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This report has been prepared by KPMG LLP (“KPMG”) for the Town of Saugeen Shores (“Client” or “Town”) pursuant to the terms of our engagement 

agreement with Client dated February 7, 2022 (the “Engagement Agreement”). KPMG neither warrants nor represents that the information contained in 

this report is accurate, complete, sufficient or appropriate for use by any person or entity other than Client or for any purpose other than set out in the 

Engagement Agreement. This report may not be relied upon by any person or entity other than Client or for any purpose other than set out in the 

Engagement Agreement. This report may not be relied upon by any person or entity other than Client, and KPMG hereby expressly disclaims any and 

all responsibility or liability to any person or entity other than Client in connection with their use of this report.

The information provided to us by Client was determined to be sound to support the analysis. Notwithstanding that determination, it is possible that the 

findings contained could change based on new or more complete information. KPMG reserves the right (but will be under no obligation) to review all 

calculations or analysis included or referred to and, if we consider necessary, to review our conclusions in light of any information existing at the 

document date which becomes known to us after that date. Analysis contained in this document includes financial projections. The projections are 

based on assumptions and data provided by Client. Significant assumptions are included in the document and must be read to interpret the information 

presented. As with any future-oriented financial information, projections will differ from actual results and such differences may be material. KPMG 

accepts no responsibility for loss or damages to any party as a result of decisions based on the information presented. Parties using this information 

assume all responsibility for any decisions made based on the information.

No reliance should be placed by Client on additional oral remarks provided during the presentation, unless these are confirmed in writing by KPMG.

KPMG have indicated within this report the sources of the information provided. We have not sought to independently verify those sources unless 

otherwise noted within the report.

KPMG is under no obligation in any circumstance to update this report , in either oral or written form, for events occurring after the report has been 

issued in final form.
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Project  
Overview
Project Timeline

The project commenced on 

February 10, 2022 and was 

completed when the Final 

Report is presented to Council, 

in September 2022.

Project Objectives – How will we define success?

KPMG was engaged by the Town of Saugeen Shores (“the Town”) to conduct a review of their land use 

development processes and their approval process. The objective of this review was to obtain, third-

party opinion on the best way forward in developing modern, digitized, streamlined, and integrated  

building and planning processes.

Specifically, the review:

1. Ensured the Town’s development processes remain flexible so that they can be tailored to the  

varying needs of developers with the ability to document and track the projects efficiently

2. Ensured the Town is prepared to efficiently and effectively manage an increase in application volume

Project Drivers – What problem are we trying to solve?

• The Town was looking to ensure that their land use development review processes are effective 

and  efficient in order to enhance the Town's ability to attract growth, develop strong, accessible 

and  sustainable communities, and deliver the vital public goods that will make Saugeen Shores  

successful in the long-term.

• As the volume and complexity of development applications increases, the Town would like to ensure  

its development review processes are streamlined, effective and efficient.

• The Town also wanted to understand how changes in the County’s Planning Department impacts the  

Town’s service delivery

• The Town was looking to determine the impact/integration capabilities of digitization initiatives

currently underway at the regional and provincial level.

© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member  

firms affiliated with KPMG International Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.
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Project  
Overview
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Project Principles – What is Important to Us?

• The knowledge and expertise of Town staff was fully engaged and built upon, to arrive at

recommended actions through a transparent, participative and inclusive process facilitated

by KPMG.

• The review process was conducted in a way that fully engages the Town’s employees.

• The aim was to, wherever possible, transfer knowledge and necessary “tools” to Town staff 

to  enable them to better develop their own solutions to operational and process issues and  

challenges over time.

• The framework and approach leverages leading practices from other municipalities, or other  

levels of government and/or private sector experience.

Project Timing
The project commenced on February 10, 2022 and was completed when the Final Report is 

presented to Council in September 2022.
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Project Timeline

This engagement commenced on February 2022 and was completed when the final report is submitted to the Town in September 2022. The

diagram below depicts the key phases as outlined in the Project Charter.

Project Overview

Project Timeline

February Feb – Apr

01 02 0403

Completed

Phase IV:

Final Report and

Presentation

Phase III:  

Recommendations &  

Implementation Plan

Phase I:

Project Start-Up

Phase II

Environment Scan

May – SeptApr – May

Completed Completed Completed

Project Start-Up

Met with the Project Team to 

clarify expectations, refine  

lines of inquiry, and developed 

a subsequent work program 

and stakeholder engagement 

plan for the engagement.

Environmental Scan

Collected relevant information on 

land use development processes, 

in order to capture the current 

state using KPMG’s Target 

Operating Model. Information was 

be collected via documentation 

review, stakeholder interviews 

and high-level jurisdictional 

review against three comparator 

municipalities. In addition, KPMG 

conducted process mapping 

sessions to evaluate current 

development processes.

Recommendations &

Implementation

Identified potential opportunities 

for improvement in land-use 

development processes. 

Validated opportunities with the 

project team and developed a 

high-level implementation plan 

in support of recommendations.

Final Report and 

Presentation

Developed a Final Report and 

implementation plan. 

Incorporated Project Team 

feedback to enhance and 

finalize the Final Report, and 

presented it to Council to 

close out the project. 
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Interviews

Leadership and Staff Elected Officials External Stakeholders

• Chief Administrative 

Officer (CAO)

• Treasurer/CFO

• Chief Building 

Official (CBO)

• Manager of 

Engineering 

Services

• Supervisor of 

Development 

Services

• Asset Management 

Coordinator

• Mayor

• Deputy Mayor 

• Vice-Deputy Mayor

• Three (3) Members of 

Council

• Two (2) Community 

Developers

• Senior Planner, Bruce 

County

• Planner Technician, Town 

of Kincardine

• Planner, Town of Blue 

Mountain

• Chief Building Official, 

Town of Goderich

• Senior Planner, Town of 

Goderich

▪ As part of the review, 

nineteen (19) internal and 

external stakeholders were 

engaged as part of eighteen 

(18) one-on-one and focus 

group consultations. 

Stakeholders engaged 

included senior management, 

Town staff, elected officials, 

and external stakeholders 

(i.e., County of Bruce and 

community developers).

The Engagement 

Process

Stakeholder 
Engagement
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Current State Assessment

Process Mapping
As part of the current state assessment, KPMG conducted 6 process mapping sessions to evaluate a representative sample of development 

applications from the concept stage through to completion. The objective each session was to map out the process to highlight overlapping or 

duplication occurring within the process stream. Further, the mapping helped to assess the relative value of different elements of the 

development review process. The below outlines the development processes that were mapped:

1

2 4

3
Building Permit 

Process

By-Law Zoning 

Amendement

Draft Plan of Subdivision 

Review and Approval

Minor Variance 

Process

5 Site Plan & Subdivision 

Agreement Process

Severance (Consent) 

Process
6
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Current State Assessment

Process Mapping Themes

Development processes are administered by both 

the County (Bruce County) and the Town. This can 

create confusion for developers and applicants 

during the intake process as some applications are 

initiated at the Town while others are initiated at the 

County level. Stakeholders noted that applicants 

often start at the Town and are re-directed to the 

County for further support. This also creates 

confusion during the payment of application fees as 

fees can be collected by both the County and the 

Town. 

Multiple channels for 

application intake

Stakeholders noted the process to issue security 

deposits is reactive and manual. Currently, the 

process is initiated at the developers request (after a 

project milestone) and requires coordination between 

planning and development and finance. Due to the 

number of manual activities (i.e., site review, drafting 

of cheque requisition letter, approvals) the process 

can be lengthy and time consuming and can result in 

developer frustration. 

Inefficient process to monitor 

and issue security deposits

Staff capacity was identified as a major pain point 

throughout all process mapping sessions. 

Increased volume and complexity of development 

applications has resulted in delays in the review 

process. 

Staff capacity

Stakeholders indicated there are a number of manual labour 

intensive work steps that require administrative or 

technological support. Currently, management level positions 

must manually create letters to applicants, track and reconcile 

application comments, and issue correspondence via email. 

These manual processes constrain capacity and can result in 

delays throughout the review process. 

Manual work steps throughout 

development processes

Currently, the status of development applications is tracked 

manually by the Supervisor, Development Services. As a 

result, developers are required to call the Town for updates 

on the status of their applications. This can also create a 

bottleneck in the review process as only the Supervisor, 

Development Services tracks the status of applications.

Inefficient status tracking for 

development applications

During each process mapping workshop, KPMG worked with key stakeholders to map and evaluate development review processes. Key themes 

and pain points that span across the Town’s development review process are identified below:  
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Services & 

Processes

People & 

Organization

Governance & 

Strategy
Technology Data & Analytics

The services 

delivered by an 

organization 

and the 

processes used 

to support 

delivery.

An 

organization’s 

reporting 

structure and 

culture as well 

as the skills and 

capabilities of 

its staff.

How an 

organization 

measures the 

performance of 

its services and 

processes.

The technology, 

data and 

analytics that 

support an 

organization’s 

service delivery.

Enterprise wide 

data 

management 

approach that 

underpins the 

technology 

architecture.

How the 

organization’s 

fee structure 

and security 

deposits 

compare to 

other 

organizations

Fee Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Current State Assessment

Organizing Framework: Target Operating
KPMG’s Target Operating Model (TOM) framework is used to structure the review. The six TOM dimensions provide a consistent means and 

structure to engage stakeholder feedback, evaluate existing development review processes, validate business goals and objectives, and 

identify and recommend business improvement opportunities. 
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Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Service Integration 

& Coordination

• Planning and development processes and 

decision-making are shared among County and 

Town. This can create confusion for the applicant 

when initiating the development  processes. 

• Stakeholders noted there is confusion regarding 

the roles and responsibilities of the Town and the 

County when providing planning services. This 

observation was also identified in Stantec’s 

Review of Bruce County Land Use Planning 

Division. 

• The Town has defined functions (e.g., Planning, 

Building, Engineering) that are responsible for 

specific components of development services. 

However, due to the increase in application 

volume, each function may require additional 

capacity to support day-to-day development 

activities. The Town has taken steps to address 

capacity concerns through the implementation of 

organizational structure changes. 

• In the event of planned or unplanned absences, 

there is no backup for key stakeholders within 

planning and development. This may result in 

bottlenecks throughout development processes. 

• Stakeholders noted that the planning and 

development process involves a number of 

stakeholders (i.e., County, Town and external third 

parties) which can create confusion for applicants.

• See recommendation #1

• See recommendation #3

• See recommendation #5

• Ensure there is governance over the 

development review process, including the 

ability to hold staff accountable. 

• Explore the feasibility of an in-house planning 

department within the Town in the longer term.

• Ensure there is adequate staff resources to 

efficiently and effectively carry out the Town’s 

development review processes.

• Establish consistent communication channels 

with the County (e.g., bi-monthly update 

meetings, County office hours at the Town’s 

office) 

• Implement formal communication channels to 

enable more efficient and timely inter-

departmental communication.

Service & Processes define the means by which development review services are delivered within the Town, including the department and business areas 

involved and where the accountability lies. A well-defined service delivery model contributes to a strong internal support system with alignment between support 

services and users and the processes used to support delivery.

Some support 

functions; autonomous 

teams consulting one 

another to execute 

development review 

processes

Strong support 

functions; autonomous 

teams collaborating to 

execute development 

review processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and 

execution between all 

departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Services and Processes

Services & 

Processes

Situational and event 

driven approach; 

fragmented teams 

undertaking components 

of the development 

review process
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Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Manual Processes & 

Workarounds

• Stakeholders and the Town noted the process to 

issue securities is reactive and manual.

• The process to upload documents to Town 

storage drives and download documents for 

review is manual and inefficient. As a result, only 

final documents are uploaded to planning 

application folders.

• The department recently implemented 

CloudPermit to manage the permit approval 

process. However, specific permits (i.e., driveways 

permits) are not available within the software. As 

such, these permits are administered manually 

outside of the system. 

• See recommendation #1 • Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are 

readily available and understood by all internal 

stakeholders.

• Improve the effectiveness of application file 

management processes (i.e., status tracking) 

through increased staff resources and 

technology. 

• Eliminate process duplication and manual 

work steps in current development review 

processes. 

Authority, 

Approvals, 

Circulation

• Planning applications are circulated to Town 

stakeholders by the Supervisor, Development 

Services for comment. All communication is 

through email or verbal conversations.

• The status of development applications is 

manually tracked by the Supervisor, Development 

Services. 

• See recommendation #2 • Ensure all processes are repeatable with 

consistent information hand-offs and process 

triggers.

• Explore alternative methods for 

communication within a technology solution to 

automate existing workflows. 

• Automated tasks lists are utilized within 

workflows to prioritize application and other 

priority work. 

Service & Processes define the means by which development review services are delivered within the Town, including the department and business areas 

involved and where the accountability lies. A well-defined service delivery model contributes to a strong internal support system with alignment between support 

services and users and the processes used to support delivery.

Situational and event 

driven approach; 

fragmented teams 

undertaking components 

of the development 

review process

Some support 

functions; autonomous 

teams consulting one 

another to execute 

development review 

processes

Strong support 

functions; autonomous 

teams collaborating to 

execute development 

review processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and 

execution between all 

departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Services and Processes

Services & 

Processes



15
© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member  firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: People & Organization

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles 

and responsibilities 

unclear and 

overlapping

Working to enable 

internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles 

and responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity gaps 

and silos

Enabling internal 

capacity / knowledge; 

roles and responsibilities 

are defined and 

documented

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Leadership & 

Culture

• The department is currently undertaking an 

organizational review. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles & responsibilities of 

experienced staff are well understood, however 

turnover in critical positions (i.e., County planners, 

commenting parties) can create unclarity. 

• The culture of the department is to respond to all 

community development needs, regardless of 

jurisdiction (e.g., County vs. Town). 

• See recommendation #3

• See recommendation #4

• Ensure a high level of community involvement 

as part of the departments core values. 

• Ensure the department maintains the existing 

culture of providing a timely response to 

community development needs, regardless of 

the jurisdiction of the inquiry. 

• Develop and document defined development-

review roles and responsibilities to reduce 

process inefficiencies and overlaps. 

Change 

Management

• The development community noted that if the 

Town chooses to implement new development 

processes there needs to be adequate resources 

available to ensure continued service delivery. 

• The development community noted that the 

Town’s development review processes are 

effective and wholesale change is not required. 

Numerous changes may be concerning to the 

development community. 

• Staff and the development community are willing 

to adapt to new digital processes to streamline 

application review. 

• See recommendation #4 • Ensure there are dedicated resources to 

address change management concerns within 

the development community. 

• Ensure all process changes are 

communicated to the development community 

for feedback and continuous improvement. 

People outlines the training, skills and culture for the business users supporting the development review process. This includes definition of the roles, 

responsibilities and support activities necessary to contribute to the on-going change management related to the digitization of development review services. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: People & Organization

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles 

and responsibilities 

unclear and 

overlapping

Working to enable 

internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles 

and responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity gaps 

and silos

Enabling internal 

capacity / knowledge; 

roles and responsibilities 

are defined and 

documented

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Talent Strategy & 

Capability

• Growth in the community, changing needs of 

applicants and the increased volume and 

complexity of planning applications has created 

capacity constraints within the department. 

• Turnover at the County level has created 

challenges for the planning team and has 

impacted support provided to the Town.

• Additional training may be required to enable 

more internal capacity and knowledge. 

• See recommendation #4

• See recommendation #7

• Ensure there are adequate staff resources to 

support the increased volume and complexity 

of planning and development applications. 

• Identify training gaps and develop a training 

strategy or learning paths to support the 

growth of Town staff.

• Ensure that staff are equipped with the 

appropriate technology and tools to efficiently 

and effectively carry on development review 

processes.

Collaboration & 

Networking

• Stakeholders noted the Town has an excellent 

working relationship with the development 

community. Developers are well-versed in the 

Town’s planning and development processes. 

• The implementation of CloudPermit has increased 

the effectiveness of communication between the 

Town and developer/applicants. 

• Stakeholders noted that email is the primary 

communication tool for the departments. 

• See recommendation #1

• See recommendation #8

• Technology features (e.g., CloudPermit 

features) are fully utilized and available to staff 

and the development community (where 

applicable). 

• Stakeholders identified the implementation of 

an online customer portal for application status 

tracking as an opportunity to streamline the 

review process.

• Implement a standardized process or guideline 

for site visits to maintain collaboration and 

rapport with developers. 

People outlines the training, skills and culture for the business users supporting the development review process. This includes definition of the roles, 

responsibilities and support activities necessary to contribute to the on-going change management related to the digitization of development review services. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Governance & Strategy

Reactive approach 

to development 

review activities; 

Little to no process / 

data governance

Regular review of 

policies and 

procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; defined decision 

making process and inputs 

established for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular 

process and data audit 

and improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and 

proactive approach 

continuously evolvingGovernance 

& Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive
Informal

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Process 

Governance

• The Town has developed a Development Guide 

that outlines the process for Subdivision and Site 

Plan approval and review. The guide was last 

updated in 2020. 

• Similar to the Town’s Development Guide 

(outlines standards for the development 

community), the County has developed a 

procedural manual that outlines planning 

processes owned at the County level. 

• The Town has developed a “Guide to the 

CloudPermit” to assist developers/applicants in 

submitting applications online. 

• See recommendation #1 • There is a standard process for updating 

existing process documents (i.e., Development 

Guide) on a periodic basis. 

• There are standardized processes and 

structured guidelines for working on 

community planning initiatives. 

Policy Governance • The Town is responsible for the amendment of 

Town bylaws (e.g., Zoning By-law) to support 

building and growth within the community. 

• The Town is currently in the process of updating 

the Saugeen Shores Official Plan. 

• Capacity constraints lower the priority of special 

projects (i.e., zoning by-law amendment) 

• See recommendation #1

• See recommendation #5

• Conduct a review of the Town’s long-term 

planning policies (i.e., affordable housing and 

environmental policies) that support the 

development review process.

• Create capacity within the department to 

complete special projects. 

Governance outlines the organizational structures, policies and controls that are in place to mitigate operational and technology risks. It identifies the governance 

that manages the development review process to facilitate timely and effective decision making while ensuring compliance to organizational policy. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Governance & Strategy

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Document 

Governance

• Planning applications are available on the 

County’s website for all external applicants. 

• There is limited governance over applications 

stored on the Town’s internal drives (e.g., 

inconsistent naming convention). 

• See recommendation #1

• See recommendation #10

• There is an established process for document 

storage. 

Data Governance • Planning application files are stored on the Town’s 

internal “T” or “M” drives. Access to the drive is 

controlled by the department. 

• See recommendation #10 • There is an established information system 

that contains all application files and enables 

version controls. 

• There is a standardized naming convention for 

development applications. 

