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The design and images depicted in this report include municipalities that StrategyCorp has served 
or visited over the years. They should not be taken as an indication of the municipal leaders who 
participated in this year’s survey. 
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the views of StrategyCorp. This report and its contents are copyright © StrategyCorp 2025.  
All rights reserved. 
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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
�»�C�I�¤�W�œ� �™�v�œ�°�W�i�ò�œ�\�¤�W�°�C� �W�`�ò�¸�k���C�W�v�:�W�¯�°�œ�ò�°� �;�×� �v�œ�™�€�¤�W�
�œ�¤�°�m
ever survey of Ontario’s Chief Planners. Our goal 
was to hear directly from senior municipal planning  
leaders about the pressures, priorities, and practi cal 
realities they are navigating today. Rather than 
begin with assumptions about the most important 
themes, we set out to listen broadly, gathering 
�I�k�¤�I�;�C�°�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�œ� ��� ���°�W�°�C� �W�:�¸�`�`�W�œ�ò�k�;� �W�v�:�W���C�ò�`�`� �k�;� �¤�W
and considerations shaping the planning landscape 
across the province.

SURVEY METHODOLOGY 

For this inaugural Chief Planner Survey, we 
conducted virtual interviews with 19 of Ontario’s 
�i�v�¤�°�W�¤� �k�I�v�œ�W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�W�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�v�:�
���I�ò�`�¤�W�I�k�W�°�C� �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 
���C�ò�œ�;� �¤�^�W�°�œ�ò�k�¤�I�°�m�v�œ�I� �k�°� ���W��� �Ð� �`�v�™�i� �k�°�^�W�ò�k���W�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W
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 
�Ñ�v�¸�`���W�œ� �i�ò�I�k�W���v�k�
��� �k�°�I�ò�`�W�ò�k���W�k�v�k�m�ò�°�°�œ�I���¸�°�ò���`� �] 

While many of the insights offered during these 
conversations merit attribution, we believe 
���v�k�
��� �k�°�I�ò�`�I�°�×�W�I�¤�W� �¤�¤� �k�°�I�ò�`�W�°�v�W�:�v�¤�°� �œ�I�k�;�W�C�v�k� �¤�°�W�ò�k���W
�¸�k�
�`�°� �œ� ���W�I�k�™�¸�°�]�W�V�k�W�¤�v�i� �W���ò�¤� �¤�^�W�›�¸�v�°� �¤�W�C�ò�Ð� �W��� � �k�W
lightly edited for clarity, brevity, or to protect the 
identity of the participant, while preserving the 
original meaning and tone.

�»�C�I�¤�W�œ� �™�v�œ�°�W�I�¤�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�ò�°�I�Ð� �W�I�k�W�k�ò�°�¸�œ� �]�W�V�°�W���v� �¤�W�k�v�°�W
attempt to offer statistically representative 
�
�k���I�k�;�¤�W�ò���œ�v�¤�¤�W�ò�`�`�W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�^�W�k�v�œ�W���v� �¤�W�I�°�W���œ�ò�Ñ�W
���v�k���`�¸�¤�I�v�k�¤�W���ò�¤� ���W�v�k�W�›�¸�ò�k�°�I�°�ò�°�I�Ð� �W�ò�k�ò�`�×�¤�I�¤�]�W�Ú� �W
acknowledge our role in organizing and interpreting  
the information shared. Nonetheless, we believe 
the perspectives captured in this report provide an  
�ò�¸�°�C� �k�°�I���W�ò�k���W�°�I�i� �`�×�W�œ� ��� ���°�I�v�k�W�v�:�W�°�C� �W���C�ò�`�`� �k�;� �¤�W
and opportunities facing municipal planning leaders  
across Ontario.

We hope this initial survey will serve as a valuabl e 
starting point for ongoing dialogue about the 
evolving role of municipal planning, and that it wi ll 
�v�:�:� �œ�W�C� �`�™�:�¸�`�W�I�k�¤�I�;�C�°�¤�W�:�v�œ�W��� ���I�¤�I�v�k�m�i�ò�\� �œ�¤�W�ò�°�W�ò�`�`�W
levels of government.

“We’re not just 
administrators of the 
Planning Act or writers 
of policy. We have to be 
big-picture, integrated 
thinkers, because that’s 
what city-building 
requires.” 



Ontario Municipal Chief Planner Survey 2025   |  7

Executive Summary
Ontario’s Chief Planners are operating at the inter section 
�v�:�W�™�v�`�I�°�I���ò�`�W�™�œ� �¤�¤�¸�œ� �W�ò�k���W�™�œ�ò���°�I���ò�`�W���v�k�¤�°�œ�ò�I�k�°�]�W�»�C� �W�
�k���I�k�;�¤�W
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 — 
�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�^�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�×�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W�p�W�ò�œ� �W�k�v�°�W 
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 
�ò�k���W�v�k�m�°�C� �m�;�œ�v�¸�k���W�œ� �ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�p�W�ò�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W�™�I�™� �`�I�k� �W�I�k���œ� �ò�¤�I�k�;�`�×�W
�
�`�`� ���W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�W�v�k�W�™�ò�™� �œ�W�œ�ò�°�C� �œ�W�°�C�ò�k�W�C�v�i� �¤�W�v�k�W�°�C� �W�;�œ�v�¸�k���]

	 “As planners, I 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 l of more 
housing in more areas delivered faster, especially affordable 
�v�™�°�I�v�k�¤�]�W���¸�°�W�œ�ò�™�I���m�
�œ� �W�`� �;�I�¤�`�ò�°�I�Ð� �W���C�ò�k�;� �¤�W�:�v�œ��� �W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W 
to pause, retrain, and revise processes before the last set of rules 
has even settled. The result: more time interpretin g policy, less 
�°�I�i� �W�i�v�Ð�I�k�;�W�
�`� �¤�]
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INFRASTRUCTURE IS THE REAL BOTTLENECK. 

Paying for and delivering water, wastewater, 
stormwater, transportation and electrical 
infrastructure are the limiting factors on growth. 
�§� �¤�™�v�k��� �k�°�¤�W�°� �`�`�W�¸�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�Ñ�I�°�C�v�¸�°�W�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���`� �^�W�i�¸�`�°�I�m
year funding and better alignment with provincial 
and federal capital plans, approvals on paper won’t  
translate into homes on the ground.

FUNDING GAPS REMAIN UNRESOLVED. 

Development charges (DCs) are still essential for 
pipes and roads. Sudden exemptions or reductions 
may generate headlines but widen municipal 
funding holes and, in fact, delay new housing. 
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� �I�œ�W�™�œ�v�:� �¤�¤�I�v�k�ò�`�W�Y�¸���;�i� �k�°�W�°�v�W���v�Ö�m���C� ���\�I�k�;�^�W� �œ�v���I�k�;�W
�°�C� �W�ò���I�`�I�°�×�W�°�v�W���œ�v�\� �œ�W�°�œ�ò��� �m�v�:�:�¤�W�ò�k���W�¤�ò�:� �;�¸�ò�œ���W
livability. They say applicants don’t like this eit her. 
Heads of planning argue their cultures are changing  
�°�v�W�v�k� �¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�ò�I�i�W�°�v�W�}�;� �°�m�°�v�m�×� �¤�~�W�v�k�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�^�W���¸�°�W�I�°�€�¤�W
�°�I�i� �W�°�v�W�œ� �ò�:�
�œ�i�W�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�ò�¤�W�I�k�°� �;�œ�ò�°�v�œ�¤�W�v�:�W�™�v�`�I���×�^�W
design, economics, and infrastructure.

INNOVATION IS HAPPENING. 

�t�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�ò�œ� �W�k�v�°�W�¤�°�ò�k���I�k�;�W�¤�°�I�`�`�]�W�0�m�™� �œ�i�I�°�°�I�k�;�^�W
��� �`� �;�ò�°� ���W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�^�W�™�œ� �m�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W��� �¤�I�;�k�¤�^�W�¸�¤� �W
of AI tools, and pipeline tracking are already 
�¤�°�œ� �ò�i�`�I�k�I�k�;�W�Ñ�v�œ�\�]�W�¯�v�i� �W�ò�œ� �W�°�ò�\�I�k�;�W�ò�W�C�ò�k���¤�m�v�k�W�œ�v�`� �W
in land assembly and servicing to directly unlock 
housing supply.

STRONG MAYOR POWERS ARE A SYMBOLIC 
SHIFT, BUT NOT STRUCTURAL CHANGE. 

�Ú�C�I�`� �W�™�v�`�I�°�I���ò�`�`�×�W�¤�I�;�k�I�
���ò�k�°�^�W�°�C� �¤� �W�™�v�Ñ� �œ�¤�W�œ� �i�ò�I�k�W
rarely used in planning. If applied, they can advan ce 
urgent or controversial projects, but risks remain 
�ò�œ�v�¸�k���W���×�™�ò�¤�¤�I�k�;�W�I�k�°� �;�œ�ò�°� ���W�œ� �Ð�I� �Ñ�W�ò�k���W�`�v�k�;�m�°� �œ�i�W
servicing.

THE BOTTOM LINE – THERE’S A FINANCING 
PROBLEM, NOT A PERMISSION PROBLEM. 

Approvals are moving, but until rules stabilize, 
�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�W�ò�`�I�;�k�¤�^�W�ò�k���W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W���ò�°���C� �¤�W�¸�™�^�W
�•�k�°�ò�œ�I�v�€�¤�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W�™�I�™� �`�I�k� �W�Ñ�I�`�`�W��� �W�
�`�`� ���W�Ñ�I�°�C�W
approvals on paper, not homes on the ground.
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Approved But Not Built:
When Projects Stall After  

Planners Say ‘Yes’ 

01
CHAPTER
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If there was a single message we heard from 

Chief Planners in this inaugural survey, it’s that 

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.1 While municipal fees and red tape 

are often blamed, planners argue that the real issu e 

lies in rising borrowing costs, construction expens es, 

labour shortages, and regulatory uncertainty. This 

�}�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W���¸�°�W�k�v�°�W���¸�I�`�°�~�W�™�C� �k�v�i� �k�v�k�W�p�W�ò�`�¤�v�W�\�k�v�Ñ�k�W

as ABnB — is further exacerbated by landowners 

treating approvals as speculative assets, driving 

up land values and tying up vital servicing capacit y. 

