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Dedication

This inaugural edition of our Chief Planner Survey is dedicated to the professional planners
serving municipalities across Ontario, whose vision and leadership shapes the fabric of our
communities.

As stewards of growth and guardians of good planning practice, Chief Planners face
complex policy environments, evolving public expectations, and the challenge of building
livable, equitable, and sustainable communities amid mounting pressures. Whether
navigating housing supply targets, advancing climate resilience, or balancing long-range
planning with urgent development pressures, their work is foundational to municipal
success.

We are continually inspired by the foresight, dedication, and integrity with which Ontario’s
Chief Planners approach their responsibilities. Through this survey, we aim to honour their

contributions and deepen the conversation about the future of planning in Ontario.

We thank you for your service.

Note: The term Chief Planner in this report refers broadly to individuals holding titles such as Chief Planner, Director of
Planning, Commissioner of Planning, and other senior municipal planning roles.
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Introduction

»ClaWoe ™Mve°Wide\eW°C W' 0,k CWvWitWe kv odWEaWp @a®m° 1D WIkWko®, ce |

ever survey of Ontario’s Chief Planners. Our goal attempt to offer statistically representative
was to hear directly from senior municipal planning kK Ik;aW0 ceveaWo Wi kIl I™o I°l a"WkveW
leaders about the pressures, priorities, and practi cal vk ", alvkeW oo WvkW>, 0k°I°0°ID Woko xal
realities they are navigating today. Rather than acknowledge our role in organizing and interpreting
begin with assumptions about the most important the information shared. Nonetheless, we believe
themes, we set out to listen broadly, gathering the perspectives captured in this report provide an
lkal;C°aW°CoO°Woe CW°C W:,  “Woeok, Wov kil 0Ok WY *diw x W ce °IvkWv:W°C W C
and considerations shaping the planning landscape and opportunities facing municipal planning leaders
across the province. across Ontario.
SURVEY METHODOLOGY We hope this initial survey will serve as a valuabl e

starting point for ongoing dialogue about the
For this inaugural Chief Planner Survey, we evolving role of municipal planning, and that it wi I
conducted virtual interviews with 19 of Ontario’s vi:i ,eWC "™: "Wlkal;C°aW:veeW Ilalvkmio\

ive°Wa klveeWi kl I™0 W™ okklk;Wv:lelals of\GoMeivight. W

summer and fall of 2025. Participants were

provided in advance with a set of key discussion

topics covering core areas such as housing delivery,

infrastructure constraints, land supply, developmen t
Coce; srW°ceokel°mveel k° W D “vT

authority. While a consistent structure was used to

guide conversations, interviewees were encouraged

to speak freely and emphasize the topics most

relevant to their local experience and professional

judgment.

As with all of StrategyCorp’'s municipal leadership
engagement efforts, we made two commitments
to participants:

* We committed to faithfully and accurately
record and report what they shared with us.

¢ We assured them that their contributions
Nv,” Wee iolkW vk k°l10"Wok Wkvk

While many of the insights offered during these
conversations merit attribution, we believe

vk k°lo 1°xWIlaW oo k°l0"W°vW:ve° elk;WCvk a°Wok W
k7 e WIKk™ °ITWVKkWavi W o0m o W> v® aWCOD W kW
lightly edited for clarity, brevity, or to protect the
identity of the participant, while preserving the
original meaning and tone.
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Executive Summary

Ontario’s Chief Planners are operating at the inter section
vV:W™y |°] 0O W™Me oo, e WOk W™Meo °l 06 W vka°ceoll
from StrategyCorp’s inaugural Chief Planner Survey reveal a
profession under intensifying scrutiny, publicly ch arged with
accelerating housing delivery while often portrayed as the
obstacle to it. Across municipalities, approvals ar e moving faster
than ever, yet the foundations that make constructi on possible —
kok Ik;"Wno cebl Ik;"Wok W vii kl°xWlk:eora°0c, °, e
in place.
Chief Planners overwhelmingly support the province’ s housing
ambitions but emphasize that approvals alone cannot deliver
homes. They point to rising borrowing costs, limite d servicing
capacity, and an unpredictable legislative environm ent as key
barriers that slow the transition from approval to  construction.
The result is a growing disconnect between policy e xpectations
ok Wvkm°C m;ocev,k Wee 0 1°l eWpWOWCv, alk;,W™]|™
WRNI°CWO™™evDd aWVKkW™O™ eWored°C eeW°C

“As planners, | think the biggest decision

we have as planners make is, ‘Is that a good
development or not?’ If it's a good development,
how do we make this work? If it's not a good
development, how do we change it to be a
good development?”

HOUSING APPROVALS ARE UP. HOUSING STARTS
ARE NOT.

Ontario's Chief Planners are clear: municipalities are moving
applications faster than ever, but projects are sta lling before
construction. Rising borrowing costs, land prices, labour
shortages, and servicing constraints — not planning approvals —
appear to be the main roadblocks for the Chief Plan ners.

CONSTANT CHANGE IS SLOWING DELIVERY.

Municipal heads of planning broadly support the goa | of more

housing in more areas delivered faster, especially affordable

vMelyka]lW ,°Weo™I m e W' ;la 0°lb W Cok; aW:vee
to pause, retrain, and revise processes before the last set of rules

has even settled. The result: more time interpretin g policy, less

°li Wivblk;W ~ g]
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INFRASTRUCTURE IS THE REAL BOTTLENECK. STRONG MAYOR POWERS ARE A SYMBOLIC

_ o SHIFT, BUT NOT STRUCTURAL CHANGE.
Paying for and delivering water, wastewater,

stormwater, transportation and electrical UCI> W™y °] o " xWal;kl 0k°"W°C & W™yN
infrastructure are the limiting factors on growth. rarely used in planning. If applied, they can advan ce

§ o™yk k°aW° "W, aW°C0o°WNI°Cv,°Wr§eokor tohtsoversi projects, but risks remain

year funding and better alignment with provincial 0cev,k W x™oaalk;WIk® ;e0° Waoe Bl NWok
and federal capital plans, approvals on paper won't servicing.

translate into homes on the ground.
THE BOTTOM LINE — THERE'S A FINANCING

FUNDING GAPS REMAIN UNRESOLVED. PROBLEM, NOT A PERMISSION PROBLEM.

Development charges (DCs) are still essential for Approvals are moving, but until rules stabilize,

pipes and roads. Sudden exemptions or reductions kok Tk;Wo I;ke"Wok Wlk:ceor’ce, °,ce W 0° |
may generate headlines but widen municipal *k°0cIVERWCYVY, alk;W™|™ “Jk WNI""W W
funding holes and, in fact, delay new housing. approvals on paper, not homes on the ground.

Planners call for a balanced model: some advise
keeping the DCs focused on core infrastructure, and
have senior governments

cover the rest.

THE MUNICIPAL PLANNING PROFESSION
IS SHIFTING.

Chief Planners increasingly feel they and their
departments are being cast as barriers rather than =
partners. They worry their role is moving from usin g '
°C leeW™@ev: oolvko " WY, ;i k°W°vW
°C Wo I'I°xW°vW cev\ eW°@®e0 mv::o
livability. They say applicants don't like this eit her.
Heads of planning argue their cultures are changing
°vWvk sW°CO°WOIliIW°VW}; °m°vmx @
°li W°vWoeoe 0: ceiW™ 0kk ceeWorWIk®
design, economics, and infrastructure.

INNOVATION IS HAPPENING.

t,kl I™0 1°1 aWoe Wkv°eWra°ok Ik;Waf
* ;00 WOTMTvaDo‘D/\WTMm méTMTM 0

of Al tools, and pipeline tracking are already

a°ce O0i lklk;WNvoe\]W vi Woce W°o\lk

in land assembly and servicing to directly unlock

housing supply.