Delegation of 

Authority

• County staff have delegated authority for consent 

under certain circumstances (i.e., consent and 

land division approvals). This authority would 

increase the efficiency of consent approvals.

• See recommendation #1

• See recommendation #5

• See recommendation #3

• Explore additional delegation opportunities to 

reduce processing time of various 

development applications.

Reactive approach 

to development 

review activities; 

Little to no process / 

data governance

Regular review of 

policies and 

procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; defined decision 

making process and inputs 

established for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular 

process and data audit 

and improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and 

proactive approach 

continuously evolvingGovernance 

& Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive
Informal

Governance outlines the organizational structures, policies and controls that are in place to mitigate operational and technology risks. It identifies the governance 

that manages the development review process to facilitate timely and effective decision making while ensuring compliance to organizational policy. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Technology

Multiple systems, 

tools and manual 

interfaces that do 

not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude 

of systems with 

interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools 

and applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Technology includes the applications that are used to enable the processes policy compliance, internal controls and generation of reports. It outlines what is 

required to drive service delivery, business processes and information security. Technology is viewed as “the how” in which to better enable the other Target 

Operating Model (TOM) layers. 

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Technology 

Architecture

• The Planning department does not utilize an 

integrated solution to intake and manage planning 

applications.

• The Building Department utilizes CloudPermit for 

end-to-end permit processing. Application status 

and comments are tracked within CloudPermit. 

• Stakeholders identified an opportunity to leverage 

the planning module within CloudPermit to support 

the planning department. This has not been 

explored thoroughly by the Town. 

• The Engineering Services department utilizes 

Bluebeam to digitally review engineering 

drawings. Stakeholders noted that Bluebeam is 

not integrated with the Town’s technology systems 

(i.e., CloudPermit).

• Stakeholders noted that the process to download 

planning applications and upload to storage 

locations (e.g., local drives or CloudPermit) is 

manual and time-consuming. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town’s website provides 

sufficient information regarding planning and 

development. 

• See recommendation #7

• See recommendation #8

• See recommendation #9

• Conduct a review of available technology 

solutions to enable digital workflows for 

planning applications. 

• Increased online service delivery through 

technology solutions (i.e., CloudPermit)

• Ensure that all new technology systems can 

be integrated together to avoid manual 

workarounds outside of the system. 

• Stakeholders identified an opportunity to utilize 

existing software (for example Citywide or 

Cloudpermit) to internally track the status of 

development applications.
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Technology

Multiple systems, 

tools and manual 

interfaces that do 

not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude 

of systems with 

interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools 

and applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Technology includes the applications that are used to enable the processes policy compliance, internal controls and generation of reports. It outlines what is 

required to drive service delivery, business processes and information security. Technology is viewed as “the how” in which to better enable the other Target 

Operating Model (TOM) layers. 

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Process / 

Information Triggers

• Planning application intake is primarily received 

via email or hard copy applications. 

• The Town does not have an automated workflow 

to manage and track planning applications. 

Currently, planning applications are issued by the 

Supervisor, Development Services to relevant 

Town stakeholders for comment. 

• The process to manage and track application 

comments is manual and conducted outside of a 

system. 

• CloudPermit allows internal and external 

stakeholders to monitor the status of an 

application online. 

• See recommendation #7

• See recommendation #8

• See recommendation #9

• Consider a digital planning solution to enable 

digital workflows for planning applications.

• Enable automatic email notifications for 

CloudPermit users to notify when there are 

tasks that requires action. 

• Implement a customer interactive and 

informative portal system to assist with 

transparency and tracking for the applicant. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Data & Analytics

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly 

manual; Little 

confidence in 

fragmented data

Data and reporting are 

still spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models 

and standards that do 

not support decision 

making

Reporting is limited; 

some automation but 

data is inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models 

and reports; Extensive 

automation with analytical 

insight (ex: trends) to drive 

decision making

Harmonized data 

model supports fully 

integrated reporting 

across organizationData & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Data & Analytics defines the information, reporting and business analytics required to drive timely and accurate decision making across the organization. It 

outlines basic operational reporting and management reporting needs, plus differentiated key performance indicators and analytics to drive business insights. 

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Centralized Data 

Access

• There is no central data source, “M” and “T” drive 

are used to store data.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is looking to 

implement SharePoint as a central repository for 

planning & development data.

• Stakeholders noted that file version control is 

difficult to manage due to inconsistent naming 

conventions. Currently, the reviewer will update 

final documents with an appropriate file name. 

• See recommendation #4

• See recommendation #10

• See recommendation #11

• Store development files in one location in a 

technology solution (i.e., SharePoint) or 

shared access folder accessible to 

development stakeholders. 

• Ensure there is a clear understanding of what 

information is important, meaningful in order to 

track metrics (e.g., time to complete an 

application)

Development File 

Standards

• The Town does not have a standardized naming 

convention for planning applications and other 

development data. 

• See recommendation #1 • Establish standards for development file 

naming to ensure consistency across the 

departments.

Analytics Capability • All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by 

stakeholders with the department.

• The Town has integrated GIS information onto the 

Town’s website to promote development 

opportunities within Saugeen Shores.

• County’s makes there own GIS data publicly 

available for Bruce County maps system available 

online.

• Stakeholders noted that there is an opportunity to 

implement automated reporting to generate pre-

filled letter to applicants (where applicable). 

• See recommendation #4

• See recommendation #11

• Create a streamlined approach to 

development reporting through the 

implementation of analytics tools.

• Increased awareness of what is possible out 

of digital systems. All solutions should be 

integrated to fully utilize capabilities. 
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Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Fee Structures and Security Deposits

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select 

applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development 

community; digital 

payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated 

full digital payment 

options

Fee Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

The fee structures and security deposits dimension examines the Town’s fee structures against comparable municipalities.  

Theme Current State Findings Recommendations to transition to 

Future State

Future State Opportunities

Transparency of 

Developer fee

• Planning and Development fees are easily 

accessible on the Town’s website. 

• The Town has outlined fees by application type to 

ensure the structure is easy to understand for 

external stakeholders. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town should 

implement a more proactive approach to 

communicating development fees during the 

application process to avoid downstream 

confusion. 

• See recommendation #12 • Conduct a comprehensive review of the 

planning and development fee structure on a 

periodic basis. 

Processes and 

Workflows

• Stakeholders noted the process to issue securities 

to developers is reactive and done on an ad-hoc 

basis. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles and responsibilities 

between finance and planning and development 

can be unclear and lead to process delays and 

ineffective communication. 

• Stakeholders noted that fees for planning 

applications can be collected by both the Town 

and the County. Fees are transferred to the 

appropriate party as they are received. 

• See recommendation #13 • Clearly define the role of finance with respect 

to the issuance of securities. 

• Enable a proactive approach to the securities 

process to reduce manual effort and process 

delays. 

• Create clearly defined processes and roles 

(i.e., Town vs County) for the payment of 

applications fees to avoid applicant confusion. 

Integrated Payment 

Solutions

• The Town has implemented digital payments via 

CloudPermit for permitting. 

• Payments for planning application fees are 

accepted only via credit card. 

• Stakeholders noted that larger developers are set 

up to complete EFT transfers with the Town.  

• See recommendation #7 • Ensure there are digital payment options for all 

development applications. 
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A clearly defined current state is key to understanding issues, challenges and pain points within an organizational process or function, and the first step in the 

identification of business gaps and potential improvement initiatives. The collection, management and use of information within the development review process 

has been complied and examined within each dimension of the TOM to produce a Current State Assessment.

Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment Current State Future State

Some support functions; 

autonomous teams 

consulting one another to 

execute development 

review processes

Strong support functions; 

autonomous teams 

collaborating to execute 

development review 

processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and execution 

between all departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Coordinated 

and integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaqueServices & 

Processes

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented teams 

undertaking components of 

the development review 

process

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles and 

responsibilities unclear 

and overlapping

Working to enable internal 

capacity / knowledge; roles 

and responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles and 

responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-equipped 

teams with defined roles 

and responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and integrated

Capacity gaps 

and silos

Enabling internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities are defined 

and documented

Reactive approach to 

development review 

activities; Little to no 

process / data 

governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review activities; 

defined decision making 

process and inputs established 

for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular process 

and data audit and 

improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and proactive 

approach continuously 

evolvingGovernance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal

Multiple systems, 

tools and manual 

interfaces that do not 

communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly manual; 

Little confidence in 

fragmented data

Data and reporting are still 

spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models and 

standards that do not support 

decision making

Reporting is limited; some 

automation but data is 

inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models and 

reports; Extensive automation 

with analytical insight (ex: trends) 

to drive decision making

Harmonized data model 

supports fully integrated 

reporting across 

organizationData & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & analytics

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

non-integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the development 

community; digital 

payment solution available

Local leader in development 

fees; high satisfaction rate 

amongst the development 

community; integrated full 

digital payment options

Fee Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Local leader with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes within 

non-competitive 

fees. 
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During consultations with Town staff, a number of pain points were identified as barriers to efficient and effective development service processes. 

These pain points were summarized further using the 6 layers of the Target Operating Model to identify specific opportunities for improvement. 

In total, 13 recommendations and 1 long-term opportunity were identified within Saugeen Shore’s development service process. 

Over the next 12-24 months, the implementation of the recommendations to address each observation will help to achieve the Town’s target state 

goal for each TOM dimension.

Services & Processes

1. Document and communicate standardized 

development review processes 

2. Establish internal review timelines and circulation 

limits for application submissions 

3. Review and update the MOU with the County to 

reflect the current state of service delivery.

People & Organization

4 Establish formal training and learning opportunities to 

support staff growth and development. Update job 

descriptions to include digital capabilities for 

maintaining data and digital workflows. 

Governance & Strategy

5. Establish an overarching development services 

governance structure 

6.    Establish a performance measurement framework 

Technology

7     Determine the feasibility of implementing a technology 

solution to digitize planning workflows. 

8     Follow-up with the CloudPermit vendor to request an 

integration between CloudPermit and Bluebeam 

software.

9     Enable automated email notifications when a task is 

assigned in CloudPermit.

Data & Analytics

10. Review current data storage solutions to determine the 

single source of truth*.

11. Equip development services staff with analytics tools and 

training to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of 

reporting and support data-enable decision-making.

Fee Structures & Security Deposits

12. Conduct a comprehensive review of the development 

application fee structure 
13.  Review the process of collecting and releasing securities

Summary of Recommendations

Summary of Recommendations

Long-Term Opportunity

Should the Town be unable to meet service level expectations despite implementation of all the above recommendations, KPMG also identified 

a long-term opportunity to explore the feasibility of an in-house planning department. 

*A single source of truth is the practice of aggregating the data from many systems within an organization to a single location.
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Detailed Recommendations

Service & Processes Recommendations
Recommendation #1

Document and communicate standardized development review processes that clearly define key activities 

and stakeholders throughout the process. This will ensure each process has consistent and repeatable 

steps to enhance process efficiency. In addition, defined processes should outline the roles and 

responsibilities of County and Town staff to minimize process overlap and duplication. 

Prioritization

Effort 2

Impact 4

Obs. # Observations

1.1 Stakeholders noted that the roles and responsibilities between the County of Bruce and the Town are sometimes unclear. This can result in 

process duplication, delays in processing applications and lengthier process times.

1.2 It was noted that there is a high reliance on manual processes relying on employee knowledge and experience. These manual processes can 

create delays and impact the development application approval process.

Timeline for Implementation: 

Our current state analysis noted that the roles and responsibilities between the County of Bruce and the Town can be unclear. Currently, the County is 

responsible for the administration of the process for minor variances, zoning by-law amendments, official plan amendments, consents/severances, and plans of 

subdivisions and condos while the Town is responsible for the administration of the process for site plans and subdivision/condo agreements. This can create 

confusion for new applicants and developers as processes can be initiated at both the upper and lower tier. To assist applicants and developers, the Town 

created the “Development Guide” to outline the Town’s core planning processes and responsible parties, however it was noted that the guide has not been 

updated to reflect process changes. In addition, overall ownership and accountability of the Development Guide is unclear as processes within the guide are 

owned by the planning and engineering functions. 

To increase the standardization of the planning processes, the Town should update and communicate the Town’s planning processes within the Development 

Guide. The guide should clearly define key activities, data, and stakeholders that support the process. All planning processes within the guide should be owned 

and updated by Planning Services on a periodic basis. In addition, the Town should store and maintain the guide in a central location that is easily accessible 

for all stakeholders (e.g., shared storage drives). In addition, the guide should be placed on the Town’s website to provide external stakeholders (i.e., 

development community) with access to process information. Finally, the Town should ensure that the guide is provided too all new hires as part of employee 

onboarding. This will ensure that process knowledge is transferred and result in consistent service delivery. 

To enhance transparency with external stakeholders, the Town’s Development Guide should be provided to developers/applicants and communicated that the 

guide is publicly available on the Town’s website. In addition, the Town’s Development Guide should provide a direct link to the County’s Procedural Manual 

where there is an overlap in planning processes.

Impact on Current Process

Documenting and communicating standardized development review processes will ensure that applications are consistently reviewed. This will impact the 

current application circulation and review workflow for each development application (e.g., site plan, land severance). 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months
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Detailed Recommendations

Service & Processes Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

2.1 The Town lacks formalized internal application review time service level standards. 

Timeline for Implementation: 

Once applications are submitted, there is no standard review time for developers to expect to receive comments on their application. Often, reviews can be 

delayed due to the volume of submissions received by the Town. The lack of a committed timeline often results in receiving late stage comments and increases 

the risk of developer frustration as they continuously re-submit applications and await completion of reviews with little communication on anticipated completion. 

To address this issue, the Town should implement standard review times based on the application type and current development services resourcing. For 

example, the following review times could be implemented for all site plan applications:

• 7 weeks after 1st submission 

• 5 weeks after 2nd submission  

• 3 weeks after 3rd submission

Establishing clear and realistic review timelines for first and subsequent application submissions will improve developer relationships and accountability with 

commenting staff. Additionally, such a procedure may contribute to the ongoing monitoring of the development service and potential improvement opportunities. 

In addition, the Town should clearly define the circulation limit (escalation process) for applications that are sent to third party consultants. If the standard review 

date is nearing and likely to pass, notice should be provided to the applicant. 

In addition, as the Town’s data and analytics capabilities expand, there is an opportunity to use historical submission data to establish estimated review times 

based on seasonal demands and peak application periods. 

Impact on Current Process

Establishing interview review timelines and circulation limits will ensure that applications are reviewed in a timely manner. This will impact the current 

application circulation and review workflow for each development application (e.g., site plan, land severance). 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #2

Establish internal review timelines and circulation limits for application submissions to ensure comments are 

given and applications are processed in a timely manner. 

Prioritization

Effort 2

Impact 4
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Detailed Recommendations

Service & Processes Recommendations
Recommendation #3

Review and update the MOU with the County to reflect the current state of service delivery.

Prioritization

Effort 3

Impact 5

Timeline for Implementation: 

During the current state analysis it was noted that the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the County was last signed in 1997 and since then has not 

been updated. Planning services provided by the County as per the MOU include “processing, review, reporting and recommending upon (local level) Official 

Plan (Amendments), Zoning By-Law (Amendments) and Minor Variances”. Given the amount of time that has passed since the last update, the service delivery 

model and expectations of the County have changed. As a result, the roles and responsibilities between the County and the Town have not been redefined to 

reflect the current state of service delivery. This was recognized in the County’s recent development services review, however updates to the MOU were 

delayed as a result of the COVID-19 pandemic, employee turnover at the County level, and lower tier issues (e.g., delegations). Given the delay to the update, 

it was noted that each Area Municipality wanted to explore the best way to provide planning services (e.g., in-house vs. County). It should be noted that any 

update to the MOU will be spearheaded by the County. 

Pending the Town’s decision on the future of planning services (refer to long-term opportunity for Planning Services), the Town should provide input to the 

County to update the MOU to reflect the future state of service delivery. The update should consider core planning processes that will be administered by the 

County and the Town (e.g., who is the local decision-maker) as well as the roles and responsibilities for both parties with respect to long-range planning 

activities. 

Impact on Current Process

Updating the MOU with the County will have an impact on some application workflows (i.e., Official Plan (Amendments), Zoning By-Law (Amendments) and 

Minor Variances) as the planning services provided by the County (e.g., processing, review and reporting) may be downloaded to the Town. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Obs. # Observations

3.1 It was noted that the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the County was last signed in 1997 and since then has not been updated. As a 

result, the roles and responsibilities between the County and the Town have not been redefined given the changes to the development 

application approval process. 
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Detailed Recommendations

People & Organization Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

4.1 There is a lack of formalized training to support the growth and development of development services staff. 

4.2 There is a lack of base digital capabilities to develop and maintain Development Services data and digital workflows. 

Timeline for Implementation: 

Training for Development Services staff is conducted both internally by the Town and externally by other organizations (i.e., Professional Engineering 

qualifications provided by third parties). The Town mainly provides soft skills and leadership training, whereas external organizations provide more extensive 

technical training. Currently, it was noted that development services staff must proactively self-identify technical training if there is a desire to participate. Given 

the limited capacity of development services staff, training identification and participation has been a challenge. 

The Town should develop a formal training strategy for development services staff that identifies internal and external soft skill and technical training that is 

available on an annual basis. Staff training plans should be customized based on position and required competencies. In addit ion, internal training should be 

provided when there are changes to legislative requirements, systems upgrades, and process and workflows changes.

Based on the future state of development services, the Town should also review job descriptions for Development Service positions and update to include 

digital activities. This will ensure that all positions have a digital foundation and understand the skills and competencies required should the Town implement a 

digital planning solution. 

It should be noted that KPMG did not provide recommendations on the current organizational structure (i.e., people and positions) as the Town is currently 

implementing organizational structure changes that were identified in a previous review performed by another consultant.

Impact on Current Process

Establishing formal training and learning opportunities for staff will improve the efficiency and quality of Development Service’s process by ensuring that staff 

have the required competencies required during application review. In addition, formal training can equip staff with the required skills to backfill for senior 

positions. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #4

• Establish formal training and learning opportunities for staff to improve efficiency and quality of 

Development Services

• Review Job Descriptions for Development Service’s position to include digital activities

Prioritization

Effort 2

Impact 2
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Recommendation #5

Establish an overarching development services governance structure to proactively monitor the 

development review process. 

Prioritization

Effort 3

Impact 5

Timeline for Implementation: 

Our current state analysis noted that various stakeholders within development services hold responsibility and accountability for data and processes within the 

service. Stakeholders pointed to either Planning or Building as overall owners of the process, however this notion was inconsistent. The Town also lacks clear 

document governance including document management, storage, and naming conventions. Currently, the department retains and stores documents within the 

TOMRNS system, however the TOMRNS guidelines are inconsistently applied which can create challenges locating documents. 