Although municipalities are exploring new tools 

to push projects forward, planners emphasize that 

�¤�°�ò���`� �W�œ�¸�`� �¤�^�W�ò�`�I�;�k� ���W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W�œ� �ò�`�I�¤�°�I���W�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�W

are needed to turn ABnB approvals into actual 

housing starts. Without these, even the best effort s 

won’t get homes built. 

“There is, for some reason, this 		
	 lingering sense of what is holding 		
	 up getting housing built is the 		
	 speed at which you can approve 		
	 housing. That’s not true.”

PROJECTS ARE APPROVED, BUT THE PRO 
FORMAS DON’T WORK. 

Chief Planners told us that the high costs of 
borrowing, land and other construction inputs, 
along with labour shortages, make many projects 
�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�`�×�W�¸�k�Ð�I�ò���`� �]�W���k�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�W�i�ò�×�W�I�k���œ� �ò�¤� �W�°�C�  

value of land, but it does not guarantee a shovel 
in the ground. Developers often wait for better 
�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�W���v�k���I�°�I�v�k�¤�W�p�W���v�k���I�°�I�v�k�¤�W�v�¸�°�¤�I��� �W�v�:�W�ò�W
municipality’s control — leaving large inventories of 
paper approvals idle.

“Far too many people still think that 	
	 the housing crisis is a planning crisis. 	
	 It’s not.”

RESIDENTS, POLITICIANS, AND BUILDERS LOOK 
IN DIFFERENT DIRECTIONS. 

Observers often see planning as the bottleneck, but  
�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�W��� �™�ò�œ�°�i� �k�°�¤�W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�`�×�W�i� � �°�W�v�œ�W��� �ò�°�W
statutory timelines — and some planning leaders 
even welcomed provincial efforts to speed approval 
timelines. Councils, wary of shifting rules, someti mes 
��� �:� �œ�W��� ���I�¤�I�v�k�¤�]�W�'� �Ð� �`�v�™� �œ�¤�W�™�v�I�k�°�W�°�v�W�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�W
challenges as reasons not to start construction, 
while landowners may hold onto approved parcels 
�I�k�¤�°� �ò���W�v�:�W���¸�I�`���I�k�;�]�W�»�C� �W�œ� �¤�¸�`�°�W�I�¤�W�
�k�;� �œ�m�™�v�I�k�°�I�k�;�W
while housing starts stall.

• 	 �}�V�W�ò���°�¸�ò�`�`�×�W�°�C�v�¸�;�C�°�W�y�°�C� �W�œ� �:�¸�k���W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�z�W
was a good idea. It forced us to be faster.  
���k���W�k�v�Ñ�W�Ñ� �W�i� � �°�W�ò�`�`�W�v�¸�œ�W�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�]�~

• 	 �}�y�¯�°�ò�:�:�z�W�œ� �°�v�v�`� ���W�v�¸�œ�W� �k�°�I�œ� �W�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤� �¤�W�°�v�W
ensure that Council would have report 
recommendations in front of them within the 
�¤�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�����°�W�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�]�~

“We have a whole whack of approvals 	
	 in the hopper, but we have no 		
	 construction really starting.”

“We might have 5 or 10 or 15 years of housing projects  
ready to go just sitting there. You know, waiting for money  

to fall from the sky.” 
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SPECULATION TURNS APPROVALS INTO 
ASSETS INSTEAD OF HOMES.  

In some markets, rezonings and approvals are 
�°�œ� �ò�°� ���W�ò�¤�W�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�W�I�k�¤�°�œ�¸�i� �k�°�¤�]�W�j�ò�k���v�Ñ�k� �œ�¤�W�¤� ���¸�œ� �W
� �k�°�I�°�`� �i� �k�°�¤�^�W�°�C� �k�W�œ� �m�¤� �`�`�W�v�œ�W�C�v�`���W�™�œ�v�™� �œ�°�×�W�œ�ò�°�C� �œ�W
than build. This behaviour ties up scarce servicing 
allocations, drives up land values, and delays 
delivery of real units.

• 	 �}�Ú� �W�C�ò�Ð� �W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�^�W���¸�°�W�°�C� �W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���m�k�v�°�m���¸�I�`�°�W
�¸�k�I�°�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�I�k�W�°�C� �W�C�ò�k���¤�W�v�:�W�¤�™� ���¸�`�ò�°�v�œ�¤�]�~

• 	 �}�»�C� �W�ò���I�`�I�°�×�W�°�v�W�œ� �â�v�k� �W�ò�k���W���I�™�W�`�ò�k���W�I�¤�W���¸�I�`�°�W�I�k�°�v�W
�°�C� �W�™�œ�v�Ð�I�k���I�ò�`�W�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�]�~ 

SOME OF THE HOUSING STARTS CHALLENGE 
LIES IN POLICY.

The gap between housing approvals and actual 
construction is increasingly shaped by policy 
uncertainty. Planners argue that what’s needed are 
�¤�°�ò���`� �W�œ�¸�`� �¤�^�W�°�I�i� �`�×�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W�œ� �ò�`�I�¤�°�I���W�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�W�°�v�v�`�¤�^�W
and accountability measures that reward delivery, 
not speculation. Several Chief Planners reported, 
�ò�¤�W�Ñ� �W�Ñ�I�`�`�W���I�¤���¸�¤�¤�W�I�k�W�°�C� �W�k� �Ö�°�W�¤� ���°�I�v�k�^�W�°�C�ò�°�W�:�œ� �›�¸� �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.  

 

MUNICIPALITIES ARE TESTING NEW LEVERS  
TO PUSH PROJECTS FORWARD.

Chief Planners aren’t just sitting back, waiting fo r 
a mythical day when approvals turn into housing 
starts. They want to see new construction, and 
described a range of strategies they are trying to 
spur new builds, including:

• 	 Sunset clauses on rezonings to discourage 
�I�k��� �
�k�I�°� �W�`�ò�k���W���ò�k�\�I�k�;�]

• 	 Developer liaison tables to bring staff, agencies, 
�ò�k���W���¸�I�`��� �œ�¤�W�°�v�;� �°�C� �œ�W�°�v�W�¤�¸�œ�:�ò��� �W��� �ò�`�m���œ� �ò�\� �œ�¤�W
early.

• 	 Targeted incentives or fee deferrals tied to rental  
and affordable housing, while carefully managing 
�
�¤���ò�`�W�œ�I�¤�\�]

• 	 �¤�¸���`�I���W�`�ò�k���W�ò���°�I�Ð�ò�°�I�v�k�W�°�C�œ�v�¸�;�C�W�ò���›�¸�I�¤�I�°�I�v�k�^�W
servicing, and conditional sale tied to build dates .

• 	 Pipeline analytics to track where approved units 
�ò�œ� �W�I�k�W�°�C� �I�œ�W�`�I�:� ���×���`� �W�u� �]�;�]�^�W�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�^�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W
market absorption) and direct interventions 
accordingly.

“We have approvals 
stacked up, but no one 
is starting. That’s not a 
planning problem, it’s 
economics, servicing,  
and stability.”



Ontario Municipal Chief Planner Survey 2025   |  13

The Pervasive Impact of  
Rapid Legislative Change
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Constant legislative change has created an 

administrative churn pulling planners away from 

�™�œ�v�ò���°�I�Ð� �W�™�œ�v���`� �i�m�¤�v�`�Ð�I�k�;�W�ò�k���W�™�œ�v�™� �`�`�I�k�;�W�°�C� �i�W�I�k�°�v�W

�ò�W�k� �Ð� �œ�m� �k���I�k�;�W���×���`� �W�v�:�W�I�k�°� �œ�™�œ� �°�I�k�;�W�¤�C�I�:�°�I�k�;�W�œ�¸�`� �¤�]�W

�I�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�W�ò�i� �k���i� �k�°�¤�W�:�v�œ��� �W�œ� �™� �ò�°� ���W�¸�™���ò�°� �¤�W�°�v�W

�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤� �¤�^�W�œ� �m���œ�ò�:�°�I�k�;�W�v�:�W�™�`�ò�k�¤�^�W�ò�k���W�œ� �°�œ�ò�I�k�I�k�;�W�v�:�W

�¤�°�ò�:�:�^�W�`� �ò�Ð�I�k�;�W�`� �¤�¤�W���ò�™�ò���I�°�×�W�:�v�œ�W��� �¤�I�;�k�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�W�ò�k���W

integration. The uncertainty slows decisions across  

the system, as developers, lenders, and Councils 

hesitate to act if the regulatory environment may 

soon shift again. While some reforms have reduced 

�™�œ� �Ð�I�v�¸�¤�`�×�W� �¤�¤� �k�°�I�ò�`�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�^�W�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�¤�°�œ� �¤�¤�W

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.

�Ú�C� �k�W�ò�i� �k���i� �k�°�¤�W�`�ò�k���W�I�k�W�›�¸�I���\�W�¤�¸����� �¤�¤�I�v�k�^�W
planners must pause ongoing projects to interpret 
new language, revise checklists, and retrain 
�¤�°�ò�:�:�]�W�V�k�W�¤�v�i� �W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�^�W�v�:�
���I�ò�`�W�™�`�ò�k�¤�W�C�ò�Ð� �W
been resubmitted under one framework only to 
��� �W�v�Ð� �œ�°�ò�\� �k�W���×�W�ò�k�v�°�C� �œ�^�W�:�v�œ���I�k�;�W�k� �Ñ�W���œ�ò�:�°�¤�^�W�œ� �m
consultation, and fresh committee time. Managers 
redirect scarce hours to writing internal guidance 
�°�C�ò�°�W�i�ò�×�W��� �W�v���¤�v�`� �°� �W�Ñ�I�°�C�I�k�W�i�v�k�°�C�¤�]�W�I�œ�v�k�°�m�`�I�k� �W�¤�°�ò�:�:�W

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

“We often have to hit pause just to 		
	 understand what a new bill means for 	
	 us. That constant ambiguity slows the 	
	 process, even though it’s meant 		
	 to speed it up.”

