative relationship between economic development functions and municipal government, 
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though there is no consensus on the optimal governance model. Moving forward, the City may 

wish to focus on improving outreach, clarifying BEDT’s role and outcomes, and addressing the 

desire for more coordinated service delivery and performance accountability. 

Public Survey 

As part of the City of Burlington’s review of the governance model for BEDT, a public-facing survey 

was conducted through the City’s Get Involved Burlington platform between February 13 and 28, 

2025. The survey aimed to assess public awareness, understanding, and perceptions of BEDT, 

and to evaluate public opinion on service value, effectiveness, and governance preferences. The 

survey received 787 responses, representing a broad spectrum of Burlington residents and 

community members. This robust level of participation highlights the degree of civic engagement 

around economic development and tourism policy issues. 

Respondent Profile 
Respondents primarily identified as Burlington residents, with significant overlap from those 

involved in the local business community. Among the participants: 

• 769 respondents (97.7%) indicated they live in Burlington.

• 96 respondents identified as business owners.

• 75 respondents reported working at a business within the City.

This overlap is notable as it suggests the 

survey attracted residents with a potential 

vested interest in economic policy, including 

business owners and workers who may 

have experience or direct interactions with 

BEDT. This dual public-business lens adds 

richness to the feedback and helps bridge 

perspectives between the general public 

and the business community. 

Awareness and Understanding 
Survey findings indicate that awareness of BEDT is limited within the broader public. While over 

60 percent of respondents reported having heard of the organizations prior to completing the 

survey, deeper familiarity was lacking: 

• Nearly 45% of respondents said they were “not familiar at all” with the services and

programs offered by BEDT.

• Only 5% identified as “very familiar”, and another 17% as “moderately familiar.”

Understanding of BED’s role in Burlington’s economy was similarly weak. When asked how well 

they understood what BED does: 

• 35% said they did not understand the role very well.

• 28% responded neutrally, indicating a lack of clarity.

• Fewer than 8% said they understood the role “very well.”
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This data reflects a communications gap between BEDT and the public. While the organizations 

may be delivering programming and services, these efforts are not widely visible or understood 

by the general population. 

Perceived Organizational Structure 
When asked how they believe BEDT is structured in relation to the City: 

• 40% said it is an arm’s-length

organization associated with the City.

• 35% believed it is a department within

the City.

• Only 8% thought it was fully

independent, while 17% were unsure.

These results suggest a relatively even split 

between those who see the organizations as 

City-adjacent versus embedded within City 

operations, and a notable portion of the public 

that is uncertain about how BEDT is governed. 

Effectiveness and Alignment 
The public’s assessment of BEDT’s effectiveness revealed substantial uncertainty and mixed 

opinions. For the economic development arm: 

• Just 20% of respondents rated the

organization as at least “somewhat

effective” in attracting businesses and

investment.

• Over one-third (36%) were unsure, and an

additional 22% were neutral.

• Only 4.4% saw BEDT as “very effective.”

The tourism arm received slightly more favourable perceptions, but the public still showed limited 

confidence in its performance: 

• 31% said BEDT was “somewhat effective” or

better in promoting Burlington as a destination.

• 28% said it was ineffective or slightly effective.

• A further 17% were unsure, reinforcing the

general lack of clarity around outcomes.

In terms of strategic alignment with the City’s goals: 

• Only 28.8% believed that BEDT align “very

well” or “somewhat well” with Burlington’s

broader priorities.

• A combined 61% were neutral, unsure, or believed the alignment was weak.
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These findings indicate that while there may be trust in the intention of the organizations, the 

community lacks concrete evidence or messaging to confirm that BEDT are effectively delivering 

on their mandates. 

Value for Tax Dollars and Accountability 
The question of fiscal responsibility and return on investment emerged strongly in the public 

feedback. 

• Only 9% of respondents believed BEDT provide excellent value for tax dollars.

• The most common response (39%) was that they offer “some value but could be more

efficient.”

• 34% of respondents were unsure, and nearly 18% believed the organizations do not

provide good value.

On the topic of accountability, levels of satisfaction were similarly low: 

• Fewer than 20% of respondents expressed satisfaction with the current level of

accountability from BEDT.

• Nearly 33% were neutral, and over 31% were unsure.

• A small minority, approximately 10%, reported being dissatisfied or very dissatisfied.

Together, these findings point to a clear desire for stronger oversight, more transparency, and 

more demonstrable results tied to public investment. 

Governance Preferences and Collaboration 
When asked what governance model would be most appropriate moving forward, respondents 

expressed a preference for a hybrid structure, defined as an arrangement with increased City 

oversight while maintaining some operational independence: 

• 45.5% favored the hybrid model,

making it the most popular

choice.

• 21% supported full integration

into the City’s management

structure.

• 14.5% wished to see BEDT

remain independent.

• The remaining 19% were

unsure.
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A majority of respondents also valued collaboration between BEDT and other City departments. 

Over two-thirds (67.5%) rated interdepartmental collaboration as “very important,” suggesting that 

residents view economic development and tourism as interconnected with planning, 

transportation, events, and other municipal priorities. When asked whether increased City 

oversight would improve such collaboration, more than 57% agreed it would, while only 16% 

opposed the idea, and the rest were unsure. 

Priorities for Improvement 
Participants were asked to rank four possible improvements to the management of BEDT. The 

results revealed a strong emphasis on financial efficiency and performance accountability: 

1. Cost savings and better use of tax dollars.

2. Greater focus on measurable outcomes.

3. Improved communication and engagement with residents.

4. Increased collaboration with City services.

These priorities reinforce the broader message that residents expect a more transparent, efficient, 

and results-driven approach from organizations that receive public funding. 

Open-Ended Responses and Sentiment Trends 
The survey included an open-ended comment section, which allowed residents to expand on their 

perspectives. Comments were analyzed in two phases (February 13–19 and February 20–28), 

and the overall sentiment breakdown was consistent across both periods: 

• Approximately 34% of comments were negative, often citing concerns about taxes,

perceived inefficiencies, or lack of visible impact from BEDT.

• About 35% were neutral, with many respondents asking questions or stating that they

did not have enough information to form a strong opinion.

• Roughly 26% of comments were positive, often acknowledging the potential of BEDT

and expressing support for improving these services through closer collaboration with

the City.

Recurring themes across the feedback included requests for: 

• More visible results, such as job creation, local events, or downtown revitalization.
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• Increased accountability, particularly around use of public funds.

• Better communication and transparency, especially regarding available services and

economic development plans.

• Strategic focus on economic challenges, including housing affordability, business

retention, and infrastructure improvements.

Some comments also reflected broader frustrations with municipal service delivery beyond the 

scope of BEDT, touching on transit, traffic, parking, and property taxes. While these concerns 

were not always specific to economic development or tourism, they reflect a general appetite for 

greater efficiency and responsiveness across City services. 

Conclusion 
The public survey results reveal that Burlington residents hold mixed views about BEDT. While 

there is general support for the idea of promoting economic growth and tourism, awareness of 

the organizations remains low, and confidence in their effectiveness is limited. A majority of 

residents favour a hybrid governance model with increased oversight, reflecting a desire for more 

integration, transparency, and coordination across City functions. At the same time, there is a 

strong call for improvements in communication, accountability, and the efficient use of public 

resources. These insights provide a valuable foundation for assessing whether internalizing BEDT 

into the City’s operations would help meet the public’s expectations for effective, transparent, and 

fiscally responsible service delivery. 

Review of External vs. Internal Models 

Ontario Municipal Economic Development Models – Internal vs 
External 

Overview 
Ontario municipalities employ two main models for economic development: internal city 

departments and external arms-length agencies. Internal departments are housed within 

municipal government structures, while external agencies are separately incorporated (often non-

profit corporations) with independent boards, though typically funded largely by their 

municipalities. The table below summarizes the model for each listed municipality and recent 

performance metrics along with a link or reference to their latest report: 
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Municipalities with Internal Agencies: 

Municipality Model 

Jobs Created 

(most recent 

year) 

Investment Attracted 

(most recent year) 

Businesses Supported (most 

recent year) 
Latest Report / Source 

Toronto (City 

of Toronto) 

Internal – City 

division (Economic 

Development & 

Culture) 

Data not publicly 

reported as “jobs 

created” specific 

to EDC. 

Attracts major investments 

via Toronto Global (e.g. 42 

investments in 2024-2025) 

Supports thousands of 

businesses via programs (e.g. 

entrepreneurship, BIAs, etc.) 

City department (no standalone 

annual report) 

Mississauga 

(Invest 

Mississauga) 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development Office 

3,003 jobs created 

in 2024 
72 new investments in 2024 

71 new businesses launched, 

219 small business consultations 

Economic Development Update 

2024 

Brampton 

(City EcDev) 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development 

(Invest Brampton) 

Not publicly 

stated; has 

attracted major 

employers (e.g. 