Ontario Municipal Chief Planner Survey 2025 | 8



Contents

09

13

17

21

25

29

34

37

40

Chapter 01 | Approved But Not Built: When Projects Stall After
Planners Say ‘Yes'

Chapter 02 | The Pervasive Impact of Rapid Legislative Change
Chapter03 | cel°l 0°WVk:@or°ce, °,ce W' 1°aWSWI Kk Ik;WJ0™an

5

Chapter04 | ' B "v™j k°W Cooe; a_WO0sra k°l10"WI k Ik;*"WJcevNIk:W
W WWWWWWWWWWWWzoee oo, e a"Wok W°C W 0 CW:veeW “° ek

Chapter 05 | The Evolving Identity and Practice of the Muncipal Planner

Chapter06 | vobIl;0°lk;Wlceod,;C°WVK® ce;vDb ceki k°0°"W§ "0°lvkeC|™ao
Chapter 07 | Municipal Innovation and Proactive Streamlining Ser vices

Chapter08 | »C W~ >~ vimAe Wj b e W °cevk;WtoxveeWavN ceaWok W»C |

Perceived Impact

Conclusion



PERMIT

APPROVED

> il CHAPTER

Approved But Not Built:
When Projects Stall After
Planners Say ‘Yes’



If there was a single message we heard from value of land, but it does not guarantee a shovel

Chief Planners in this inaugural survey, it's that in the ground. Developers often wait for better
kok Ik;W vk I°lvkeWpW vk I°lvkaWv °al Wy

municipality’s control — leaving large inventories of
paper approvals idle.

municipalities are not the obstacle in new housing
development. In fact, they are approving hundreds o f
thousand of homes, but many never lead to shovels

in the ground.* While municipal fees and red tape “Far too many people still think that
are often blamed, planners argue that the real issu e the housing crisis is a planning crisis.
lies in rising borrowing costs, construction expens es, It's not.”

labour shortages, and regulatory uncertainty. This

JO™M™MevD W [ °WKveW [1'°~W™C kvi RERINENTS ROLWNRANSAND BUILDERS LOOK

as ABnB — is further exacerbated by landowners IN DIFFERENT DIRECTIONS.

treating approvals as speculative assets, driving Observers often see planning as the bottleneck, but

up land values and tying up vital servicing capacit y. ikl I™0 W ™goee®i k°aW:ce >, k° " xWi °Wvee
Although municipalities are exploring new tools statutory timelines — and some planning leaders

to push projects forward, planners emphasize that even welcomed provincial efforts to speed approval

8°0  Wee, AW Ik Wa @bl Ik;AW o RBMEIBESCoUeflsiyyajyqf sfting rules, someti mes
D W lalvka]W' B v™ eaW™yikeWevWw k

challenges as reasons not to start construction,

while landowners may hold onto approved parcels

won't get homes built. lka° & Wv:W 1" Ik;]W»C Woe a_"°WIlaW k; ce
while housing starts stall.

are needed to turn ABnB approvals into actual
housing starts. Without these, even the best effort s

“There is, for some reason, this
lingering sense of what is holding
up getting housing built is the

e }VWO °, 0 'xW°Cv,;C°Wy°C Wee :,k Wee »
was a good idea. It forced us to be faster.

_ k WkvNWN Wi °Wo "Wv,ceW°li "1k o]~
speed at which you can approve
housing. That's not true.” * ly "01:zWee °vv' Wv,eW k°lee W™Meev o
ensure that Council would have report
PROJECTS ARE APPROVED, BUT THE PRO recommendations in front of them within the
FORMAS DON'T WORK. o okklk;W °Weli "1k =]~
Chief Planners told us that the high costs of “We have a whole whack of approvals
borrowing, land and other construction inputs, in the hopper, but we have no

along with labour shortages, make many projects . o
Kok 107" xW_KkBIo ° JW kwom™ mevbo WidPAAIIEHo8 fegystarting.
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SPECULATION TURNS APPROVALS INTO MUNICIPALITIES ARE TESTING NEW LEVERS
ASSETS INSTEAD OF HOMES. TO PUSH PROJECTS FORWARD.

In some markets, rezonings and approvals are Chief Planners aren't just sitting back, waiting fo r
e 0° WorW kok 10°Wlke°ce,i k°a]W]jaknytidal daywien appeovals turn into housing
kel°™ i k°ea"W°C kWae mao ~~Wvoee W Cv stard they'Wane to>s¥eé artv°cOnsteldtion, and
than build. This behaviour ties up scarce servicing described a range of strategies they are trying to

allocations, drives up land values, and delays spur new builds, including:

delivery of real units. _ _
e Sunset clauses on rezonings to discourage

« JU WCOD WO™™eeyDo oW _°W°C WdRY ™dev Ry akkWwe ik \ Ik W

Jkl1°aWoece WIKkwW®°C WCok aWv:Wa™ "o°voen]~ . .
« Developer liaison tables to bring staff, agencies,

e }»C Wo I'I°xW°vWee avk Wok W I ™Wok KWW I8 WedWSVIKk*@ Ve W°vWa e:0 W 01
°C W™Meevblk 0 W™ okklk;Waxa° i]early.
e Targeted incentives or fee deferrals tied to rental

and affordable housing, while carefully managing
a 0 Weeln\]

SOME OF THE HOUSING STARTS CHALLENGE
LIES IN POLICY.

The gap between housing approvals and actual . . . . .
construction is increasingly shaped by policy © 8, I Wok Wo °IBo°IvkWCcaev,;CWO0 >, Ial°
uncertainty. Planners argue that what's needed are
820 " Wee," a"W°li “xWa Bl 1k;"Woe 5" phnbardtlicd b iicihetd Wproved units
and accountability measures that reward delivery, o WIKW°C leW'l: x ° Wu ]:]*"W kok Ik:A
not speizulatio~n. Several Chief Planners reported, ) market absorption) and direct interventions
0aeWN WNIT"W la aoWIkW°C Wk O°Wa gdéb}fdi\n\%;’_c(‘fW:oe >, k°W
provincial changes add regulatory risk. They say
their development industry contacts tell them that
sponsors and lenders hesitate to proceed when the
framework may shift again within months.

servicing, and conditional sale tied to build dates .
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Ll The Pervasive Impact of k
Rapid Legislative Change =




Constant legislative change has created an
administrative churn pulling planners away from
™eevo °ID W™Mev
OWk B eem k Ik;W x ° Wv:WIk® ce™ce
keWoi ki keaW:vee Woe ™ 0°
°lk;Wv:W™ g kap

loe >,
™Mey oo o"Woe m eo0:
WS obIlk; W
integration. The uncertainty slows decisions across
the system, as developers, lenders, and Councils

a°0:

hesitate to act if the regulatory environment may
soon shift again. While some reforms have reduced
™ee Dlv,a ' xW oo k°l0 Wee >,
that safeguards for livability and servicing must

be retained. Above all, they call for stability, cl ear
guidance, scaled supports for smaller municipalitie s,
and coordinated servicing to ensure that housing

approvals translate into housing delivery.

ADMINISTRATIVE CHURN OF POLICY CHANGE
FORCES STAFF TO STOP PLANNING AND START
INTERPRETING.

UC kWoi k i keaW ok WIKW> | \Wa,
planners must pause ongoing projects to interpret
new language, revise checklists, and retrain
0::]WVKkWavi Wi kI ™0 I°] a*Wyv:

been resubmitted under one framework only to

WvD ®=°0\ kW xWokv°C ee"W:vee lk;
consultation, and fresh committee time. Managers
redirect scarce hours to writing internal guidance
°CO°WioxW Wv av’

imav BDlk;Wok W™ ce
V]

aogW O0™0Q [°xW:vaeW

° WNI°CIkWivk°Ca]Wleevkem Ik Wa°o:

hesitate to advance discretionary approvals, worrie d
that the next change will reverse their decisions.

VTM

6ﬁen have to\m pauvsve justto
Hndgrsta/nﬂ< \Wat a new\%lll means for

\I\}Jsk That copstant Elr;‘rw lgyjty slows the

PIORGFS, SRR RHERES meant
to speed it up.”

» “The rapidly changing provincial legislative
environment is challenging ... There’s been bill
0:° W I""Wo:° eeW I 7]~

Wv,eWRNCV> Wy™ee mo™ ™ | §°|\
°Ivkz]W Kk WkvNWxv W VKE°W D k\

eo°lvkzWI:Wxv W VKEWN &
Wv:We°li Wok Wa ov,

loe | k°a"W™ okk ceaWr°ee ocoW

JU Wee

vka "0
vWy°C W vka,
Y, e°Wa, CWoWRNo=m®

These constant changes shift the focus from creativ e

™ev T imev Dlk;WevW vi™TIok Wiolk® kok

°Coe 0° klk;W°vW cev W al;kW> o0 I°x"Wal°
ok W vk;m®°® ceiWee al’'l kK "W B kWI:WC 0o "I
timelines show improvement.