• 	 “The rapidly changing provincial legislative 
environment is challenging … There’s been bill 
�ò�:�°� �œ�W���I�`�`�W�ò�:�°� �œ�W���I�`�`�]�~

• 	 �}�Ú� �W�œ� ���I���W�v�¸�œ�W�Ñ�C�v�`� �W�y�™�œ� �m�ò�™�™�`�I���ò�°�I�v�k�W
���v�k�¤�¸�`�°�ò�°�I�v�k�z�]�W���k���W�k�v�Ñ�W�×�v�¸�W���v�k�€�°�W� �Ð� �k�W�k� � ���W�°�v�W
���v�W�y�°�C� �W���v�k�¤�¸�`�°�ò�°�I�v�k�z�W�I�:�W�×�v�¸�W���v�k�€�°�W�Ñ�ò�k�°�W�°�v�]�W�»�C�ò�°�€�¤�W
�Y�¸�¤�°�W�¤�¸���C�W�ò�W�Ñ�ò�¤�°� �W�v�:�W�°�I�i� �W�ò�k���W�œ� �¤�v�¸�œ��� �¤�]�~

These constant changes shift the focus from creative 
�™�œ�v���`� �i�m�¤�v�`�Ð�I�k�;�W�°�v�W���v�i�™�`�I�ò�k��� �W�i�ò�I�k�°� �k�ò�k��� �^�W
�°�C�œ� �ò�°� �k�I�k�;�W�°�v�W� �œ�v��� �W��� �¤�I�;�k�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�^�W�¤�I�°� �W�I�k�°� �;�œ�ò�°�I�v�k�^�W
�ò�k���W�`�v�k�;�m�°� �œ�i�W�œ� �¤�I�`�I� �k��� �^�W� �Ð� �k�W�I�:�W�C� �ò���`�I�k� �W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�W
timelines show improvement.

• 	 “It always comes back to the churn, and we’re just 
�°�œ�×�I�k�;�W�°�v�W�\� � �™�W�¸�™�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�I�°�]�~

• 	 “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 
�ò�k���W�°�C� �œ� �]�~ 

UNCERTAINTY MAKES DEVELOPERS, LENDERS, 
AND COUNCILS MORE CAUTIOUS.

This uncertainty extends beyond planners to 
��� �Ð� �`�v�™� �œ�¤�^�W�`� �k��� �œ�¤�^�W�ò�k���W� �v�¸�k���I�`�¤�]�W�V�k�W�ò�W�C�I�;�C�m���v�¤�°�^�W
���ò�™�ò���I�°�×�m���v�k�¤�°�œ�ò�I�k� ���W�i�ò�œ�\� �°�^�W�¸�k���`� �ò�œ�W�œ�¸�`� �¤�W�ò�œ� �W
another reason for delay. Councils sometimes delay 
contentious items, fearing that approving something  
�i�I�;�C�°�W�¤�v�v�k�W�`� �ò���W�°�v�W�k�v�k�m���v�i�™�`�I�ò�k��� �]�W�»�C� �W���¸�i�¸�`�ò�°�I�Ð� �W
effect is delay — not from a single bottleneck, but  
from small pauses throughout the system.

“I have never seen so many 
bills. I don’t even want to 
talk to people named Bill 
anymore because of it.”
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“There are still so many unknowns. 		
	 The policies and frameworks keep 	
	 shifting, and that uncertainty makes  
	�I�°�W�C�ò�œ���W�°�v�W�™�`�ò�k�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W���v�k�
��� �k��� �]�~

• 	 “Biggest issue right now is these changes that are 
coming down the pipe from the province … it’s 
�œ� �ò�`�`�×�W�¸�k��� �œ�i�I�k�I�k�;�W�Ñ�C�ò�°�W�Ñ� �W���v�]�~

• 	 “I just want the legislative changes to stop so we 
can see how to put them together and how they 
�™�`�ò�×�W�I�k�W�°�C� �W�œ� �ò�`�W�Ñ�v�œ�`���]�~ 

SOME REFORMS ARE HELPING, BUT 
SAFEGUARDS MUST REMAIN.

Planners acknowledge that some provincial reforms 
have helped reduce unnecessary hurdles. Removing 
�`�v�Ñ�m�Ð�ò�`�¸� �W�¤�°�¸���I� �¤�W�ò�k���W�`�I�i�I�°�I�k�;�W�:�œ�I�Ð�v�`�v�¸�¤�W�ò�™�™� �ò�`�¤�W
have saved time. The prevailing view is pragmatic: 
fewer hoops, but better hoops. Where reforms cut 
�œ� ���W�°�ò�™� �W�Ñ�I�°�C�v�¸�°�W�¸�k��� �œ�i�I�k�I�k�;�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�^�W�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W 
are supportive. 

• 	 “I do think we need to change the approvals 
process. We need to standardize it. Over the last 
�������W�×� �ò�œ�¤�^�W�y�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�z�W�C�ò�Ð� �W��� � �k�W�;� �°�°�I�k�;�W�I�k�W�°�C� �W
way of actually doing good planning by creating 
�°�C� �¤� �W�`�v�k�;�W�™�œ�v�°�œ�ò���°� ���W���v�¸���`� �m���C� ���\�W�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤� �¤�^�W
���v�¸���`� �W�œ� ���¸�k���ò�k���×�W�°�C�I�k�;�¤�]�~

• 	 “I’m a big proponent of getting back to what 
planning is really about. We’ve drifted into 
focusing too much on minutiae, whether the  
setback is four, six, or eight feet, when the real 
purpose is to assess land use, alignment, and 
�Ñ�C� �°�C� �œ�W�Ñ� �€�œ� �W���œ� �ò�°�I�k�;�W�¤�ò�:� �°�×�W�I�¤�¤�¸� �¤�]�~

At the same time, Chief Planners are concerned that  
�¤�v�i� �W�`� �;�I�¤�`�ò�°�I�v�k�W�°�C�ò�°�W�ò�I�i�¤�W�°�v�W�¤�°�œ� �ò�i�`�I�k� �W��� ���I�¤�I�v�k�m
making also risks lowering the standards for sound 
planning. For example, Bill 17, the Protect Ontario  
by Building Faster and Smarter Act passed by 
the province this spring, defers and exempts DCs 
�I�k�W�¤�v�i� �W���ò�¤� �¤�^�W�œ� ���¸��� �¤�W�¤�°�¸���×�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�W�ò�k���W
restricts municipalities from

enforcing certain green building standards, among 
other measures. Some measures are welcome, 
others are a cause for worry.

• 	 “There’s a real danger of throwing out good 
practices we’ve built just to chase the latest 
�I�i�i� ���I�ò�°� �W�I�¤�¤�¸� �]�~ 

• 	 “I fully understand the goal is to increase the 
�›�¸�ò�k�°�I�°�×�W�v�:�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�^�W���¸�°�W�°�C� �W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�W�v�:�W�œ� �Ð�I� �Ñ�W
���v�¸�`���W��� �W�¸�k��� �œ�i�I�k� ���W���×�W���I�`�`�W�����]�~

“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 I think we’re 		
	 going to make some mistakes here  
	 in this push to grow at the rate that 	
	 we’re being asked to grow at.”

Where tools that safeguard livability, servicing, o r 
design are stripped away, planners warn that the 
risks will simply appear later, often at the buildi ng 
permit stage, or after occupancy. 

PLANNERS WANT STABILITY, CLARITY, AND 
SUPPORT TO MAKE CHANGE WORKABLE.

Chief Planners don’t want to be seen as obstacles 
to growth — indeed, many of them told us their 
municipalities’ goals are aligned with those of  
the province. 

“We share the same objectives with 	
	 the province. We do want to 		
	 advance more housing supply, in 		
	 particular affordable housing supply 	
	 in our communities and we are 		
	 looking to innovate in the way that 	
	 we do.”  
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But the recent state of constant legislative changes 
have made the planning process more complex, not 
�`� �¤�¤�]�W�»�C� �×�W�v�¸�°�`�I�k� ���W�¤� �Ð� �œ�ò�`�W�™�œ�ò���°�I���ò�`�W�
�Ö� �¤�_

• 	 A predictable rhythm for legislative updates 
involves consolidating packages with aligned 
effective dates, allowing staff to “implement once,  
�°�œ�ò�I�k�W�v�k��� �^�W�i� �ò�¤�¸�œ� �W�v�k��� �]�~

• 	 �¤�`�ò�I�k�m�`�ò�k�;�¸�ò�;� �W�I�i�™�`� �i� �k�°�ò�°�I�v�k�W�\�I�°�¤�_�W�i�v��� �`�W���×�m
laws, checklists, FAQs, and training supported by 
a single authoritative helpdesk.

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

• 	 �•�k� �m�Ñ�I�k���v�Ñ�W���v�v�œ���I�k�ò�°�I�v�k�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�ò�;� �k���I� �¤�W�ò�k���W
utilities so infrastructure planning keeps pace 
with housing designations.

• 	 Commitment to evaluate outcomes (e.g., 
�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�^�W�¤�°�ò�œ�°�¤�^�W�ò�k���W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�ò�°�I�Ð� �W�I�k���I���ò�°�v�œ�¤�v�W
before layering on new reforms.
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Critical Infrastructure  
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While many barriers to housing are beyond 

municipal control, Chief Planners point to 

infrastructure — and how to pay for it — as the 

key local constraint limiting housing supply. The 

ability to expand water, wastewater, solid waste, 

transportation, and electricity systems represents 

�ò�W�¤�I�;�k�I�
���ò�k�°�W���C�ò�`�`� �k�;� �W�:�v�œ�W�i�ò�k�×�W���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�I� �¤�]�W�V�k�W

some cases, systems are already at capacity, leaving 

approved projects stalled until major upgrades 

proceed. Municipalities described funding from 

senior governments as unreliable and unpredictable,  

while local revenue tools — largely limited to 

�™�œ�v�™� �œ�°�×�W�°�ò�Ö� �¤�W�ò�k���W�:� � �¤�W�p�W�ò�œ� �W�I�k�¤�¸�:�
���I� �k�°�W�°�v�W

���v�Ð� �œ�W�°�C� �W�C�¸�k���œ� ���¤�W�v�:�W�i�I�`�`�I�v�k�¤�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� ���W�°�v�W� �Ö�™�ò�k���W

infrastructure.