TMU School of 

Medicine – 1,588 

new jobs, 

HelloFresh – 600 

new jobs) 

Not publicly stated; major 

investments from SUN 

Pharma ($30M), Stellantis 

MOPAR ($25M) 

Small Business Diversity Forum 

hosted in collaborations with 

Procurement Assistance Canada 

(PAC) 

Economic Development Update 

2024 

Hamilton 

(Invest in 

Hamilton) 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development 

Division 

Not explicitly 

reported annually; 

focuses on sector 

strategies and 

workforce 

(Hamilton’s total 

employment 

~423,800 in 2024, 

Not published as a single 

2024 attraction total; 

ongoing sector work in 

advanced manufacturing/life 

sciences 

Supports business expansions 

via incentive programs (77 

actions in 5-year plan) 

Hamilton Economic Development 

Action Plan (2021–2025) 
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2.4% increase 

since 2023)  

Durham 

Region 

Internal – Regional 

Economic 

Development Dept. 

~218,205 jobs  

(3.89% increase 

since 2023) 

Not publicly stated; 

Investment highlights in 

2024: Algoma Orchards, 

AtkinsRealis, OPG 

139 businesses created and 48 

grants totaling $200,000 issued 

with Business Advisory Centre of 

Durham (BACD)'s support 

2024 Economic Development and 

Tourism Annual Report 

York Region 

Internal – Regional 

Economic Strategy 

Branch 

~623,680 jobs 

(1.3% increase 

since 2022) 

Not publicly stated; York 

Region General Fund and 

Sinking Fund investment 

portfolios combined total 

value of ~$7.57 billion 

3,215 new businesses since 

2022, but 3,860 closures 

2024 York Region Employment and 

Industry Report 

Niagara 

Region 

Internal – Regional 

Economic 

Development Dept. 

~13,000 new jobs 

Not publicly stated; Most 

notable investment being 

$1.56B by Asahi Kasei 

170 companies assisted (2022) 
2024 Niagara Region Annual 

Financial Report 

Vaughan 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development Dept. 

Not explicitly 

reported annually; 

the SEI 2024 Year 

in Review covers 

strategic 

initiatives. 

Not publicly stated; major 

investments from Hanon 

Systems ~$155M, city 

logged ~$815.5M in 2024 

industrial permit value (2024 

Building Permit Ranking 

Updates) 

1,217 businesses consultations 

via Vaughan Business and 

Entrepreneurship Centre (VBEC 

2022 Year in Review) 

Vaughan Strategic Economic 

Initiatives 2024 Year in Review 

Pickering 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development Office 

Covered in 

Durham Region’s 

counts 

– – 
City of Pickering Economic Dev. 

Strategy 

Richmond 

Hill 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development 

Section 

104 jobs created 

through Small 

Business 

Enterprise Centre 

Not publicly stated; major 

investments from Apotex 

($70M), M.I.S. Electronics 

($3.2M) 

81 businesses created through 

Small Business Enterprise 

Centre  

Richmond Hill Strategic Plan 2024 

Annual Report 
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https://vaughanbusiness.ca/insights/2024-building-permit-ranking-updates/
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/insights/2024-building-permit-ranking-updates/
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/insights/2024-building-permit-ranking-updates/
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/VBEC-YearInReview-DIGITAL.pdf
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/wp-content/uploads/2023/12/VBEC-YearInReview-DIGITAL.pdf
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/SEI-YearInReview-2024-Digital.pdf?file-verison=1757689112764
https://vaughanbusiness.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/SEI-YearInReview-2024-Digital.pdf?file-verison=1757689112764
https://www.richmondhill.ca/en/resources/Strategic-Plan/Strat-Plan-Annual-Report-2024-X004-Feb-13-AODA.pdf
https://www.richmondhill.ca/en/resources/Strategic-Plan/Strat-Plan-Annual-Report-2024-X004-Feb-13-AODA.pdf
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Guelph 

(“Invest in 

Guelph”) 

Internal – City 

Economic 

Development (within 

City Hall) 

Not reported; city’s 

total employment 

grew 3.7% in 2022 

Tracking via development 

permits; $210 M in industrial 

construction (2022) 

505 business consultations 

(2022); 2024 page provides 

programs/outcomes but no 

consolidated count 

City of Guelph Economic Dev. 2022 

Update 

Milton 

(“Choose 

Milton”) 

Internal – Town 

Economic 

Development 

Division 

Not isolated; 

Halton Region 

saw 2.2% job 

growth in 2022 

$1.64 M in industrial land 

sales (2022) 

56 small businesses received 

Digital Main Street grants (2022) 
Milton EcDev 2022 Annual Report 

Municipalities with External Agencies: 

Municipality Model 

Jobs Created 

(most recent 

year) 

Investment Attracted 

(most recent year) 

Businesses Supported (most 

recent year) 
Latest Report / Source 

Ottawa 

(Invest 

Ottawa) 

External – Arm’s-

length agency (not-

for-profit) 

3,065 jobs 

facilitated in 2024 

via Invest Ottawa 

$649.8M domestic and 

foreign investment attracted 

in 2024 

781 businesses supported 

through entrepreneurship 

programs, 53 business 

expansion meetings (2 initiated) 

in 2024 

Invest Ottawa IO Reports 

London 

(LEDC) 

External – London 

Economic Dev. 

Corporation (since 

1998) 

1,100 jobs added 

in 2024 

17 invest missions, $3.2B+ 

in new investments in 2024 
(Not reported) London EDC 2024 Impact Report 

Waterloo 

Region 

(Waterloo 

EDC) 

External – Waterloo 

Region EDC 

(WREDC, est. 

2015) 

267 new jobs 

created from 

investments in 

2024 

9 investments (3 local 

expansion investments, 6 

foreign direct investments), 

$288M total in 2024 

(Not reported) Waterloo EDC 2024 Annual Report 

Kingston 

(Kingston 

EcDev) 

External – Kingston 

Economic Dev. 

100+ jobs (Li-

Cycle EV battery 

77 active investment 

opportunities, 214 new 

investment leads in 2024 

900 business consultations in 

2024, $408,000 direct to 

Kingston EcDev 2024 Annual 

Report 

341

https://www.investottawa.ca/io-reports/
https://activityupdate.ca/ledc-impact-2024/#whatwedo
https://resources.waterlooedc.ca/uploads/waterloo-edc-2024-annual-report.pdf
https://www.investkingston.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/KED090_Annual-Report-2024_0425_DIGITAL_Pages.pdf
https://www.investkingston.ca/wp-content/uploads/2025/04/KED090_Annual-Report-2024_0425_DIGITAL_Pages.pdf
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Corporation. (arm’s-

length, est. 1998) 

project: ~100 over 

3 years) 

business grants (24% increase 

from 2023) 

Windsor-

Essex 

(Invest 

WindsorEsse

x) 

External – Regional 

Econ. Dev. Corp. 

(not-for-profit) 

1,258 new jobs 

facilitated, total 

employment 

~237,200 in 2024 

(2.1% increase 

from 2023) 

$420M in new investments 

facilitated in 2024 

229 business support sessions, 

140 business startups in 2024 

Invest WindsorEssex 2024 Annual 

Report 

Thunder Bay 

(CEDC) 

External – Thunder 

Bay CEDC 

(Community EDC, 

arms-length) 

Not reported; 

benefited from 162 

new hires via 

Rural & Northern 

Immigration Pilot 

in 2021, -0.6% 

annual change in 

employment in 

2024  

$2.53 M invested in 68 

tourism initiatives (Municipal 

Accommodation Tax fund 

2022) – leveraged $102 M 

external funding 

Tourism events yielded $23 M in 

economic impact, thousands of 

visitors (2022) 

CEDC Tourism Dev. Fund 2022 

Summary (LinkedIn) 

Sarnia–

Lambton 

(SLEP) 

External – Sarnia-

Lambton Economic 

Partnership (non-

profit) 

70 jobs created 

from the Necomer 

Connection 

Program in 2023 

99 Investment attraction/site 

selection clients in the 

project pipeline in 2024; 

$3.5B potential investment 

active in the pipeline; 11 

potential projects larger 

than $100M in investment 

size 

396 consultations via Business 

Enterprise Centre of Sarnia-

Lambton in 2024 

SLEP 2024 Activity Report 

Quinte 

Region 

(QEDC) 

External – Quinte 

Economic Dev. 

Commission (multi-

municipal) 

Not reported; 

Tillsonburg 

Custom Foods 

expansion to bring 

78 new jobs 

6 new investments in 2024, 

notably $35M by Tillsonburg 

Custom Foods 

(Not reported) QEDC 2024 Annual Report 

342

https://www.investwindsoressex.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/IWE-AnnualReport-2024_WEB.pdf?e8-menu-name=Media
https://www.investwindsoressex.com/wp-content/uploads/2025/08/IWE-AnnualReport-2024_WEB.pdf?e8-menu-name=Media
https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/66ff737986f85d8c03ff5b27/685ae280be7ea9e3960e0c61_2024%2BActivity%2BReport%2B(Book)%2BAGM-compressed.pdf
https://indd.adobe.com/view/d09e5e8b-7c7e-45b5-ba33-4651eab34a59
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Stratford 

(investStratfo

rd) 

External – Stratford 

Economic 

Enterprise Dev. 