* ‘It always comes back to the churn, and we're just
ceexlk;WevW\ ™MW ™MWRNI°CWI°]~

“I think we as a city are generally in line with
where the province wants to go. What they’re
rolling out is very consistent with a lot of the
things that we're trying to do, but it's hard to do
all of that when you're monitoring legislative
changes and having to make little tweaks here
ok W°C ce ]~

UNCERTAINTY MAKES DEVELOPERS, LENDERS,
AND COUNCILS MORE CAUTIOUS.

This uncertainty extends beyond planners to
oV KW ceoAW Kk e WOk W v k I'a]WVKWO

0™0 I°xm vke°ceolk Wide\ °"W k = 0ceWoee,
another reason for delay. Councils sometimes delay
Bonténtious kend¥ Geahgihat approving something
il;C°WovvkW™ 0 WevWkvkm vi™ ok JW»C W

Wit et e Welgg O WBE Rea Sthgle bottleneck, but

from small pauses throughout the system.

W
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“There are still so many unknowns. enforcing certain green building standards, among
The policies and frameworks keep other measures. Some measures are welcome,
. . others are a cause for worry.
shifting, and that uncertainty makes

WI°WCoce WevW ™ 0kWNI°CW w krherds a feal danger of throwing out good

practices we've built just to chase the latest
* “Biggest issue right now is these changes that are lii 10° Wlaa, ]~
coming down the pipe from the province ... it's
e 0 xW k ceilklk; WNCoO°WN W v]~* “lfully understand the goal is to increase the
>,0k°1°xWv:WCv, alk;"W ,°W°C W> 0 |°xW\

» “l just want the legislative changes to stop so we V.'W W.k ceilk W xW I W ]~
can see how to put them together and how they
™TOxWIKkW°C Woe 0 'WNvee ]~ “It's getting to a point where they've

gone a little bit too far, where it's
really undermining what we can
do as planners. And | think we're

have helped reduce unnecessary hurdles. Removing

“VAmB o, Wa°, | awWok W Iil°lk:W:oelE v"U}?WB%W%%‘%W at the rat? that
have saved time. The prevailing view is pragmatic: we're being asked to grow at.

fewer hoops, but better hoops. Where reforms cut

@ We°o™ WRISCV, °W k ceilkik;W> o WRNG9AIS g sajegygyd livability, servicing, o r
are supportive, design are stripped away, planners warn that the

risks will simply appear later, often at the buildi ng
» “l do think we need to change the approvals permit stage, or after occupancy.
process. We need to standardize it. Over the last

Wx 0cearWy™ okk ceazWCob W RUANNERF WAHNE wIABILYY, CLARITY, AND
way of actually doing good planning by creating SUPPORT TO MAKE CHANGE WORKABLE.

°C 8 W vk;W™eEeve®eod ° W v,
v, Woe .k ok xW°Clk;n]~

SOME REFORMS ARE HELPING, BUT
SAFEGUARDS MUST REMAIN.

m C Cﬁi}é\f E’Ta%}érs 8onn't?/v/<'\:1¥¥to be seen as obstacles
to growth — indeed, many of them told us their
« “I'm a big proponent of getting back to what municipalities’ goals are aligned with those of
planning is really about. We've drifted into the province.

focusing too much on minutiae, whether the “We sh th biecti ith
setback is four, six, or eight feet, when the real € Share the same Objectives Wi

purpose is to assess land use, alignment, and the province. We do want to
NC °C eeWN €0 W e 0°lk;Wro: °xWIcadvanee more housing supply, in

At the same time, Chief Planners are concerned that _partICUIar aﬁorqa_lble housing supply
avi W' ;18 0°IvkWeCo°Waliawevwaece| oilll RUALCOMBEWLHES and we are
making also risks lowering the standards for sound looking to innovate in the way that
planning. For example, Bill 17, the Protect Ontario we do.”

by Building Faster and Smarter Act passed by

the province this spring, defers and exempts DCs

IkWavi W 608 a"Wee |, aWo°® xWae >, loe i k°aWok W

restricts municipalities from
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But the recent state of constant legislative changes
have made the planning process more complex, not
T oa]W»C xWv ° Ik Wo b ceo  W™M@®o |

» A predictable rhythm for legislative updates
involves consolidating packages with aligned
effective dates, allowing staff to “implement once,

°eolkWvk ~Wi 0o, Wvk ]~

e m 0olkm 0ok;,0; WIi™™ i k°o°lvkW\I|°n
laws, checklists, FAQs, and training supported by
a single authoritative helpdesk.

e Scaled compliance options for smaller and rural
municipalities, with realistic timelines.

« ok mNIk vNW vvee 1ko°IvkWNI°CWo;
utilities so infrastructure planning keeps pace
with housing designations.

» Commitment to evaluate outcomes (e.g.,
O™™eevb0o a"Wa°0oe°a"Wok W> 0 If
before layering on new reforms.
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CHAPTER

Critical Infrastructure

'HAFLWV )XQGLQJ *DSVI




While many barriers to housing are beyond underfunded and misaligned with growth areas,

municipal control, Chief Planners point to while delayed arterial expansions or missing
connections suppress development.

infrastructure — and how to pay for it — as the
key local constraint limiting housing supply. The

“The treatment plant is our biggest
ability to expand water, wastewater, solid waste,

stumbling block right now. Until

transportation, and electricity systems represents , . "
\ P . . y Y P . _. that’s resolved, growth is stalled.
OWal;kl 0k°W Co " k; W:veeWiokxW vii kI°T a][WVKkW

some cases, systems are already at capacity, leavig  * “We allocate servicing capacity, but if projects ar e

. ° <o s \ o . NTM A ° °
proceed. Municipalities described funding from 'VVE\)/ w ]C 0°Wyo v 0°IVKWV:zW 0™0 I7xW?y
o ~

senior governments as unreliable and unpredictable,
while local revenue tools — largely limited to
™Mev™ e°xW°00 aWok W: aWpWoce =
vD ®@W°C WC,k @ sWv:Wil lvkaweel
infrastructure.

“If the government wants more
housing, they need to put money
on the table for the infrastructure
that makes it possible.”

e The scale of the infrastructure need is such that |
don’t think the local taxpayer is going to be able
to bear the cost.

ROADS, PIPES AND WIRES SET THE PACE
OF GROWTH.

Chief Planners repeatedly told us that infrastructu re
capacity — not planning approvals — is the

binding constraint. A single project, such as a new
wastewater treatment facility or a trunk sewer, can
determine whether thousands of homes move
voeNoce WveWe iolkWa°d > JWEvO o
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In several jurisdictions, local energy grids cannot Several municipalities reported being denied fundin g

handle approved housing until new distribution veW, e; k°*WN “"m™ okk W™aevY °a]WU(
infrastructure is built. Some municipalities are approved, conditions may limit its usefulness, rule s

k :velo°lk;W ve°maCocelk;Woeoeodk; i k¥kW CISICWViIl me°ce 0i"Wok W™eevd °ID Wi
developers, while others are competing with risk being penalized for work already underway.

i e lk;W™yN cemlk® kaelD Wik ,a°cel Slowdisbursehkentfrormmajor federal programs,
related data infrastructure. Without timely upgrade s,  such as the Canada Infrastructure Bank, further
permits cannot be issued — even when planning delays delivery.

approvals are complete. ) ) )
e “The challenge is predictable funding. We don't

know what's coming, when, or how much — and

“Our local electricity provider doesn’t T C
N € Wk B ceWe e WI:WN € "W0 °, 0 xW

have the capacity to support many of
our draft-approved plans. Projects are ¢ }JAK> moWxv Woce W°e, xWoCvD "'ma 0 xW
lagging behind.” ready for tender, there is never enough money to

sVWoeev,k ]~

FRAGMENTED, UNPREDICTABLE — AND « “Competitive funding processes don’t work for us
INSUFFICIENT — FUNDING SLOWS DELIVERY. pW K ~€ e W O™ ° WeyWCOD WaCvb "moe
Across the board, Chief Planners told us that the > W N Wk W7C W:, k ,I K;W cea ‘WY ’ U WEVA
. . . ™ okklk;W°vW; °W°C iWaCvb "mece 0 x]~
timing and structure of infrastructure funding
announcements are too unreliable and unpredictable PROVINCIAL POLICY SHIETS BRING

o _S“F:p\of ;e\';fve ctive m”n\;;'pac' p'ar\'/cmg '\:‘g'f'pa\‘/'v . UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES FOR
v: 10 oce; 0 } 0 vi INIIZR£TWUC'%I\-$ ® Ol
o, CWoaW°C WQv, alk;m0Oko “Ik;WU0° ceW x&°

5

Fund (HEWSF), Municipal Housing Infrastructure Planning changes aimed at accelerating housing —

Program (MHIP), and Housing Accelerator Fund whether at the local or provincial level — are ofte n

(HAF) , force municipalities to compete against introduced without accounting for the infrastructur e

vk WokveC ceWpW} I\ W l°°" W lae oW bW Ak WevWpWiveask °Wk NW:evR°ClJWt ot
limited dollars. waiving or reducing development charges (which

is further discussed in the next section), centrali zing

™ okklk;Wo,°Cveel°x "WIlk ke°IDlalk;WIk® kol
issuing Minister’s Zoning Orders (MZOs) can all

create misalignments between what is approved

on paper and what can actually be serviced on

the ground.