 
 

• 	 The scale of the infrastructure need is such that I  
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 
�:�v�œ�Ñ�ò�œ���W�v�œ�W�œ� �i�ò�I�k�W�¤�°�ò�`�`� ���]�W�§�v�ò���¤�W�ò�œ� �W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�`�× 

underfunded and misaligned with growth areas, 
while delayed arterial expansions or missing 
connections suppress development.

“The treatment plant is our biggest 	
	 stumbling block right now. Until 		
	 that’s resolved, growth is stalled.”

• 	 “We allocate servicing capacity, but if projects ar e 
not actually going to be built, our issue is how to  
�i�v�Ð� �W�°�C�ò�°�W�y�ò�`�`�v���ò�°�I�v�k�W�v�:�z�W���ò�™�ò���I�°�×�W�°�v�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �W�I�°�W�Ñ�I�`�`�W
��� �W�¸�¤� ���]�~ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“We can colour the maps every way the province wants, but until 
�°�v�I�`� �°�¤�W���¸�¤�C�W�ò�k���W�œ�v�ò���¤�W���v�k�k� ���°�^�W�k�v�°�C�I�k�;�W�;� �°�¤�W���¸�I�`�°�]�~

“If the government wants more 	
   housing, they need to put money    	
  on the table for the infrastructure  
   that makes it possible.”
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In several jurisdictions, local energy grids cannot  
handle approved housing until new distribution 
infrastructure is built. Some municipalities are 
�k� �;�v�°�I�ò�°�I�k�;�W���v�¤�°�m�¤�C�ò�œ�I�k�;�W�ò�œ�œ�ò�k�;� �i� �k�°�¤�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W
developers, while others are competing with 
� �i� �œ�;�I�k�;�W�™�v�Ñ� �œ�m�I�k�°� �k�¤�I�Ð� �W�I�k���¸�¤�°�œ�I� �¤�^�W�I�k���`�¸���I�k�;�W���V�m
related data infrastructure. Without timely upgrade s, 
permits cannot be issued — even when planning 
approvals are complete.

“Our local electricity provider doesn’t 	
	 have the capacity to support many of 	
	 our draft-approved plans. Projects are 	
	 lagging behind.”  
 

FRAGMENTED, UNPREDICTABLE — AND 
INSUFFICIENT — FUNDING SLOWS DELIVERY. 

Across the board, Chief Planners told us that the 
timing and structure of infrastructure funding 
announcements are too unreliable and unpredictable 
to support effective municipal planning. Municipal 
�v�:�
���I�ò�`�¤�W�ò�œ�;�¸� ���W�°�C�ò�°�W�}���ò�¤�C�×�~�W���v�i�™� �°�I�°�I�Ð� �W�™�œ�v�;�œ�ò�i�¤�^�W
�¤�¸���C�W�ò�¤�W�°�C� �W�Q�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�m�0�k�ò���`�I�k�;�W�Ú�ò�°� �œ�W�¯�×�¤�°� �i�¤�W
Fund (HEWSF),  Municipal Housing Infrastructure 
Program (MHIP),  and Housing Accelerator Fund 
(HAF) , force municipalities to compete against  
�v�k� �W�ò�k�v�°�C� �œ�W�p�W�}�`�I�\� �W�`�I�°�°�`� �W���I�œ���¤�W�I�k�W�ò�W�k� �¤�°�~�W�p�W�:�v�œ�W
limited dollars. 

 

�»�C�I�¤�W�`�ò���\�W�v�:�W�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���I�`�I�°�×�W�¸�k��� �œ�i�I�k� �¤�W�i�¸�`�°�I�m�×� �ò�œ�W
���¸���;� �°�I�k�;�W�ò�k���W�¤� �›�¸� �k���I�k�;�]�W�t�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W���ò�k�k�v�°�W
align capital schedules when they only see a couple  
of years of funding at a time.

Several municipalities reported being denied fundin g 
�:�v�œ�W�¸�œ�;� �k�°�^�W�Ñ� �`�`�m�™�`�ò�k�k� ���W�™�œ�v�Y� ���°�¤�]�W�Ú�C� �k�W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�I�¤�W
approved, conditions may limit its usefulness, rule s 
���ò�k�W���C�ò�k�;� �W�i�I���m�¤�°�œ� �ò�i�^�W�ò�k���W�™�œ�v�ò���°�I�Ð� �W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W
risk being penalized for work already underway. 
Slow disbursement from major federal programs, 
such as the Canada Infrastructure Bank,  further 
delays delivery.

• 	 “The challenge is predictable funding. We don’t 
know what’s coming, when, or how much  — and 
�Ñ� �€�œ� �W�k� �Ð� �œ�W�¤�¸�œ� �W�I�:�W�Ñ� �€�`�`�W�ò���°�¸�ò�`�`�×�W�;� �°�W�I�°�]�~

• 	 �}�Â�k�`� �¤�¤�W�×�v�¸�W�ò�œ� �W�°�œ�¸�`�×�W�¤�C�v�Ð� �`�m�œ� �ò���×�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�ò�W��� �¤�I�;�k�W
ready for tender, there is never enough money to 
�;�v�W�ò�œ�v�¸�k���]�~

• 	 “Competitive funding processes don’t work for us 
�p�W�Ñ� �€�œ� �W� �Ö�™� ���°� ���W�°�v�W�C�ò�Ð� �W�¤�C�v�Ð� �`�m�œ� �ò���×�W�™�œ�v�Y� ���°�¤�^�W
���¸�°�W�Ñ� �W�k� � ���W�°�C� �W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�
�œ�¤�°�W�Y�¸�¤�°�W�°�v�W���v�W�°�C� �W
�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�°�v�W�;� �°�W�°�C� �i�W�¤�C�v�Ð� �`�m�œ� �ò���×�]�~

PROVINCIAL POLICY SHIFTS BRING 
UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES FOR 
INFRASTRUCTURE.

Planning changes aimed at accelerating housing — 
whether at the local or provincial level — are ofte n 
introduced without accounting for the infrastructur e 
�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� ���W�°�v�W�¤�¸�™�™�v�œ�°�W�k� �Ñ�W�;�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�]�W�t� �ò�¤�¸�œ� �¤�W�¤�¸���C�W�ò�¤�W
waiving or reducing development charges (which  
is further discussed in the next section), centrali zing 
�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�ò�¸�°�C�v�œ�I�°�×�^�W�I�k��� �k�°�I�Ð�I�â�I�k�;�W�I�k�°� �k�¤�I�
���ò�°�I�v�k�^�W�ò�k���W
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  	
�I�k�W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�Ñ�I�°�C�v�¸�°�W�`�ò�œ�;� �W�'� �W�œ� �¤� �œ�Ð� �¤�]�~

• 	 “The biggest issue is growth approved through 
MZOs that designates land before infrastructure 
�I�¤�W�™�`�ò�k�k� ���]�~ 
 

“Show us more than one 
or two years ahead so we 
can plan properly.”
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�t�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�W�`� �ò��� �œ�¤�W�™�v�I�k�°� ���W�°�v�W� �Ö�ò�i�™�`� �¤�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �W�`�ò�œ�;� �m
scale projects — such as raw water intakes and 
�œ� �;�I�v�k�ò�`�W���I�¤�°�œ�I���¸�°�I�v�k�W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�¤�W�p�W� �Ö��� � ���W�`�v���ò�`�W�
�¤���ò�`�W
capacity. 

• 	 “The region did lose their planning authority ...  
���¸�°�W�°�C� �×�W���I���k�€�°�W�`�v�¤� �W�°�C� �I�œ�W�y�œ� �¤�™�v�k�¤�I���I�`�I�°�×�z�W�°�v�W
provide sanitary and water services in our 
� �Ö�™�ò�k�¤�I�v�k�W�ò�œ� �ò�]�~

“Adding a few hundred kilometres 		
	 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 
�ò���›�¸�I�œ�I�k�;�^�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W�i�ò�œ�\� �°�I�k�;�W�`�ò�k���W�Ñ�I�°�C�W
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 
�i�v��� �`�¤�W�v�œ�W���œ�I�k�;�I�k�;�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I��� �¤�W�I�k�m�C�v�¸�¤� �W�°�v�W��� �°�°� �œ�W
coordinate capital planning and growth, though  
they note that this is not a universal solution in  
�°�Ñ�v�m�°�I� �œ�W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�¤�]

Across our interviews, Chief Planners consistently 
�I��� �k�°�I�
� ���W�
�Ð� �W�™�œ�I�v�œ�I�°�I� �¤�W�°�C� �×�W�Ñ�v�¸�`���W�`�I�\� �W�°�v�W�¤� � �W�:�œ�v�i�W
senior governments:

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

2.	 �§� �™�`�ò��� �W�v�k� �m�v�:�:�W���v�i�™� �°�I�°�I�v�k�¤�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�:�v�œ�i�¸�`�ò�m
���ò�¤� ���^�W�i�¸�`�°�I�m�×� �ò�œ�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W�:�¸�k���I�k�;

3.	 �0�¤�°�ò���`�I�¤�C�W�v�k� �m�Ñ�I�k���v�Ñ�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�W�¤�v�W�¸�°�I�`�I�°�I� �¤�W 
and transportation keep pace.

4.	 Treat electricity as a core growth system, with 
early capacity checks built into planning.

5.	 Support local innovation (e.g., public land 
�™�œ� �™�ò�œ�ò�°�I�v�k�^�W�œ� �
�k� ���W�'� �W�°�v�v�`�¤�^�W�¸�°�I�`�I�°�×�W�œ� �:�v�œ�i�¤�v�W
�Ñ�C�I�`� �W� �k�¤�¸�œ�I�k�;�W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�œ� �i�ò�I�k�W�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�`�×�W
whole when offering incentives to the building 
industry.
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Development Charges:  
�(�V�V�H�Q�W�L�D�O���)�X�Q�G�L�Q�J�����*�U�R�Z�L�Q�J���3�U�H�V�V�X�U�H�V����

and the Search for Alternatives
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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 

��� �k�°�œ� �W�v�:�W�™�v�`�I�°�I���ò�`�W�ò�k���W�
�¤���ò�`�W�°� �k�¤�I�v�k�]�W�'� �¤�™�I�°� �W�°�C� �I�œ�W

���v�i�™�`� �Ö�I�°�×�W�ò�k���W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�W�ò�i� �k���i� �k�°�^�W�'� �¤�W�œ� �i�ò�I�k�W

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 l 
municipalities use to pay for the core infrastructu re 
(e.g., wastewater plants, watermains, and roads) 
that enables new housing. Developers often view 
�°�C� �i�W�ò�¤�W�ò�k�v�°�C� �œ�W�}�°�ò�Ö�~�W�ò�k���W�™�¸���`�I���W��� ���ò�°� �W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�`�×�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. 