As such, the Town should establish a governance structure with accountability for overseeing the end-to-end development review service data and processes. 

A defined governance structure will enable the Town to: 

• Streamline and coordinate oversight and decision-making. 

• Address and prioritize governance and practice-related issues to enhance consistency and resolve challenges. 

• Clearly articulate how decisions are made.

To ensure there is effective governance over the development service processes, the Town should assign overall process governance responsibility and 

accountability to the Planning function. As the governing body of development processes, the Planning function would be responsible for enforcing processes 

steps outlined in development services procedures and maintaining development service process documents and data. In addition, the Planning function would 

also be responsible for periodically reviewing and updating development service policies and procedures that govern the process. 

To ensure development documentation and data is consistently collected and stored, the Town should assign overall document and data responsibility and 

accountability to the Planning function. Planning should be the document and data governance leads as Planning stakeholders usually spearhead the Town’s 

planning processes. Planning would enforce standardized documentation and data requirements (e.g., naming conventions, retention periods, standard 

document templates) to ensure accuracy and consistency of stored data. In addition, the Planning function will be responsible for defining and monitoring the 

storage location for all development documentation and data. 

Impact on Current Process

Establishing an overarching development services governance structure will ensure that there is clear responsibility and accountability over development data 

during all stages of application review (e.g., intake, review, approval). 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Obs. # Observations

5.1 The Town’s processes for document governance including document management, storage and naming conventions are inconsistently

applied across the Development Services functions. 

Detailed Recommendations

Governance & Strategy Recommendations
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Detailed Recommendations

Governance & Strategy Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

6.1 The Town does not have formalized key performance measures to monitor performance of the Development Services Department.

Timeline for Implementation: 

The use and regular review of performance measures are critical to the success of any organization or complex process. Currently, the Town does not have a 

performance measurement framework within development services. The core challenges currently impacting effective performance measurement are set out 

below:

To overcome these challenges, we recommend a refreshed approach to development review performance measurement based on leading practice and 

realistic processing timelines. 

The Town should develop a performance measurement framework to improve the management and evaluation of the development service. The framework 

should be grounded in leading practice and analysis of past performance. It should include: 

• The identification of end-to-end and department-specific key performance indicators KPIs, including efficiency and effectiveness measures; 

• KPI collection procedures; 

• KPI reporting procedures, including the identification of appropriate KPIs for each major stakeholder group and how they will be shared (e.g., a high-level 

monthly dashboard with strategic KPIs for senior-level staff and a weekly report with operational measures for managers); and, 

• A process for reviewing the effectiveness of KPIs. 

It was noted that the Town has engaged a consultant to assist in the development of a performance measurement framework for Development Services. As 

such, this recommendation should be aligned to the scope of work outlined in the engagement. Example indicators are included on the following page. These 

KPIs are based on KPMG leading practice. This is an illustrative list and not meant to be exhaustive.

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Challenge Impact

Non-integrated, highly manual processes No end-to-end view of performance. Significant effort required to extract and analyze performance data. 

Lack of time tracking across most departments Inability to accurately measure time spent (versus total elapsed time) on individual applications across all 

stakeholders.

Tracking and measuring key performance 

indicators (KPIs) and service standards

KPI’s are not being used for decision making

Recommendation #6

Establish a performance measurement framework to improve the management and evaluation of 

development services.

Prioritization

Effort 4

Impact 4
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Detailed Recommendations 

Governance & Strategy Recommendations

Category KPI

Efficiency

• Total elapsed time from complete application to approval.

• Total elapsed time for each circulation.

• Total elapsed time for each commenting partner for each circulation.

• Total elapsed time with the applicant from complete application to approval.

• Total elapsed time with the applicant for each circulation.

Effectiveness

• Total public engagement hours by application type and circulation. 

• Extent to which Official Plan objectives are achieved on an annual basis. 

• Applicant satisfaction surveys.

• Public satisfaction surveys.

• Number of new comments by circulation.

• Number of comments unaddressed by applicants.

• Number of escalations to Management and Elected Officials

• Number of pre-application consultation meetings 

Sample KPIs for performance management. 

Impact on Current Process

The implementation of a performance measurement framework will improve the efficiency and effectiveness of application intake and circulation and create 

accountability throughout all development workflows. 
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Recommendation #7

Based on the future state service delivery model, determine the feasibility of implementing a technology 

solution to digitize planning workflows. 

Prioritization

Effort 5

Impact 5

Timeline for Implementation: 

During the current state assessment it was noted that the Planning function is not utilizing a technology solution to administer the Town’s planning processes. 

Currently, when a planning application is received for review, the Supervisor, Planning Services distributes the application to the appropriate commenting 

parties. The status tracking and consolidation of planning application comments is done manually by the Supervisor, Planning Services. As a result of the 

manual work steps, there is little transparency for applicants into the application status as all status requests must go through the Supervisor, Planning 

Services. In addition, the volume and complexity of planning applications has resulted in a large planning portfolio that can be difficult to manage manually 

outside of a technology solution. 

As part of the Town’s decision on the future service delivery model for development services (e.g., in-house vs outsourced), the Town should consider the 

short-term and long-term impact on the broader technology architecture (e.g., planning software) as part of a technology strategy. 

In order to ensure the Town is effectively deploying technology, the following are short-term questions to consider: 

• Is our current development service technology suite working for us?

• Are we able to effectively carry out planning processes using manual processes and work steps?

• What are new emerging technologies to consider?

The answers to these questions will form a baseline for a technology strategy and guide the short-term technology decisions for the department. Should 

management determine there is a need for a planning technology solution, the following options can be explored: 

CloudPermit Planning Module

The Town is currently utilizing CloudPermit’s permitting module to administer all permitting processes. In addition to the permitting module, CloudPermit offers 

a planning module that allows users to create digital workflows to facilitate the online planning application review (i.e., conduct approvals, circulate to 

commenting parties, etc.). The cost to implement the system would include a one-time implementation fee, plus applicable annual software licenses.

Cityworks Planning Module

The County is currently using Cityworks to administer their planning processes. As such, there may be an opportunity for the Town to leverage the existing 

software licenses and workflows utilized by the County. This may limit the total cost to annual software licenses. 

Impact on Current Process

The implementation of a technology solution to digitize planning workflows will impact the development application intake and circulation processes for all 

application types. In addition, a technology solution would enhance the customer experience by providing digital intake and communication options. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Obs. # Observations

7.1 The Planning function does not utilize technology for processing development applications, leading to delays and higher reliance on manual 

processes.

Detailed Recommendations

Technology Recommendations
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Detailed Recommendations 

Technology Recommendations
Recommendation #8

Follow-up with the CloudPermit vendor to request an integration between CloudPermit and Bluebeam 

software.

Prioritization

Effort 1

Impact 4

Timeline for Implementation: 

The current state analysis noted the Town’s development services is utilizing CloudPermit to facilitate the permitting workflow and Bluebeam to review and 

mark-up development documents. It was noted that the two software's do not integrate, resulting in manual workarounds and additional process steps. 

Currently, when a document in CloudPermit is assigned to a reviewing party for comment, the reviewer must download the document to their local computer, 

open in Bluebeam, review and add comments, save as a new version, and re-upload back to CloudPermit. 

Based on KPMG’s discussion with the vendor, CloudPermit is in a continual state of improvement and is actively considering the implementation of an 

integration with Bluebeam, however, no timeframe for implementation was provided. The vendor also indicated that an integration with Bluebeam has been 

requested by a number of their existing clients. As such, the Town should continue to follow-up with the vendor to ensure the integration is prioritized and 

implemented. 

In addition, it was noted that all historical permit files prior to the CloudPermit implementation have not been digitally transferred into the system. Previously, 

these records were saved using Keystone software and are still maintained within the legacy system. To create a single source of truth for all permit files, the 

Town should assign resources to ensure all historical permit files are transferred into CloudPermit. 

Impact on Current Process

An integration between CloudPermit and Bluebeam software would have an impact on the review of development applications as it would reduce or eliminate 

current manual workarounds outside of each system. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Obs. # Observations

8.1 The Town uses multiple software and IT tools to support the land use development process (e.g., CloudPermit, Bluebeam, Cascade, TOMRMS, 

and SharePoint); however, the software and IT Tools are not integrated leading to inefficiencies and increased manual processes (especially for 

file transfers and version control).
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Detailed Recommendations

Technology Recommendations
Recommendation #9

Enable automated email notifications when a task is assigned in CloudPermit.

Prioritization

Effort 1

Impact 3

Timeline for Implementation: 

It was noted that users who do not routinely access CloudPermit (e.g., Engineering) must periodically open the system and sign-in to their dashboard to 

determine if there are tasks to complete as the system does not automatically send email notifications. 

CloudPermit does have the ability to notify users and stakeholders of status changes and updates during the permitting process. As such, the Town should 

review the permissions and configurations for user accounts to ensure automated email notifications are appropriate configured. This would ensure that tasks 

are actioned and prioritized appropriately as they are assigned to reviewing parties.  

Impact on Current Process

Enabling automated email notifications in CloudPermit would impact the circulation and review workflows for each development application as each reviewer 

would be automatically notified when a task is assigned. As such, this would eliminate the manual step to periodically sign-in to their CloudPermit dashboard. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Obs. # Observations

9.1 Stakeholders noted that CloudPermit does not automatically email users when a task is assigned within the permitting workflow. As a result, 

stakeholders must actively monitor their CloudPermit dashboard for action items.
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Detailed Recommendations

Data & Analytics Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

10.1 Stakeholders noted that locating applications and documents internally is inefficient due to inconsistent naming conventions and different 

folders used across Development Services. This also leads to difficulty in managing version control.

Timeline for Implementation: 

Currently, documents and data are collected within various Development Services processes and stored in a number of different storage folders, systems (e.g., 

CloudPermit) and local drives. As a results, development services documents can be difficult to locate as the department does not have a single source of truth 

for all documents. In addition, stakeholders noted that when a document or file is located, it may not contain all the required information, or is using inconsistent 

file naming conventions. Stakeholders indicated that all development files are to be saved in accordance with the TOMRNS system, however these guidelines 

are inconsistently applied to development files. 

The Town should review the current storage solutions (CloudPermit, SharePoint, network storage drives) and determine the optimal solution to be the single 

source of truth for all development service data. This would ensure that all data collected throughout the process is centralized in one place resulting in easy to 

locate, accurate and reliable information. Shared access should be given (with appropriate access security) for all stakeholders within development services. 

Impact on Current Process

A single source of truth for all development services data would impact the intake, review and approval workflows for all development applications as it 

provides the Town with a defined location and reduces time wasted on locating application data. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #10

Review current data storage solutions to determine the single source of truth.

Prioritization

Effort 3

Impact 3
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Detailed Recommendations

Data & Analytics Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

11.1 There is insufficient capacity and training to effectively enable proactive reporting and the use of analytics tools.

11.2 All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by the Development Services Department.

Timeline for Implementation: 

The current state assessment noted the Town’s development services department does not complete comprehensive reports on deve lopment services KPIs. 

Currently, the department reports monthly on application volume and provides an annual state of the department report to Town Council. It was noted that the 

GIS department developed an interactive dashboard that outlined construction in the Town and provided a visualization of the current development services 

workload (i.e., application progress). However, the dashboard required a heavy manual effort to prepare (e.g., data cleansing) as the data did not integrate 

from development services technology (e.g., CloudPermit). As such, the dashboard was not widely utilized and staff reverted back to manual ad-hoc 

spreadsheet reporting. 

To develop a culture of data and analytics to support data-enabled decision-making, the Town should develop internal data analytics capabilities. This can be 

achieved through the rollout of data visualization tools and training modules that can provide end users with basic to advanced dashboarding skill sets. This will 

help to increase the buy-in and use of analytics tools as stakeholders can develop the necessary skill set to develop data insights and provide data upwards to 

management. In addition, the development of data and analytics skill sets can streamline development services reporting process and provide real-time 

meaningful data that can be used for decision-making. 

Impact on Current Process

The utilization of analytics tools would impact the review and approval processes for all development applications as it provides users with real-time insight into 

the entire development services portfolio (e.g., application status, circulation status, etc.). 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #11

Equip development services staff with analytics tools and training to increase the efficiency and 

effectiveness of reporting and support data-enable decision-making.

Prioritization

Effort 3

Impact 3
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Detailed Recommendations

Fee Structures and Security Deposits Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

12.1 The Town does not have a defined process to conduct a comprehensive review of the development fee structure on a periodic basis.

Timeline for Implementation: 

In 2020, the County undertook a comprehensive review of their development services fee structure. As per the SCI Development Fees Review Final Report, 

the review identified six ways the County can improve cost recovery for development services. Currently, fees charged by the Town are a fixed sum on top of 

the fees charged by the County. These fees have only increased by inflation and have not been through a comprehensive review. As such, development fees 

charged by the Town may not align with current service delivery cost and funding, and comparator municipalities. 

As part of a comprehensive development application fee structure review the Town should look at development fees through the following lenses: 

• Internal analysis: An internal analysis would provide an understanding of the detailed activities that go into the review of development applications. This 

includes examination of operating budgets, application volume, application distribution and analysis of development fee related activities and overhead 

costs. 

• External analysis: An external analysis would compare the current fees charged against comparable municipalities to gain an understanding of the various 

cost recoveries, fee collection processes, and feedback from development communities outside of Saugeen Shores. 

Impact on Current Process

The comprehensive review of the development application fee structure may result in a higher cost recovery that could potentially result in financial gains. 

Additional revenue could be used for additional human resources, training and technology to help the advancement of the department. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #12

Conduct a comprehensive review of the development application fee structure to align with comparator 

municipalities and the broader development services strategy. 

Prioritization

Effort 4

Impact 5
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Detailed Recommendations

Fee Structures and Security Deposits Recommendations

Obs. # Observations

13.1 Stakeholders noted that fees for planning applications (as per the planning act) are collected by the County. In addition to the County’s fees, the 

Town also collects additional application fees (e.g., engineering review). This can create confusion for the developer as it is not clear which fees 

are collected by each party. 

13.2 There is a lack of clarity, both internally and externally regarding the release of application security deposits. 

Timeline for Implementation: 

Given the County currently owns planning processes they should be responsible for collecting and distributing fees to the lower tier (as applicable). This 

process should be clearly defined within the County and Town’s procedural documentation (e.g., Development Guide). 

The release of securities is set out in the registered subdivision/condo agreement signed by the developer as part of the subdivision/condo agreement process. 

Both the development community and staff indicated that process to release securities is reactive, manual and time consuming resulting in inefficiencies both 

internally and externally. In addition, the reactive nature of the process has led to developers to delay requesting securities and results in the Town to sit on the 

security liability for an extended period of time. Stakeholders also indicated that the roles and responsibilities of the Planning function and Finance can be 

unclear and cause further delays to the process. 

Recommendations to improve the efficiency of the securities process include developing/improving agreement language such that the Town can draw on the 

securities, after a certain period of time, if the conditions have not been met; educate the applicant on why and how the securities can be released; work with 

Finance to develop a formal process to monitor the past and current securities held and proactively release securities where the conditions have been met. The 

process should outline the roles and responsibilities of both Planning and Finance with respect to releasing securities to avoid duplication of effort. 

Impact on Current Process

Improving the efficiency of the securities process will impact the intake, approval and final sign-off workflows of all development applications as it provides clear 

guidance for both internal and external stakeholders resulting in improved customer service. 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Recommendation #13

Review the process of collecting and releasing securities by defining roles and responsibilities between 

finance and development services to create efficiency within the process and further strengthen the 

relationship with the development community. 

Prioritization

Effort 4

Impact 4
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Long-Term Opportunity for Planning Services

Long-Term Opportunity | In-House Planning Services

Observation

Current and future growth in Saugeen Shores and the increased volume and complexity of development applications has resulted in capacity constraints within 

the Town’s development services functions (Building, Planning, Engineering) and inefficiencies within the current service del ivery model. 

Timeline for Implementation: 

The current state analysis noted that the increased volume and complexity of development applications has resulted in capacity constraints within the Town’s 

development services function and inefficiencies within the current service delivery model. Currently, the Town works with the County of Bruce Planning 

Department to support planning within the Town, however, the County has faced similar challenges that have affected service delivery. Under the current 

Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) the County is responsible for the administration of the process for minor variances, zoning by-law amendments, official 

plan amendments, consents/severances, and plans of subdivisions and condos. The Town is responsible for the administration of the process for site plans and 

subdivision/condo agreements. The Town is one of eight area municipalities that receive planning support from the County of Bruce, however 30% of the 

County’s workload is a result of development activity in Saugeen Shores. 

The Town’s 2021 planning year end review report to Council indicated the Town expects residential and non-residential construction activity to remain elevated 

from historical norms.  Based on the Town’s future growth projections, current population and number of dwellings are expected to increase by 20% over the 

next 10 years (by 2031). Census data from 2021 noted that the Town’s population has increased by 16% since 2016, while planning data noted the Town 

processed the second highest number of building permits amongst its comparator group (see jurisdictional scan). Given the County’s service delivery 

challenges and the anticipated increase in development activity it was noted that there may be a long-term opportunity to explore the feasibility of an in-house 

planning department. It should be noted that the County is currently reviewing the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with each Area Municipality and is 

considering delegating additional authority to the lower tier municipalities. 

To determine the long-term feasibility KPMG analyzed the following elements: 

1. Current service delivery challenges faced by the County and the Town that may impact development workflows

2. SWOT analysis of a transition to in-house planning services, including high-level cost considerations. 

The analysis can be found in Appendix F 

1-3 Months 4-6 Months 7-12 Months +12 Months

Long-Term Opportunity

Potential for the Town to explore the long-term feasibility of an in-house planning department if, despite 

implementation of all other recommendations, the Town is still unable to meet service level expectations.

Prioritization

Effort 5

Impact 5
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Suggested recommendations have been mapped for impact vs effort to help prioritize activities. The order that recommendations should be 
implemented would be top left quadrant (low effort, high impact) to bottom left quadrant (low effort, low impact) and top right quadrant (high effort, high 
impact) down to bottom right quadrant (high effort, low impact). Those in the bottom right quadrant would be considered to be optional as a result of the 
potential effort required versus the potential benefit derived. 