Corp (SEEDCo)  

Small businesses 

added over 179 

new jobs in 2024 

Not reported; Over 10 active 

expansions 

Stratford Perth Centre for 

Business held over 250 business 

consultations, including 34 new 

businesses and assisting 57 

small businesses to continue or 

expand 

SEEDCo 2024 Annual Report 

St. Thomas 

(STTEDC) 

External – St. 

Thomas Economic 

Dev. Corp. (arm’s-

length) 

Not reported; 

Amazon Canada 

fulfillment facility 

to bring 1000 jobs 

(2023) 

$11M attracted in 2022 

(industrial park 

developments) 

20+ companies assisted in 2022 St. Thomas EDC 2022 Report 

343

https://cdn.prod.website-files.com/5c0168787cd95a7c58dca257/684099e227c9ea85d488115f_Final%20Annual%20Members%20Mtg%20AODA%20Report.pdf
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All internal departments above operate within municipal governments, reporting to city/regional 

councils or administration. For example, Toronto’s Economic Development & Culture division is 

part of the City government, and Mississauga’s Economic Development Office is a City-run team 

(“Invest Mississauga” under the City’s Business Development section). 

External agencies are independent organizations: e.g. Invest Ottawa is the city’s arm’s-length 

agency governed by a board, and Waterloo EDC is a joint regional corporation funded by the 

Region and its cities. Kingston’s and Stratford’s agencies are incorporated non-profits established 

in the late 1990s. These external bodies typically have their own branding, websites, and annual 

reports, as cited above. 

Performance Comparison: Internal vs External Models 

Flexibility and Funding 
External economic development corporations (EDCs) often demonstrate greater flexibility in 

operations and funding. Being arm’s-length, they can leverage funding from other levels of 

government and private partners more readily. For instance, Invest WindsorEssex (external) 

secured over $8 billion in investment deals in 2022 by working closely with federal/provincial 

partners on huge projects like the $5 B Stellantis/LG battery plant. This single project will create 

2,500 direct jobs and thousands more in the supply chain. External agencies can also generate 

revenue (e.g. from sponsorships or fee-for-service activities) and carry unspent funds across 

fiscal years, unlike municipal departments. 

In contrast, internal departments depend on municipal budgets and have less ability to raise 

independent funds. Their activities are subject to annual budget cycles and municipal 

procurement rules. For example, Toronto’s Economic Development division focuses on city-

funded programs (entrepreneurship services, arts grants, etc.) and does not publicly claim direct 

investment attraction totals, as those efforts are partly channeled through a separate regional 

agency, Toronto Global. Internal teams may thus appear less entrepreneurial in funding but 

benefit from guaranteed municipal budget allocations. 

Strategic Focus and Accountability 
External agencies are often singularly focused on economic development mandates, which can 

sharpen their performance. They usually have Boards of Directors from the private sector to drive 

a business-like approach and set clear targets (jobs, investment, tax base growth). For instance, 

Waterloo EDC’s board set aggressive goals and the agency delivered $288M in new investments 

and 267 jobs in one year. Kingston Economic Development Corporation, governed by a board 

with business and city representatives, actively pursued strategic sectors like green energy and 

health tech, helping the city land a Li-Cycle battery recycling plant and other investments. These 

agencies publish detailed annual impact reports with ROI metrics (e.g. Invest Ottawa reporting 

$118.9 M in tax revenue and 15,231 jobs created over 2012–22), which increases accountability 

for results. 

Internal departments, on the other hand, must balance economic development goals with broader 

municipal priorities and bureaucratic processes. They often have to coordinate with planning, 

infrastructure, and council policy directions. This can be beneficial for alignment, ensuring that 

economic initiatives fit with land-use plans or that workforce programs complement social policies. 

Additionally, internal agencies may be able to assist businesses with navigating municipal 

departments in a more thorough manner than external ones. For example, Mississauga’s internal 

EDC works closely with the City’s planning department to ensure business attraction aligns with 

available serviced lands and transportation plans. Accountability for internal departments rests 

with elected councils and city management. While this ensures public oversight, it sometimes 
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diffuses accountability (economic outcomes result from many departments’ efforts, not just the 

EDC). Internal divisions also may track success in terms of city-wide indicators (overall 

employment, assessment growth) rather than attributing specific deals to the EDC team. 

Speed of Decision-Making 
External agencies can view their advantage as being able to respond and close deals quicker, 

often touting “concierge” services for businesses. InvestStratford (SEEDCo), for example, 

markets “concierge-style support” and helped fast-track multiple industrial land sales in 2022 (over 

22.4 acres sold across two business parks) resulting in new plant constructions. Its small team 

could pivot quickly to assist companies like Cleanfix, which expanded in Stratford and champion 

new initiatives, like Stratford’s Sport Tourism Strategy, without needing multiple city council 

approvals.  

Internal departments may face slower processes due to municipal protocols. A city EDC often 

must navigate inter-departmental coordination (permitting, legal, finance) for each investment 

project. However, being inside City Hall can also streamline access to permits and infrastructure 

information for clients. For instance, a business in Hamilton can get immediate coordination 

between the economic development staff and the City planning/building department since they’re 

part of the same organization (sometimes even co-located). In Mississauga’s case, the Economic 

Development staff secured 13 major business investments in 2023 by working hand-in-hand with 

planning and even the Mayor’s office on incentives. So while the decision-making authority on 

incentives might rest with Council’s schedule, the internal coordination can ensure investors 

receive a “one-stop” experience. It’s worth noting that some external agencies mitigate this by 

embedding city liaisons or having the Mayor/Councillors on their boards, as Burlington or Kingston 

do. 

Performance and Metrics 
From the available data, external agencies tend to report more robust performance metrics in 

terms of direct jobs and investment: 

• Invest Ottawa (external): In 2024, IO facilitated 3,065 jobs and attracted $649.8 million

in domestic and foreign investment. Over the past decade, Invest Ottawa has supported

1,000 + startups and scale-ups and helped firms raise $1.88 billion in capital, maintaining

a strong reputation for innovation and measurable results

• London EDC (external): In 2024, the London Economic Development Corporation

supported 1,100 new jobs and reported $3.2 billion in new investments through 17 trade

missions. Since inception, LEDC claims 25,000 + jobs and $3 billion in cumulative

investment

• Waterloo EDC (external): In 2024, Waterloo Region EDC secured $288 million in

investment and 267 new jobs, bringing its total since 2016 to more than 12,500 jobs

created and $1.55 billion in regional GDP impact

• Burlington EDC (external): In 2024, Burlington Economic Development and Tourism

supported 335 new jobs and over 800 local businesses, while facilitating $241 million in

new industrial, commercial, and institutional investment as part of a total $775 million in

construction activity.

By comparison, internal departments’ successes are often reflected in broader economic stats 

rather than direct attribution: 

• Toronto (internal) –  The City’s internal division contributes via workforce & sector

programs, but these numbers aren’t directly credited to the division in reports. Instead,
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Toronto highlights being a top destination for investment (e.g. tech FDI) in external 

rankings. Additionally, as the core municipality involved in Toronto Global, they can take 

credit for much of the economic opportunity attributed to the regional economic 

development organization. 

• Mississauga (internal) – EDC facilitated 1,815 expected jobs from 2023 investments and

won a Top 20 in North America ranking by Site Selection magazine for its performance.

Yet, detailed annual public reports are scarce – successes are often announced through

press releases (like the Roche Canada expansion with provincial support).

• Hamilton (internal) – The city saw a surge of tech firms and film industry growth.

Hamilton’s internal team launched an Economic Recovery Action Plan with 77 actions, but

metrics like jobs created are aggregated in the Community’s employment survey (which

showed a rebound to 236k jobs in 2022). The internal department’s impact is evident in

large employers choosing Hamilton (e.g. Amazon’s fulfillment centre, 1,500 jobs) but the

department doesn’t publish a standalone “jobs created” figure annually.

One reason for this discrepancy is that external agencies explicitly track and market their ROI to 

justify municipal funding, whereas internal departments, being part of government, integrate their 

results into overall city outcomes. External agencies often use consulting methodologies to 

calculate indirect and induced impacts, such as Invest Ottawa utilizing KPMG analysis to show 

$663M GDP impact in 2022. 

Smaller Municipalities’ Experience 
Smaller cities (Thunder Bay, Stratford, St. Thomas, etc.) seem to gravitate towards external 

agencies. Their economies are more sensitive, and having a dedicated agency allows focus on 

unique local strengths. For example: 

• Thunder Bay (pop. ~110k) uses the CEDC external model. Given its remote location and

need to diversify from a resource-based economy, the CEDC has been instrumental in

targeting tourism and immigration as economic drivers. The Tourism fund example shows

how an external agency can manage dedicated funds (Municipal Accommodation Tax

revenues) effectively to generate significant economic impact. The CEDC also led

Thunder Bay’s participation in the Rural and Northern Immigration Pilot (RNIP), resulting

in 162 newcomers hired in local jobs in one year, directly addressing labour shortages.

Such proactive initiatives are easier under an external governance model that can

specialize in specific programs.