 

• 	 “We’ve been spending our DCs trying to get pipes 
�I�k�W�°�C� �W�;�œ�v�¸�k���W�°�v�W�;� �°�W�°�C�I�k�;�¤�W�;�v�I�k�;�]�~

�•�Ð� �œ�W��� ���ò��� �¤�^�W�œ� �¤�™�v�k�¤�I���I�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�:�v�œ�W�;�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�m
related infrastructure have been downloaded to 
municipalities without matching funding streams. 
Removing or reducing them without guaranteed 
���ò���\�
�`�`�W�¤�I�i�™�`�×�W��� �`�ò�×�¤�W�°�C� �W�Ð� �œ�×�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� ���W 
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. 

• 	 “Communities, through no fault of their own, have 
�C�ò���W�°�v�W�œ� �`�×�W�°�v�v�W�C� �ò�Ð�I�`�×�W�v�k�W�'� �¤�]�~

DCs work best for predictable hard assets; they 
�¤�°�œ�¸�;�;�`� �W�I�k�W�:�ò�¤�°�m�i�v�Ð�I�k�;�W�i�ò�œ�\� �°�¤�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W
types, tenures, and exemptions are constantly 
���C�ò�k�;�I�k�;�]�W�I�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�W�ò�i� �k���i� �k�°�¤�^�W� �Ö� �i�™�°�I�v�k�¤�^�W�ò�k���W
���I�¤���v�¸�k�°�¤�W�k�v�Ñ�W�i�ò�\� �W�'� �W���ò�`���¸�`�ò�°�I�v�k�¤�W�ò�W�}�C�I�;�C�m�¤�°�ò�\� �¤�W
�¤�™�œ� �ò���¤�C� � �°�W� �Ö� �œ���I�¤� �~�W�°�C�ò�°�W���v�k�¤�¸�i� �¤�W�¤�I�;�k�I�
���ò�k�°�W 
staff time.  

“If a city exempts 
something from DCs that 
revenue still has to be 
made up somewhere else. 
We need to keep the DCs 
whole.”
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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 	
	 I 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 
�¤�C�v�¸�`���W�i�v�Ð� �W�:�œ�v�i�W�}�œ� ���¸���I�k�;�W���C�ò�œ�;� �¤�~�W�°�v�W�}�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W
�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �]�~�W

• 	 �}�V�:�W�I�°�€�¤�W�k�v�°�W�™�ò�I���W�:�œ�v�i�W�'� �¤�W�°�C� �k�W�:�œ�v�i�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �d�~

“The new police station, the new  
	�
�œ� �W�¤�°�ò�°�I�v�k�^�W�°�C� �¤� �W�¤�°�I�`�`�W�k� � ���W�°�v�W��� �W 
	 built … so if it isn’t DCs, we have to 	
	 decide whether that comes from 		
	 property 	taxes, or the province, or  
	 the feds.”

• 	 �}�V�:�W�°�C� �W�;�v�Ð� �œ�k�i� �k�°�W�Ñ�ò�k�°�¤�W�y�°�v�W�œ� ���¸��� �W�'� �¤�z�W 
then they gotta put their money where their 
mouth is, and actually fund some of these 
�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W���v�¤�°�¤�]�~

 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, 
�Ñ� �`�`�^�W�k�v�W�Ñ�v�k��� �œ�W�°�C� �×�W���ò�`�`�v�v�k� ���]�~

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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�Ú�C�I�`� �W�°�C� �œ� �W�Ñ�ò�¤�W�k�v�W���v�k�¤� �k�¤�¸�¤�W�v�k�W�C�v�Ñ�W�°�v�W�}�
�Ö�~�W
DCs, Chief Planners suggested a number of 
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.

• 	 �¤�œ�v�Ð�I��� �W���v�k�¤�I�¤�°� �k�°�W�™�œ�v�Ð�I�k���I�ò�`�W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�v�œ�W���v�¤�°�m
sharing programs for municipalities to build 
�;�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�m� �k�ò���`�I�k�;�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �^�W�`� �ò�Ð�I�k�;�W
��� �Ð� �`�v�™�i� �k�°�W�`� �Ð�I� �¤�W�°�v�W���v�Ð� �œ�W�`�v�Ñ� �œ�m���v�¤�°�W�¸�™�;�œ�ò��� �¤�W
to community infrastructure (e.g., recreation 
centres, libraries, new parks). 

• 	 Increase transparency in how DCs are being 
�¸�¤� ���W�u� �]�;�]�^�W�`�ò�×�m�™� �œ�¤�v�k�W�:�œ�I� �k���`�×�W���ò�¤�C���v�ò�œ���¤�W
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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The Evolving Identity  
and Practice of the  
Municipal Planner
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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 

�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W�°�ò�œ�;� �°�¤�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�I�k�¤�¸�:�
���I� �k�°�W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�ò�k���W

competing with the private sector for staff willing  to 

�Ñ�v�œ�\�W�I�k�W�ò�W�™�¸���`�I���W�}�
�¤�C���v�Ñ� �̀~�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �W� �Ð� �œ�×�W��� ���I�¤�I�v�k�W�I�¤�W

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 affec ts 
how advice is received and makes collaboration 
harder right when a coordinated execution is  
needed most.

“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  
	 is right and put forward the best 		
	 recommendations.”

Several planners added that procedural 
�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�W�I�k���œ� �ò�¤�I�k�;�`�×�W���v�i�I�k�ò�°� �W�°�C� �W�Ñ�v�œ�\���ò�×�^�W
shifting time from solving problems to administerin g 
process. Staff spend more hours formatting 
submissions, updating checklists, and retracing steps 
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.’”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“I would argue that a lot of my colleagues around the  
province are feeling stressed right now.”
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Planners worry this trajectory weakens the craft of  
�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�p�W�¤� �›�¸� �k���I�k�;�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �^�W�¤�C�ò�™�I�k�;�W�
�°�W
�ò�k���W�
�k�I�¤�C�^�W���œ�v�\� �œ�I�k�;�W�°�œ�ò��� �m�v�:�:�¤�^�W�ò�k���W�;�¸�I���I�k�;�W�Ð�I�ò���`� �W
projects to decision — and leaves less time for the  
integrative thinking that makes projects both faste r 
and better.

PLANNERS ARE CONFRONTING THEIR OWN 
CHALLENGES WHILE DRIVING RENEWAL.

Chief Planners said that common stereotypes of 
�°�C� �I�œ�W�™�œ�v�:� �¤�¤�I�v�k�W�ò�œ� �W�v�:�°� �k�W�v�Ð� �œ�¤�I�i�™�`�I�
� ���W�ò�k���W�¸�k�:�ò�I�œ�W�p�W
but not entirely without basis. They acknowledged 
that planning can sometimes lean toward caution, 
that process can become a comfort zone, and that 
risk aversion can slow adaptation.

Several planners said the challenge now is 
to channel that diligence into a mindset of 
collaboration and delivery. They spoke about  
the need to modernize systems, streamline  
internal processes, and make better use of data  
and technology.

• 	 “The planning profession ... we’re kind of Luddites  
in some ways. We haven’t necessarily leveraged 
new technologies in a way that’s as smart as  
�Ñ� �W���v�¸�`���]�~

Chief Planners emphasized that renewal is already 
underway, focused on making due diligence more 
agile while preserving its integrity, rooted in a c ivic 
commitment to building livable, complete and 
sustainable communities.

PLANNERS ARE EVOLVING THEIR SKILLSET.

Chief Planners said the work of municipal planning 
has become more interdisciplinary than ever before.  
Their teams are expected to blend policy analysis, 
�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�W�`�I�°� �œ�ò���×�^�W� �k�;�I�k� � �œ�I�k�;�W�\�k�v�Ñ�`� ���;� �^�W�ò�k���W
community engagement — often within the  
same project.

• 	 “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. 
�t�ò�×��� �W�Ñ� �W�k� � ���W�°�v�W�œ� �°�C�I�k�\�W�Ñ�C�ò�°�W�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W���v�]�~

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  
�I�k�°�v�W�i�ò�\�I�k�;�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�]�~

�¤�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�k�v�W�`�v�k�;� �œ�W�Y�¸�¤�°�W�`�ò�k���m�¸�¤� �W� �Ö�™� �œ�°�¤�`�W
they are integrators across disciplines, translatin g 
between policy, design, infrastructure, and 
� ���v�k�v�i�I���¤�]�W�»�C� �×�W�¤�ò�I���W�°�C�ò�°�W�i�v��� �œ�k�W�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �¤�W
both technical literacy and strategic communication  

— the ability to navigate political dynamics, guide  
public dialogue, and keep projects aligned with 
community goals.

“Planners are necessary, but planners 	
	 are getting in the way of themselves.”

Chief Planners said the profession is adapting 
through new skills and tools. Teams are investing 
in data analysis, scenario planning, and the abilit y 
to translate infrastructure dependencies into clear  
timelines and risks. They also highlighted the need  

“I think as planners and as 
municipalities we’re more 
prone to working towards 
no than we are working 
towards yes … and I think 
that’s a problem.”
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�°�v�W�`� �ò���W�I�k�°� �œ���I�¤���I�™�`�I�k�ò�œ�×�W�™�œ�v���`� �i�m�¤�v�`�Ð�I�k�;�^�W���œ�I���;�I�k�;�W
�ò���œ�v�¤�¤�W� �k�;�I�k� � �œ�I�k�;�^�W�
�k�ò�k��� �^�W�ò�k���W��� �¤�I�;�k�]

• 	 �}�»�C� �W�I�i�™�ò���°�¤�W�v�:�W���V�W�ò�œ� �W���v�i�I�k�;�W���v�Ñ�k�W�°�C� �W�™�I�™� �`�I�k� �]�~

Several planners said emerging technologies 
will continue to reshape how planning work is 
���v�k� �W�p�W�:�œ�v�i�W���ò�°�ò�m���œ�I�Ð� �k�W�¤��� �k�ò�œ�I�v�W�°� �¤�°�I�k�;�W�°�v�W�™�¸���`�I���W
� �k�;�ò�;� �i� �k�°�W�p�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ�I�k�;�W�k� �Ñ�W�°� ���C�k�I���ò�`�W�¤�\�I�`�`�¤�W�ò�k���W
judgment about when and how to use these tools.