Suggested Actions

1
2

3

4

6

5

Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Prioritization of Suggested Recommendations

8

7

9 10 11

12

13

1 Document and communicate standardized development review processes 

2 Establish internal review timelines and circulation limits for application submissions 

3 Review and update the MOU with the County to reflect the current state of service delivery.

4 Establish formal training and learning opportunities for staff

5 Establish an overarching development services governance structure 

6 Establish a performance measurement framework 

7 Determine the feasibility of implementing a technology solution to digitize planning workflows. 

8 Follow-up with the CloudPermit vendor to request an integration between CloudPermit and Bluebeam software.

9 Enable automated email notifications when a task is assigned in CloudPermit.

10 Review current data storage solutions to determine the single source of truth.

11 Equip development services staff with analytics tools and training

12 Conduct a comprehensive review of the development application fee structure 

13 Review the process of collecting and releasing securities
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Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Summary of Quick Wins
Suggested recommendations that are low effort, high impact are considered quick wins. 

Suggested Actions

1 Document and communicate standardized development review processes 

2 Establish internal review timelines and circulation limits for application submissions 

3 Review and update the MOU with the County to reflect the current state of service delivery.

5 Establish an overarching development services governance structure 

8 Follow-up with the CloudPermit vendor to request an integration between CloudPermit and Bluebeam software.

Legend

Services & 

Processes

People & 

Organization

Governance 

& Strategy
Technology

Data & 

Analytics

Fee Structures & 

Security Deposits

High

1
2

3

5

8



52© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

Implementation 
Plan

06

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Land Use Development  Process Review

Final Report

--



53© 2022 KPMG LLP, a Canadian limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG network of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International Cooperative 

(“KPMG International”), a Swiss entity. All rights reserved. The KPMG name and logo are registered trademarks or trademarks o f KPMG International.

This section outlines core objectives and requirements to implement the previously identified recommendations. The overall implementation plan 

includes considerations noted below which are based on KPMG leading practice:

Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Implementation Plan

01

03

02

Implementation Structure

High level resourcing and governance required to successfully 

implement the recommendations and promote continuous improvement

Change Management Framework

A framework to drive effective change management

Implementation Roadmap

Specific actions and timelines for each of the recommendations 

outlined in the previous section

04
Communications Strategy

framework to structure effective communications

02
Implementation scorecard

Performance measures to monitor progress and help demonstrate 

success
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Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Implementation Plan

Implementation Structure01

Successful implementation of the recommendations included in this report will require dedicated resources and effective governance. 

Based on the scope of the identified recommendations , we recommend the Development Services Senior Management to lead, monitor and report on the 

implementation of the report’s recommendations. In addition, Senior Management would lead continuous improvement initiatives post implementation. 

The responsibilities of the Senior Management during the implementation of recommendations should include:

• Program and project management; 

• Change management; 

• Communications; 

• Stakeholder engagement (internal and external); 

• Business process improvement; and,

• Experience with planning and/or development application reviews.

Senior Management can also need to draw on subject matter specialists (e.g., planners, engineers, etc.) on an as-needed basis throughout the implementation.
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Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Implementation Plan
Implementation Scorecard02

This section presents a scorecard to help measure the implementation of the identified recommendations. Demonstrating progress will help build buy-in with 

internal and external stakeholders, facilitating change.

This scorecard should be reviewed and approved by the Senior Management Team and reviewed on a periodic basis. 

Success Factor
Does this Exist?

(✓/)

Implementation Structure

• The recommendations and roadmap included in this report have been approved by Council .

• A clear project governance structure is in place and working well (see Section 1).

• Sufficient staff capacity and resources are dedicated to the work ahead and are working well.

Project Management

• Work plans exist to support the implementation of all recommendations.

• A holistic communications strategy and the accompanying communications plans are developed for the relevant 

recommendations.

• Recommendations are implemented according to roadmap timelines; delays are justified and communicated.

• Recommendations that have been implemented are reviewed every six to 12 months for effectiveness.

Customer Centricity

• Applicants are engaged in the implementation process

• The applicant experience is measured and improving
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Town of Saugeen Shores | Land Use Development Process Review

Change Management Framework

Effective change management aligns leaders and staff around change that is clearly defined, justified and well-communicated. The figure below 

presents KPMG’s change management framework as a starting point for the development of a detailed change management plan to support the 

Town’s Development Services initiatives. 

To help ensure Development Services stakeholders are ready, and willing to accept change the Town should:

1. Make it Clear: Ensure Town leadership understands and is committed to the importance of visible, aligned and ongoing support for an 

improved development review process. 

2. Make it Known: Develop and implement a detailed communications plan that clearly articulates the overall case for change to each 

stakeholder group. Consider identifying champions in each development services function (i.e., Building, Planning, Engineering) to help spread 

the message. Ensure approval of this report and its roadmap is widely communicated.

3. Make it Real: Clearly define the change manage team roles, responsibilities and mandate. Develop detailed change management plans for the

recommendations included in in this report. 

4. Make it Happen: Begin implementation. Resolve issues and mitigate risks by escalating them through appropriate channels. Focus on high-

impact recommendations and continuously monitor the effect of implementation on each stakeholder group. 

5. Make it Stick: Use the implementation Scorecard to measure progress and maintain momentum. 

Change Management Framework03
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Communications Strategy

Communications is a critical change-enabler. This section presents five strategic principles to support effective communications during a 

significant, process-driven transformation:

1. Equip leaders and change agents: equip leaders and other change agents with easy-to-use key messages and communication tools.

2. Develop tailored key messages: identify different stakeholder groups and develop targeted key messages for each group.

3. Communicate consistent messages: communicate consistent messages emphasizing the case for change and anticipated benefits.

4. Reinforce messages: repeat and reinforce key messages and progress through a variety of tactics and channels with each stakeholder 

group.

5. Engage industry: communicate directly and regularly with this stakeholder group.

These principles should be used as a starting point for the development of a tactical communications plan to support the implementation of the 

recommendations identified in the report. A tactical communications plan should define the communications-related activities that accompany 

each recommendation/change as well as the overall improvement project. An effective tactical communications plan should include:

• The overall case for change;

• The unique key messages that accompany each initiative or recommendation; 

• The key audience(s) when communicating each key message;

• The roll-out timelines; and 

• The methods and channels that are to be used when communicating.

The figure on the following pages provides additional detail on each of the five communications principles included in this section.

Communications Strategy04
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Implementation Plan
Communications Strategy04

Principle Outcomes High Level Tactics

Equip leaders and 

change agents.

Organizational leadership and 

change champions have the 

tools needed to promote the 

case for change.

 During the first 90 days, provides a refresher course in change management and effective 

communications for leaders and change agents.

 Continuously update key messages and communication tools for leadership to ensure they 

remain relevant and effective.

Develop tailored key 

messages.

Different stakeholder groups are 

targeted with specific key 

messages, increases the 

chances of success.

 Identify different internal and external stakeholder groups involved in the development review 

process.

 Review how the overall implementation roadmap will impact each group as well as the 

implementation of specific recommendations.

 Develop targeted key messages that speak to how each stakeholder group will be impacted 

by the change, identifying each group’s unique case for change. 

Communicate 

consistent messages

Key messages are developed 

and are consistent across 

initiatives and time, and align 

with the broader goals of the 

development service.

 Identify near-term milestones and any quick wins/

 Develop and leverage key messages consistently through all communications to build 

consistency, credibility and support.

 Create a common look and style for change communications. Use it consistently in materials 

so that communications are recognizable.

Reinforce messages

Multiple opportunities are created 

for key stakeholders to provide 

input.

 Provide regular communications which set specific, clear and relevant expectations and then 

report back on progress.

 Use existing communication channels (email, phone) to regularly share information.

 Develop standards and messages for the change and cater messaging in tactical 

communications plans that support individual initiatives.

 Encourage two-way dialogue and feedback from stakeholders to continuously improve 

communication approaches.

Engage industry

Initiatives underway are 

consistently communicated to 

industry stakeholders to maintain 

their awareness and buy-in.

 Provide structured, formal updates to industry groups, leveraging existing mechanisms.

 Follow up with all industry stakeholders engaged by KPMG to provide a status update and 

opportunity to review and validate this report. 
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Summary
Overall, the Town has taken the initial steps to increase the efficiency and effectiveness of development services through the implementation of 

organizational structure changes identified in previous service delivery reviews. The work completed as part of the Land Use Development 

Review will serve as a foundation to guide the department towards a culture of continuous improvement. The implementation of the

recommendations in this report will further increase the efficiency and effectiveness of the Town’s Development Service processes to respond to 

the growing needs of the development community and applicants. 

What are the next steps?

For next steps, the Town should develop a plan to implement the opportunities outlined in this report. Preliminary 

timelines, effort and impact have been identified for each of the opportunities. In addition, the Town should continue 

to work with the County to ensure all improvement opportunities are communicated and built into existing 

development services processes. 

What is the desired future state service delivery model? 

Over the long-term, Town stakeholders suggested the possibility of transitioning planning services to an in-house 

service delivery model. As such, KPMG prepared a SWOT analysis to weigh the benefits and challenges of a change 

to the service delivery model and outlined next steps for the Town to consider. 

Who will lead the implementation of recommendations?

The implementation of recommendations identified within this report should be led by Senior Management within 

Development Services. The implementation should be communicated to both internal and external stakeholders and 

monitored by the Senior Management Team. Quick wins have been identified as opportunities that provide great 

impact with little effort. 

Is the organization ready?

The Town has taken the initial steps through previous service delivery reviews to re-organize Development Services 

to create additional capacity for staff. To build on the success of that review, the recommendations in this report will 

assist Development Services in creating efficient and effective development processes that add-value to the 

development community. 

4

3

2

1
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Building Permit Process
Building Permit Process
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Building Permit Process

Start

Applicant submits 

building permit 

(BP) application 

through 

Cloudpermit

OBA assess the BP 

for completeness

Office Building 

Administrator 

(OBA) logs into 

Cloudpermit 

and reviews 

applications 

Applicant submits 

building permit 

(BP) application 

manually by email

Cloudpermit 

Cloudpermit 

CBO, Deputy CBO, or 

building inspector conducts 

the necessary fees for the 

building application. This 

also includes the developers 

fee calculation.

Application 

complete? 

OBA issues 

comments through 

Cloudpermit

No Yes

BP application 

updated?

Applicant makes 

changes/updates 

on Cloudpermit 

and resubmits 

Yes

No

End

No

OBA assigns BP  

application for 

review

Manager of 

Engineering (MES)

Services and 

reviews drawings 

using Bluebeam

Supervisor of 

Development 

Services reviews 

planning 

conditions via 

Cloudpermit

Deputy CBO or 

Building Inspector 

reviews BP 

application & 

drawings using 

Bluebleam

Deputy CBO and CBO 

reviews application for 

compliance with Ontario 

Building Code.

Internal review 

complete. BP sent 

to OBA for permit 

approval

OBA receives 

completed reviews 

through 

Cloudpermit

Applicant pays 

necessary fees for 

BP application 

through phone

At this phase of the process 

invoice confirmation is 

conducted for completed BP 

applications.

Opportunity:

Implementation of 

online solution for 

payments 

OBA assigns 

building permit 

application to CBO 

for final sign off

CBO reviews 

drawings and signs 

off on BP issuance 

Building Permit 

becomes available 

electronically for 

the applicant on 

Cloudpermit

Keystone

OBA reviews submission of 

BP application each morning

An assessment of the BP for 

completeness consist of the 

following:

- Required building 

documents

- Compliance with zoning 

by-law Building Permit

Opportunity: 

Applicant attaches 

documents & files 

following naming 

convention set by 

the Building 

Services (BS)

OBA administers 

fee payment and 

updates the 

application to 

 paid 

MES saves 

drawings into local 

drive and uploads 

into Cloudpermit

Deputy CBO or 

Building Inspectors 

saves drawings 

into local drive and 

uploads into 

Cloudpermit 

End
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Minor Variance Process
Minor Variance
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Inquiry Phase/Pre-Consultation Application Review

Clerk 

Minor Variance Approval Phase

Start

Applicant prepares 

Minor Variance 

Application (MVA)

Applicant contacts 

Planning & 

Development for 

minor variance 

consultation

Planning 

Technician (PT)  

receives MVA 

Supervisor of 

Development 

Services (SDS) or 

County Planning 

schedules meeting 

to discuss MV 

inquiry  

MVA deemed 

complete?

Application is sent 

to list agencies and 

public bodies for 

commenting

Cityworks

(Tracking) & 

Sharepoint

SDS receives MVA 

and circulates

 to Town 

stakeholders

MVA requires 

further 

updates?

SDS redirects 

applicant to the 

County. 

Application is 

submitted

PT uploads MVA in 

Cityworks and 

Sharepoint

PT forwards 

application to 

planner or senior 

planner for review

Planner reviews 

comments and 

forwards on to 

applicant as 

appropriate.

County sends 

Notice of Public 

Meetings and 

issues draft report 

to the Town

Town stakeholders

provide comments

 PT assigns a 

inquiry/file number 

and determines 

need for pre-

consultation
County contacts 

Clerk to schedule 

public meeting

SDS reviews 

circulated the staff 

report

Clerk receives  

agenda

Clerk circulates 

agenda on Council 

website

Committee of 

Adjustment 

meeting 

Committee of 

Adjustment makes 

a decision on the 

MVA 

County prepares 

Notice of Decision 

and circulates

Appeal Period 

commences

Appeal? 

County issues 

Notice of No 

Appeal 

No

OLT Appeal 

process, close file 

based on decision 

End

Close File

End

Reject

County receives 

MVA fee payment

SDS complies 

comments and 

forwards to County

Minor variance does not 

usually require a pre-

consultation meeting

Senior Planner 

reviews staff report 

Comment period is 

20 days

Notice of Appeal 

period starts the day 

of the decision and 

lasts for 20 days.

County planner 

informs application 

of required 

changes 

Yes

Bi-weekly meeting 

between town 

stakeholders is used 

to track application 

status

MVA reviewed 

against relevant 

policies

MVA updated and 

re-submitted

Accepted

Yes

Application is 

uploaded to the 

County s Cityworks 

and Sharepoint

Cityworks & 

Sharepoint

File Planner 

prepare the draft 

staff report

No

SDS attaches staff 

report to the 

meeting agenda 

and circulates

Clerk prepares 

meeting link (i.e., 

Zoom) and 

receives requests 

to participate

Clerk 

communicates 

participant list to 

Chair of CoA

Clerk follows Town 

SOP on meeting 

conduct to organize 

meetings. 
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By-Law Zoning Amendment
Bylaw Zoning Amendment
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Inquiry Phase/Pre-submission Application Review Bylaw Zoning Recommendation PhaseBylaw Zoning Public Meeting Phase

File Planner 

reviews application 

for completeness

County sends a 

Notice of 

Complete 

Application

Application is sent 

to third parties for 

Request for 

Comments

P&D receives 

application and 

circulates to 

relevant 

stakeholders for 

comment

Senior planner 

signs-off on 

application

Applicants pays 

the necessary fees 

and submits 

application

Planner drafts staff 

report for review 

and sends copy to 

Town for review

Start

Applicant prepares 

Bylaw Zoning 

Amendment 

Application (BZAA) 

Applicant contacts 

Planning & 

Development or 

County Planning 

for bylaw zoning 

amendment 

consultation

Planning 

Technician (PT)  

receives BZAA 

Planning and 

Development 

(P&D) schedules 

meeting to discuss 

BZAA inquiry  

Planner reviews 

application against 

relevant policies 

and fees 

associated

Cityworks

(Tracking)

Sharepoint

P&D redirects the 

applicant to the 

County. BZA 

submitted.

PT uploads BZAA 

in Cityworks and 

Sharepoint

PT forwards 

application to 

planner or senior 

planner for review

 PT assigns a file 

number

Internal review 

team completes 

review and submits 

comments to P&D 
Internal review 

team consist of 

CBO, Manager 

of Engineering 

Services, and 

Supervisor of 

Development 

Services

P&D consolidates 

comments and 

sends to County.

P&D reviews staff 

report

The Planner 

finalizes report in 

advance of Public 

meeting

Planner receives 

third party 

comments & 

County issues 

Notice of Public 

meeting

Planner reviews 

comments and 

conducts meetings 

to address 

concerns

Clerk receives Final 

Recommendation 

Report and  

creates agenda for 

Public Meeting. 

Staff report is 

included.

Public Meeting 

Public comments 

are received 

during the Public 

Meeting

County reviews 

public comments 

to create a final 

staff report.

Attendees at the Public Meeting: 

- County Planner

- Town Planner/Supervisor 

Development Services

- Applicant/Developer

- Members of the Public

Planner issues 

report to Clerk. 

Public Meeting is 

scheduled.

Final Report 

prepared and 

issued to Clerk

Clerk receives Final 

Report with draft 

bylaw amendment 

and issues to CoW

CoW 

recommendation 

sent to the Town 

Council for 

decision

Notice of refusal is 

sent to applicant

End

Approve

CoW Decision? Refuse

Notice of Final 

Approval issued

End

Application is 

submitted to the 

County

Town Council 

Decision

Refuse

County prepares 

Notice of Decision

Approve

Appeal?

OLT Appeal 

process, close file 

based on decision 

Yes

County requests 

Clerk to prepare 

Declaration 

No
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Draft Plan of Subdivision Review and Approval
Draft Plan of Subdivision Approval Process
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Draft Plan of Subdivision

Start

Applicant submits 

Subdivision 

concept

County Planning 

Technician (PT)  

receives 

application 

Application 

complete?

Cityworks

(Tracking) & 

Sharepoint

PT forwards 

application to 

planner or senior 

planner for review

 PT creates an 

application file and 

reviews application 

for completeness

Applicant pays 

application fees

Pre-consultation 

meeting (includes 

relevant third party 

stakeholders)

Application 

updated as 

required

No

Application is 

circulated to third 

parties for 

commenting

Yes

Subdivision 

application 

received for 

comment

Application 

circulated to 

relevant Town 

stakeholders for 

review

Comments are 

provided to the 

County

County schedules 

Public Meeting 

Supervisor, 

Development 

Services 

consolidates Town 

comments

Town prepares 

conditions and 

recommendations 

for County

Council holds 

public meeting

County prepares a 

recommendation 

based on 

comments from 

the public hearing 

and response from 

the application

Recommended 

conditions are 

vetted with the 

applicant and 

other 

commenting 

agencies

Applicant 

addresses 

conditions and 

comments 

Council meeting to 

consider County s 

recommendation

E-scribe

Staff report 

prepared & 

reviewed by 

management for 

approval

Staff report posted 

as part of the 

Council Agenda

Council 

decision?

Approved

Decision notice 

sent to the 

applicant

Appeal period and 

OLT appeal 

process

Rejected

Final notice issued

End

County staff 

prepare a set of 

conditions. 