 ‘“If the province claws back development charges
too far, too fast, it will slow growth — especially
IKWi kI 1™ 1°1 aWNI°Cv,°W 0ce; W' Wee =

* “The biggest issue is growth approved through
MZOs that designates land before infrastructure
laW ™ okk ]~

»CleW 0 \Wv:W™¢ee | °0 I'I°xW k oeilk aWi, ' °Imx 0ceW

o °lk;Wok Wa > Kk Tk Wt kI IT™0 1°] aW okkv°W

align capital schedules when they only see a couple
of years of funding at a time.
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scale projects — such as raw water intakes and and transportation keep pace.

e ;IVKO W lo°cel ,°IvkWaoxo® iaWpW O W'v o'W o o'W )
capacity 4. Treat electricity as a core growth system, with

early capacity checks built into planning.

B

» “The region did lose their planning authority ... ) ) )
LCWOC xW | k€°W'va W°C leeWyce @™ yKRPPTIQealiDRguafiop (€., public land

™ ™ A A © AN 1 o N A ojN|o
provide sanitary and water services in our N oe\ 0ce0°Ivk Wpe K V\{\W vv @ W I
O™okalvkWooe 0]~ NCI™ W ko, celk;Wi kl ™o I°l aWee i0lkW

whole when offering incentives to the building
“Adding a few hundred kilometres industry.

of major streets and permitting
multiplexes interior into
neighbourhoods are all good
things, but it does make the
predictability of infrastructure
needs much more challenging.”

LOCAL GOVERNMENTS ARE ADVANCING
SOLUTIONS DESPITE THESE PRESSURES.

Chief Planners are taking proactive steps to

better align growth with service delivery. Many

are updating master plans and completing
environmental assessments to synchronize
development with realistic timelines. Others are

0>, lcelk;"W=a bl lk;"Wok Wioce\ °lk;
conditional sale agreements tied to build dates, an d,

in some cases, using expropriation to assemble
strategic parcels.

A growing number are exploring public utility
iv "aWveW clk;lk;Wa bl asWlkmC @
coordinate capital planning and growth, though
they note that this is not a universal solution in
°Nvm®°l ceWaxa° ja]

Across our interviews, Chief Planners consistently
|l k°l WD W™elvel°l aw°C xWNv,
senior governments:

1. Align growth with serviceable areas and
realistic delivery schedules.

2. § ™9 Wvk mvi:W vi™ °l°lvkaWRI§ T
oa Wi, °Imx 0eWlk:eo0r°e, °, e

B
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Development Charges:
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and the Search for Alternatives




As planners repeatedly told us, the challenge is no t
only how to plan for and approve growth, but how
to fund the infrastructure that makes it possible.
Among all the available tools, none is more central
— or more contested — than development charges
(DCs). Chief Planners described them as both
indispensable and imperfect: a mechanism that
has enabled decades of growth yet now sits at the
kece Wv:W™v |°] 0°"WOk W o 0"W?°
vi™® Ol°xWok W:ce >,
the most reliable — and most debated — source of
growth funding available to municipalities.

DCS ARE THE FOUNDATION OF GROWTH
FUNDING.

Chief Planners told us that DCs are the primary too |
municipalities use to pay for the core infrastructu re
(e.g., wastewater plants, watermains, and roads)
that enables new housing. Developers often view

°C iWOBWOkveC eW}°0O~Wok W™

blames DCs for high housing costs. Planners pushed
back: land prices, construction costs, and interest

rates are the dominant drivers of viability.

“If anyone really talks to an honest
developer, it's the cost of land and
the costs of construction that
are the two big giant hurdles that
they have to overcome to make a
development work.”

DCs are not trivial, but planners argue that they
rarely decide whether a project moves ahead.
What they do ensure is that pipes and roads
get built.

CUTS TO DCS DON'T SPEED UP HOUSING —
THEY SLOW IT DOWN.

Respondents consistently warned that abrupt
reductions would widen gaps in municipal
capital plans.

kewoi ki ke~

» “We've been spending our DCs trying to get pipes

IKW°C W;0cev, k WevW; °W°Clk;aW;vlk;]~

D eW 0 © W a™vkal ['1°] aW:veW;oceVvK

_ related infrastructure have been downloaded to

m\{Ynlup%IltleVsVWﬁ?lout- n#étchm&vfundlng streams.
Removing or reducing them without guaranteed

0\ "Wali™'xW “oxoW°C WD cexWo bl I}
for growth.

THE TOOL WORKS, BUT WITH LIMITS.

Even planners who argue for the continued need
for DCs describe the charges as blunt, rigid, and
administratively complex. Some municipalities don't
levy DCs, relying on the tax base instead, but for
many DCs became the tool of last resort.

e “Communities, through no fault of their own, have
Co WevWoe "xW°vvWC 0Bl "xWVvkW' o]~

DCs work best for predictable hard assets; they

g, ;;” WIKW:0e°mivDIlk;Widce\ e WNC e W
types, tenures, and exemptions are constantly

Cok;lk;]Wlce >, k°Woi k i k°arW O i™°|vkan
la v k°aWKVNWio\ W' W o ,"0°IvkeWOW]}CI;
a™e 0 aC °W O e la ~W°CO°W vka i aWal
staff time.
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DEFERRALS SHIFT RISK FROM DEVELOPERS TO
MUNICIPALITIES.

Recent legislative changes allow DC payments to

be deferred until occupancy. While this helps proje ct
pro formas, it pushes costs onto municipal balance
sheets just when construction expenses peak. In
municipalities without formal occupancy permits,
enforcement is unclear.

“If I have a building ready for
occupancy, but the developer can't
or doesn’t want to pay the DCs, am
| going to keep people out of their
new homes? How long do you think
that'll hold up?”

Planners warned that a blanket deferral regime
layered on top of existing local agreements creates
more administrative load, not less.

THE QUESTION IS NOT WHETHER TO CUT DCS,
BUT HOW TO FUND GROWTH.

Chief Planners emphasized that the conversation
aCv, Wivb W:ceviW}lee |, Ik;W Coce;
Ik:cedm®°ce, °, e |~W

e IV WI°€aWkKkv°W™ol W:ceviw' aW°C

“The new police station, the new
W e Wa°0°Ilvk"W°C o Wg°|
built ... soifitisn't DCs, we have to
decide whether that comes from
property taxes, or the province, or
the feds.”

e JV:W°C W:vD ki k°WNok°aWy°vWod

then they gotta put their money where their
mouth is, and actually fund some of these
Ik:ceor°ce, °,ce W va°n]~

POLITICS MAKES THE ISSUE HARDER
TO RESOLVE.

Councils constantly face pressure to keep property
taxes low. Over time, that pressure has shifted

more infrastructure and community costs onto
development charges. Planners said the tool has
gradually expanded beyond its original focus on
core growth infrastructure, creating confusion abou t
what it funds — and frustration about how much it
Now costs.

» “The notion that you can now add literally
everything and anything into your DC charges,
N “"AWkvWRNvk oeW°C xW 0 vvk ]~

Now, with the housing crisis intensifying, Councils
are also under pressure to keep the visible costs

of development down. This shift in emphasis,
planners noted, has made DCs both more politically
vulnerable and more misunderstood. For Chief
Planners, the bottom line is consistent: DCs are
essential. Removing them without predictable
replacement will not unlock more homes — it will
produce fewer serviced sites and longer waits.
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DCs, Chief Planners suggested a number of ey

improvements to how they are developed, applied,
and communicated, including:

 Shift the conversation about DCs to one of
choices about how we fund the infrastructure
to support population growth and whether the
balance is right.

e oeevbl W vkole® k°W™eevblk [0°W
sharing programs for municipalities to build
;evN°Cm ko “Ik;Wlk:eor®ce, °, 00 »
D "v™i k°W' Bl sW°vW vD W vK
to community infrastructure (e.g., recreation
centres, libraries, new parks).