CAPACITY LIMITS ARE SHAPING DELIVERY.

� �C�I� �:�W�¤�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�°�v�`���W�¸�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�`�I�i�I�°� ���W�¤�°�ò�:�
�k�;�W�ò�k���W�œ�I�¤�I�k�;�W
workloads are eroding municipal capacity. Many 
departments rely on external sources to manage 
applications or handle specialized work. While this  
�C� �`�™�¤�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�¤�C�v�œ�°�m�°� �œ�i�W�Ð�v�`�¸�i� �^�W�I�°�W�ò�����¤�W���v�¤�°�^�W� �œ�v��� �¤�W
institutional memory, and reduces consistency for 
applicants and Councils. Several respondents said 
�°�C� �×�W�ò�œ� �W�¤�°�œ�I�Ð�I�k�;�W�°�v�W�œ� ���¸�I�`���W�¤�°�ò���`� �W�I�k�m�C�v�¸�¤� �W�°� �ò�i�¤�^�W
even as they continue to depend on external support .

• 	 “Recruitment is number one — the talent 
�ò���›�¸�I�¤�I�°�I�v�k�W�™�I� ��� �W�I�¤�W�ò�W�¤�I�;�k�I�
���ò�k�°�W���C�ò�`�`� �k�;� �]�~

“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  
�¤�I�i�™�`�I�:�×�W���v��� �¤�^�W���¸�°�W�°�C�ò�°�W���v�I�k�;�W�¤�v�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �¤�W�¤�°�ò���`� �W
�¤�°�ò�:�
�k�;�^�W���`� �ò�œ�W�;�¸�I���ò�k��� �^�W�ò�k���W�œ� �ò�`�I�¤�°�I���W�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�W 
from senior governments.  
 

“It’s making people have to think about 	
	 planning in a different sort of way, but 	
	 also recognizing that there’s real 		
	 value to it beyond just being a 		
	 pipeline for approval.”

Respondents agreed that housing targets help 
maintain focus, but approvals alone are not a 
�¤�¸�:�
���I� �k�°�W�i� �ò�¤�¸�œ� �W�v�:�W�¤�¸����� �¤�¤�]�W���W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�W�°�C�ò�°�W�œ� �Ñ�ò�œ���¤�W
approvals without tracking starts, servicing, or 
�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�W�i�I�¤�¤� �¤�W�°�C� �W�v�¸�°���v�i� �¤�W�œ� �¤�I��� �k�°�¤�W�ò���°�¸�ò�`�`�×�W
experience.

Chief Planners said the goal is not simply to proce ss 
�i�v�œ� �W�
�`� �¤�^�W���¸�°�W�°�v�W���¸�I�`���W��� �°�°� �œ�W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�¤�W�p�W�v�k� �¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W
balance urgency with integrity and enable timely, 
coordinated delivery.
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Municipal leaders have long grappled with 

overlapping mandates and uncertain accountability, 

�°�C� �W�™� �œ� �k�k�I�ò�`�W�›�¸� �¤�°�I�v�k�¤�W�v�:�W�Ñ�C�v�W�`� �ò���¤�^�W�Ñ�C�v�W�™�ò�×�¤�^�W�ò�k���W

who delivers. The planning realm is no exception. 

Chief Planners described an increasingly fragmented  

system where municipalities are tasked with turning  

�™�œ�v�Ð�I�k���I�ò�`�W�ò�k���W�:� ��� �œ�ò�`�W�ò�i���I�°�I�v�k�¤�W�I�k�°�v�W�v�k�m�°�C� �m�;�œ�v�¸�k���W

results, often without the authority, data, or tool s to 

�i�ò�°���C�]�W�'�I�œ� ���°�I�v�k�W���v�i� �¤�W�›�¸�I���\�`�×�^�W���v�v�œ���I�k�ò�°�I�v�k�W�`�ò�;�¤�W

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  
 what municipalities are facing on the  
 housing front ... and I 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 
�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W�`� �;�I�¤�`�ò�°�I�v�k�W�¤� �°�°�I�k�;�W�`�v���ò�`�W�°�ò�œ�;� �°�¤�W���I���k�€�°�W�œ� ��� ���°�W
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.”

Several pointed to recent reforms as emblematic of 
the imbalance between direction and delivery. These  
include Bill 17, the Protect Ontario by Building 
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 
�ò�œ�v�¸�k���W�°�C� �W���œ�I�°� �œ�I�ò�W�:�v�œ�W�}�¤�™� ���I�ò�`�W� ���v�k�v�i�I���W�â�v�k� �¤�]�~

 
 
 
 
 
 
Municipal staff emphasized that they share the 
province’s urgency on housing, but that execution 
�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �¤�W�™�ò�œ�°�k� �œ�¤�C�I�™�^�W�k�v�°�W�™�œ� �¤���œ�I�™�°�I�v�k�]�W�'�I�œ� ���°�I�v�k�W
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, 
�;�v�Ð� �œ�k�i� �k�°�¤�€�W� �:�:� ���°�I�Ð� �k� �¤�¤�W��� �™� �k���¤�W�v�k�W�`�v�k�;�m�°� �œ�i�W
���v�v�œ���I�k�ò�°�I�v�k�W�ò�k���W�¤�¸�¤�°�ò�I�k� ���W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�^�W�k�v�°�W�v�k� �m�v�:�:�W
funds or competitive processes. Others highlighted 
ongoing misalignment between CMHC’s programs 
and the Housing Accelerator Fund and municipal 
�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤� �¤�^�W�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�^�W�ò�k���W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�]�W�»�C�I�¤�W�v�:�°� �k�W
forces municipalities to modify their own systems 
�°�v�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�:�×�W�:�v�œ�W�™�œ�v�;�œ�ò�i�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�ò�œ�œ�I�Ð� �W�°�v�v�W�`�ò�°� �]�W�t�ò�k�×�W
expressed concern that without clearer delivery 
�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�W�v�œ�W�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���`� �W���ò�™�I�°�ò�`�W���v�Ñ�¤�^�W�ò�i���I�°�I�v�¸�¤�W
national initiatives risk stalling at the local lev el.

“You’ve got very 
inexperienced people 
working in decision-
making roles who think 
they know the answer to 
the housing crisis.”
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•  “Our timelines are just not in sync, … I can 
�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� �W�ò�W�™�œ�v�Y� ���°�W�œ� �ò�`�`�×�W�œ� �ò�`�`�×�W�›�¸�I���\�`�×�^�W���¸�°�W�°�C� �k�W
an applicant is waiting for another six months 
to start construction because the CMHC 
�¸�k��� �œ�Ñ�œ�I�°�I�k�;�W�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤�W�Y�¸�¤�°�W�°�ò�\� �¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�i�¸���C�W�`�v�k�;� �œ�]�~

•  “Funding is critical — CMHC needs to move faster 
on our affordable housing projects. Our approvals 
take weeks and theirs can take six months to  
�ò�W�×� �ò�œ�]�~

“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 
�y�I�¸�k���z�W�¸�k�°�I�`�W���������m���������d�W�j�I�\� �W�k�v�°�C�I�k�;�W�Ñ�ò�¤�W�Ñ�œ�v�k�;�W
before that? Come on. You’re really late to the 
�™�ò�œ�°�×�]�~

 

 

MULTIPLE APPROVALS AND AGENCIES CREATE 
FRICTION, DELAY, ANDFRUSTRATION.

Beyond legislation, planners pointed to the maze of  
agency approvals and overlapping jurisdictions that  
slow projects long after they have planning consent . 
The Ministry of Transportation’s permitting process  
�Ñ�ò�¤�W�°�C� �W�i�v�¤�°�W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�`�×�W���I�°� ���W� �Ö�ò�i�™�`� �W�p�W���v�i�™�`� �Ö�W
�i�v��� �`�`�I�k�;�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�^�W�`�I�i�I�°� ���W�¤�°�ò�:�:�W���ò�™�ò���I�°�×�^�W�ò�k���W
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 
���¸�I�`�°�W�ò�k���W�Ñ�C� �k�]�~

•  “If I’m on the Gardiner Expressway, I could 
practically throw a stone at some of those 
apartments. But out here, next to a provincial 
�C�I�;�C�Ñ�ò�×�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�Ñ�ò�×�W�`� �¤�¤�W�°�œ�ò�:�
���^�W�Ñ� �€�œ� �W�°� �`�`�I�k�;�W
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� �W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�]�~

A glimmer of hope for some interviewees is that Bil l 
17 directs the Ministry of Transportation to review  
�I�°�¤�W���¸�œ�œ� �k�°�W�™� �œ�i�I�°�°�I�k�;�W�™�œ�v��� ���¸�œ� �¤�W�ò�k���W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�]�W
However, given their view on the complexity of the 
�™�œ�v���`� �i�W�ò�k���W�¤���ò�`� �W�v�:�W�°�C� �W�¤�v�`�¸�°�I�v�k�¤�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� ���^�W�¤�v�i� �W
respondents expressed skepticism that it would 
�C�ò�Ð� �W�ò�W�k� �ò�œ�m�°� �œ�i�W�I�i�™�ò���°�]�W

“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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“MTO’s going to update their corridor  
 review process [this year]? Good luck.  
 I’ll eat my shirt if they move that fast.”