Conditions sent to 

applicant and 

Town for 

verification

County Planner 

prepare staff 

report with Town 

Council decision 

for the County 

Approval Authority

Approval 

Authority 

decision

This can be delegated approval 

if there are no outstanding 

comments or objections; or 

County Planning and 

Development Committee

Approved

Rejected
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Site Plan & Subdivision Agreement Process
Please note - Effective July 1 the Planning Act requires 

site plan approval at the staff level. New process to be 

determined by Town staff. As such, this process is 

subject to change. 
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Agreement Process

Applicant requests 

pre-consultation 

meeting 

Start

P&D conducts pre-

consultation with 

applicant

Applicant makes 

changes and 

submits complete 

site plan

P&D receives site 

plan 

P&D circulates site 

plan  to relevant 

staff for comments

Manager, 

Engineering 

Services (MES) 

receives 

submission

MES provides 

comments on 

submission to the 

applicant through 

email or letter

Applicant reviews 

comments and 

makes changes to 

site plan drawings

MES reviews 

changes submitted 

by applicant 

Site Plan 

drawings 

approved

MES submits site 

plan drawings for 

peer review 

No administrative 

support. Labour 

intensive and manual 

process. 

Supervisor 

prepares draft 

agreement and 

issues to the 

applicant

Applicant reviews 

and signs off on 

Site Plan 

Agreement

No

Staff report 

prepared for 

Committee of the 

Whole meeting

CoW receive the 

staff report
DecisionCoW meeting

Committee of the 

Whole meeting is 

scheduled

Applicant provides 

securities, proof of 

insurance, other 

documents 

outlined in the 

agreement

Securities are  

requested

Approved

Rejected

Agreement signed 

by the Mayor and 

Clerk 

Final Agreement 

Letter circulated to 

the applicant

End

Director signs off 

on drawings

Yes

Draft By-law 

passed authorizing 

the agreement

Finance is contacted to 

set up GL accounts as 

required

Clerk adds signed 

agreement to the 

registry

This can happen earlier in the 

process, however typically the 

Town will submit for peer 

review after disputes with the 

applicant

Supervisor drafts 

comments for the 

applicant

Supervisor receives 

updated package 

from the applicant. 

Application is 

circulated to 

relevant 

stakeholders

Supervisor notifies 

the applicant
End

Town Council 

decision

Accepted

Agreement sent to 

Town Council for 

approval

Rejected
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Site Plan & Subdivision Agreement Process - Securities
Site Plan & Subdivision Agreement Process
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Issuing Securities

MES conducts the 

site inspection. 

Deficiencies are 

documented and 

communicated 

with the applicant

Applicant 

schedules site 

inspection

MES signs off on 

deficiency list and 

approves securities 

to be released

Applicant 

addresses 

deficiencies

Applicant requests 

securities release

P&D drafts cheque 

requisition letter 

for Finance/

Treasurer 

Formal letter 

issued to applicant 

for  substantial 

completion 

End

Keystone

Applicant receive 

securities based on 

milestone

Start

Finance receives 

cheque requisition 

request

Search for 

applicants GL 

account for 

securities release

Cheque prepared 

and issued to 

Development 

Services for 

approval

GL accounts do not use 

a consistent naming 

convention

Securities are 

approved and 

issued to the 

applicant

Applicant 

continues project 

and continues to 

work through the 

deficiency list

Project phase

Project Milestone acheived

Project Complete
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Severance (Consent) Process
Severance (Consent) Approval Process
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Severance (Consent)

Start

Applicant contacts 

(phone or email) 

the County to 

submit the 

Severance 

application (SA)

Applicant contacts 

the Town or 

Development 

coordinator 

regarding 

Severance 

application (SA)

Planning 

Technician (PT)  

receives SA and 

assigns file number

Planning and 

Development 

(P&D) schedules 

meeting to discuss 

Severance inquiry  

Planner reviews SA 

for policy 

compliance and 

completeness

Application is sent 

to third parties for 

commenting

Cityworks

(Tracking)

Sharepoint

Supervisor, 

Development 

Services receives 

SA

P&D redirects 

applicant to the 

County. 

Application 

submitted

PT uploads SA to 

Cityworks and 

Sharepoint

PT forwards 

application to 

planner or senior 

planner for review

SA circulated to 

Town stakeholders 

for comment

Applicants pays 

the necessary fees 

and submits 

application

Application 

deemed 

complete?

PT opens 

application file
Yes

Applicant provides 

outstanding 

information

No

Supervisor, 

Development 

Services 

consolidates 

comments and 

issues to County

County Planner 

reviews third party 

comments 

Notice of Public 

Hearing issued (if 

required)

County Planner 

prepares staff 

report and set of 

conditions

Senior Planner 

reviews and 

approves staff 

report and 

conditions

Applicant receives 

payment 

confirmation from 

County

Planner prepares 

deficiency email/

letter to the 

applicant

Agency 

comment 

period is 21 

days 

Note: there is no 

statutory 

requirement for a 

public meeting 

for consents

Public Meeting (if 

required)

Severance 

approved?

Notice of Decision 

prepared and sent 

to applicant

Yes

OLT Appeal 

Process
No

Applicants resolve 

any conditions as 

part of the 

approval

Conditions 

resolved within 

two years?

Consent deemed 

refused

No

End

PT reviews 

documents related 

to each condition

Yes

Planner on file 

reviews condition 

documentation

Town reviews 

conditions 

prepared by the 

County

Final Approval 

package sent to 

Director

Final certificate is 

stamped and 

uploaded to 

Sharepoint

Supervisor, 

Development 

Services issues 

letter that 

Severance 

conditions have 

been met

End
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Appendix B - Developer Survey Summary

Developer Feedback
Survey Demographics

Number of 

Respondents 7
Average Years of 

Experience

More than 25 years 

of experience

Average Number 

of Applications 

Submitted to the 

Town

At least 20 

applications

Most common applications submitted

Most respondents (71%) stated they have recently submitted permit 

applications to the Town. Respondents also noted that they have submitted 

site plan applications (57%) and OPA and zoning amendments (43%) to the 

County. 

What does the Town do well?

75% of respondents indicated that the Town provides good customer service 

and keeps developers informed throughout the process. Respondents also 

indicated that the Town provides a quick response time for developer inquiries. 

Largest challenges or barriers in the Town’s development review 

process

While developers indicated that the Town provides a quick response time and 

will work with stakeholders to find solutions, 75% noted that the overall 

application process is time consuming and slow. Developers indicated that 

additional staff resources would improve the overall application processing 

time. 

Digitization of development processes

Respondents were mixed (50% agree, 50% neutral) when asked whether the 

Town should digitize or modernize its development review processes. 

Developers noted that the processes are similar to other municipalities and 

further digitization may not increase the efficiency of the processes. 

Developer Comments

01
The Town could improve the tracking and release 

of securities. Currently, I have to follow-up and 

request securities as our project evolves.

02
Saugeen Shores has been one of the best local 

municipalities to work with. Staff are quick to 

respond and policies allow for flexibility in the 

process.

03
Turnover at the County level has affected the 

service delivery. If an in-house planning department 

is built, it will require the right staff capabilities. 

100% of respondents indicated that the Town’s overall land 

use development processes are EFFECTIVE



77© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

Appendix C: 
Jurisdictional Scan

10

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Land Use Development  Process Review

Final Report

--



78© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

The Town selected three (3) municipalities across Ontario for comparative analysis and research. The information below summarizes each 

comparator municipality. 

Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Municipalities

Jurisdictions Selected

Location Population Households Depart. Size

Saugeen 

Shores

2021: 15,908

2016: 13,715

2011: 12,661

2021: 8,548

2016: 7,655

2011: 7,228

6 FTE

Kincardine 12,268 6,142 5 FTE

Goderich 7,728 3,811 5 FTE

The Blue 

Mountains
9,390 7,396 20 FTE1

Research Tactics

✓ Desktop Research

✓ Fee and Structure Analysis

✓ Interviews with jurisdictional stakeholders

Research Focus Areas

✓ Leading practices in development reviews

✓ Fee structures and security deposits

✓ Other specific topic areas identified during KPMG’s engagement 

with Town planning and development staff.

Source: 2021 census data

1 – The Blue Mountains Development Services department contains a policy planning function, planning review function and a 

development engineering function.  
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Services & 

Processes

People & 

Organization

Governance 

& Strategy

Each municipality works with their upper tier (i.e., County) 

planning and development department to provide planning 

services. The level of support provided by the upper tier 

varies within each jurisdiction. All jurisdictions utilize email 

as the primary method of communication between the 

lower and upper tier (e.g., circulation of applications for 

comment). 

Saugeen Shores, Goderich and Kincardine utilize a 

similar staffing structure, as additional planning 

support is provided by the upper tier. These 

municipalities noted that roles and responsibilities of 

upper tier and lower tier stakeholders are unclear. 

The Town of the Blue Mountains has a Development 

Engineering function that solely supports the Town’s 

development activities. As such, the Town has a 

larger development services staffing complement. 

Each jurisdiction has formalized and documented 

planning and development procedures and/or 

developed procedural manuals and checklists to 

standardize the review process. Some jurisdictions 

noted that the upper tier has delegated activities to 

the lower tier (i.e., consent approvals).

Technology 

& Data

Data & 

Analytics

Fee 

Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Each jurisdiction is using an e-permitting solution 

for online delivery of the permit process. However, 

planning and development technology has not 

been integrated with other technology deployed by 

the municipality. 

Comparator municipalities are not tracking key 

performance indicators related to planning and 

development activities. Most planning and 

development data is stored in a number of 

different locations which results in inefficient and 

potentially inaccurate reporting. 

Each jurisdiction provides planning and 

development fees online through their website. The 

results of the comparative fee analysis begin on 

page 35 of this report.  

Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Summary of Findings
Below is a summary of key findings across the Target Operating Model elements. The following slides provide more detail about practices in specific jurisdictions.
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Governance 

& Strategy

People & 

Organization

Services & 

Processes

• The Municipality of Kincardine (the 

“Municipality”) provides planning and 

development services in conjunction with Bruce 

County. 

• The Municipality is mainly responsible for site 

plan control applications. Severance, Zoning, 

OPA and minor variances are administered by 

the County. 

• Applications are circulated via email for 

comments.

• The Town of Goderich provides land use 

planning services in conjunction with the County 

of Huron.

• The Town’s Planning Department is responsible 

for the administration of the Official Plan, Zoning 

By-law and development approvals.

• Applications are circulated via email for 

comment. Weekly planning meetings are held 

for status reporting. 

• Both County and Town stakeholders indicated 

that the planning and development departments 

are staffed appropriately. 

• Stakeholders noted that applications are 

becoming increasingly complex due to larger 

scale projects. These applications can constrain 

resource capacity. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles and 

responsibilities between the Town and County 

can be unclear and difficult to understand. 

• The Town and County have documented 

policies and procedural manuals that outline 

planning processes. 

• Stakeholders noted that there is effective 

communication between the County and Town. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is the only 

lower tier municipality within Huron County that 

has received delegated authority for consent 

approvals. 

The Municipality of Kincardine The Town of Goderich The Town of The Blue Mountains

• Stakeholders noted that roles and 

responsibilities of the Municipality and the 

County are unclear.

• Stakeholders noted that more resources are 

required at the Municipality or County level. 

Currently, there are capacity constraints due to 

an increase in application volume and 

complexity. 

• Stakeholders noted that the pre-consultation 

process is creating capacity constraints due to 

the number of subdivision applications. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Municipality has 

developed checklists to assist with application 

review.

• The Municipality does not have a formal 

procedural manual for development review 

processes.

• The department uses LaserFiche to store 

documents, however navigating the system can 

be challenging. 

• The Municipality does not have immediate plans 

to further digitize development workflows.

Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Summary

• The Town of The Blue Mountains Development 

Services departments contains a planning 

function, building function, and development 

engineering function.

• The Town is responsible for the administration of 

all planning applications with the exception of 

the draft approval for subdivisions.

• All applications are circulated via email for 

comment. The planning department conducts 

week team meetings for status reporting.

• Stakeholders indicated that the roles and 

responsibilities of key personnel are understood. 

In addition, the service level expectation and 

role of the County is well defined within the 

Town’s processes.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is staff 

adequately to manage the volume of planning 

applications. However, the Town is unable to 

proactively complete development projects (i.e., 

development of site plan agreement guidelines).

• Stakeholders noted that the Town has defined 

and documented development review 

processes. 

• Submission requirements by application type are 

available for the public via the Town’s website. 

• All development documents are stored centrally 

using Cityview technology. Documents also 

follow a standardized naming convention and file 

structure set out by TOMRMS.



81© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

Fee 

Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Data & 

Analytics

Technology

The Municipality of Kincardine The Town of Goderich The Town of The Blue Mountains

• Application intake is done via hard copy or email 

submissions.

• CloudPermit is in the process of being 

implemented for all permitting processes. 

• There is no integrated solution or workflow to 

manage and track planning applications. The 

Town may consider utilizing CloudPermit’s 

planning module. 

• The County indicated it does not want each 

lower tier municipality to use different planning 

solutions.

• The Town is not tracking any planning and 

development key performance metrics. 

• The department’s administrative assistant is 

currently using spreadsheets to track application 

status.

• Stakeholders noted that old permit data will not 

be transferred into CloudPermit during the 

implementation. As such, the Town will have to 

refer to old systems to review historical data. 

• The Town’s development fees are available to 

the public via the Town’s website.

• Development fees and charges are generally 

easy to understand for external users. 

• The Municipality does not utilize any technology 

to facilitate the development review process.

• All application status tracking is completed via 

spreadsheets. 

• The Building Department is transitioning towards 

CloudPermit software for building permits.

• Stakeholders noted that the Municipality has 

limited technology infrastructure to support new 

software. 

• The Municipality is not tracking any planning and 

development key performance metrics.

• The Municipality does not utilize standardized 

naming conventions for planning applications. 

• Stakeholders noted that data can be located in a 

number of different locations, creating multiple 

sources of truth. 

• The Municipality’s development fee structure is 

reviewed once a year by Council.

• In 2022, development fees were increased by 

approximately 7%. 

Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Summary

• Stakeholders indicated that the Town does not 

utilize any technology to facilitate the 

development review processes.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town had 

previously attempted to digitize development 

processes, however the complexity of the 

processes created inefficient work steps.

• The Town utilizes Cityview permitting as its e-

permitting solution. All permitting is facilitated 

digitally. 

• The status of the Town’s planning & 

development projects is available through the 

Town’s website. The GIS analyst utilizes the 

ESRI data set to update the status page.

• Stakeholders indicated that all planning and 

development documentation is stored centrally 

in Cityview. 

• The Town tracks annual application volume and 

fees collected in annual reports to Council.

• The Town’s development fees are available to 

the public via the Town’s website. 

• Stakeholders indicated that the Town’s 

development fees go through a comprehensive 

review every 3-5 years. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town’s 

development fees have increased significantly 

over the last decade. 
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Historical Building Permits

Historical New Residential Units

Key Takeaway

Over 2019 and 2020, Saugeen Shores processed the second most building 

permits amongst the comparator group. In addition, the Town is the only 

municipality that realized an increase in volume during these years 

(approximately 6%). 

Source: FIR schedule 80D, Total Number of Complete and Incomplete 

Applications, Line 1322

Key Takeaways

Over 2019 and 2020, Saugeen Shores added the most new residential units 

amongst the comparator group. This is an indicator that the Town is growing 

and may result in an increased demand for planning and development 

services. The decrease in total units in 2020 can be attributed to the disruption 

caused by COVID-19. 

Source: FIR schedule 80D, Total Residential Units, Line 1358

As part of the jurisdictional review data analysis, KPMG analyzed the building permits processed, residential units added, and revenue from user fees for the Town and 

its comparator group. These metrics assisted in obtaining an understanding of the volume and growth of each municipality and its planning and development department. 

NOT 

REPORTED
NOT 

REPORTED
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Historical User Fees from Planning and Development

As part of the jurisdictional review data analysis, KPMG analyzed the building permits processed, residential units added, and revenue from user fees for the Town and 

its comparator group. These metrics assisted in obtaining an understanding of the volume and growth of each municipality and its planning and development department. 

Key Takeaways

Over 2019 and 2020, Saugeen Shores 

brought in the lowest planning and 

development revenue from user fees 

amongst the comparator group. However, 

over the same period, the Town realized 

an increase of approximately 300% to is 

revenue from user fees. This is the largest 

year-over-year increase amongst the 

comparator group and suggests that the 

Town is in a growth period. It should be 

noted that the Town is only collecting 

planning application administration fees 

whereas the Blue Mountains collects 

planning act fees. 

Given the high volume and growth within 

the Town, this may suggest that there is 

an opportunity to increase fees charged 

for planning and development 

applications. The current fee structure is 

explored further on the following slides.

Source: FIR Schedule 12, User Fees and 

Service Charges, line 1899
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Development Application Fees – Comparator Average

Saugeen Shores Comparator Group

The chart below compares the Town’s development applications fees against the average fee for the comparator group. The following application types 

were considered in the analysis: Minor Variance, Official Plan Amendments, Severance (Consent), Subdivision, and Zoning By-Law Amendment. It 

should be noted that the Town’s planning fees are set by Bruce County.  Based on our analysis, the following was noted: 

• The flat fees charged by Saugeen Shores are approximately 14% higher for 3 out of the 5 applications types in comparison to the comparator group 

average. Flat fees charged by Saugeen Shores for OPAs and Subdivisions are approximately 36% lowers than the comparator group average.

• Fees charged by the County of Bruce (Saugeen Shores and Kincardine) include the conservation authority fee. 

• The Blue Mountains charge a security deposit for OPAs, zoning by-law amendments and subdivisions. The security deposit can range from $2,500-

$5,000 depending on the scale of the project. The security deposit was not included as part of the fee for this analysis. 

• For subdivision applications, fees can vary depending on the number of lots proposed within the application. For Saugeen Shores and Kincardine the 

smallest scale application is up to 20 lots; Goderich is up to 10 lots ($170 per lot afterward); and The Blue Mountains is up to 10 lots. The average 

price of a subdivision application was considered for this review.  
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Saugeen Shores Blue Mountains Goderich Kincardine

Key Takeaways

This graphic shows the flat fees charged by each municipality by application type. Saugeen Shores development applications fees are above average for 3 of 

the 5 application types. There may be an opportunity to increase fees for OPAs and subdivisions to align with The Blue Mountains. 

Development Application Fees by Municipality

To provide more detail into development application fees, we analyzed the actual cost of application fees across the Town and its comparator group. As mentioned 

previously, the Towns planning processes are administered by the County. As such, the fees for the Town are charged by the County.  
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Average Construction Value per Permit

Saugeen Shores Blue Mountains Goderich Kincardine
Key Takeaways

This graphic outlines the average 

construction value per building 

permit processed in 2020. Saugeen 

Shores processed the second 

highest number of permits during 

2020, with a total of 286. The Blue 

Mountains processes the highest 

amount of permits with a total of 

353. However, Saugeen Shores had 

the second lowest average 

construction value per permit 

($292K), indicating there may be an 

opportunity to increase user fees 

collected from permits. 