* Increase transparency in how DCs are being
.8 Wu [;]"W oxm™ ceavkW:cel k “x
showing when DCs are applied against costs
for previously built capacity upgrades, set aside
for future upgrades, or immediately applied to
support a new development).

» Closer review of DC bylaws by the province to
ensure consistent application.
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Municipal planning has become more political —

and more personal — than ever before. Planners
are under pressure from the province to accelerate
housing starts, while also facing local communities
that often resist change. They are expected to do
more with less: advancing ambitious housing and
Ik:;e0m°0, °, 06 W°OCE;
competing with the private sector for staff wiling to
Nvoe\WIKWoW ™
visible and often criticized from all sides.

Chief Planners described being caught between
competing expectations to deliver speed and
certainty in a system built for deliberation and pu blic
accountability. Some acknowledged that planners
can be their own toughest critics, as many recognize
a need to modernize processes and shift internal
mindsets.

PLANNERS FEEL FRAMED AS OBSTACLES
RATHER THAN PARTNERS.

Chief Planners told us that the drive to deliver mo re
housing, faster, has fuelled a narrative that casts
municipal planners as barriers to growth. Many
emphasized that their goals align with provincial
ambitions for greater housing supply. But when the
public and the development industry begin from an
assumption of resistance, it erodes trust. It affects
how advice is received and makes collaboration
harder right when a coordinated execution is
needed most.

*aWRNI°CWlka,

“At the end of the day, regardless
of all the changes that are being
made, there’s pressure that we're
getting locally as professionals —
we need to stand by what we think
I|s n%\r)t and p% fo&w\?vrd the best

recommen ations.”

"I W} eC vN'~WNC cesalierR plenmis adbiad HaVpidt¥ural

e >, lee i k°aWIlk ce orlk; xW vilko®e weCc WK
shifting time from solving problems to administerin g

process. Staff spend more hours formatting

submissions, updating checklists, and retracing ste ps

after each new rule change.

“I've seen our profession really evolve
from a profession of making decisions
and making things work to ... checking

boxes and saying ‘It's complete’ or ‘It's

not complete.
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Planners worry this trajectory weakens the craft of Chief Planners emphasized that renewal is already
™ okklk;WpWa > k Ik;Wlk:ceor°e, °, ondeivayTFaclséd pWmaking due diligence more
Ok W kleCAW cev\ celk;W°ced myv::aWagile While lpreksemir lits integdfity, rooted in a ¢ ivic

projects to decision — and leaves less time for the commitment to building livable, complete and
integrative thinking that makes projects both faste r sustainable communities.
and better.

PLANNERS ARE EVOLVING THEIR SKILLSET.

PLANNERS ARE CONFRONTING THEIR OWN

CHALLENGES WHILE DRIVING RENEWAL. Chief Planners said the work of municipal planning

has become more interdisciplinary than ever before.

Chief Planners said that common stereotypes of Their teams are expected to blend policy analysis,

°C leW™@ev: aolvkWoe Wv:°® kWvD oce &BiRMId WWIS ko, k" OVokWM BWee Ik; W\kvN™ ; AW
but not entirely without basis. They acknowledged community engagement — often within the

that planning can sometimes lean toward caution, same project.

that process can become a comfort zone, and that
risk aversion can slow adaptation.

* “As a planner, I'm increasingly feeling like I gott a
be part planner, part engineer, part accountant,
part economist, and maybe that's a good thing.
tox WN Wk WevWe °CIk\WNCo°W ™ okk

Several respondents said the job increasingly
demands systems thinking — the ability to connect
growth management, infrastructure capacity, and
affordability within a single conversation.

» “Some planners don't seem to really fully
appreciate the economic conditions that go
IkevWiollk;WCv, alk;]~

a 0kk ceaWooe WKvW vk; ceWY a°W 0k m, o \
they are integrators across disciplines, translatin g
between policy, design, infrastructure, and
vkvil ea]W»C xWgaol W°Co°Wiv oekW™ okkl
both technical literacy and strategic communication
— the ability to navigate political dynamics, guide

Several planners said the challenge now is public dialogue, and keep projects aligned with
to channel that diligence into a mindset of community goals.

collaboration and delivery. They spoke about

the need to modernize systems, streamline “Planners are necessary, but planners
internal processes, and make better use of data are getting in the way of themselves.”

and technology.
Chief Planners said the profession is adapting

* "The planning profession ... we're kind of Luddites 5,4k new skills and tools. Teams are investing

N SOME Ways. _We. haven't necaessanly leveraged in data analysis, scenario planning, and the ability
n~e w techn9|og|es in a way that's as smart as to translate infrastructure dependencies into clear
NWov, = ]~ timelines and risks. They also highlighted the need
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VW' 0 WIk® ce Im I™ 1koexW™cv ~ im9ys Bidkify/ pedpld khiaWe to think about
0 ;evaaW kilk elk;"W kok *Wok W pl:kbnning in a different sort of way, but
« }»C WIi™o °aWv:W VWoce W vilk; W |vRadsorrecognizing that there’s real

Several planners said emerging technologies value to it beyond just being a

will continue to reshape how planning work is pipeline for approval.”

vk WpW:ceviw o0°om celd kwa kooeIV&’eospgr;c{éﬁs\/\é&rve%matﬁéug%gtargetshelp

_k;O; P k*WpWee >, leelk; Wk NW* Ckl OmXYn?aMfogu\é\,lsdﬁaW)rovalsannearenota
judgment about when and how to use these tools. o : | kWi 08, e Wv:Wa, ©o]W Waxa® jWeC

approvals without tracking starts, servicing, or

>,0 1°xWiloo aW°C Wv,° vi aWee ol k°aWo °
Cl :Wo 0kk ceaW°y> W _ aW°COo°W Iil° experiepcek ; Wok Weelalk; W

workloads are eroding municipal capacity. Many

departments rely on external sources to manage

applications or handle specialized work. While this

CAPACITY LIMITS ARE SHAPING DELIVERY.

Chief Planners said the goal is not simply to proce ss
ivee W~ orW °W°vW [ I° W °° ceWaxo° josWp

C "™aWRI°CWaCvee°m® eiwby', i ~wPARES W d”e%ggh\}\?te%'\l}’a%ﬁnab'e“me'y'

T . coordinate
institutional memory, and reduces consistency for

applicants and Councils. Several respondents said
°C xWoee We°elblk;W°vWee ,I° Wo°od
even as they continue to depend on external support .

¢ “Recruitment is number one — the talent
0 >, lal°lvkW ™| WlaWoWal;kl oke°V

“We're hiring external consultants as
municipal planners to help us manage
the volume. It's more expensive and
less consistent, but the pressure is to
keep the applications moving.”

Planners said the strain on capacity also affects
delivery. They want to be evaluated on how

effectively they turn proposals into approvals,

approvals into starts, and starts into livable
neighbourhoods — not just on the speed

of paperwork. They emphasized that local
governments can modernize processes and

gli™ :xW v o W °W°C0°W vik;Waov
a°0: k;"W ©~ 0ceW;, Il 0k "Wok Wee 0'lm
from senior governments.
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Municipal leaders have long grappled with
overlapping mandates and uncertain accountability,

Several pointed to recent reforms as emblematic of
the imbalance between direction and delivery. These

°C W™ ce kklo W>, a°lvkaWv: W R Cvw NGUIeR ictherratgst ORigig Ry §uilding

who delivers. The planning realm is no exception.
Chief Planners described an increasingly fragmented
system where municipalities are tasked with turning
™eevblk 10°Wok W: 0o Woi I°lvkeW
results, often without the authority, data, or tool sto
io° C]W'lee °IvkW vi aW> | \"'x"W vvoe
behind. Policy changes can arrive midstream, forcing
teams to drop local priorities and respond. Federal
programs promise help but add new layers of
paperwork and conditions that complicate delivery.
Across the board, planners said the problem isn’'t a
lack of effort — it's a lack of alignment. Everyone is
pulling toward the same housing goals, just rarely in
the same direction.

“I don’t think the federal or provincial
government know anything about

Faster and Smarter Act, and Bill 5, the Protect
Ontario by Unleashing Our Economy Act , which,
among other things, allows the province to override
local bylaws and frameworks, and lacks clarity

I AW ke’ W eIy, ke VWO W :vaeW)la ™ 10°W  vky

IKO°LlvykW 0;8W

“You've got very
inexperienced people
working in decision-
making roles who think
they know the answer to
the housing crisis.”

what municipalities are facing on the
housing front ... and | don't mean that
as a criticism, it's just an observation.”