• Stratford (pop. ~32k) with SEEDCo (external) has leveraged its arm’s-length status to

attract funds and partnerships: e.g., it secured federal and provincial grants (FedDev,

OMAFRA) for downtown revitalization and an attainable housing project. investStratford’s

small team managed to support 91 business startups/expansions in a year, a huge

number relative to Stratford’s size, and helped keep unemployment at a low 4.2%. The

Board’s involvement (composed of local industry leaders and City officials) ensures a

balance of entrepreneurial approach with municipal oversight. It’s doubtful a tiny city

department alone could have achieved the same scale of activity; the external model

enabled regional collaboration (Stratford’s agency also serves surrounding Perth County)

and a clear, singular mandate to grow the local economy.

Meanwhile, some smaller communities that keep economic development in-house may lack 

visibility or dedicated resources. Guelph (pop. ~143k) treats economic development as a City Hall 

department (“Business Development and Enterprise Services”). While Guelph has a strong 

economy (3.7% employment growth in 2022), its economic development activities are less public-
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facing. Guelph does not publish an annual economic impact report; as a result, it can be harder 

to gauge performance or rally external stakeholders around City initiatives. Though formally 

internal, Guelph’s economic development agency brands itself as “Invest in Guelph” for 

marketing, a hybrid approach some cities take to appear external-facing to businesses while 

remaining a City unit. Milton (pop. ~132k) similarly has an internal division but uses the brand 

“Milton Economic Development” and an investor-oriented website. In 2022, Milton’s team 

launched a new 5-year strategy and reported on key initiatives (like the Digital Main Street 

program assisting dozens of local businesses).  

Quinte Economic Development Commission (QEDC) is an example of a regional external agency 

for smaller municipalities: it serves Belleville, Quinte West, and Hastings County. By pooling 

resources into an external commission, these smaller municipalities managed to attract sizeable 

investments (e.g., a $15M Kellogg’s expansion) and run joint workforce training programs. If each 

had a tiny internal department, they likely could not individually afford specialized staff for 

investment attraction in aerospace or manufacturing (sectors QEDC targets). The external 

regional model yields efficiencies and a stronger collective pitch for Quinte Region. 

Qualitative Insights 
Stakeholder feedback often highlights that external agencies can be more innovative and 

business-friendly, while internal departments ensure better integration with community goals. An 

academic study of Ontario economic development practices found that practitioners value the 

autonomy of arm’s-length organizations but also note the importance of maintaining close ties to 

City Hall for success. For instance, Invest Ottawa’s arm’s-length status allows it to hire tech-savvy 

staff and pivot into new areas like autonomous vehicle testing (Area X.O) quickly, yet it maintains 

a strong partnership with the City (the Mayor sits on its board, and the City funds it) to ensure 

alignment with Ottawa’s broader economic strategy. 

In smaller communities, having the city council strongly support the external agency is critical. 

Stratford’s example of councillors on the SEEDCo board ensured that investStratford’s initiatives 

(like the Sport Tourism Strategy) meshed with City departments and had political buy-in.  

Conclusion & Recommendation 
Considering the data and experiences above, external arm’s-length agencies generally appear 

more prevalent for economic development, especially for mid-sized and smaller municipalities. 

The external model often yields clear, quantifiable outcomes on investment attraction and job 

creation numbers are reported by agencies like Invest Ottawa, Waterloo EDC, LEDC, etc., 

compared to internal departments of similar-sized cities. Smaller cities with external agencies 

(Burlington, Stratford, Sarnia-Lambton) have been able to pursue big opportunities and 

partnerships and report out on it differently than a small internal staff would. They leverage 

specialized expertise and external funding to punch above their weight. 

That said, an external agency is not a magic bullet. Its success still hinges on strong collaboration 

with the municipality and stable funding. A poorly funded external agency would underperform 

just as an under-resourced city department would. Additionally, large cities or regions with ample 

capacity (Toronto, York Region) can and do succeed with internal departments, partly because 

their scale allows dedicated teams and they often have separate specialized entities such as 

Toronto Global for FDI to complement the internal staff. 
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SWOT Analysis 

A SWOT analysis is a critical decision-making tool in the evaluation of BEDT as it enables a 

structured assessment of the organization’s internal capacity and external environment. By 

identifying Strengths and Weaknesses, the City can better understand how the agency is currently 

performing relative to its intended mandate. Equally, analyzing Opportunities and Threats sheds 

light on the broader municipal and regional context that shapes BEDT’s future potential, 

regardless of whether it remains an arms-length agency or becomes internalized within the City’s 

corporate structure. 

For a governance question of this magnitude, whether to internalize BEDT or maintain its external 

status, the SWOT framework ensures that the decision is informed by both evidence of 

performance and realistic projections of risk. It helps distinguish between challenges that are 

structural and resolvable, versus those rooted in the external environment. This clarity is essential 

for recommending a model that can deliver accountable, efficient, and measurable economic and 

tourism outcomes for Burlington. 

Strengths 

1. Established Awareness

2. Independence

3. Existing Success

4. Natural Alignments

Weaknesses 

1. Misalignment with City

Priorities

2. Accountability

3. Role Confusion

4. Low Engagement

5. Outdated Methods

Opportunities 

1. Improved Communication

2. KPIs

3. Closer Collaboration

4. Sector-Specific Growth

Threats 

1. Erosion of Trust

2. Economic Pressures

3. Political Uncertainty

4. Competition

5. Stakeholder Fatigue

Strengths 

The analysis across interviews, focus groups, and surveys identified several intrinsic advantages 

of BEDT as it currently exists:  

Established Awareness and Brand Recognition 
Despite limitations in depth of understanding, both the business and public surveys confirm that 

a majority of respondents are at least aware of BEDT. This brand presence provides a foundation 

on which stronger engagement strategies can be built. 

Perceived Value in Independence 
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A recurring theme, especially among business stakeholders, is the belief that an arms-length 

structure allows BEDT to operate with agility and to provide candid assessments of municipal 

processes. Independence is seen as a mechanism to insulate economic development from 

shifting political priorities and to project a business-friendly image. 

Existing Engagement Successes 
Where interactions have occurred, through networking events, marketing, or tourism promotion, 

business satisfaction levels are high. This suggests that when BEDT connects effectively with its 

audience, it can deliver programs that are valued. 

Alignment with Burlington’s Natural Strengths 
Stakeholders repeatedly emphasized Burlington’s strong natural and locational assets: proximity 

to the GTA, a skilled workforce, and an attractive waterfront. BEDT’s mandate positions it to 

capitalize on these advantages, especially in sectors such as green technology, logistics, and 

professional services. 

These strengths indicate that BEDT has credibility, a recognized role, and selective success 

stories that can serve as the foundation for future growth. They also highlight why some 

stakeholders remain supportive of maintaining an external structure, provided its governance and 

accountability can be improved. 

Weaknesses 

More pervasive than strengths, the weaknesses of BEDT underscore systemic concerns about 

governance and effectiveness: 

Misalignment with City Priorities 
Interviews revealed repeated instances where BEDT pursued initiatives without coordination with 

City departments, creating friction, undermining trust, and in some cases leading to failed 

opportunities. 

Limited Accountability and Transparency 
Surveys and interviews consistently identified a lack of clear performance measurement. Annual 

reports are perceived as superficial, and stakeholders are not provided with meaningful data to 

evaluate outcomes. 

Role Confusion and Overlap 
Businesses and even City staff often struggle to understand BEDT’s role. In practice, BEDT 

sometimes appears to act as an extension of the City, while at other times distancing itself when 

results are lacking. This ambiguity contributes to inefficiency and external frustration. 

Low Engagement Levels 
Despite relatively high awareness, more than half of surveyed businesses had not engaged with 

BEDT in recent years. Public respondents demonstrated even lower familiarity and struggled to 

articulate the organizations’ functions. 

Tourism Arm Outdated 
The tourism division in particular is seen as lacking modern relevance, relying on traditional 

methods (brochures, visitor centres) rather than innovative strategies to attract and retain visitors. 

These weaknesses raise doubts about BEDT’s ability to justify its funding and to demonstrate 

value for tax dollars. They also highlight risks inherent to the arms-length structure, where 

autonomy without robust accountability mechanisms results in underperformance. 
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Opportunities 

The external environment and stakeholder expectations provide meaningful avenues for 

improvement: 

Improved Communication and Outreach 
Both the business and public surveys prioritized better communication and engagement. There 

is clear appetite for more visible, accessible, and timely information about BEDT’s role, services, 

and results. 

Performance Measurement and Accountability 
Introducing robust KPIs, dashboards, and outcome reporting would not only address current 

weaknesses but also provide the City and public with clearer evidence of return on investment. 

Closer Collaboration with City Departments 
Regardless of governance structure, stronger alignment with planning, transportation, and 

housing services is both possible and desired. This could address some of the workflow 

breakdowns that stakeholders currently experience. 

Sector-Specific Growth Potential 
Burlington’s position within the GTA and proximity to innovation hubs like Waterloo create strong 

opportunities in technology, green energy, logistics, and professional services. A focused 

economic development strategy could leverage these strengths. 