KPMG analyzed the average cost of construction per permit across the comparator group. The average cost of construction per permit is calculated by dividing the total 

value of construction by the total number of permits processed during the year. 

Building 

Permits: 17
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Appendix C - Jurisdictional Scan

Comparator Data Analysis

Building Permit Fees

Saugeen Shores Blue Mountains Goderich Kincardine
Key Takeaways

This graphic outlines the minimum 

flat fee charged for building permits. 

The building permit fees charged by 

Saugeen Shores are above the 

comparator group average. Each 

municipality either uses $/metre

squared or $/foot squared to 

determine the building permit cost (if 

greater than the minimum flat fee). 

Saugeen Shores stakeholders 

indicated that the Town's building 

permit fees have not been reviewed 

in detail within the past few years. In 

addition, the Town recovers 100% of 

the costs associated with building 

permits through permit fees (as per 

Town legislation). As a result, the 

department has built a healthy 

reserve fund. 

KPMG also analyzed building permit fees across the comparator group. Given the variance in the way fees are charged within each municipality (i.e., $/ metre squared 

vs $/ foot squared), we analyzed the minimum flat fee for building permits. 
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Services & 

Processes

People & 

Organization

Governance & 

Strategy
Technology Data & Analytics

The services 

delivered by an 

organization 

and the 

processes used 

to support 

delivery.

An 

organization’s 

reporting 

structure and 

culture as well 

as the skills and 

capabilities of 

its staff.

How an 

organization 

measures the 

performance of 

its services and 

processes.

The technology, 

data and 

analytics that 

support an 

organization’s 

service delivery.

Enterprise wide 

data 

management 

approach that 

underpins the 

technology 

architecture.

How the 

organization’s 

fee structure 

and security 

deposits 

compare to 

other 

organizations

Fee Structures 

and Security 

Deposits

Appendix D - Summary of Stakeholder Consultations

Organizing Framework: Target Operating
KPMG’s Target Operating Model (TOM) framework is used to structure the review. The six TOM dimensions provide a consistent means and structure to 

engage stakeholder feedback, evaluate existing development review processes, validate business goals and objectives, and identify and recommend 

business improvement opportunities. 
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People and Organization

• Councillors communicated that the Town has a strong land use development team handling building and 

development matters. Councillors also recognized the lean staffing model and increased volume of applications 

and work load. 

• The Town’s Development Services Department has one Registered Professional Planner (Supervisor, 

Development Services) and one Professional Engineer (Manager, Engineering) that support the review of 

development applications. 

• Respondents highlighted that staffing turnover at the County has resulted in further delays in processing times.

• The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the County was last signed in 1997 and since then has not been 

updated. Stakeholders noted that roles and responsibilities between the County and Town could be better 

defined in an updated MOU.

• All respondents commented that staff produce high quality work and demonstrate an in-depth understanding of 

the issues presented in application cases. Each application case is reviewed in detail to ensure it aligns with 

regulation and the Town’s policies. Respondents indicated that Town staff are responsive to inquiries and are 

professional and willing to work with applicants to find solutions. 

• Staff capacity was identified as a major concern by all stakeholders. There has been limited growth in the Town’s 

staff complement of development related positions (e.g. planners etc.); however, application volume has 

increased significantly. Staff have limited capacity to implement process improvements. 

• The Town is currently implementing organizational changes identified as part of the 2021 Municipal Service 

Delivery Review. These changes include the addition of 4 new positions within Development Services. 

Services and Processes

• Senior management and Council expressed that with the current and future expected growth in Saugeen Shores, 

there is an opportunity to explore in-house planning capabilities for the longer term.

• Town staff noted that there is a high reliance on manual processes that creates delays and impacts development 

services processes. Internal communication between Town staff, and between the County and Town remains 

manual (e.g., email and phone call) causing delays in processing applications, potential inefficiencies and 

lengthier process times.

• The development community noted that they do not have a clear understanding of the Town’s processing 

timelines, specifically timelines for building permit and engineering reviews. Application reviews appear to take 

longer than expected; the only system to inquire the status of an application is to contact the Town or County. 

The County has launched an online portal but this is not well known.

• The development community also noted that the roles and responsibilities between the County of Bruce and the 

Town are sometimes unclear. Participants expressed that providing updated development services how-to-

guides would be useful, especially for new developers, to navigate through the various development services 

processes. Town stakeholders identified time commitments and cost as barriers to providing updated 

development services guides. 

Themes from 
Stakeholder 
Consultations
Key themes from the stakeholder 

interviews are summarized here.

Key Takeaways: 

– Longer term opportunity for 

an in-house planning 

department

– Application processing 

timelines not captured and 

shared

– Staff turnover at the County 

level has resulted in delays

– Acknowledged experience 

and expertise in the Town’s 

Development Service 

department
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Governance and Strategy

• We understand through the consultations that Council is supportive of the current performance of Development 

Services. It was noted that Council recognizes the challenge of delivering services with resource limitations while 

also trying to meet customer expectations. 

• Re-engineering processes, either with existing systems and tools or through a new solution, in a strategic 

manner could help create staff capacity. 

• Many participants expressed that the Town should obtain more delegated authority for land use development 

applications for more streamlined approval processes (e.g., site plan approval process).

• Planning services are provided by both the County and the Town, however it was noted that the County is the 

overarching service provider and process owner. This sometimes creates confusion in terms of overall 

accountability for the process especially from the developers perspective (who should the applicant contact to 

inquire about applications, where should applicants make payments etc.) 

• The Town does have not formalized key performance measures to monitor performance of the Development 

Services Department.

Technology

• Stakeholders expressed that navigation through the Town’s website to be a challenge (for both content and 

layout) and could be improved.

• The Town uses multiple software and IT tools to support the land use development process (e.g., CloudPermit, 

Bluebleam, Casade, TOMRMS, and Sharepoint); however, the software and IT Tools are not integrated leading 

to inefficiencies and increased manual processes (especially for files transfers and version control).

• The Building services department utilizes the CloudPermit technology in the land use development process. This 

has resulted in increased efficiencies within the department.

• The Planning function does not utilize technology for processing development applications leading to delays and 

higher reliance on manual processes. For example, review comments and approvals are communicated via 

email. Email is the primary form of communication used by the Town between staff, commenting agencies, and 

with applicants. A notification system of application status would be helpful in managing workflow and application 

cases. 

• It was noted that the County has implemented ESRI based software to manage all planning applications, 

however the system is not currently integrated with the Town’s technology solutions.  

• Stakeholders acknowledged that investment in new technology will depend on the future state service delivery 

model (i.e., in-house planning, more delegated authority, etc.). 

• Overall, interviewed developers were neutral in terms of the technology used by the Town. 

Themes from 
Stakeholder 
Consultations

Key themes from the stakeholder 

interviews are summarized here. 

Key Takeaways: 

– Governance over 

application processes 

requires clarity

– Highly manual planning 

processes; lack of 

technology within 

Development Services.

– Minimal integration of 

different IT solutions
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Data & Analytics

• Stakeholders noted that locating applications and documents internally is inefficient due to inconsistent naming 

conventions and different folders used across Development Services. This also leads to difficulty in managing 

version control. The Town has a procedural guide on how documents should be saved however this is not 

always followed.

• The Town currently does not have a central location (such as SharePoint) serving as a repository for planning & 

development data.

• All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by the Development Services Department when required. 

• Stakeholders acknowledged that data and analytics overall could be improved however must be supported by  

additional resources (e.g., staff to maintain and manage development data) and necessary training.

Fee Structures and Security Deposits

• From the consultation, it was highlighted that the security process and workflow depends on the developers past  

experience with the Town. For example, less experienced developers may not understand the security and fee 

structure as compared to the larger and seasoned developers.

• The Town has implemented digital payments via CloudPermit for building permits however the Town continues to 

rely on manual payment mechanisms for some planning applications. Allowing online payment options across 

Development Services will help make the planning and development application process more efficient. 

• Stakeholders noted the process to issue securities to developers is reactive and done on an ad-hoc basis. Also,  

the roles and responsibilities for security deposits between finance and planning and development can be 

unclear and lead to process delays and ineffective communication. 

• Stakeholders noted that fees for planning applications (as per the planning act) are collected by the County. In 

addition to the County’s fees, the Town also collects additional application fees (e.g., engineering review). This 

can create confusion for the developer as it is not clear which fees are collected by each party. 

• Planning and Development fees are easily accessible on the Town’s website. The Town has outlined fees by 

application type to ensure the structure is easy to understand for external stakeholders. 

Themes from 
Stakeholder 
Consultations

Key themes from the stakeholder 

interviews are summarized here. 

Key Takeaways: 

– Inconsistent file naming 

convention

– No central file repository

– Ad-hoc and manual 

reporting

– Ambiguity in the security 

deposit process
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Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Service 

Integration & 

Coordination

• Planning related duties and decision-making are shared among County and Town 

stakeholders. This can create confusion for the applicant when initiating the planning 

process. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town may be relying too heavily on the County to provide 

planning services, resulting in inefficient processes. In addition, turnover at the County 

level has resulted in more work for Town staff. 

• A bi-weekly review meeting has been implemented by the Town to review the status of 

planning applications. 

• The Town has defined functions (e.g., Planning, Building, Engineering) that are 

responsible for specific components of planning applications. However, due to the 

increase in application volume, each function may require additional capacity to 

support day-to-day planning activities. 

• In the event of planned or unplanned absences, there is no backup for the Supervisor, 

Development Services position. This may result in bottlenecks throughout the planning 

process. 

• Ensure there is governance over the development review process, 

including the ability to hold staff accountable. 

• Explore the feasibility of an in-house planning department within the 

Town.

• Ensure there is adequate staff resources to efficiently and effectively 

carry out the Town’s development review processes.

Manual 

Processes & 

Workarounds

• Stakeholders and the Town noted the process to issue securities is reactive and 

manual.

• The process to upload documents to Town storage drives and download documents 

for review is manual and inefficient. As a result, only final documents are uploaded to 

planning application folders.

• Improve the effectiveness of application file management processes 

(i.e., status tracking) through increased staff resources and technology. 

• Eliminate process duplication and manual work steps in current 

development review processes. 

Authority, 

Approvals, 

Circulation

• Planning applications are received by the Supervisor, Development Services from the 

County for comment. Once received, applications are stored on the Town’s internal “T” 

and “M” drives. 

• Planning applications are circulated to Town stakeholders by the Supervisor, 

Development Services for comment. All communication is through email of verbal 

conversations.

• The status of all planning applications is manually tracked by the Supervisor, 

Development Services. 

• Ensure all processes are repeatable with consistent information hand-

offs and process triggers.

• Explore alternative methods for communication within a technology 

solution to automate existing workflows. 

• Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are readily available and 

understood by all internal stakeholders.

• Automated tasks lists are utilized within workflows to prioritize application 

and other priority work. 

Service & Processes define the means by which development review services are delivered within the Town, including the department and business areas 

involved and where the accountability lies. A well-defined service delivery model contributes to a strong internal support system with alignment between support 

services and users and the processes used to support delivery.

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented 

teams undertaking 

components of the 

development review 

process

Some support 

functions; autonomous 

teams consulting one 

another to execute 

development review 

processes

Strong support 

functions; autonomous 

teams collaborating to 

execute development 

review processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and 

execution between all 

departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Services and Processes
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: People & Organization

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Leadership & 

Culture

• The department has witnessed turnover at the Director level. Currently this position is filled 

by an Interim Director. 

• The Supervisor, Development Services role has evolved over time. Currently the role is 

responsible for coordination of planning activities and special projects (e.g., updating 

bylaws). 

• Stakeholders noted that roles & responsibilities of experienced staff are well understood, 

however turnover in critical positions can create unclarity. 

• The culture of the department is to respond to all community development needs, 

regardless of jurisdiction (e.g., County vs. Town). 

• Ensure a high level of community involvement as part of the 

departments core values. 

• Ensure the department maintains the existing culture of providing a 

timely response to community development needs, regardless of the 

jurisdiction of the inquiry. 

• Develop and document defined development-review roles and 

responsibilities to reduce process inefficiencies and overlaps. 

Change 

Management

• The development community noted that the Town’s development review processes are 

effective and wholesale change is not required. 

• Staff and the development community are willing to adapt to new digital processes to 

streamline application review. 

• Ensure there are dedicated resources to address change 

management concerns within the development community. 

• Ensure all process changes are communicated to the development 

community for feedback and continuous improvement. 

Talent Strategy 

& Capability

• The Development Services department is managed by the Supervisor, Development 

Services. 

• Growth in the community, changing needs of applicants and the increased volume and 

complexity of planning applications has created capacity constraints within the department. 

• Turnover at the County level has created challenges for the planning team and has 

impacted support provided to the Town.

• Increased training opportunities to address current gaps (i.e., file 

management).

• Ensure there are adequate staff resources to support the increased 

volume and complexity of planning and development applications. 

Collaboration & 

Networking

• Stakeholders noted the Town has an excellent working relationship with the development 

community. Developers are well-versed in the Town’s planning and development 

processes. 

• Stakeholders identified the implementation of an online customer portal for application 

status tracking as an opportunity to streamline the review process. 

• Town staff are equipped with required technology that supports 

collaboration between the Town and developers/applicants.

• The right staff with required skill sets and capabilities are in place to 

management and monitor any new technology. 

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles 

and responsibilities 

unclear and 

overlapping

Working to enable 

internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles 

and responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Enabling internal capacity 

/ knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities are 

defined and documented

People outlines the training, skills and culture for the business users supporting the development review process. This includes definition of the roles, 

responsibilities and support activities necessary to contribute to the on-going change management related to the digitization of development review services. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: Governance & Strategy

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Process 

Governance

• The Town has developed a Development Guide that outlines the process for Subdivision 

and Site Plan approval and review. The guide was last updated in 2020. 

• Similar to the Town’s Development Guide, the County has developed a procedural 

manual that outlines planning processes owned at the County level. 

• There is a standard process for updating existing process documents 

(i.e., Development Guide) on a periodic basis. 

• There are standardized processes and structured guidelines for working 

on community planning initiatives. 

Policy 

Governance

• The Town is responsible for the amendment of Town bylaws (e.g., Zoning By-law) to 

support building and growth within the community. 

• The Town is currently in the process of updating the Saugeen Shores Official Plan. 

• Capacity constraints lower the priority of special projects (i.e., zoning by-law amendment) 

• Conduct a review of the Town’s affordable housing and environmental 

policies that support the development review process.

• Create capacity within the department to complete special projects. 

Document 

Governance

• Planning applications are available on the County’s website for all external applicants. 

• There is limited governance over applications stored on the Town’s internal drives (e.g., 

inconsistent naming convention). 

• There is an established process for document storage. 

Data 

Governance

• Planning application files are stored on the Town’s internal “T” or “M” drives. Access to the 

drive is controlled by the department. 

• There is an established information system that contains all application 

files and enables version controls. 

• Consistent development application naming conventions. 

Delegation of 

Authority

• County staff have delegated authority for consent under certain circumstances (i.e., 

Consent and land division approvals). This authority should increase the efficiency of 

minor variance approvals. 

• Staff noted there may be an opportunity to delegate authority of land division approvals. 

• Standardized process that allow consent and land division approvals to 

be delegated to Town council. 

• Explore additional delegation opportunities to reduce processing time of 

various development applications.

Governance outlines the organizational structures, policies and controls that are in place to mitigate operational and technology risks. It identifies the governance 

that manages the development review process to facilitate timely and effective decision making while ensuring compliance to organizational policy. 

Reactive approach 

to development 

review activities; 

Little to no process / 

data governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; defined decision 

making process and inputs 

established for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular 

process and data audit 

and improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and 

proactive approach 

continuously evolving
Governance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: Technology

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Technology 

Architecture

• The Planning department does not utilize an integrated solution to intake and 

manage planning applications.

• Stakeholders identified an opportunity to leverage the planning module within 

CloudPermit to support the planning department. This has not been explored 

thoroughly by the Town. 

• Stakeholders noted that the process to download planning applications and 

upload to storage locations (e.g., local drives or CloudPermit) is manual and 

time-consuming. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town’s website provides sufficient information 

regarding planning and development. However, for County level processes, it 

was noted that the County’s website can be cumbersome and difficult to 

navigate. 

• Conduct a review of available technology solutions to enable digital workflows for 

planning applications. 

• Increased online service delivery through technology solutions (i.e., CloudPermit)

• Ensure that all new technology systems can be integrated together to avoid 

manual workarounds outside of the system. 

Process / 

Information 

Triggers

• Planning application intake is primarily received via email or hard copy 

applications. 

• The Town does not have an automated workflow to manage and track 

planning applications. Currently, planning applications are issued by the 

Supervisor, Development Services to relevant Town stakeholders for 

comment. 

• The process to manage and track application comments is manual and 

conducted outside of a system. 

• Conduct a review of available technology solutions to enable digital workflows for 

planning applications. 

• Implement a customer interactive and informative portal system to assist with 

transparency and tracking for the applicant. 

Multiple systems, tools 

and manual interfaces 

that do not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Technology includes the applications that are used to enable the processes policy compliance, internal controls and generation of reports. It outlines what is 

required to drive service delivery, business processes and information security. Technology is viewed as “the how” in which to better enable the other Target 

Operating Model (TOM) layers. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: Data & Analytics

Theme Current State Finding Future State Opportunities

Centralized Data 

Access

• There is no central data source, “M” and “T” drive are used to store data.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is looking to implement SharePoint as a 

central repository for planning & development data.

• Stakeholders noted that file version control is difficult to manage due to 

inconsistent naming conventions. Currently, the reviewer will update final 

documents with an appropriate file name. 

• Store development files in one location in a technology solution (i.e., SharePoint) 

or shared access folder accessible to development stakeholders. 

• Ensure there is a clear understanding of what information is important, 

meaningful in order to track metrics (e.g., time to complete an application)

Development File 

Standards

• The Town does not have a standardized naming convention for planning 

applications and other development data. 

• Establish standards for development file naming to ensure consistency across 

the departments.

Analytics 

Capability

• All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by the Planning Department.

• The Town has integrated GIS information onto the Town’s website to 

promote development opportunities within Saugeen Shores.

• County’s makes there own GIS data publicly available for Bruce County 

maps system available online.

• Create a streamlined approach to development reporting through the 

implementation of analytics tools.

• Increased awareness of what is possible out of digital systems. All solutions 

should be integrated to fully utilize capabilities. 