�»�œ�ò�k�¤�I�°�m�v�œ�I� �k�°� ���W���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�I� �¤�W�°� �`�`�W�ò�W�¤�I�i�I�`�ò�œ�W�¤�°�v�œ�×�]�W
Planners described the provincial vision as ambitio us 
and appropriate but said implementation often lacks  
synchronization across transportation, infrastructu re, 
�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W� �k�Ð�I�œ�v�k�i� �k�°�ò�`�W�
�`� �¤�]�W�'� ���I�¤�I�v�k�¤�W�ò�°�W�¤�I�k�;�`� �W
TOC sites can leave municipalities managing higher 
densities in areas not anticipated in earlier servi cing 
�v�œ�W�°�œ�ò�:�
���W�i�v��� �`�¤�^�W�v�œ�W�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�:�v�œ�W���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�I� �¤�W
without certainty on when the new transit will be 
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 
�i�ò�™�W�°�v�;� �°�C� �œ�W�ò�k�×�Ñ�ò�×�]�~

•  “We need to ensure the transit actually gets 
delivered … the town’s challenge is saying ‘no 
occupancy until the station’s built’. Metrolinx and  
�°�C� �W��� �Ð� �`�v�™� �œ�W�k� � ���W�°�v�W�¤�v�œ�°�W�°�C�ò�°�W�v�¸�°�]�~

� �C�I� �:�W�¤�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�¤�ò�I���W�°�C�ò�°�W�Ñ�C�I�`� �W�v�k� �m�Ñ�I�k���v�Ñ�W
coordination has been discussed for years, most 
approvals still move through separate ministries 
or agencies with little visibility into each other’ s 
timelines. Each delay compounds costs and 
���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�×�W�:�œ�¸�¤�°�œ�ò�°�I�v�k�W�p�W�ò�k���W�Ñ� �ò�\� �k�¤�W���v�k�
��� �k��� �W

that all levels of government are working from  
the same plan.

RESPONSIBILITIES KEEP SHIFTING 
DOWNWARD, BUT THE CAPACITY TO  
DELIVER HASN’T FOLLOWED.

Chief Planners said that the devolution of 
�™�`�ò�k�k�I�k�;�W�œ� �¤�™�v�k�¤�I���I�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�:�œ�v�i�W�œ� �;�I�v�k�ò�`�W�°�v�W�`�v�Ñ� �œ�m
tier municipalities has often expanded workloads 
without additional staff or funding needed to 
carry them out. In some cases, municipalities have 
recruited former regional planners to rebuild local  
capacity; in others, small teams are absorbing 
���v�i�™�`� �Ö�W�k� �Ñ�W�
�`� �¤�W�v�k�W�°�v�™�W�v�:�W� �Ö�I�¤�°�I�k�;�W���v�i�i�I�°�i� �k�°�¤�]�W
�¯� �Ð� �œ�ò�`�W��� �¤���œ�I��� ���W�°�C� �W�¤�C�I�:�°�W�ò�¤�W�Ñ� �`�`�m�I�k�°� �k�°�I�v�k� ���W���¸�°�W
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 
�\�I�k���W�v�:�W�C�ò�Ð� �W�°�v�W���œ�v�™�W� �Ð� �œ�×�°�C�I�k�;�W�ò�k���W�œ� �¤�™�v�k���]�~

�¤�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W�¤�ò�I���W�°�C�ò�°�W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�W�`� �;�I�¤�`�ò�°�I�Ð� �W�ò�i� �k���i� �k�°�¤�^�W
new reporting mandates, and shifting program 
���œ�I�°� �œ�I�ò�W�C�ò�Ð� �W�i�ò��� �W�I�°�W���I�:�
���¸�`�°�W�°�v�W�™�`�ò�k�W��� �×�v�k���W�°�C� �W
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.   
 Every chance the province gets   
 to look at that and understand it   
 better, they just double down.”   
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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, 
�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�¤� �›�¸� �k��� ���^�W�ò�k���W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�I�¤�W�¤�°�ò���`� �]�W
�Ú�C�ò�°�W�¸�k��� �œ�i�I�k� �¤�W�™�œ�v�;�œ� �¤�¤�^�W�°�C� �×�W�¤�ò�I���^�W�I�¤�W�°�C� �W�¤�°�v�™�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 
���C�ò�k�;� �¤�W�ò�k���W�¤�C�v�œ�°�m�°� �œ�i�W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�ò�k�k�v�¸�k��� �i� �k�°�¤�W
�Ñ� �ò�\� �k�W���v�k�
��� �k��� �W�ò�k���W�Ñ�ò�¤�°� �W�°�I�i� �W�p�W�°�C� �W�v�k� �W
resource none of the partners can spare.

�§� �¤�™�v�k��� �k�°�¤�W���ò�`�`� ���W�:�v�œ�W�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���`� �^�W�:�v�œ�i�¸�`�ò�m���ò�¤� ���W
�:�¸�k���I�k�;�^�W�v�k� �m�Ñ�I�k���v�Ñ�W���v�v�œ���I�k�ò�°�I�v�k�W�:�v�œ�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�^�W
�ò�k���W�i�¸�`�°�I�m�×� �ò�œ�W�™�`�ò�k�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�ò�`�I�;�k�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �^�W
�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W�
�¤���ò�`�W���v�i�i�I�°�i� �k�°�¤�]�W�I�v�œ�W� �C�I� �:�W�¤�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�^�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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Municipal Innovation  
and Proactive Streamlining 

Efforts
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Chief Planners described a profession that is not 

standing still. Across Ontario, planning department s 

are taking the initiative to modernize approvals, 

�¤�I�i�™�`�I�:�×�W�œ�¸�`� �¤�^�W�ò�k���W�œ� ���¸�I�`���W�™�¸���`�I���W���v�k�
��� �k��� �W�I�k�W

how growth is managed. They are embracing 

innovation — not waiting for it — by using new 

�°�v�v�`�¤�^�W���`� �ò�œ� �œ�W�¤�°�ò�k���ò�œ���¤�^�W�ò�k���W�¤�i�ò�œ�°� �œ�W�Ñ�v�œ�\���v�Ñ�¤�W�°�v�W

make housing delivery faster and more predictable. 

�I�œ�v�i�W��� �`� �;�ò�°� ���W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�W�°�v�W�™�œ� �m�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W��� �¤�I�;�k�¤�^�W

planners are actively reshaping the system to 

reduce friction and provide greater certainty. Whil e 

these efforts are already paying off in speed and 

�°�œ�ò�k�¤�™�ò�œ� �k���×�^�W�™�`�ò�k�k� �œ�¤�W� �i�™�C�ò�¤�I�â� ���W�°�C�ò�°�W� �:�
���I� �k���×�W

alone cannot solve the housing challenge without 

�¤�°�ò���`� �W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �^�W�
�k�ò�k���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���`� �W

funding to sustain progress.

PLANNERS ARE STREAMLINING APPROVALS 
TO GIVE BUILDERS MORE CERTAINTY.

Chief Planners told us they are retooling approval 
processes to give builders, residents, and Councils 
�i�v�œ� �W���v�k�
��� �k��� �W�°�C�ò�°�W�ò�k�W�ò�™�™�`�I���ò�°�I�v�k�W���ò�k�W��� ���v�i� �W
a real project, despite external pressures such 
as volatile markets, servicing constraints, and a 
constant stream of provincial rule changes.

Community Planning Permit Systems are being 
adopted or explored to bring multiple approvals 
under one umbrella. Routine matters — such as  
site plans and holding provision removals — are 
being delegated from Councils to staff. This trims 
�Ñ� � �\�¤�W�:�œ�v�i�W�°�I�i� �`�I�k� �¤�W�ò�k���W�°�ò�\� �¤�W�i�I�k�v�œ�W�
�`� �¤�W�v�¸�°�W�v�:�W
political debate.  

Municipalities are also setting expectations earlie r. 
�t�¸�`�°�I�m���I�¤���I�™�`�I�k�ò�œ�×�W�™�œ� �m���v�k�¤�¸�`�°�ò�°�I�v�k�¤�^�W�I�k���`�¸���I�k�;�W
Indigenous partners where appropriate, help surface  
issues before drawings harden. Stronger terms of 
reference and clear submission standards cut down 
on resubmissions and consultant churn.

MUNICIPALITIES ARE ALIGNING RULES WITH  
REALITY — AND CUTTING RED TAPE WHERE 
PATTERNS REPEAT.

Planners said they are adapting regulatory tools to  
�œ� ��� ���°�W�k� �Ñ�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W�œ� �ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�]�W�¯� �Ð� �œ�ò�`�W�ò�œ� �W�™�I�`�v�°�I�k�;�W
�™�œ� �m�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W��� �¤�I�;�k�¤�W�:�v�œ�W�ò����� �¤�¤�v�œ�×�W���Ñ� �`�`�I�k�;�W�¸�k�I�°�¤�^�W
updating zoning to allow gentle density — such as 
fourplexes by right — and reducing parking along 
transit routes. Where development patterns are 
�™�œ� ���I���°�ò���`� �^�W�:�v�œ�i�m���ò�¤� ���W�v�œ�W�°�×�™�v�`�v�;�×�m���œ�I�Ð� �k�^�W���v��� �¤�W
are being adopted to give applicants clear targets 
and reduce negotiation. 

“I have our team review Committee  
 of Adjustment applications regularly.  
 If we’re seeing the same stuff coming  
 forward and the committee’s   
 approving it, we don’t care — just   
 move on it. Make an amendment  
 to the bylaw so people don’t need  
 to apply and stop taking money out  
 of people’s pockets and wasting  
 their time.”

Planners said they are also tightening study 
�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �i� �k�°�¤�W�ò�k���W�¤�°�ò�k���ò�œ���I�â�I�k�;�W�°� �œ�i�¤�W�v�:�W�œ� �:� �œ� �k��� �W
to focus on what truly adds value — cutting 
unnecessary studies that slow projects without 
improving outcomes.

“We’re amending bylaws so more developments  
can happen by right.”



•  “We can’t just throw the book at the applicants 
�ò�k���W�œ� �›�¸� �¤�°�W� �Ð� �œ�×�W�¤�°�¸���×�W�¸�k��� �œ�W�°�C� �W�¤�¸�k�]�~

Municipalities are also setting expectations earlie r. 
�t�¸�`�°�I�m���I�¤���I�™�`�I�k�ò�œ�×�W�™�œ� �m���v�k�¤�¸�`�°�ò�°�I�v�k�¤�^�W�I�k���`�¸���I�k�;�W
Indigenous partners where appropriate, help surface  
issues before drawings harden. 

TECHNOLOGY AND PROACTIVE PLANNING ARE 
MAKING SYSTEMS FASTER AND SMARTER.