These opportunities align directly with resident and business expectations, offering practical 

pathways to increase BEDT’s legitimacy and impact. They also show that structural reform could 

yield significant benefits if coupled with operational improvements. 

Threats

Several external and structural risks threaten BEDT’s future effectiveness: 

Erosion of Trust and Credibility 
Continued misalignment, poor communication, and lack of measurable outcomes risk further 

eroding stakeholder confidence. This could make it more difficult to attract investment or 

community support. 

Economic and Demographic Pressures 
Broader issues such as high housing costs, business closures, and affordability challenges 

directly affect Burlington’s economic vitality. BEDT’s inability to respond effectively to these 

challenges could leave it perceived as irrelevant. 

Political Uncertainty 
Shifts in municipal leadership and council priorities could undermine continuity, particularly if 

BEDT remains external but without strong governance safeguards. 

Competition from Other Municipalities 
Surrounding cities and regions (e.g., Hamilton, Mississauga, Waterloo) are aggressively pursuing 

investment with more clearly defined economic development strategies. Burlington risks losing 

opportunities if BEDT cannot match their professionalism and agility. 

Stakeholder Fatigue 
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If calls for reform, particularly around communication and accountability, are not addressed, there 

is a risk of disengagement from both businesses and the public. This could weaken partnerships 

essential to success. 

These threats underscore the urgency of reform. Left unaddressed, they could result in diminished 

relevance of Burlington as an investment destination and weaken the case for continued public 

funding of an arms-length model. 

Conclusion

The SWOT analysis highlights a complex picture. BEDT has some clear strengths in brand 

recognition, independence, and selective engagement successes. However, its weaknesses, 

particularly around alignment, accountability, and role clarity, are systemic and widely 

acknowledged. Opportunities exist to address these weaknesses, especially through stronger 

communication, collaboration, and performance reporting, but failure to act risks intensifying 

threats such as declining credibility, economic competition, and political uncertainty. 

For the City of Burlington, the SWOT analysis demonstrates that the decision on BEDT’s future 

governance must weigh the value of independence against the pressing need for transparency, 

accountability, and integration. The findings point toward reform as essential, whether within an 

improved arms-length framework or through full internalization. 

Findings and Recommendations 

After reviewing all of the inputs, we have come to the following conclusions: 

1. The relationship between the City and BEDT is broken. The two groups are not working

together collaboratively and show little interest in doing so.

2. Economic development and investment attraction may be a lower priority if housed

within the City than it is with a separate agency.

3. The public consultation conducted is of little value due to lack of knowledge on the part

of participants.

4. Both internal and external models are widely used by municipalities and there is no

consensus that the evidence leads to one being considered superior to the other.

5. There is no reason to believe that BEDT can hire more qualified or effective people than

the City.

6. There is real value to the private sector participation in BEDT.

7. BEDT should be dissolved, and the Economic Development and Tourism components

brought into the City. In order to preserve some of the private sector benefits, an

advisory council composed of Business Leaders should be established and chaired by

the City Manager.
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Page 1 of Report Number: LLS-51-25 

Recommendation Report  
Summary  

 

 

SUBJECT:   2026 Council and committee meeting calendar 
TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Legal and Legislative Services 

                    Legislative Services 

Report Number: LLS-51-25 

Wards Affected: Not applicable 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation  

Approve the 2026 calendar of meetings for Council and standing committees attached as 

Appendix A to legislative services report LLS-51-25. 

 

Executive Summary  
 
Purpose of report: 

This report is seeking approval of the 2026 Council and Standing Committee meeting 

calendar. 

 

As specified by the city’s Procedure By-law 59-2024, regular meetings of Council and Standing 

committees will be held in accordance with the calendar set annually and approved by Council. 
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 Recommendation Report 

 

Background 

Annually, Legislative Services brings forward a proposed schedule of Council and standing 

committee meetings for the upcoming calendar year. The proposed 2026 calendar, attached 

as Appendix A, provides 9 regular meeting cycles instead of the usual 11. Due to the 2026 

municipal election, meeting cycles are not proposed for October and November. 

 

2026 Meeting Schedule 

Staff recommend that Council approve a schedule that follows the same format as the 2025 

meeting schedule, with a Regular Council meeting scheduled the week immediately following 

Committee week. The exception to this is January 2026 where the Regular Council meeting is 

delayed a week to accommodate participation in the Rural Ontario Municipal Association 

Conference, and August 2026, being a month where meetings of Council have traditionally not 

been scheduled. 

 

The below information demonstrates a typical month, noting that in a few instances in the 

proposed calendar, adjustments have been made to accommodate holidays and other 

scheduled events. 

 

Week 1: 

Monday – Committee of the Whole (9:30 a.m.)  

Tuesday – Committee of the Whole (cont’d) (9:30 a.m.) (statutory public meeting) 

Wednesday – Halton Regional Meeting/Audit Committee (quarterly) (3:30 p.m.) 

Thursday - Pipeline to Permit Committee (9:30 a.m.)/Council Workshop Committee (1 p.m.) 

 

Week 2: 

Tuesday – Regular Council (9:30 a.m.) 

Wednesday – Halton Regional Meeting 

 

Week 3: no meetings 

Week 4: no meetings  

 

Analysis 

The following dates were factored into the 2026 calendar: 

 Halton Regional Council meeting schedule, approved September 2025; 

 Rural Ontario Municipal Association conference: January 18-20; 

 March Break: March 16-20; 
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 Federation of Canadian Municipalities conference: June 4-7;  

 Association of Municipalities of Ontario conference: August 16-19;  

 the closing of City administrative offices for statutory and other holidays; and 

 2026 Municipal Election. 

 

Special Council Meetings may be called by the Mayor in accordance with the Procedure By-

law, as required. 

 

Additionally, the Procedure By-law permits Council to alter the time, day, and place of any 

meeting approved in the annual schedule by way of a motion. Motions to amend the calendar 

are not subject to the reconsideration provisions in the by-law. 

 

Budget Committee 

Due to the 2026 Municipal Election, budget meetings that generally take place in November of 

each year, will be delayed to 2027.  In accordance with Ontario’s strong mayor legislation, the 

mayor is required to propose a budget by February 1st and share it with council and the 

public. Legislative Services staff will work collaboratively with the Office of the Mayor and the 

Finance Department to establish Budget Committee meeting dates to be incorporated into the 

2027 meeting calendar report. 

 

Municipal Election 

Council and Standing Committee meetings have not been proposed for October and 

November due to the Municipal Election being held on Oct. 26, 2026.  If a ‘lame duck’ period 

exists, limits are placed on council’s ability to make certain decisions.  A ‘lame duck’ council as 

defined by the Municipal Act, 2001 is a municipal council that is operating under restricted 

powers because less than 75% of its members are returning in the new term after an election.  

More information about restricted acts of Council in a municipal election year will be provided 

at a later date.  

 

A new council orientation meeting is scheduled for Nov. 17, 2026, the day following the 

inaugural meeting of council as well as a Regular Council meeting to deal with any required 

business. 

 

Recommendation Details 

The proposed 2026 meeting calendar for Council and its standing committees establishes a 

consistent and transparent schedule for city business. By providing advance public notice of a 

regular meeting cycle, the calendar promotes openness in the Council’s decision-making 

process and makes it easier for residents to stay informed and engaged. Setting a clear 

cadence for meetings also helps the public anticipate when Council will convene, helping to 
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reduce barriers to participation and enhancing community involvement.

 

Key Dates & Milestones 

N/A 

 

Implications 

The meeting calendar is available in both print and online formats. 

Once Council approves the 2026 meeting calendar dates, the calendar will be distributed in 

print and posted to the City’s website through the online meeting calendar, which is updated 

throughout the year. Members of the public can subscribe to receive email notifications and 

reminders about upcoming meetings. 

Legislative Services staff also submit social media work orders once agendas are made public. 

These requests generate social media posts that promote upcoming meetings and encourage 

resident participation. 

 

References  

N/A 

 

Strategic Alignment 

 ☐ Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Author: 

Lisa Palermo 

Manager, Committee Services/Deputy Clerk 

Lisa.palermo@burlington.ca  

 

Appendices: 

A. Proposed 2026 Calendar 

 

Notifications: 
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Graham Milne, Regional Clerk 

Graham.milne@halton.ca  

 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 

 

 

356

mailto:Graham.milne@halton.ca


2026 Calendar of Meetings

10
00

21
19

65
2

Committee of the Whole – Mondays 9:30 a.m.  
(cont’d Tuesdays 9:30 a.m. if required)

Council – Tuesdays 9:30 a.m.

Pipeline to Permit – Thursdays 9:30 a.m.

Council Workshop – Thursdays 1 p.m. 
New Council Workshop (training) Nov. 17 – 9:30 a.m.

Audit Committee – Wednesdays 3:30 p.m.

Regional Committee/Council

Holiday/City Hall Closed

Rural Ontario Municipal Association Conference

Fed. of Canadian Municipalities Conference

Assoc. of Municipalities of Ontario Conference

Budget Committee – as scheduled

Council – Civic  Recognition 6:30 p.m.