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly 

manual; Little confidence 

in fragmented data

Data and reporting are 

still spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models 

and standards that do 

not support decision 

making

Reporting is limited; 

some automation but 

data is inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models 

and reports; Extensive 

automation with analytical 

insight (ex: trends) to drive 

decision making

Harmonized data 

model supports fully 

integrated reporting 

across organizationData & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Data & Analytics defines the information, reporting and business analytics required to drive timely and accurate decision making across the organization. It 

outlines basic operational reporting and management reporting needs, plus differentiated key performance indicators and analytics to drive business insights. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: Fee Structures and Security Deposits

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Transparency of 

Developer fee

• Planning and Development fees are easily accessible on the Town’s 

website. 

• The Town has outlined fees by application type to ensure the structure is 

easy to understand for external stakeholders. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town should implement a more proactive 

approach to communicating development fees during the application 

process to avoid downstream confusion. 

• Explore a full scale review of the fee structure. 

Processes and 

Workflows

• Stakeholders noted the process to issue securities to developers is reactive 

and done on an ad-hoc basis. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles and responsibilities between finance and 

planning and development can be unclear and lead to process delays and 

ineffective communication. 

• Stakeholders noted that fees for planning applications can be collected by 

both the Town and the County. Fees are transferred to the appropriate 

party as they are received. 

• Enable a proactive approach to the securities process to reduce manual effort 

and process delays. 

• Create clearly defined processes and roles (i.e., Town vs County) for the 

payment of applications fees to avoid applicant confusion. 

Integrated Payment 

Solutions

• The Town has implemented digital payments via CloudPermit for permitting. 

• All other payments are accepted via credit card. 

• Stakeholders noted that larger developers are set up to complete EFT 

transfers with the Town.  

• Ensure there are digital payment options for all development applications. 

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select 

applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development 

community; digital 

payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated 

full digital payment 

options

Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

The fee structures and security deposits dimension examines the Town’s fee structures against comparable municipalities.  
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A clearly defined current state is key to understanding issues, challenges and pain points within an organizational process or function, and the first step in the 

identification of business gaps and potential improvement initiatives. The collection, management and use of information within the development review process 

has been complied and examined within each dimension of the TOM to produce a Current State Assessment.

Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment Current State

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly manual; 

Little confidence in 

fragmented data

Data and reporting are still 

spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models 

and standards that do not 

support decision making

Reporting is limited; 

some automation but 

data is inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models and 

reports; Extensive automation 

with analytical insight (ex: 

trends) to drive decision making

Harmonized data 

model supports fully 

integrated reporting 

across organization
Data & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Multiple systems, tools and 

manual interfaces that do 

not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Reactive approach to 

development review 

activities; Little to no 

process / data 

governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review activities; 

defined decision making 

process and inputs established 

for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular process 

and data audit and 

improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and proactive 

approach continuously 

evolvingGovernance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated full 

digital payment options
Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles and 

responsibilities unclear 

and overlapping

Working to enable internal 

capacity / knowledge; roles 

and responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles and 

responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented teams 

undertaking components of 

the development review 

process

Some support functions; 

autonomous teams 

consulting one another 

to execute development 

review processes

Strong support functions; 

autonomous teams 

collaborating to execute 

development review 

processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and execution 

between all departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational
Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Enabling internal 

capacity / knowledge; 

roles and responsibilities 

are defined and 

documented

Future State
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Current State 
Assessment –
Building Services

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Land Use Development  Process Review
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Services & Processes

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented 

teams undertaking 

components of the 

development review 

process

Some support 

functions; autonomous 

teams consulting one 

another to execute 

development review 

processes

Strong support 

functions; autonomous 

teams collaborating to 

execute development 

review processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and 

execution between all 

departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Service & Processes define the means by which development review services are delivered within the Town, including the department and business areas 

involved and where the accountability lies. A well-defined service delivery model contributes to a strong internal support system with alignment between support 

services and users and the processes used to support delivery.

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Service Integration & 

Coordination

• Building Services is responsible for administering building permits and assisting with 

additions/renovations, demolitions, new buildings, and other permits (i.e., sign permits). 

• There is minimal interaction between Building Services and the County, unless 

comments are required for land-use applications or building permits.

• A bi-weekly review meeting has been implemented by the Town to review the status of 

planning applications. The Building Department attends these meetings as required. 

• The Town has defined functions (e.g., Planning, Building, Engineering) that are 

responsible for specific components of planning applications. However, due to the 

increase in application volume, each function may require additional capacity to support 

day-to-day planning activities. 

• Ensure there is governance over the development review process, 

including the ability to hold staff accountable. 

• Establish consistent communication channels with the County 

(e.g., bi-monthly update meetings) 

• Implement formal communication channels to enable more 

efficient and timely inter-departmental communication.

• Ensure there is adequate staff resources to efficiently and 

effectively carry out the Town’s development review processes.

Manual Processes & 

Workarounds

• The department recently implemented CloudPermit to manage the permit approval 

process. However, specific permits (i.e., driveways permits) are not available within the 

software. As such, these permits are administered manually outside of the system. 

• The process to upload documents to Town storage drives and download documents for 

review is manual and inefficient. As a result, only final documents are uploaded to 

planning application folders. 

• Implement a digital option for all Town permits via CloudPermit. 

• Develop a consistent process to upload development 

documentation to central storage locations.

Authority, Approvals, 

Circulation

• Stakeholders noted that the planning and development process involves a number of 

stakeholders (i.e., County, Town and external third parties) which can create confusion 

for applicants.

• Building permits are circulated to relevant departments for review through CloudPermit. 

Once comments are addressed, all permit approvals are authorized within CloudPermit. 

• CBO does final signoff to be sent to building administrator for issuance of permit

• Ensure the development review process is repeatable with 

consistent information hand-offs and process triggers. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment 

Current State Assessment: People & Organization

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles 

and responsibilities 

unclear and 

overlapping

Working to enable 

internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles 

and responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Enabling internal capacity 

/ knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities are 

defined and documented

People outlines the training, skills and culture for the business users supporting the development review process. This includes definition of the roles, 

responsibilities and support activities necessary to contribute to the on-going change management related to the digitization of development review services. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Leadership & 

Culture

• The Building Services department is undertaking a re-organization to create 

additional staff capacity. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles & responsibilities of experienced staff are well 

understood, however turnover in critical positions can create unclarity. 

• The culture of the department is to respond to all community development needs, 

regardless of jurisdiction (e.g., County vs. Town). 

• Develop and document defined development-review roles and 

responsibilities to reduce process inefficiencies and overlaps within 

Building services. 

• Ensure that key contacts are available and easily accessible for 

developers (e.g., who to contact regarding development applications).

Change 

Management

• The development community noted that the Town’s development review processes 

are effective and wholesale change is not required. 

• Staff and the development community are willing to adapt to new digital processes to 

streamline application review. 

• Ensure there are dedicated resources to address change management 

concerns within the development community. 

• Ensure all process changes are communicated to the development 

community for feedback and continuous improvement. 

Talent Strategy & 

Capability

• Growth in the community, changing needs of applicants and the increased volume 

and complexity of planning applications has created capacity constraints within the 

department. 

• The Building Services department is adding proposed positions to create additional 

capacity within the department. 

• Turnover at the County level has created challenges for the planning team and has 

impacted support provided to the Town.

• Identify training gaps and develop a training strategy or learning paths to 

support the growth of Town staff.

• Ensure that staff are equipped with the appropriate technology and tools 

to efficiently and effectively carry or development review processes.

Collaboration & 

Networking

• The implementation of CloudPermit has increased the effectiveness of 

communication between the Town and developer/applicants. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town has an excellent working relationship with the 

development community. Developers are well-versed in the Town’s planning and 

development processes. 

• Technology features (e.g., CloudPermit features) are fully utilized and 

available to staff and the development community (where applicable). 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Governance & Strategy

Reactive approach 

to development 

review activities; 

Little to no process / 

data governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; defined decision 

making process and inputs 

established for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular 

process and data audit 

and improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and 

proactive approach 

continuously evolving
Governance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal

Governance outlines the organizational structures, policies and controls that are in place to mitigate operational and technology risks. It identifies the governance 

that manages the development review process to facilitate timely and effective decision making while ensuring compliance to organizational policy. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Process 

Governance

• The Town has developed a “Guide to the CloudPermit” to assist 

developers/applicants in submitting applications online. 

• The Town has developed a Development Guide that outlines the process for 

Subdivision and Site Plan approval and review. The guide was last updated in 

2020. 

• Similar to the Town’s Development Guide, the County has developed a procedural 

manual that outlines planning processes owned at the County level. 

• There is a standard process for updating existing process documents (i.e., 

Development Guide) on a periodic basis. 

• There are standardized processes and structured guidelines for working 

on community planning initiatives. 

Policy Governance • Building Services ensures that all applications are in compliance with the Ontario 

Building Code and zoning by-law requirements.

• The Town is responsible for the amendment of Town bylaws (e.g., Zoning By-law) 

to support building and growth within the community. 

• The Town is currently in the process of updating the Saugeen Shores Official 

Plan. 

• Capacity constraints lower the priority of special projects (i.e., zoning by-law 

amendment). 

• Conduct a review of the Town’s affordable housing and environmental 

policies that support the development review process.

• Create capacity within the department to complete special projects (e.g., 

updating the zoning by-law). 

Document 

Governance

• There is limited governance over applications stored on the Town’s internal drives 

(e.g., standardized naming convention). 

• The Town is looking into solutions to digitize all historical paper planning and 

development files. 

• Stakeholders noted that development files may not contain all required information 

for an application. As such, staff must search through various systems for the 

information. 

• There is an established process for document storage. 

• Develop a checklist that outlines the documents that are required within 

each development file. 

Data Governance • Application files are stored on the Town’s internal “T” or “M” drives. Access to the 

drive is controlled by the department. 

• There is an established information system that contains all application 

files and enables version controls. 

• Consistent development application naming conventions. 

Delegation of 

Authority

• County staff have delegated authority for consent under certain circumstances. 

This authority should increase the efficiency of minor variance approvals. 

• Staff noted there may be an opportunity to delegate authority of land division 

approvals. 

• Standardized process that allow consent and land division approvals to be 

delegated to Town council. 

• Explore additional delegation opportunities to reduce processing time of 

various development applications.
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Technology

Multiple systems, tools 

and manual interfaces 

that do not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programs
Technology & 

Data

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Technology includes the applications that are used to enable the processes policy compliance, internal controls and generation of reports. It outlines what is 

required to drive service delivery, business processes and information security. Technology is viewed as “the how” in which to better enable the other Target 

Operating Model (TOM) layers. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Technology 

Architecture

• The Building Department utilizes CloudPermit for end-to-end permit 

processing. Application status and comments are tracked within CloudPermit. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town lacks a central repository/storage location for 

all development applications and data. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town’s website provides sufficient information 

regarding planning and development. However, for County level processes, it 

was noted that the County’s website can be cumbersome and difficult to 

navigate. 

• Bluebeam technology is used to mark-up electronic drawings. Stakeholders 

noted that Bluebeam is not integrated with CloudPermit, resulting in manual 

workarounds outside of the system. 

• Increased online service delivery through technology solutions (i.e., CloudPermit)

• Ensure that all new technology systems can be integrated together to avoid 

manual workarounds outside of the system. 

Process / 

Information 

Triggers

• CloudPermit is monitored daily for new permit applications. 

• CloudPermit allows internal and external stakeholders to monitor the status of 

an application online. 

• Enable automatic email notifications for CloudPermit users to notify when there 

are tasks that requires action. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Data & Analytics

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly 

manual; Little confidence 

in fragmented data

Data and reporting 

are still spreadsheet 

driven; Inconsistent 

data models and 

standards that do 

not support decision 

making

Reporting is limited; some 

automation but data is 

inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data 

models and reports; 

Extensive automation 

with analytical insight 

(ex: trends) to drive 

decision making

Harmonized data model 

supports fully integrated 

reporting across 

organizationData & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Data & Analytics defines the information, reporting and business analytics required to drive timely and accurate decision making across the organization. It 

outlines basic operational reporting and management reporting needs, plus differentiated key performance indicators and analytics to drive business insights. 

Theme Current State Finding Future State Opportunities 

Centralized Data 

Access

• There is no central data source, “M” and “T” drives are used to store data.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is looking to implement SharePoint as a 

central repository for planning & development data.

• Stakeholders noted that file version control is difficult to manage due to 

inconsistent naming conventions. Currently, the reviewer will update final 

documents with an appropriate file name. 

• Store development files in one location in a technology solution (i.e., 

SharePoint) or shared access folder accessible to development stakeholders. 

• Ensure there is a clear understanding of what information is important, 

meaningful in order to track metrics (e.g., time to complete an application).

Development File 

Standards

• The Town does not have a standardized naming convention for planning 

applications and other development data. 

• There is an inconsistent naming convention in local drive folders.

• Establish standards for development file naming to ensure consistency across 

the departments.

Analytics 

Capability

• All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by the department. 

• The Town has integrated GIS information onto the Town’s website to promote 

development opportunities within Saugeen Shores. 

• Explore opportunities to utilize CloudPermit as the single source of truth for all 

permitting data. 

• Create automatic and real-time reporting from CloudPermit data.

• Enable analytics capabilities within the team to increase the use of 

development data in order to inform decision-making. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Fee Structures and Security Deposits

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Transparency of 

Developer fee

• Building Permit fees are easily accessible on the Town’s website. 

• The Town has outlined fees by application/permit type to ensure the 

structure is easy to understand for external stakeholders. 

• Explore a full scale review of the fee structure. 

Processes and 

Workflows

• Building permit fees are collected online via CloudPermit. 

• Stakeholders noted the process to issue securities to developers is reactive 

and done on an ad-hoc basis. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles and responsibilities between finance and 

planning and development can be unclear and lead to process delays and 

ineffective communication. 

• Stakeholders noted that fees for planning applications can be collected by 

both the Town and the County. Fees are transferred to the appropriate 

party as they are received. 

• Enable a proactive approach to the securities process to reduce manual effort 

and process delays. 

• Create clearly defined processes and roles (i.e., Town vs County) for the 

payment of applications fees to avoid applicant confusion. 

Integrated Payment 

Solutions

• The Town has implemented digital payments via CloudPermit for permitting. 

• All other payments are accepted via credit card. 

• Stakeholders noted that larger developers are set up to complete EFT 

transfers with the Town.  

• Ensure there are digital payment options for all development applications. 

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select 

applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development 

community; digital 

payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated 

full digital payment 

options

Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

The fee structures and security deposits dimension examines the Town’s fee structures against comparable municipalities.  



109© 2022 KPMG LLP, an Ontario limited liability partnership and a member firm of the KPMG global organization of independent member firms affiliated with KPMG International 

Limited, a private English company limited by guarantee. All rights reserved.

A clearly defined current state is key to understanding issues, challenges and pain points within an organizational process or function, and the first step in the 

identification of business gaps and potential improvement initiatives. The collection, management and use of information within the development review process 

has been complied and examined within each dimension of the TOM to produce a Current State Assessment.

Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment Current State

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly manual; 

Little confidence in 

fragmented data

Data and reporting are still 

spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models 

and standards that do not 

support decision making

Reporting is limited; 

some automation but 

data is inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models and 

reports; Extensive automation 

with analytical insight (ex: 

trends) to drive decision making

Harmonized data 

model supports fully 

integrated reporting 

across organization
Data & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Multiple systems, tools and 

manual interfaces that do 

not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Reactive approach to 

development review 

activities; Little to no 

process / data 

governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review activities; 

defined decision making 

process and inputs established 

for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular process 

and data audit and 

improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and proactive 

approach continuously 

evolvingGovernance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated full 

digital payment options
Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles and 

responsibilities unclear 

and overlapping

Working to enable internal 

capacity / knowledge; roles 

and responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles and 

responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented teams 

undertaking components of 

the development review 

process

Some support functions; 

autonomous teams 

consulting one another 

to execute development 

review processes

Strong support functions; 

autonomous teams 

collaborating to execute 

development review 

processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and execution 

between all departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational
Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Enabling internal 

capacity / knowledge; 

roles and responsibilities 

are defined and 

documented

Future State
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Current State 
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Services

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Land Use Development  Process Review

Final Report

--
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Services & Processes

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented 

teams undertaking 

components of the 

development review 

process

Some support 

functions; autonomous 

teams consulting one 

another to execute 

development review 

processes

Strong support 

functions; autonomous 

teams collaborating to 

execute development 

review processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and 

execution between all 

departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational

Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Service & Processes define the means by which development review services are delivered within the Town, including the department and business areas 

involved and where the accountability lies. A well-defined service delivery model contributes to a strong internal support system with alignment between support 

services and users and the processes used to support delivery.

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Service 

Integration & 

Coordination

• Engineering Services is responsible for the review of engineering drawings (i.e., subdivision 

and site plan) and overseeing the Town’s capital projects. 

• Engineering Services provides support for the Operations and Public Works department

• There is minimal interaction between Engineering Services and the County, unless 

comments are required for engineering drawings. 

• A bi-weekly review meeting has been implemented by the Town to review the status of 

planning applications. The Engineering Services attends these meetings as required. 

• The Town has defined functions (e.g., Planning, Building, Engineering) that are responsible 

for specific components of planning applications. However, due to the increase in 

application volume, each function may require additional capacity to support day-to-day 

planning activities. 

• Stakeholders noted that email is the primary communication tool for the departments. 

• Ensure there is adequate staff resources to efficiently and effectively 

carry out the Town’s development review processes.

• Create capacity to delegate administrative activities from the 

Manager, Engineering Services to other staff members. 

Manual 

Processes & 

Workarounds

• The process to upload documents to Town storage drives and download documents for 

review is manual and inefficient. As a result, only final documents are uploaded to planning 

application folders. 

• Stakeholders noted that the department does not have administrative support. This results 

in management level positions completing manual processes 

• Stakeholders noted that all planning applications are tracked manually in an excel 

workbook. 

• Improve the effectiveness of application file management processes 

(i.e., status tracking) through increased staff resources and 

technology. 

• Explore the implementation of Cascade for application status 

tracking.

• Eliminate process duplication and manual work steps in current 

development review processes. 

Authority, 

Approvals, 

Circulation

• The Manager, Engineering Services is responsible for the technical review and approval of 

all engineering documents within a planning application. 

• Stakeholders noted that the planning and development process involves a number of 

stakeholders (i.e., County, Town and external third parties) which can create confusion for 

applicants.

• Building permits are circulated to relevant departments for review through CloudPermit. 

Once comments are addressed, all permit approvals are authorized within CloudPermit. 

• Ensure all processes are repeatable with consistent information 

hand-offs and process triggers.

• Explore alternative methods for communication within a technology 

solution to automate existing workflows. 