DIRECTION FLOWS DOWN, BUT
ACCOUNTABILITY DOESN'T FLOW UP.

Chief Planners described themselves operating in
a system where housing and infrastructure delivery
depend on collaboration among governments

that do not share the same timelines, tools, or
incentives. Some planners asserted that new

Municipal staff emphasized that they share the

province’s urgency on housing, but that execution

® >, lee eW™oxe°’°k ceaCI™AWKV°W™ee o el™
without coordination, they said, leaves municipalit ies

managing shifting rules while trying to maintain

delivery on the ground.

Planners noted that while federal programs like
Build Canada Homes (BCH) and the Canada
Housing Infrastructure Fund (CHIF) show promise,

Cv.olk; W' ;1 o°lvkWa °°lk;W v o weok? Bl KiEe\Wqe “Ryk @aw ™ k aWvkw vl

how supporting infrastructure, funding or planning
rules will be coordinated in the long run — leaving
municipalities accountable for outcomes they cannot
fully control.

“The province is developing
housing-related legislation and
policies without having the data
from municipalities.”

vvee 1ko°IvkWok Wa m°olk W: k Ik;"Wkv°®W\
funds or competitive processes. Others highlighted
ongoing misalignment between CMHC'’s programs
and the Housing Accelerator Fund and municipal

™eev oo g W°li "Ik a"Wok Weoe >, lce i k°a]W
forces municipalities to modify their own systems

VW> 0 1:xW:veeW™eev;eo0icW°Co°Woceeelb
expressed concern that without clearer delivery

°li "1k aWveW™e | °0 > W o™|°0 "W vNarw
national initiatives risk stalling at the local lev el.
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* “Our timelines are just not in sync, ... | can
O™™MevDbD WOW™evY
an applicant is waiting for another six months
to start construction because the CMHC

MULTIPLE APPROVALS AND AGENCIES CREATE

*Wee 0 xW ceeFRICHON; DELAY,AMDFRUSTRATVON.

Beyond legislation, planners pointed to the maze of

K efleel®Ik;W ™y aowy, aewe o\ AY9ISY RRIpyalsa qyeapping jurisdictions that

* “Funding is critical — CMHC needs to move faster
on our affordable housing projects. Our approvals
take weeks and theirs can take six months to
OWx o0ce]~

“The Canada Housing Infrastructure
Fund ... we haven't heard back on

our application for that yet. It all
seems delayed.”

* “The federal government is too far removed ...
they didn't come up with the Housing Accelerator
yl,k zW , k°I"W m
before that? Come on. You're really late to the
™ oe© X ] ~

dWjl\ Wkv°Clk;WHPpeW Y @y KIWCWRoOxW' caWeed:

slow projects long after they have planning consent .
The Ministry of Transportation’s permitting process
NooWe°C Wiva°W:ce >, ke xW 1° W Ooi™ > Wy
iv TIk;Wee >, lee i keerWTlil® Wa°o::W 0™0
timelines that rarely align with municipal schedule s.

» “A persistent constraint comes from provincially
controlled transportation corridors ... their timing,
funding, and access rules often limit what can be

P °wok WNC k]~

e “If 'm on the Gardiner Expressway, | could
practically throw a stone at some of those
apartments. But out here, next to a provincial
AWN €
people they need to do studies A, B, C, and D
for MTO. The cost of those studies are going
to kill that project and we’re not going to get
°C WCv, alk;]~

A glimmer of hope for some interviewees is that Bil |
17 directs the Ministry of Transportation to review
[°aW ,cece K°W™ ceil°°lk;W™qev
However, given their view on the complexity of the
™eev T iWOk Wre 0" Wv:W°C Wov °lvkeWae >
respondents expressed skepticism that it would
Cob WOWk 6em® eiWli™o °]W

,e aWok V

“We're talking thousands of units,
but MTO isn’'t issuing permits. They're
demanding micro-simulations and
detailed network analyses that we
just can’'t produce ... There's a whole
layer of [transportation] bureaucracy
we're expected to navigate to get
housing built.”
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that all levels of government are working from
the same plan.

“MTQO'’s going to update their corridor
review process [this year]? Good luck.

I'll eat my shirt if they move that fast.” RESPONSIBILITIES KEEP SHIFTING

DOWNWARD, BUT THE CAPACITY TO

»eedkalemvael ko W vii ki°l awe WoWTHEO@EWMa<1a I

Planners described the provincial vision as ambitio us
and appropriate but said implementation often lacks Chief Planners said that the devolution of
synchronization across transportation, infrastructu re, ™ okklk;Woe a™vkal I'1°] aW:ceviWe ;lvko’)
Cv,alk;"Wok W kblcevki k°0 "W ~ a]W' tidrmuricipalittes\Was Idften éXpanded workloads
TOC sites can leave municipalities managing higher without additional staff or funding needed to
densities in areas not anticipated in earlier servicing carry them out. In some cases, municipalities have
veWeeeo: Wiv "a*WveW ™ okklk;W: weeNited foykéf tegidal planners to rebuild local
without certainty on when the new transit will be capacity; in others, small teams are absorbing

available for residents and businesses.

“The biggest issue is the lack of
coordination between provincial
ministries — Metrolinx,
Infrastructure Ontario, the
Ministry of Infrastructure, Ministry
of Transportation. Communication
and integration just aren’t seamless,
and it needs to be if the province is
going to be this ambitious.”

“The biggest challenge is that we're planning a
community around a transit station the developer
is expected to deliver—but only Metrolinx
controls if and when that station gets built, and
then the developer still has to pay for it. No one
can guarantee it happens but we have to put the
i0O™Wey; °C ceWokxNox]~

“We need to ensure the transit actually gets
delivered ... the town’s challenge is saying ‘no
occupancy until the station’s built’. Metrolinx and

vi™m® OWk NW ° aWvkWev™MWy:W Ola°lk; W
"D ®O0'W © el W°C WeCl:°WosWN “~"mlk®
destabilizing — removing one layer of review while
adding new layers of risk, duplication, or uncertai nty.

* “We actually have a full, robust work plan and
then when something changes at the provincial
level — either through legislation or new funding
rules like the Housing Accelerator Fund — we
\ITk Wv:WCoOoDb W°vW cev™W D ex°Clk;Wok

o 0kk ceeWwool WPCoO0°W:ce >, K°W™ ;la ' 0°ID V
new reporting mandates, and shifting program
el® cloOWCOD Wid WI°W |: ["°W°evW™ gkW
immediate term. Tools such as Regulation 73/23 ,
which standardize data and reporting, could improve
transparency and mutual accountability, but also
create new administrative pressures for teams
already stretched thin.

“It just feels like at every turn
another layer of not complexity but
unnecessity and misunderstanding
of how actual planning happens.

‘CW B vMm eeWk W vWavee®W?*Cp°Wyerdlchance the province gets

Cl :Wadkk ceaWaodl wWeco°wRcI™ wvk HRPRKAS fpat and understand it
coordination has been discussed for years, most better, they just double down.”
approvals still move through separate ministries
or agencies with little visibility into each other’ s
timelines. Each delay compounds costs and

vii kl°xW:ce 8°e0°IvkWpWok WN o\ keW vk k W
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When goals, reporting systems, and program rules
keep changing, municipalities spend more time

proving compliance than coordinating delivery — a
cycle of reactive planning that undermines the very
predictability needed to accelerate housing supply.

MUNICIPALITIES CAN DELIVER — BUT
ONLY WITH PREDICTABILITY AND TRUE
PARTNERSHIP.

Chief Planners said municipalities can meet

ambitious housing targets when roles are clear,

0O™™eeeyvb0o aWooe We > k "Wok W: k Ik;WIaeWea°0o ~ W
UCo°W k ceilk eW™ev;e oo *W°C xWaol "WIlaW°C Wa°y™m
start rhythm of episodic programs, shifting rules,

and uneven coordination across ministries. When

federal and provincial capital investments arrive o ut

of sync with local growth schedules, municipalities

are left managing mismatched expectations and

delayed outcomes.

They emphasized that trust between governments
has eroded less from disagreement over goals than
from uncertainty about delivery. Constant legislati ve
Cok; aWok WaeCvee°m® eiW: k Ik;Wokkv,k i k°aW
N o\ kW vk k Wok WRNor° Weli WpW°C Wvk W
resource none of the partners can spare.