Nominations open for 2026 Election

Nomination Day

Election Day

Start of new Council term

Inaugural Meeting of 2026-2030 City Council

APRIL 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28 29 30

MAY 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2

3 4 5 6 7 8 9

10 11 12 13 14 15 16

17 18 19 20 21 22 23

24 25 26 27 28 29 30

31

JUNE 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5 6

7 8 9 10 11 12 13

14 15 16 17 18 19 20

21 22 23 24 25 26 27

28 29 30

JANUARY 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17

18 19 20 21 22 23 24

25 26 27 28 29 30 31

FEBRUARY 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

MARCH 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

29 30 31

JULY 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4

5 6 7 8 9 10 11

12 13 14 15 16 17 18

19 20 21 22 23 24 25

26 27 28 29 30 31

AUGUST 2026

S M T W T F S

1

2 3 4 5 6 7 8

9 10 11 12 13 14 15

16 17 18 19 20 21 22

23 24 25 26 27 28 29

30 31

SEPTEMBER 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12

13 14 15 16 17 18 19

20 21 22 23 24 25 26

27 28 29 30

OCTOBER 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3

4 5 6 7 8 9 10

11 12 13 14 15 16 17

18 19 20 21 22 23 24

25 26 27 28 29 30 31

NOVEMBER 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5 6 7

8 9 10 11 12 13 14

15 16 17 18 19 20 21

22 23 24 25 26 27 28

29 30

DECEMBER 2026

S M T W T F S

1 2 3 4 5

6 7 8 9 10 11 12

13 14 15 16 17 18 19

20 21 22 23 24 25 26

27 28 29 30 31

Appendix A to LLS-51-25
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  COW-15-25 

1 

Motion Memorandum 
 

 
SUBJECT: Request for audit of space allocation for competitive youth swimming 

programs 

TO:           Committee of the Whole 

From:         Councillor Lisa Kearns 

Seconded by (for Council only): N/A 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Motion for Council to Consider:  

Direct the City Auditor to perform an audit of the allocation process of pool time for 

competitive swimming programs and report back to Committee of the Whole by 

December 2, 2025. 

 

Reason:  

Community members have voiced their concerns for transparency around the decision 

making for the space allocation process performed in 2025 to award pool time to 

competitive swimming programs within City-run pools. 

 

Outcome Sought: 

To obtain an independent audit of the documentation, decision making and compliance 

to the Council approved Procurement Bylaw.  The audit should reveal the following 

items: 

1. The chain of events including the timing of when key documents were issued by 

the City, received by the bidders, evaluated by staff and reported back to bidders. 

2. Any differences in approach that were taken between the processes for 

allocating space in City pools between adults and youth. 

3. Definitions and requirements within City procurement documents including 

whether those definitions and requirements are aligned with the City’s 

Procurement Bylaw. 
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By requesting an independent audit of the space allocation process, Council will be able 

to demonstrate transparency and accountability to the community and all stakeholders 

involved.   

 

Implications: 

There is no financial cost associated with this audit outside of the Council approved 

budget, as it would be performed by the City Auditor.   

 

References:  

LLS-42-25 Confidential legal report regarding potential litigation for aquatics 

procurement 

Media Relase – June 30, 2025: City of Burlington Statement on Ensuring High Quality 

Aquatics Services and Fair Use of Facilities 

Media Release – August 1, 2025: A solution for competitive youth swimming 

 

Strategic Alignment 

☐ Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate 

change 

 Driving organizational performance 

 

Approved as per form by the City Clerk 
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1 

Motion Memorandum 
 

 
SUBJECT: Burlington Community Foundation presentation regarding Burlington's 2025 

Vital Signs Report 

TO:           Committee of the Whole 

From:         Councillor Shawna Stolte 

Seconded by (for Council only): N/A 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Motion for Council to Consider:  

Receive for information a presentation from Megan Tregunno, CEO of Burlington 

Community Foundation, regarding the Burlington Community Foundations 2025 Vital 

Signs Report.

 

Reason:  

Burlington Community Foundation (BCF) has been the city’s trusted philanthropic 

partner for more than 25 years. Established in 1999 by Burlington residents, BCF brings 

together generous donors, businesses and community members who want to have a 

lasting impact in our local community and beyond. They serve as a charitable giving 

hub, managing donor advised funds that provide on-going resources for granting in our 

local community and to charities across Canada. With their support, generous 

individuals who want to make a difference can create a sustained stream of funding to 

meet their short and long-term generosity goals. They also identify community needs 

and provide regular grants to charitable organizations working to strengthen quality of 

life in Burlington. 

 

Vital Signs is Canada’s largest community-driven data program, led by Community 

Foundations of Canada and implemented by community foundations locally. The 

structure of this report is a new approach for BCF’s Vital Signs. The Foundation 

partnered with Leger to conduct first-hand research in the community to provide a timely 

snapshot of how Burlington residents are feeling about issues such as housing, arts and 

culture, standard of living, safety, learning, the environment and more. 

 

360



2 
 

Outcome Sought: 

That Council receive for information the summary of the Burlington Foundation Vital 

Signs report 2025. 

 

Implications: 

N/A 

 

Strategic Alignment 

 Designing and delivering complete communities 

 Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate 

change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

 

Approved as per form by the City Clerk 
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Information Report 
Summary 

 

SUBJECT:   MTSA Official Plan Amendment No. 2 Notice of Decision 

TO:            Committee of the Whole 

FROM:       Development and Growth Management 
                 Community Planning 

Report Number: DGM-99-25 

Wards Affected: 1,2,4,5 

Date to Committee: November 3, 2025 

Date to Council: November 18, 2025 

 

Recommendation:  

Receive for information development and growth management report DGM-99-25 regarding 

MTSA Official Plan Amendment No. 2 Notice of Decision. 

Executive Summary  

Purpose of report: 

 This report provides an overview of the Minister's modifications to Official Plan 

Amendment 2 ("OPA 2") contained in the Notice of Decision (attached as Appendix A), 

the resultant changes needed to the CPP By-law to reflect that decision, and next steps 

for CPP By-law.  

Implications:  

 As outlined in the Notice of Decision, certain elements of the decision related to the 

Protected MTSAs under the Planning Act (e.g. MTSA boundaries, density targets and 

authorized uses of the land) are sheltered from appeal to the Ontario Land Tribunal 

("OLT").   These are already in effect (the "In-Effect OPA 2 Policies"). 

 All other policies, including the enabling policies for a Community Planning Permit 

System (CPPS), are subject to a 20-day appeal period ending on October 30, 2025.   

 Should no appeals be received by that day, the policies of OPA 2 come into effect on 

October 31, 2025.   

 

 Should the enabling CPPS policies of OPA 2 be appealed, the Planning Act provides 

that Council cannot approve a CPP By-law until those policies are in effect.   
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Information Report 

 

Background 

At the June 2024 Council meeting, Council adopted Official Plan Amendment (OPA) No. 2 

which implements the findings of the Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) Area Specific 

Planning Project for the City’s three MTSAs.  OPA 2 identifies these areas as Protected 

MTSAs in accordance with the Planning Act, and delineates the boundaries, sets the minimum 

density targets, and establishes authorized uses of the land.  OPA 2 also establishes the vision 

and supporting policy framework for each MTSA to evolve as complete communities over time.  

OPA 2 includes enabling policies to allow the city to implement a Community Planning Permit 

System (CPPS) for the MTSAs. 

 

Following Council adoption, OPA 2 was sent to both Halton Region and the Ministry of 

Municipal Affairs and Housing for approval.  Through Bill 185, the province identified that as of 

July 1, 2024, Halton Region was an Upper-tier Municipality without Planning Authority and no 

longer had the authority to approve OPA 2.  Also at the June 2024 Council meeting, Council 

“approved, in principle” the MTSA CPP By-law.   

 

At the June 18, 2024 Council meeting, staff brought forward a memo that included:  

 Modifications proposed to OPA 2 as a result of feedback received at the June 11, 2024 

statutory public meeting;  

 A scoped workplan to address a core set of remaining issues in the CPP By-law 

including:  

o Land Use Compatibility 

o Facilities, Services and Matters 

o EV parking requirements 

o Implementation Considerations 

o Site-specific issues, and      

o Necessary modifications resulting from Ministerial approval.  

 

On July 26, 2024, the Ministry posted OPA 2 on the Environmental Registry of Ontario (ERO) 

for public comment through ERO 019-8978.  The consultation was open for a 45-day review 

period, that closed on September 9, 2024.  The City provided a submission to the ERO that 

identified a suggested modification to resolve a landowner’s concern related to the right of way 

width of Cooke Boulevard as well as some minor modifications related to the numbering and 

structure to clarify the land use compatibility policies of OPA 2. 

 

On August 20, 2024, the Ontario Government released the final version of the Provincial 

Planning Statement (PPS), 2024 that came into effect on October 20, 2024 with no transition 
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provisions.  All planning decisions after October 20, 2024 are required to be consistent with the 

PPS, 2024.   

