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SUBJECT: Development Charges Complaint – 60 Camelot Drive
OBJET:

Plainte relative aux redevances d’aménagement – 60, promenade
Camelot

REPORT RECOMMENDATION
That Planning Committee recommend that Council dismiss the development
charges complaint under the Development Charges Act in respect of 60 Camelot
Drive.
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RECOMMANDATION DU RAPPORT
Que le Comité de l’urbanisme recommande au Conseil de rejeter la plainte
relative aux redevances d’aménagement concernant le 60, promenade Camelot
aux termes de la Loi sur les redevances d’exploitation.
BACKGROUND
The Development Charges Act, Section 20 provides that a complaint may be filed by an
owner in respect of the development charges imposed in for of a project on the basis
that:
(a)

the amount of the development charge was incorrectly determined;

(b)

whether a credit is available to be used against the development charge,
or the amount of the credit or the service with respect to which the credit
was given, was incorrectly determined; or

(c)

there was an error in the application of the Development Charge By-law.

BASIS OF COMPLAINT
The letter received from the complainant is attached as Document 1. The basis of the
complaint is that the development application for the three storey office building should
have been processed to approval earlier such that the building permit would have been
issued at an earlier date so that the development charges would have been imposed at
a lesser rate.
DISCUSSION
The building permit was issued on February 26, 2016. The municipal development
charges imposed were in the amount of $505,152.34 at the rate of $19.82 per square
foot. The complainant’s position is that the municipal development charges should have
been imposed in the rate in effect on May 12, 2014, that being $14.48 per square foot
(for a total of $369,051.76).
In respect of the due date for payment, the Development Charges Act, Subsection 26(1)
states:
26. (1) A development charge is payable for a development upon a building
permit being issued for the development unless the Development Charge By-law
provides otherwise under Subsection (2).
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(Subsection (2) states that in the case of development by way of plan of subdivision,
development charges can be required to be paid earlier, upon execution of a
subdivision agreement).
The provision above from the Development Charges Act is reflected in the City of
Ottawa Development Charges By-law, By-law 2014-229, which states:
16. (1) Subject to Subsection (2), the development charge shall be calculated as of and
shall be payable on the date the first building permit is issued in relation to a building or
structure on land to which the development charge applies.
(Subsection (2) concerns phased building permits)
The City of Ottawa Development Charges By-law does provide for a transitional rate in
respect of certain developments by way of site plan, entitling an applicant who complies
with the requirements to the rates, subject to indexing, in effect prior to the enactment of
the new by-law. The transitional rules require that a site plan agreement in respect of
the development in question be executed by September 1, 2015. The site plan
agreement in respect of 60 Camelot Drive was executed on December 22, 2015,
subsequent to this date.
It is therefore the opinion of staff that the development charges were properly imposed
in this case.
RURAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no rural implications to the recommendation in this report.
CONSULTATION
The Development Charges Act requires that 14 days notice of the report coming before
Committee be provided to the complainant. Such notice has been given.
COMMENTS BY THE WARD COUNCILLOR
Councillor Egli is aware of this item.
LEGAL IMPLICATIONS
Following Council’s consideration of this complaint, notice of the decision will be sent to
the complainant. The complainant has the ability to appeal Council’s decision to the
Ontario Municipal Board.
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RISK MANAGEMENT IMPLICATIONS
There are no risk management implications associated with the recommendation in this
report.
FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
There are no direct financial implications associated with dismissing the development
charge complaint.
In the event that that the complaint is not dismissed and a reduction ensues, there are
no direct financial implications if the reduction is within Section 20 of the Development
Charges Act (DCA). If the reduction is not within Section 20 of the DCA, the reduction
would constitute an exemption and would be funded from the DC Exemption provision
within the 2016 Operating Budget, in accordance with the DC policy.
ACCESSIBILITY IMPACTS
There are no accessibility impacts associated with this report.
TERM OF COUNCIL PRIORITIES
No term of Council priorities are impacted by this report.
SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION
Document 1 Development Charges Complaint
DISPOSITION
The office of the City Clerk and Solicitor will advise the complainant of Council’s
decision.
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Document 1 – Development Charges Complaint
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