§ s™yk k°osW o0 W:iveW™cee | °0  ~W:vcei, Om o W
Sk Tk;"Wvk mNIk vNW vveoe 1ko°IvKW:veeWO™ ™MaevDo arW
ok Wi, °Imx 0eW™ 0kaW°C0O0°WO |I;kWIlk:ce0r°0ce, °, @ "W
Cv,olk;"Wok W o 0" W viil°i k°a]WIlveeW CI| :Wo okk cea”W
rebuilding a foundation of trust and predictability is

essential. Housing delivery, they said, succeeds only

when every partner knows their role, plays to their

strengths, and stays the course.
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“We're amending bylaws so more developments
can happen by right.”

Chief Planners described a profession that is not Municipalities are also setting expectations earlie .

standing still. Across Ontario, planning department s~ t, °Im & 1™ 1kooexW™oce m vko, °0°lvka "WI}
are taking the initiative to modernize approvals, Indigenous partners where appropriate, help surface

ali™ xWee ® aAWOKk Wee 10 W™ | \IBSl{/el% befgre %’:\Vﬁiws harden. Stronger terms of

reference and clear submission standards cut down

how growth is managed. They are embracing on resubmissions and consultant churn.

innovation — not waiting for it — by using new
cvviaArW 0 ceWr°ok 0ce arWOok W oiMuNICHRALIRIESARENMEIGNING/RULES WITH

make housing delivery faster and more predictable. REALITY — AND CUTTING RED TAPE WHERE

leviw = :0° WOo™™evDd awevw ™ e PMIJERNSREBEAY o karw

planners are actively reshaping the system to Planners said they are adapting regulatory tools to

reduce friction and provide greater certainty. Whil e o) Wk NWCv alk;Wee 071°l a]W™ D 0o W0
these efforts are already paying off in speed and ™o mo™™evb W al;kaW:veWo oovexW

cceoka™oce k xAW™ okk cenW i™ C o n|dPdaingzening o alpvk genjie density — such as
alone cannot solve the housing challenge without fourplexes by right — and reducing parking along

. o a |trroutes V\ghere elopment patterns are
890 Wikicomce, ° o "W kok 1k;"WoKoW W W‘{\R;}'wm e Wy e WX My v xm

funding to sustain progress. are being adopted to give applicants clear targets

PLANNERS ARE STREAMLINING APPROVALS and reduce negotiation.

TO GIVE BUILDERS MORE CERTAINTY. “| have our team review Committee

Chief Planners told us they are retooling approval of Adjustment applications regularly.
processes to give builders, residents, and Councils If we're seeing the same stuff coming

lve W vk k W?CO WOkWo™ ™1 0°IvKkWoRkdYd gkt e committee’s
a real project, despite external pressures such . , .
approving it, we don’t care — just

as volatile markets, servicing constraints, and a g
constant stream of provincial rule changes. move on it. Make an amendment

_ _ _ _ to the bylaw so people don’'t need
Community Planning Permit Systems are being to applv and stob takina monev out
adopted or explored to bring multiple approvals PPl P 9 y

under one umbrella. Routine matters — such as of people’s pockets and wasting

site plans and holding provision removals — are their time.”

being delegated from Councils to staff. This trims

R \aW:eeviweli Tk aWok W°o\ awilkvoENers BRf NfG AR tahtening study = _
political debate. @ >, lee i k°eWok Wra°0ok 0ce lalk;W° ceiaWv:\

to focus on what truly adds value — cutting
unnecessary studies that slow projects without
improving outcomes.
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* “We can't just throw the book at the applicants “We're exploring Al so the region
Ok Wee >, a*W B exWa?®, xW, k oW Celf%ddar with one voice on

Municipalities are also setting expectations earlie r. interpretation.”

t,"°Im la ™ |koeexW™a@ m vka, "°0°lvka WIk *, Ik;W

Indigenous partners where appropriate, help surface Many municigalities are:edesgmngﬂ:ﬂn'iirnal R . L
issues before drawings harden. Nveel vNaWevWe, cekWwo evBo aWlk*vWo

J™I™ Tk W°o o~kaNW°oe(‘) \Wo™ ™ | g°]v|
TECHNOLOGY AND PROACTIVE PLANNING ARE consultation through building permit, with clear

MAKING SYSTEMS FASTER AND SMARTER. 0 Vv,k°0 I'I°xW:veeWCOok mv::a]WOKk;Ilk oelk;

is being integrated into development services to

Planners are using technology not just to move reduce silos, while ca roject delivery and

- aWiom® @MW L CWoVWiol W°C W e Vdev%ﬁ)%ent‘?éﬁeﬁ“ Q\é% in'separated to allow

ivee Wo mal © WiveW B cexvk WIkDveh 1MLQdocus®i ks chie &pertlse Together,

platforms are now standardizing submissions and these changes are not only speeding up delivery

showing application status in real time. Public but rebuilding trust in the process — showing that

dashboards are giving residents and builders clearer o, hicipaiities can be both rigorous and responsive.
visibility into what's happening in their communiti es.

Several municipalities are testing targeted uses of Some are also moving further upstream to

VWeVW 0;WIlk vkala® k | aWIkW ced N IkkeyWe WP oD WRNeoe NNCWooe 0aWoe W, xV
can spend less time on errors and more on t,kl I™371°l aWoee WO >, leelk;"Wa bl Ik; W
professional judgment. marketing land with conditions that tie disposition

to build dates. In some cases, they're using assembly

}U €8 W O™ celi k°lk; W RNW C \ois 02 éven dropiation — to bring fragmented

intelligence to help our apphcants parcels together so priority housing can proceed.
Keeping master plans and detailed designs current

ke ,ce aW™@evY °aWoce WeCvb "mee 0 xWN
windows open.

provide more accurate plans.”
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Strong Mayor Powers were introduced by the e “Our Mayor has the powers but won't use them.
province to give the leaders of Ontario’s largest He feels it's better to sit down with Council and

municipalities more direct control over budgets, Cob WoW la jaalvkWeo®C eW*COokW I °0

2°0: k;"Wok W ce°0lkW xm oNaWpWwI “Fhey Bave Hot Ween used in our
tied to housing and growth. The intent was to municipality, and | don't think that

accelerate housing delivery by enabling decisive . )
g Yoy g our current mayor has the intention

leadership when Council processes slowed down

. ) _ to use them.”
decisions. To date, with almost half of Ontario’s
mayors now granted these powers, Chief Planners * “In our case, Strong Mayor Powers haven't played
said they have been used sparingly — and rarely for a major role. There’s a level of trust between staf f,

Council, and the mayor that we're advancing the
Vii kl°x€aWIlk® e a°o]~

housing. Most mayors have chosen collaboration
over confrontation, exercising the powers mainly

for internal or administrative matters. Yet planner s In instances where mayors have used their powers,
cautioned that if mayors begin using them more the focus has been internal issues - such as
broadly, the absence of clear guardrails and budgetary issues or personnel decisions — rather

™eev: galvko " WIk™ W v ~ W c‘Joeoexww?pkqnhs)l&gqg“oeln\c_wmvvoew

g5, k Tk;"WRN 0\WIk® ;0°Ivk "Wok W kTRemagdWMay RifehMised Strong Mayor Powers,
°CO°WV,°N [;CWOokxWaeCve°’m® iW;0lke WU xW: YaeWkoWIlkla®eo°ID We°oo\a]~
Mayor Powers remain largely dormant, the debate
around their future use is far from settled.

Still, planners report that even these limited uses
have sometimes created strain: staff departures or
reorganizations linked to executive orders are ofte n
perceived as political, not practical.

“[Strong Mayor Powers are] a new
way of doing business. We're trying
to stay aligned while upholding
professional ethics — but at any
moment, | could be replaced, and
I’'m okay with that. | just hope it
doesn't erode the profession.”

MOST MAYORS ARE CHOOSING NOT TO
EXERCISE THEIR PLANNING POWERS.

Across Ontario, Strong Mayor Powers remain

largely sheathed. Chief Planners told us their

mayors prefer to preserve consensus avoiding

the perception that executive authority is replacin g
™eev S imov Dlk;]WVKWi kIl I™g I°] o

T oaWoee Wo e 0 xWivblk;"W™ 0 oen

to invoke extraordinary powers that could disrupt
established processes.
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PLANNERS SEE BOTH OPPORTUNITY
AND DANGER.