 

Following the Ministry consultation through the ERO, staff met with Ministry staff to discuss 

matters related to the policies of OPA 2 and alignment with provincial planning direction 

including consistency with the PPS, 2024.  In December 2024, city staff provided additional 

context and information to support the Minister in their review of OPA 2.  City staff also 

provided a set of thirty-four (34) modifications to the policies and schedules.  See Appendix B 

for a summary overview of the staff-initiated modifications proposed to Ministry staff.  The most 

impact modification city staff suggested was to have the Minister direct the City to complete a 

CPPS.  With the Minister direction to complete a CPPS, the implementing polices for a CPPS 

would be sheltered from appeal, which would allow Council to adopt a CPP By-law 

immediately following the approval of OPA 2.   

 

On October 10, 2025, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing (MMAH) released its 

decision to approve OPA 2, with modifications.   

 

In accordance with subsection 17(36.1.4) of the Planning Act, the Minister’s decision on 

policies and schedules of OPA 2 related to the elements of a Protected Major Transit Station 

Area including the number of residents and jobs per hectare planned to be accommodated 

within the MTSA, the authorized uses of the land and buildings/structures and the boundaries 

is final and cannot be appealed.   

 

The policy directions of OPA 2 related to the planning for employment areas, transportation 

networks and infrastructure, along with the CPPS enabling policies, including any modifications 

to those policies made through the Minister’s decision, can be appealed to the OLT.  The 

decision can be appealed within 20 days from October 10th.  Accordingly, if not appealed, OPA 

2 in its entirety comes into effect on October 31st, 2025.    

 

Status 

OPA 2 Decision Overview  

 

The Minister's decision on OPA 2 contains fifty-four (54) modifications that alter Council 

adopted OPA 2.  The following provides an overview of the notable modifications made to OPA 

2 by the Minister.  

 

Matters of conformity related to the PPS, 2024 and the Planning Act 

As summarized in Appendix B to this report, City staff provided a set of proposed modifications 

to achieve consistency with the PPS, 2024 and compliance with the Planning Act, related to 

the Planning Act definition of Area of Employment as amended through Bill 97.   
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Eighteen (18) of the modifications, including modifications to the land use schedules proposed 

by staff to reflect PPS conformity, were included in the decision of OPA 2.  These modifications 

will have an impact on the proposed CPP By-law with changes to the Employment precinct 

names and permitted uses.  This is consistent with the City's recent population and 

employment growth analysis that states the City has limited ability to convert employment 

lands.  By 2051, the City will have almost entirely exhausted its remaining supply of vacant 

Employment Area lands which will be almost fully built-out by 2051, with an estimated surplus 

of just 2 net hectares of employment area. 

 

Modifications to Population and Employment targets 

As noted in Appendix B, the City provided modifications to the Ministry that would clarify the 

application of the proportional target throughout the entirety of the MTSA.  The decision 

reflects six (6) modifications related to the population and employment targets proposed by city 

staff.  The decision includes an additional modification to the proportional target for Appleby 

GO MTSA.  Through ROPA 48, the Minister, at the time, approved an alternative target of 40% 

residents and 60% jobs.  The decision on OPA 2 further modifies the proportional target to 

approximately 20% residents and 80% jobs across the entire Appleby GO MTSA to 

correspond with a population of approximately 5,458 residents and 19,579 jobs, for an 

estimated 25,037 residents and jobs combined.  This change continues to emphasis that the 

density targets and proportional mix are minimums and will not have an impact on the CPP By-

law.      

 

Modification related to the ROW of Cooke Boulevard  

As noted through CIP staff memo DGM-30-25, City staff provided a submission to the ERO 

posting 019-8978 that requested a minor modification to modify the right-of-way width for 

Cooke Boulevard in response to a submission letter from the landowner at 1026 Cooke 

Boulevard.  The decision on OPA 2 incorporated this modification and modified the ROW for 

Cooke Boulevard in Table 4: Major Transit Station Area Public Right-of-way Widths to 20m.  

This modification is supported by staff and recognizes that much of the Cooke Boulevard area 

is comprised of properties that are subject to either in process or recently approved 

development applications based on a 20m right-of-way.    

  

Modifications related to Affordable and Assisted Housing 

The Minister's decision on OPA 2 includes modifications related to affordable and assisted 

housing as follows: 

 OPA 2 includes enabling policies for the implementation of a CPPS as well as allowing 

the CPP By-law to specify facilities, services and matters or in-kind contributions in 

exchange for a specified density or height of development.  The Minister's decision 

modified OPA 2 to state that "affordable housing shall not be required as a specified 

facility, service, or matter for these purposes; however, this does not prevent affordable 

housing units from being required to be provided in accordance with clause 4 (2) (c.1) or 
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(3) (d.1) of Ontario Regulation 173/16 if applicable."  This modification will have an 

impact on the facility, services and matters provisions of the CPP By-law and the City's 

ability to secure affordable housing units in new development in the MTSA unless it is 

achieved using the Inclusionary Zoning tool.  Staff will assess the impact, including 

whether or not in-kind contributions for affordable housing is allowed, and report back to 

Council on the changes when the finalized CPP By-law is brought forward for Council 

approval.    

 Modifications have been made to sections of OPA 2 that would only encourage, not 

require, affordable housing where it is permitted.  Staff do not expect an impact on the 

CPP By-law.    

 Modifications to remove a reference to assisted housing appears to have the effect of 

not encouraging assisted housing in specific precincts of the MTSA, however, in force 

Section 3.1.4(2) a) of the BOP, 2020 permits and encourages the full continuum of 

housing, including affordable, assisted and special needs housing, throughout the City 

and further encourages these uses to locate in the urban area where residential uses 

are permitted and where public transit, retail and public service facilities are readily 

accessible.  Therefore, the modification related to assisted housing through the decision 

of OPA 2 is minor in nature.         

 

Clarity and Grammar  

The Minister’s decision on OPA 2 includes several modifications that address the following:  

 Removes references to Halton Region as they are no longer an upper-tier municipality 

with planning responsibilities.  

 Minor modifications to address grammar clarification and renumbering of sections that 

are not expected to impact the CPP By-law.   

 

As noted above, the proposed modifications sent to the Ministry in December 2024 included a 

modification that would have the effect of directing the City to implement a CPPS, an authority 

that the Minister holds under the Planning Act legislation.  This modification was not included 

in the Minster’s final Notice of Decision.  As a result, the policies of OPA 2 that enable the 

CPPS are subject to appeal to the OLT.  These policies of OPA 2 will not come into effect until: 

a) the appeal period has passed and there are no appeals, or  

b) all appeals have been disposed of or withdrawn.   

 

Council cannot adopt the CPP By-law until the enabling policies of OPA 2 have come into 

effect.      
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Community Planning Permit System By-law Next Steps 

Staff will continue to make the necessary changes to the “approved, in principle” CPP By-law 

to address conformity to the Minister’s decision on OPA 2 and consistency with the PPS, 2024.  

Building upon previous council direction in the June 2024 memo to continue to work with 

interested and affected parties, prior to bringing a revised CPP By-law back to Council for final 

approval, staff will engage with the development industry through the established working 

groups to resolve any additional comments and feedback. 

  

Provided there are no appeals to the CPPS enabling policies and OPA 2 comes into effect, 

staff are targeting to bring forward a final CPP By-law for approval by Council in Q1 2026.    

The decision of Council approval of the CPP By-law can also be appealed to the OLT.   

 

Should there be appeals to OPA 2, the timeline to bring forward a revised CPP By-law is 

dependent on any future OLT process.   

 

The implementation of a Community Planning Permit system is a key Housing Accelerator 

Fund (HAF) Council approved Action Plan initiative and is crucial to the City’s commitment to 

the Federal Government to support the creation of more housing and enhance certainty in the 

development approval process.  An appeal to OPA 2 would delay the delivery of key HAF 

initiative Number 2: Implementing Major Transit Station Areas and Community Planning Permit 

System.  

 

Key Dates & Milestones 
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 June 18, 2024: Council adopted Official Plan Amendment No. 2 and approved in 
principle the Community Planning Permit System By-law.  

 June 28, 2024: The complete record of adoption was submitted to both the Region of 
Halton and the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing.  

 July 1, 2025: As legislated through Bill 185, Halton Region became a municipality 
without planning responsibilities.  The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing became 
the approval authority of OPA 2.   

 July 26, 2024: The Ministry consulted on OPA 2 through ERO posting 019-8978 for 45 
days.   

 December 18, 2024: City staff met with Ministry staff to discuss OPA 2 and provide 
clarification to Ministry staff on matters of provincial interest related to the approval of 
OPA 2.   

 December 20, 2024: City staff provided Ministry staff with a suite of suggested 
modifications and background information on the City's CPPS to inform their review of 
OPA 2.  

 October 2, 2025: The Ministry shared a draft decision.   

 October 10, 2025: The Ministry issued a final Notice of Decision to the City and posted 
the notice of decision to ERO 019-8978 on October 14, 2024.    

