
 

STAFF REPORT 

SUBMITTED BY: Chris Frotten 

DATE: May 19, 2020 

SUBJECT: Revision of Architect Fees for the Design of the Recreation Centre  
 
 

ORIGIN 

The architects are requesting additional fees for the completion of the tender and construction 
documents for the Recreation Centre project that are outside of the CAO’s approval authority. 

BACKGROUND 

In May 2018, Council began the process of developing a design for the replacement of the existing 

Recreation Centre on Sherose Island (Resolution C180504). In July 2018, SNMArchitect Limited were 

selected (Resolution C180612) to help develop the design and prepare the contract documents for the 

project.  

Since that time, Staff and Council have been working with the architects on finalizing a design which was 

approved on April 26 (Resolution C210406). 

COMMENTS/OBSERVATIONS 

Increased Fees 

The fee submitted in 2018 was based on a project of a defined size, cost and project timeline. The scope, 

size, complexity and resourcing required for this project has changed for their design teams.   

Therefore, they are requesting additional fees, as the terms have changed, and they cannot complete the 

tasks required in 2021 for the fee set out in the 2018 contract.   

In their industry, design fees are typically percentage based on construction value. For reference, I have 

attached a national fee guide which recommends a budget of 8.8 – 11.98 % for Architecture and basic 

Engineering fees for a project.  The estimate for our project at this time is 5% up to Construction Drawings 

and 4% for Construction Administration. 

 



Net-Zero Project 

As will be explained further in the second item on the agenda, the project could attract substantial federal 

funding through the Green and Inclusive Community Buildings Program 

(https://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/gicb-bcvi/index-eng.html). The construction of new community 

buildings, such as recreational facilties, is eligible under the GICB program in cases where construction 

will fill a missing, or distinct gap in a service requirement of high needs communities where critical 

community infrastructure is lacking.  

New construction projects are required to be built to be net-zero carbon or be built to be net-zero-carbon-

ready. Due to the attractiveness of this funding program, we owe it to incorporate this in our project but 

we will require the architects’ and their engineers’ assistance. The preliminary design stage is an 

appropriate time to add these building choices and it should not create dramatic changes. They are very 

familiar with the Program and have offered to assist us in whatever we need in your application.  

Alternative 

Council could opt to reject the increased fees but would then be forced to seek another firm to complete 

the tender and construction documents or substantially renovate the existing building. This would 

evidently delay the project and the use of a new facility further which poses a challenge to us as the 

current building is beyond repair and maintenance.  

BUDGET IMPLICATIONS 

The original tendered fee was $129,900. Due to a few change orders relating to our approach and 

additional design work, the fee increased to $153,400. Their revised fee for tender and construction 

documents for the project is $235,000.00. This represents an increase of approximately $80,000. 

If Council chose to approve this increase, it would be incorporated in the final project cost which would 

be covered by a combination of grants and reserves/financing. 

LEGAL IMPLICATIONS 

N/A 

PUBLIC CONSULTATION/COMMUNICATIONS 

N/A 

RECOMMENDATION    

We are approaching the finish line on this project and although the additional fees are not pleasant, they 

are justified as we have made a number of additional requests and changed the scope and timeline of the 

project. A project of this nature is complex and expensive, and every option should be considered from 

https://www.infrastructure.gc.ca/gicb-bcvi/index-eng.html


every angle. We have done more than our due diligence on this project and although it took longer than 

planned, it results in a better outcome. 

Another point to consider is that we hope to fund 70-80% of this project through grants therefore the 

increase cost to our taxpayers only represents about approximately $16,000-$24,000. 

The option to do nothing is not available due to the condition of the use and condition of the building. For 

all of these reasons, I recommend approving the increase of fees to complete the tender and construction 

documents for this project. 

SUGGESTED MOTION  

N/A 

ATTACHMENTS 

1. SNMArchitect’s Original Proposal 

2. The Royal Architectural Institute of Canada’s Guide to Determining Appropriate Fees for the 

Services of an Architect 
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