Some Chief Planners acknowledged that, in rare
cases, Strong Mayor Powers could advance housing
pW™oce-“l
projects that face entrenched opposition. In these
instances, decisive mayoral action could remove
obstacles that delay urgent work. But, echoing
concerns raised about provincial planning authority
being used without consultation, planners also
Noeek W°Co°W°C o W k
depend on professional advice being followed.

» “Strong Mayor Powers could help advance
housing — especially shelters, affordable,
and supportive housing — by overcoming

'V O Wy™™yagal|°lvk]~

*aWooe WCI;

,J0e xW:iveeWCI;Cm kn|°vaoe%(T§in‘glé"dé(9Psiﬁr‘iVmade

without understanding
the numbers can cost a

city for decades.”
C xWgzal° 0°lvko"Wok W

* “You're hearing from the province that planners
are red tape — and then you have a mayor who
might agree. So how do you bring forward a
negative planning report in that environment?

There’s a lot of pressure behind the scenes, even

« }»C W™MVvRN ceaW okW°0\ Wa°o::Wv, °W\)“‘%H/9<5‘Wefethem\ﬁftry'”gt°b””geveryone

myalelvkWRNC KWCI:Cm kal°xW™aevy Vialr: @WYW: “WCv, alk;W 1"°]~

C 0bxWv™™yna]|°|vk]~

“Strong mayor powers may enable
some new housing, but we’re ending
up with pockets of new development
that aren't really connected to the
community or the services they need.”

CLEAR GUARDRAILS ARE ESSENTIAL TO
PREVENT POOR OUTCOMES.

Chief Planners said the powers must be guided

EXECUTIVE AUTHORITY IS NO SHORTCUT TO
HOUSING DELIVERY.

While most respondents reported that leaders

have avoided using Strong Mayor Powers, planners

expressed deep unease: even rare uses planners

report unease: even rare uses of the powers raise
vk oekaWo v, °WIk*°

term sustainability.

The takeaway is clear: Strong Mayor Powers,
on their own, do not build homes faster. Used
responsibly and with professional guidance,

xWeeoka™oce kW cel® @loW?l  W*VWeymay he I linted’calés 2 bt Wihout

servicing readiness, and adopted policy. Without
those standards, unilateral decisions risk bypassin g
planning expertise and producing projects out of

g > k WNI°CWIk:eon°ce,
‘vk;me° eiW veo°o]

“| see Strong Mayor Powers as a
dangerous tool. Unless they're
used with real expertise, they
can be very risky.”

transparency and partnership, they risk creating
friction rather than progress. For Ontario’s
Chief Planners, the most effective path remains

°, W 0™ 0chigh¥VRidM: afynitg MhitikdMieadership, Counc il

oversight, and professional planning to deliver
housing that is integrated, serviceable, and
sustainable.

;e0°lvkrWa >,

K Ik;"Wo
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Conclusion

“We're not red tape in the
government’s process.”

Ontario’s chief planners are clear: they want to be
seen as partners, not barriers, in delivering housing.

W kv Mk, WeCo°W CID eexWNI"Wee >, lce Wivee W°CokW
faster approvals.

Based on interviews with planning leaders across th e

province, StrategyCorp’s perspective is that Ontari 0's

housing challenge is increasingly one of conversion
— turning approvals into actual construction — rath er

than simply permission. Planners identify a range o f

systemic and structural barriers to that conversion :

unstable rules, hard servicing limits (especially

electricity), limited coordination across ministrie s and

0; k1 arWok W kok 10°W vk I°lvkeW°Co°Wid\ W k°l°" W
land more valuable to hold than to build.

While municipal departments are working to
modernize approvals through digital tools and
streamlined processes, those efforts are often unde rcut
xW:ce >, k°W™ ;la’0°Ib W Cok; ea"W:e0;i k° W™cev;e0iW
delivery, and funding models that lag behind growth .

Importantly, Chief Planners are not calling for les s
ambition. They're asking for a more stable and
coordinated platform for delivery:
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StrategyCorp’s Perspective
JLYH SULRULWLHYV IRU 8QORFNLQJ

1. Stabilize the rules of the game Chief planners understand the urgency of Ontario’s
A pause on major legislative and policy changes Cv,alk;W;vo a]W *W°C xWoce Wo svW ~ oce
would allow municipalities (and in some cases, about what it will take to deliver. Shifting froma n
the Province) to fully implement reforms already o™MM™Meevbo am:v o Waxo® iWevWvk W°Co°W
underway. Planners emphasize the need for "l xW vka®ee, “IVKWNI""Wee >,lee We®o = W
clarity, consistency, and time to operationalize funding, and stronger coordination. By addressing
changes — not more churn. these conversion challenges, the province can

ivb W:eeviwW}o™™evb W ,°Wkv°W |'°~W°v

B

2. Create a predictable funding framework 0k W ce o\lk;W;oev . k ~WpW "ID oelk;Wkv°W )
JeevN°eCm ko “1k;Wlk:ceon®ce, °, ce \Wousingibutietter communities.
funded before homes can be built. Unreliable . , : . .

D v™i KW Cooe: W o\ aWok W %]U%E(ifn%ge%tl?qmrtum? to do thlggs deerentI y
funding models limit delivery capacity. A stable, an e_y Ve been fonebor years.h (:jmtatlmes
i elmx dceWlk: oo, ° e W: k Ik; WEahHingsgme {fpm being pushedinto
. . . . uncomfortable spaces. It's making people think
would support planning certainty and align with b lanning i q .
‘VK:meeok: W:evRN°CW dce: °a] a outpannmg in new ways and recognize ?ts
value beyond just a pipeline of approvals. Like a

3. Establish a Chief Planners’ Advisory Forum Yv,eek x"Wavi °li aWxv Wk W°vW°?0\ Wol

W 1 0° WM™MevDIk 10 mi kI 1™ W :vRghoregeffing Rgck on the path to reach the right
improve coordination, support early feedback a°lkolvk]~

on wn\plementaﬂon, and rfaduce the lag between * “I'm not sure | want accountants and economists
My xWIk® k*Wok Wvkm®C m;cev, k V\f)Yaﬂ?liﬁ’g' m%/]city. I'd like there to be someone at
the table who's actually thinking about livability,
NCvEaW°CIk\Ik;Wv:W> 0 I°xWv:W'l: *"WRNC
0,°xWok W ol;k]W»C o W\lIk aWv:W> 6 ©°
l[i™Mvee°ok®]~

4. Improve intergovernmental alignment

Coordinated permitting timelines, clearer
governance over key corridors, and tying
infrastructure funding to growth readiness —
not just project readiness — would help align « “l think it's the affordability issue that is const antly
decisions and accelerate delivery. in our orbit of: how do we advance housing
projects? How do we help bring affordable

5. Balance scale with quali .
quality housing and support our development

Streamlining must still preserve core planning community to help them advance their projects
functions. Planners emphasize the importance so that the community, the development industry,
of due diligence on servicing, circulation, and D ex v xWRIka]~

iomalk;WpWok Wv:W 0 xW "0cel°xWo0o v,°W°e0 mv::aW
to maintain public trust.

Ontario Municipal Chief Planner Survey 2025 | 41



Notes

t Jeffords, Shawn. Ontario has over a million homes in the pipeline, b ut needs developers to put shovels in the
ground: report. CBC Toronto. March 12, 2023.

2Government of Ontario. Bill 17, Protect Ontario by Building Faster and Sma rter Act, 2025.

3 Government of Ontario. Qv @lk:m0ko "lk;WUO®=° ce W Septémben2026. |

4Government of Ontario. Ontario Investing $1.6 Billion in Municipal Housing _Infrastructure Program. August 2025.

5 CMHC. Housing Accelerator Fund.

be:  Wv:W°C Woooe 10i k°0oe X Wdate;ol We SperadihiVOutlook of the Canada Infras tructure Bank.
July 10, 2025.

“Government of Ontario. Bill 5, Protect Ontario by Unleashing our Economy Act, 2025.

8 Government of Ontario. O. Reqg. 73/23: Municipal Planning Data Reporting. October 2025.

¢ D’Mello Collin, and Isaac Callan. Strong mayor powers have ‘little to no impact’ on h ousing, municipal servants
say. August 29, 2025.

Ontario Municipal Chief Planner Survey 2025 | 42



JRU )XUWKHU ,QIRUPDWLRQ

CONTACT:

Land and Infrustructure Development Practice
land.development@strategycorp.com

For more information about StrategyCorp and our other areas of practice, see
Www.Strategycorp.com