 

Implications 

Legal Implications 

The Notice of Decision was issued by the Province on October 10, 2025.  Under the Planning 

Act, the Minister’s decision regarding the use of land, density and boundaries within Protected 

MTSAs are not appealable to the OLT.  The Minister advised City staff that the Minister’s 

decision on other policies of OPA 2 related to employment areas, transportation networks, 

infrastructure, public realm and implementation, including the enabling CPPS policies, are 

appealable to the OLT by the municipality (i.e. the City), landowners, public bodies and certain 

third parties within 20 days of the Ministry giving notice of the decision. If not appealed, OPA 2 

comes into effect on October 31st, 2025.  

 

Communication and Engagement 

The Minister’s decision of OPA 2 has been posted by the Province on the Environmental 

Registry of Ontario through ERO-019-8978.  City staff have updated the Get Involved 

Burlington project website and the City’s News and Notice website.       

References  

 PL-27-21 Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) Area-Specific Planning Terms of 
Reference 
 

 PL-02-22 – Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) Area-Specific recommended Preferred 
Precinct Plans 

 PL-10-22 – Major Transit Station Areas – Area Specific Plans Planning Study Update  
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 PL-40-23 – Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) update and Community  
 Planning permit system exploration 
 PL-59-23 – Proposed Major Transit Station Area (MTSA) Official Plan  
 Amendment and Draft Community Planning Permit (CPP) By-law Public Release and 

Statutory Public Meeting 
 PL-03-24 – MTSA Official Plan Amendment 2 and Community Planning Permit By-law 

and Statutory Public Meeting 
 June 18, 2024 – Council Memo - Modified Official Plan Amendment No. 2 to the City of 

Burlington Official Plan, 2020 to replace Appendix A to staff report PL-03-24 
 DGM-30-25 – MTSA OPA 2 Update 
 DGM-97-25 – Major Transit Station Area Official Plan Amendment No. 2 Draft Decision 

Update 
 

 

Strategic Alignment 

  Designing and delivering complete communities 

☐ Providing the best services and experiences 

☐ Protecting and improving the natural environment and taking action on climate change 

☐ Driving organizational performance 

Author: 

Karyn Poad 
Supervisor, Community Initiatives 
Karyn.Poad@burlington.ca  
 

Appendices: 

A. OPA 2 Notice of Decision and Modifications 

B. Staff initiated modifications to OPA 2 summary 

 

 

Report Approval: 

All reports are reviewed and approved by the Commissioner, Head of Corporate Affairs, Chief 

Financial Officer, and Commissioner of Legal and Legislative Services/City Solicitor. 
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File No.: By-Law 45-2024 
Municipality: City of Burlington 
Subject Lands: Lands within three Protected Major 
Transit Station Areas in the City of Burlington 

Date of Decision: October 10, 2025 
Date of Notice: October 10, 2025 

NOTICE OF DECISION 
With respect to an Official Plan  

Subsection 17(34) of the Planning Act 

A decision was made on the date noted above to approve, with modifications, the City of 

Burlington’s Official Plan Amendment 2, as adopted by By-law 45-2024.  

Purpose and Effect of the Official Plan 

Official Plan Amendment 2 includes policy and schedule updates to the Burlington Official Plan 2020 

to direct future development within three Protected Major Transit Station Areas (PMTSAs) in 

Burlington: Downtown Burlington Urban Growth Centre/ Burlington GO, the Aldershot GO, and the 

Appleby GO station areas. Official Plan Amendment 2 also enables the City of Burlington to 

implement a Community Planning Permit System (CPPS) within the three PMTSAs. 

Fifty-four (54) modifications have been made to ensure Official Plan Amendment 2 is consistent with 

the policies of the Provincial Planning Statement and complies with applicable legislation, such as 

changes related to upper-tier planning authority, affordable housing, density target ratios, 

employment areas, land use compatibility of existing major facilities, and CPPS enabling policies. 

Official Plan Amendment 2 applies to lands within the three PMTSAs, as aforementioned. 

Decision  

Under the Planning Act, the Minister’s decisions on policies identified in subsection 17(36.1.4), 

including those related to subsection 16(15) regarding the use of land and density of buildings 

within the PMTSAs, are not appealable to the Ontario Land Tribunal (OLT). However, the 

Minister’s decisions on other official plan policies in Official Plan Amendment 2 (e.g., general 

direction related to planning for employment areas, transportation networks, and infrastructure, 

etc.) would be appealable to the OLT by the municipality, landowners, public bodies and certain 

third parties. The CPPS enabling policies, including any modifications to these policies made 

through the Minister’s decision on the amendment, are also appealable to the OLT. 

Certain elements of the Ministry’s decision, as described above, are not subject to appeal to the 

OLT; the balance of the decision may be appealed by eligible persons and entities within 20 

days of the Ministry giving notice of the decision. Accordingly, if not appealed, the new City of 

Burlington Official Plan Amendment 2 comes into effect on October 31, 2025. 

Appendix A to DGM-99-25
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Other Related Applications 

  N/A 

Getting Additional Information 

Additional information is available on City of Burlington’s website: 

 

https://www.getinvolvedburlington.ca/mtsa  

 

  or by contacting the Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing: 

Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing 

Municipal Services Office – Central 

777 Bay Street, 16th Floor  

Toronto, Ontario   M7A 2J3 
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Appendix B to DGM- 99-25 – Staff initiated proposed modifications to OPA 2 

Modifications to achieve consistency to the PPS, 2024 and the Planning Act related to 
Employment Area 

• Staff proposed modifications to OPA 2 that would change the names of the
precincts to be more reflective of the updated Provincial definition of Employment
Area.  This impacts a precinct in the Burlington GO MTSA and the northern portion of
the Appleby GO MTSA.  Aldershot MTSA is not affected as there are no employment
area precincts in this MTSA.

• Suggested modifications to the preamble, precinct vision statements and
authorized uses of land policies would ensure that the uses of land permitted in the
employment precincts reflect the province’s definition, including transitioning
existing non-employment area uses.

• Staff noted that at the time, there was insufficient information to justify removals of
employment areas, and it would be inconsistent with the PPS to do so in absence of
a larger, city-wide assessment considering the recent employment land conversions
done by the Minister through Regional Official Plan Amendment (ROPA) 49.

 Modifications to 8.1.2 (2.1), (3.1) and (4.1) d) Population and Employment targets 
• Ministry staff noted that the population and employment numbers did not meet the

proportional target as approved through ROPA 48.
• City staff noted that the supporting Dillon Consulting growth analysis work

competed as part of the MTSA Area Specific Planning exercise demonstrated that
OPA 2 and the CPPS framework are planned to achieve the minimum density targets
of ROPA 48 to the 2051 time horizon and beyond.  The policies of OPA 2 and the
provisions of the CPP By-law were to provide guidance to achieve an overall
proportional mix.

• Staff recommended modifications to clarify that the proportional target is
approximate and is to be achieved across the entire MTSA geography.

 Minor modification to reference Regional Guidelines 
• Staff noted that while the Region of Halton no longer has a planning function, the

Region maintains responsibility for infrastructure related to Water and Wastewater
servicing and Regional Roads.

• Staff suggested minor modifications to specify that development applications
would demonstrate consideration of “applicable” regional “guidelines related to
regional infrastructure” and deleted references to Halton Region is some instances
throughout OPA 2. 

Appendix B to DGM-99-25
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 Modification to direct City to complete a Community Planning Permit System 
• Staff proposed a modification to 12.1.14 that notes that in accordance with the 

Planning Act, the Minister of Municipal Affairs and Housing may order a municipality 
to establish a CPPS in a specific area.  The Minister’s decision on OPA 2 related to 
the Protected MTSA elements is final and not subject to appeal.  However, the 
implementing policies for a CPPS can be appealed unless the City is directed by the 
Minister to prepare a CPPS.    
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COW-17-25 

 

Committee of the Whole Report Forecast 

December 1 & 2, 2025 

Note: this forecast is subject to change 

 

Consent Items: 
 

 Framework for community rates and fees (CSS-xx-25) 

 Implementation of Administrative Penalty System (non-parking bylaws) (DGM-41-25) 

 Amendments to the Heritage Property Tax Rebate Program (DGM-84-25) 

 Temporary Borrowing By-law (FIN-34-25) 

 Interim Tax Levy By-law (FIN-40-25) 

 Emergency and Continuity Management Program By-law update (PWS-32-25) 

 Assumption of Alton Village West Subdivision (PWS-39-25) 

 Amendment to Traffic By-law to permit electric scooters on Centennial Trail (PWS-45-25) 

Regular Items: 

 New framework for Recreation, Culture and Community grants (CSS-xx-25) 

 Partnership agreement for temporary dome structure at Corpus Christi High School (CSS-xx-25) 

 Housing Accelerator Fund update (DGM-91-25) 

 New Residential Zoning By-law (DGM-98-25) 

 Quarterly Financial Status update – September 30, 2025 (FIN-36-25) 

 Burlington Climate Plan (PWS-07-25) 

 

Statutory Public Meeting: 

 

 Burlington Ave. and Ontario St. Heritage Conservation District Plan (DGM-68-25) 

 Zoning By-law Amendment for 1881 Fairview Street (DGM-93-25) 
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