• Automated tasks lists are utilized within workflows to prioritize 

application and other priority work. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: People & Organization

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles 

and responsibilities 

unclear and 

overlapping

Working to enable 

internal capacity / 

knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles 

and responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Enabling internal capacity 

/ knowledge; roles and 

responsibilities are 

defined and documented

People outlines the training, skills and culture for the business users supporting the development review process. This includes definition of the roles, 

responsibilities and support activities necessary to contribute to the on-going change management related to the digitization of development review services. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Leadership & 

Culture

• Stakeholders noted that roles & responsibilities of experienced staff are well 

understood, however turnover in critical positions can create unclarity. 

• The culture of the department is to respond to all community development needs, 

regardless of jurisdiction (e.g., County vs. Town). 

• Stakeholders noted that the Manager, Engineering Services and Supervisor, 

Planning Services manage the all of the Town’s planning and development 

processes.

• Ensure the department maintains the existing culture of providing a 

timely response to community development needs, regardless of the 

jurisdiction of the inquiry. 

• Develop and document defined development-review roles and 

responsibilities to reduce process inefficiencies and overlaps. 

• Review operational activities currently managed by Engineering Services 

(i.e., maintenance contracts for Public Works) to determine if these 

activities should remain within Engineering Services. 

Change 

Management

• The development community noted that the Town’s development review processes 

are effective and wholesale change is not required. 

• Staff and the development community are willing to adapt to new digital processes to 

streamline application review. 

• Ensure there are dedicated resources to address change management 

concerns within the development community. 

• Ensure all process changes are communicated to the development 

community for feedback and continuous improvement. 

Talent Strategy & 

Capability

• Growth in the community, changing needs of applicants and the increased volume 

and complexity of planning applications has created capacity constraints within the 

department. 

• Turnover at the County level has created challenges for the planning team and has 

impacted support provided to the Town.

• All engineering reviews are completed by the Manager, Engineering Services. 

Stakeholders noted that an additional Engineering Technician may be required to 

assist with development reviews. 

• Ensure there are adequate staff resources to support the increased 

volume and complexity of planning and development applications. 

• Stakeholders indicated there is an opportunity to add both a Supervisor 

position and Junior Technician position to support development activities. 

Collaboration & 

Networking

• Stakeholders noted the Town has an excellent working relationship with the 

development community. Developers are well-versed in the Town’s planning and 

development processes. 

• Stakeholders noted that email is the primary communication tool for the 

departments. 

• Implement a standardized process or guideline for site visits to maintain 

collaboration and rapport with developers. 

• Implement a more proactive approach to inspections and touch-ins with 

developers. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Governance & Strategy

Reactive approach 

to development 

review activities; 

Little to no process / 

data governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; defined decision 

making process and inputs 

established for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular 

process and data audit 

and improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and 

proactive approach 

continuously evolving
Governance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive
Informal

Governance outlines the organizational structures, policies and controls that are in place to mitigate operational and technology risks. It identifies the governance 

that manages the development review process to facilitate timely and effective decision making while ensuring compliance to organizational policy. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Process 

Governance

• The Town has developed a Development Guide that outlines the process for 

Subdivision and Site Plan approval and review. The guide was last updated in 

2020. 

• Similar to the Town’s Development Guide, the County has developed a procedural 

manual that outlines planning processes owned at the County level. 

• There is a standard process for updating existing process documents (i.e., 

Development Guide) on a periodic basis. 

• There is a streamlined and consistent process to review engineering 

documents and provide feedback to the applicant. 

Policy Governance • Engineering Services ensures that all engineering drawings are in compliance with 

Town bylaws and other relevant documentation. 

• The Town is responsible for the amendment of Town bylaws (e.g., Zoning By-law) 

to support building and growth within the community. 

• The Town is currently in the process of updating the Saugeen Shores Official 

Plan. 

• Capacity constraints lower the priority of special projects (i.e., zoning by-law 

amendment). 

• Conduct a review of the Town’s affordable housing and environmental 

policies that support the development review process.

• Create capacity within the department to complete special projects. 

Document 

Governance

• The Town is looking into solutions to digitize all historical paper planning and 

development files.

• There is an established process for document storage. 

Data Governance • Application files are stored on the Town’s internal “T” or “M” drives. Access to the 

drive is controlled by the department. 

• There is an established information system that contains all application 

files and enables version controls. 

• Consistent development application naming conventions. 

Delegation of 

Authority

• County staff have delegated authority for consent under certain circumstances. 

This authority should increase the efficiency of minor variance approvals. 

• Staff noted there may be an opportunity to delegate authority of land division 

approvals. 

• Standardized process that allow consent and land division approvals to be 

delegated to Town council. 

• Explore additional delegation opportunities to reduce processing time of 

various development applications.
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Technology

Multiple systems, tools 

and manual interfaces 

that do not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programs
Technology & 

Data

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Technology includes the applications that are used to enable the processes policy compliance, internal controls and generation of reports. It outlines what is 

required to drive service delivery, business processes and information security. Technology is viewed as “the how” in which to better enable the other Target 

Operating Model (TOM) layers. 

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Technology 

Architecture

• The Engineering Service department utilizes Bluebeam to digitally review 

engineering drawings. Stakeholders noted that Bluebeam is not integrated 

with the Town’s technology systems (i.e., CloudPermit).

• Stakeholders noted that the process to download planning applications and 

upload to storage locations (e.g., local drives or CloudPermit) is manual and 

time-consuming. 

• Stakeholders noted the Town’s website provides sufficient information 

regarding planning and development. However, for County level processes, it 

was noted that the County’s website can be cumbersome and difficult to 

navigate. 

• Conduct a review of available technology solutions to enable digital workflows for 

planning applications. 

• Increased online service delivery through technology solutions (i.e., CloudPermit)

• Ensure that all new technology systems can be integrated together to avoid 

manual workarounds outside of the system (e.g., Bluebeam integration with 

CloudPermit). 

Process / 

Information 

Triggers

• Planning application intake is primarily received via email or hard copy 

applications. Engineering plans are circulated to the Engineering department 

via email for comment. 

• The Town does not have an automated workflow to manage and track 

planning applications. Currently, planning applications are issued by the 

Supervisor, Development Services to relevant Town stakeholders for 

comment. 

• The status of engineering reviews is tracked manually by the Manager, 

Engineering Services. 

• The process to manage and track application comments is manual and 

conducted outside of a system. 

• Enable automatic email notifications for CloudPermit users to notify when there 

are tasks that requires action. 

• Explore ways to utilize Cascade for application tracking.

• Clearly define roles of stakeholders for each phase of the application (e.g., 

responsibility to check for water meters in subdivisions). 

• Create checklists for the various phases of an application. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Data & Analytics

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly 

manual; Little confidence 

in fragmented data

Data and reporting 

are still spreadsheet 

driven; Inconsistent 

data models and 

standards that do 

not support decision 

making

Reporting is limited; some 

automation but data is 

inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data 

models and reports; 

Extensive automation 

with analytical insight 

(ex: trends) to drive 

decision making

Harmonized data model 

supports fully integrated 

reporting across 

organizationData & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Data & Analytics defines the information, reporting and business analytics required to drive timely and accurate decision making across the organization. It 

outlines basic operational reporting and management reporting needs, plus differentiated key performance indicators and analytics to drive business insights. 

Theme Current State Finding Future State Opportunities

Centralized Data 

Access

• There is no central data source, “M” and “T” drive are used to store data.

• Stakeholders noted that the Town is looking to implement SharePoint as a 

central repository for planning & development data.

• Stakeholders noted that file version control is difficult to manage due to 

inconsistent naming conventions. Currently, the reviewer will update final 

documents with an appropriate file name. 

• Store development files in one location in a technology solution (i.e., SharePoint) 

or shared access folder accessible to development stakeholders. 

• Ensure there is a clear understanding of what information is important, 

meaningful in order to track metrics (e.g., time to complete an application)

Development File 

Standards

• The Town does not have a standardized naming convention for planning 

applications and other development data. 

• Stakeholders noted that all administrative activities within the development 

review process (i.e., letters to applicants) is manual. 

• Establish standards for development file naming to ensure consistency across 

the departments.

Analytics 

Capability

• Stakeholders noted that there is an opportunity to implement automated 

reporting to generate pre-filled letter to applicants (where applicable). 

• All reporting is ad-hoc and manually created by Engineering Services.

• The Town has integrated GIS information onto the Town’s website to 

promote development opportunities within Saugeen Shores.

• Create a streamlined approach to development reporting through the 

implementation of analytics tools.

• Increased awareness of what is possible out of digital systems. All solutions 

should be integrated to fully utilize capabilities. 
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Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment: Fee Structures and Security Deposits

Theme Current State Findings Future State Opportunities

Transparency of 

Developer fee

• Planning and Development fees are easily accessible on the Town’s 

website. 

• The Town has outlined fees by application type to ensure the structure is 

easy to understand for external stakeholders. 

• Stakeholders noted that the Town should implement a more proactive 

approach to communicating development fees during the application 

process to avoid downstream confusion. 

• Explore a full scale review of the fee structure. 

Processes and 

Workflows

• Stakeholders noted the process to issue securities to developers is reactive 

and done on an ad-hoc basis. 

• Stakeholders noted that roles and responsibilities between finance and 

planning and development can be unclear and lead to process delays and 

ineffective communication. 

• Stakeholders noted that fees for planning applications can be collected by 

both the Town and the County. Fees are transferred to the appropriate 

party as they are received. 

• Enable a proactive approach to the securities process to reduce manual effort 

and process delays. 

• Create clearly defined processes and roles (i.e., Town vs County) for the 

payment of applications fees to avoid applicant confusion. 

Integrated Payment 

Solutions

• The Town has implemented digital payments via CloudPermit for permitting. 

• All other payments are accepted via credit card. 

• Stakeholders noted that larger developers are set up to complete EFT 

transfers with the Town.  

• Ensure there are digital payment options for all development applications. 

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select 

applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development 

community; digital 

payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated 

full digital payment 

options

Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

The fee structures and security deposits dimension examines the Town’s fee structures against comparable municipalities.  
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A clearly defined current state is key to understanding issues, challenges and pain points within an organizational process or function, and the first step in the 

identification of business gaps and potential improvement initiatives. The collection, management and use of information within the development review process 

has been complied and examined within each dimension of the TOM to produce a Current State Assessment.

Appendix E - Summary of Current State Assessment

Current State Assessment Current State

Non-integrated data 

models and reporting; 

reporting is highly manual; 

Little confidence in 

fragmented data

Data and reporting are still 

spreadsheet driven; 

Inconsistent data models 

and standards that do not 

support decision making

Reporting is limited; 

some automation but 

data is inconsistent

Formal standards &

guidelines for data models and 

reports; Extensive automation 

with analytical insight (ex: 

trends) to drive decision making

Harmonized data 

model supports fully 

integrated reporting 

across organization
Data & 

Analytics

Harmonized 

data 

model/”one 

source of 

truth”

Inconsistent 

decentralized 

data & 

analytics

Multiple systems, tools and 

manual interfaces that do 

not communicate

Unified consolidation 

framework, multitude of 

systems with interfaces

Standard systems,

interface layer and

recommended data

models

Standard 

data models, tools and 

applications

Standard tools and

applications, full 

integration across all 

development review 

programsTechnology

Integrated 

systems

Fragmented 

independent 

systems

Reactive approach to 

development review 

activities; Little to no 

process / data 

governance

Regular review of policies 

and procedures; limited 

governance

Proactive approach to 

development review activities; 

defined decision making 

process and inputs established 

for process /

data governance 

Proactive approach to 

development review 

activities; regular process 

and data audit and 

improvement

Automated, risk-based 

preventive and proactive 

approach continuously 

evolvingGovernance & 

Strategy

Centralized, 

automated & 

proactive

Informal

Non-competitive fees 

compared to local 

municipalities; manual 

processes for fee 

payment. 

Dated fee structure; 

dissatisfaction amongst 

the development 

community; non-

integrated payment 

solutions

Regular review of the fee 

structure; indifferent 

satisfaction amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solutions 

available for select applications

Regular review of fee 

structure; satisfaction 

amongst the 

development community; 

digital payment solution 

available

Local leader in 

development fees; high 

satisfaction rate amongst 

the development 

community; integrated full 

digital payment options
Fee Structures and 

Security Deposits

Local leader 

with 

competitive fee 

structure

Cumbersome 

processes 

within non-

competitive 

fees. 

Lack of internal 

capabilities; roles and 

responsibilities unclear 

and overlapping

Working to enable internal 

capacity / knowledge; roles 

and responsibilities being 

defined

People enabled; roles and 

responsibilities 

consistently performed 

and integrated across 

business units

Integrated well-

equipped teams with 

defined roles and 

responsibilitiesPeople & 

Organization

Enabled, 

transparent, 

and 

integrated

Capacity 

gaps and 

silos

Situational and event driven 

approach; fragmented teams 

undertaking components of 

the development review 

process

Some support functions; 

autonomous teams 

consulting one another 

to execute development 

review processes

Strong support functions; 

autonomous teams 

collaborating to execute 

development review 

processes

Centralized support 

community; high level of 

coordination and execution 

between all departments

Reactive and undefined 

service support system; 

Development review 

services not fully 

operational
Services & 

Processes

Coordinated 

and 

integrated

Decentralized 

autonomous 

and opaque

Enabling internal 

capacity / knowledge; 

roles and responsibilities 

are defined and 

documented

Future State
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Appendix F: Long-
Term opportunity 
for Planning 
Services

13

Town of Saugeen Shores 

Land Use Development  Process Review

Final Report

--
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Appendix F

Municipal Statistics
Historical Population

Key Takeaway

Between 2011-2021, Saugeen Shores processed an average of 353 building 

permits per year. Since 2016, the total value of the building permits has 

increased in each year (with the exception of 2020). As population continues to 

grow, the Town should expect the average building permit volume and value to 

increase. 

Source: Town of Saugeen Shores

Key Takeaways

Between 2003-2021 the Town’s population has increased by 43% from 11,095 

to 15,908.  As per the Town’s strategic priority to grow, the population is 

expected to increase by 20% over the next 10 years (by 2031).

Source: Canada Census Data, Town’s 2021 planning year end review report to 

Council 

As part of the analysis to determine the feasibility of an in-house planning department, KPMG analyzed the historical population growth and building permits processed 

for Saugeen Shores. 

Historical Building Permits & Permit Value
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Appendix F

Shared Challenges: County and Town
During the current state stakeholder consultations, it was noted that the County has recently conducted development service reviews. The challenges identified 

within the reviews are shared by the Town and are contributing to service delivery inefficiencies. The following outlines shared challenges between the Town and 

the County: 

04
Staff Capacity

• Applicants depend on staff 

availability to receive status updates 

on their applications.

• Manual circulation of applications via 

email for comments

• Systems do not provide automated 

emails regarding new submissions or 

deadlines

• Only Bruce County staff have 

visibility into planning 

application data

• Planning activities in Cityworks 

can only be accessed by Bruce 

County staff.

• The roles and 

responsibilities of County 

and Area Municipality 

planning staff are unclear 

(e.g., long-range planning 

support).

• MOU does not reflect the 

current state service delivery 

requirements and roles and 

responsibilities of staff.

• Turnover has affected 

service delivery. 

01
Lack of Automation 02

Limited visibility of data

03
Roles and 

Responsibilities
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Weaknesses

• Additional salary and administrative costs to the Town.

• Town will have to document and formalize processes 

for additional planning services (e.g., minor variances).

• Town will have to clarify roles and responsibilities of 

Development Services stakeholders

• The Town does not have planning software to 

administer planning processes. Software 

implementation costs will vary based on the vendor. 

Threats

• Availability of qualified resources (i.e., planners) in the 

area.

• Possible short-term service delivery impact. 

• Legal considerations contained with the current MOU 

between the County and Town.

• Anticipated development growth may not be sustained.

Strengths

• The Town administers the end-to-end delivery of all 

planning processes.

• Do not have to rely on County resources to delivery 

planning services.

• Single point of contact for applicants and 

developers.

• In-depth knowledge and expertise of Town by-laws 

and planning processes.

• Increase speed of application approval process

• Ability to spend more time on complex development 

applications Opportunities

• Ability to streamline workflows as commenting 

period is initiated internally

• Develop in-house staff capabilities and 

competencies.

• Implementation of planning module to support 

digital service delivery.

• Create staff capacity for other planning initiatives 

(i.e., update by-laws).

• Aligns with the Town’s strategic priority to grow 

and expand development in the community. 

• Aligns with delegation work underway at the 

County level

Appendix F

SWOT Analysis – In-house Planning Services
To gain an understanding of the strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, and threats of transitioning to a solely in-housing planning function, KPMG completed the 

following SWOT analysis: 

If the Town chooses to transition to an in-house planning function they should realize benefits such as improved planning application approval timelines 

and increased planning knowledge and expertise that can help promote development in the Town. However, the Town should be aware of the additional 

cost of planning staff and technology and the sustainability of current planning and development workload. 
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Appendix F

Key Takeaways
Based on our analysis of the feasibility of an in-house planning function, the following are key considerations for the Town to consider:  

01
Develop an Implementation 

Roadmap

• Should the Town consider a 

transition to an in-house 

planning function, the Town 

should develop an 

implementation roadmap that 

identifies key actions, 

stakeholders and timelines to 

ensure a successful transition.

• The Town should identify a 

Planning Team that will lead, 

monitor and report on the 

implementation of actions within 

the roadmap.

• As per the current MOU with 

the County, the Town is 

required to provide the County 

with a minimum of one year’s 

notice to terminate the 

agreement.

02
Develop Planning Service 

Policies/Procedures

• To support a transition to in-

house planning services, the 

Town should develop policies 

and procedures to govern 

planning processes that will be 

administered by the Town.

• Policies and procedures should 

include service level standards 

and planning workflows for 

minor variances, zoning by-law 

amendments, official plan 

amendments, 

consents/severances, and 

plans of subdivisions and 

condos

• Planning fee structure may 

require review as new charges 

will be collected by the Town. 

03
Develop a Change 

Management 

Framework/Communications 

Strategy

• The Town should develop a 

change management 

framework and communications 

strategy to algin leaders and 

staffing around the strategic 

objectives and scale or the 

change and to clearly articulate 

the case for change to each 

stakeholder group (i.e., 

development community)

• The Town should ensure 

Council and senior leadership 

understand and is committed to 

improving planning services via 

the in-house delivery model.

• Communication strategy should 

detail roll-out timelines and 

communication channels.

04
Attract and Retain Qualified 

Professionals

• The Town should ensure that 

they are appropriately staffed to 

provide efficient and effective 

planning services. 

• The Town should develop 

training plans to ensure new 

staff clearly understand roles, 

accountability and mandate of 

the Town’s planning services. 
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