Planners are using technology not just to move 
�
�`� �¤�W�:�ò�¤�°� �œ�^�W���¸�°�W�°�v�W�i�ò�\� �W�°�C� �W�™�œ�v��� �¤�¤�W���`� �ò�œ� �œ�W�ò�k���W
�i�v�œ� �W�ò����� �¤�¤�I���`� �W�:�v�œ�W� �Ð� �œ�×�v�k� �W�I�k�Ð�v�`�Ð� ���]�W�0�m�™� �œ�i�I�°�°�I�k�;�W
platforms are now standardizing submissions and 
showing application status in real time. Public 
dashboards are giving residents and builders cleare r 
visibility into what’s happening in their communiti es. 
Several municipalities are testing targeted uses of   
���V�W�°�v�W���ò�;�W�I�k���v�k�¤�I�¤�°� �k���I� �¤�W�I�k�W���œ�ò�Ñ�I�k�;�¤�W�¤�v�W�œ� �Ð�I� �Ñ� �œ�¤�W
can spend less time on errors and more on 
professional judgment.

�}�Ú� �€�œ� �W� �Ö�™� �œ�I�i� �k�°�I�k�;�W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�ò�œ�°�I�
���I�ò�`�W�W
 intelligence to help our applicants   
 provide more accurate plans.”

“We’re exploring AI so the region  
 can speak with one voice on   
 interpretation.”

Many municipalities are redesigning internal 
�Ñ�v�œ�\���v�Ñ�¤�W�°�v�W�°�¸�œ�k�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�W�I�k�°�v�W�ò���°�I�v�k�]�W�¯�°�ò�k���I�k�;�W

�}�™�I�™� �`�I�k� �W�°�ò���`� �¤�~�W�k�v�Ñ�W�°�œ�ò���\�W�ò�™�™�`�I���ò�°�I�v�k�¤�W�:�œ�v�i�W�™�œ� �m
consultation through building permit, with clear 
�ò�����v�¸�k�°�ò���I�`�I�°�×�W�:�v�œ�W�C�ò�k���m�v�:�:�¤�]�W�0�k�;�I�k� � �œ�I�k�;�W�œ� �Ð�I� �Ñ�W
is being integrated into development services to 
reduce silos, while capital project delivery and 
development review are being separated to allow 
each area to focus on its core expertise. Together, 
these changes are not only speeding up delivery 
but rebuilding trust in the process — showing that 
municipalities can be both rigorous and responsive.

Some are also moving further upstream to 
� �k�¤�¸�œ� �W�°�C�ò�°�W�;�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�W�ò�œ� �ò�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�°�œ�¸�`�×�W���¸�I�`���m�œ� �ò���×�]�W
�t�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�ò�œ� �W�ò���›�¸�I�œ�I�k�;�^�W�¤� �œ�Ð�I���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W 
marketing land with conditions that tie disposition   
to build dates. In some cases, they’re using assembly 
tools — even expropriation — to bring fragmented 
parcels together so priority housing can proceed. 
Keeping master plans and detailed designs current 
� �k�¤�¸�œ� �¤�W�™�œ�v�Y� ���°�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�¤�C�v�Ð� �`�m�œ� �ò���×�W�Ñ�C� �k�W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W
windows open.
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The Seldom-Used Lever:  
�6�W�U�R�Q�J���0�D�\�R�U���3�R�Z�H�U�V���D�Q�G�� 

Their Perceived Impact 
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Strong Mayor Powers were introduced by the 

province to give the leaders of Ontario’s largest 

municipalities more direct control over budgets, 

�¤�°�ò�:�
�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W��� �œ�°�ò�I�k�W���×�m�`�ò�Ñ�¤�W�p�W�I�k���`�¸���I�k�;�W�°�C�v�¤� �W

tied to housing and growth. The intent was to 

accelerate housing delivery by enabling decisive 

leadership when Council processes slowed down 

decisions. To date, with almost half of Ontario’s 

mayors now granted these powers, Chief Planners 

said they have been used sparingly — and rarely for  

housing.  Most mayors have chosen collaboration 

over confrontation, exercising the powers mainly 

for internal or administrative matters. Yet planner s 

cautioned that if mayors begin using them more 

broadly, the absence of clear guardrails and 

�™�œ�v�:� �¤�¤�I�v�k�ò�`�W�I�k�™�¸�°�W���v�¸�`���W���ò�œ�œ�×�W�¤�I�;�k�I�
���ò�k�°�W�œ�I�¤�\�¤�_�W�™�v�v�œ�W

�¤� �›�¸� �k���I�k�;�^�W�Ñ� �ò�\�W�I�k�°� �;�œ�ò�°�I�v�k�^�W�ò�k���W�`�v�k�;�m�°� �œ�i�W���v�¤�°�¤�W

�°�C�ò�°�W�v�¸�°�Ñ� �I�;�C�W�ò�k�×�W�¤�C�v�œ�°�m�°� �œ�i�W�;�ò�I�k�¤�]�W�Ú�C�I�`� �W�¯�°�œ�v�k�;�W

Mayor Powers remain largely dormant, the debate 

around their future use is far from settled.

“[Strong Mayor Powers are] a new  
 way of doing business. We’re trying  
 to stay aligned while upholding   
 professional ethics — but at any   
 moment, I could be replaced, and   
 I’m okay with that. I 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 
�™�œ�v���`� �i�m�¤�v�`�Ð�I�k�;�]�W�V�k�W�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�I�°�I� �¤�W�Ñ�C� �œ� �W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W
�
�`� �¤�W�ò�œ� �W�ò�`�œ� �ò���×�W�i�v�Ð�I�k�;�^�W�`� �ò��� �œ�¤�W�¤� � �W�`�I�°�°�`� �W�œ� �ò�¤�v�k�W
to invoke extraordinary powers that could disrupt 
established processes.

•  “Our Mayor has the powers but won’t use them. 
He feels it’s better to sit down with Council and 
�C�ò�Ð� �W�ò�W���I�¤���¸�¤�¤�I�v�k�W�œ�ò�°�C� �œ�W�°�C�ò�k�W���I���°�ò�°� �]�~

“They have not been used in our   
 municipality, and I don’t think that  
 our current mayor has the intention  
 to use them.”

•  “In our case, Strong Mayor Powers haven’t played 
a major role. There’s a level of trust between staf f, 
Council, and the mayor that we’re advancing the 
���v�i�i�¸�k�I�°�×�€�¤�W�I�k�°� �œ� �¤�°�¤�]�~

In instances where mayors have used their powers, 
the focus has been internal issues ¬ such as 
budgetary issues or personnel decisions — rather 
than on housing.

•  “The mayor has rarely used Strong Mayor Powers, 
�ò�k���W�v�k�`�×�W�:�v�œ�W�ò���i�I�k�I�¤�°�œ�ò�°�I�Ð� �W�°�ò�¤�\�¤�]�~

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.
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PLANNERS SEE BOTH OPPORTUNITY  
AND DANGER.

Some Chief Planners acknowledged that, in rare 
cases, Strong Mayor Powers could advance housing 
�p�W�™�ò�œ�°�I���¸�`�ò�œ�`�×�W�:�v�œ�W�C�I�;�C�m��� �k�¤�I�°�×�W�v�œ�W�™�¸���`�I���m�I�k�°� �œ� �¤�°�W
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 
�Ñ�ò�œ�k� ���W�°�C�ò�°�W�°�C� �¤� �W��� �k� �
�°�¤�W�ò�œ� �W�C�I�;�C�`�×�W�¤�I�°�¸�ò�°�I�v�k�ò�`�W�ò�k���W

depend on professional advice being followed.

•  “Strong Mayor Powers could help advance 
housing — especially shelters, affordable,  
and supportive housing — by overcoming  
�`�v���ò�`�W�v�™�™�v�¤�I�°�I�v�k�]�~

•  �}�»�C� �W�™�v�Ñ� �œ�¤�W���ò�k�W�°�ò�\� �W�¤�°�ò�:�:�W�v�¸�°�W�v�:�W�ò�W���I�:�
���¸�`�°�W
�™�v�¤�I�°�I�v�k�W�Ñ�C� �k�W�C�I�;�C�m��� �k�¤�I�°�×�W�™�œ�v�Y� ���°�¤�W�:�ò��� �W 
�C� �ò�Ð�×�W�v�™�™�v�¤�I�°�I�v�k�]�~

“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 
���×�W�°�œ�ò�k�¤�™�ò�œ� �k�°�W���œ�I�°� �œ�I�ò�W�°�I� ���W�°�v�W�™�¸���`�I���m�I�k�°� �œ� �¤�°�W�°� �¤�°�¤�^�W
servicing readiness, and adopted policy. Without 
those standards, unilateral decisions risk bypassin g 
planning expertise and producing projects out of 
�¤� �›�¸� �k��� �W�Ñ�I�°�C�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W���ò�™�ò���I�°�×�W�p�W�`� �ò���I�k�;�W�°�v�W
�`�v�k�;�m�°� �œ�i�W���v�¤�°�¤�]

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

 

•  “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 
though we’re the ones trying to bring everyone 
�°�v�;� �°�C� �œ�W�°�v�W�;� �°�W�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W���¸�I�`�°�]�~

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 
���v�k��� �œ�k�¤�W�ò���v�¸�°�W�I�k�°� �;�œ�ò�°�I�v�k�^�W�¤� �›�¸� �k���I�k�;�^�W�ò�k���W�`�v�k�;�m
term sustainability.

The takeaway is clear: Strong Mayor Powers,  
on their own, do not build homes faster. Used 
responsibly and with professional guidance, 
they may help in limited cases — but without 
transparency and partnership, they risk creating 
friction rather than progress. For Ontario’s 
Chief Planners, the most effective path remains 
collaboration: aligning political leadership, Counc il 
oversight, and professional planning to deliver 
housing that is integrated, serviceable, and 
sustainable.

“A single decision made 
without understanding  
the numbers can cost a 
city for decades.”
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“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�¸�k�`�v���\�I�k�;�W�°�C�ò�°�W��� �`�I�Ð� �œ�×�W�Ñ�I�`�`�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �W�i�v�œ� �W�°�C�ò�k�W
faster approvals.

Based on interviews with planning leaders across th e 
province, StrategyCorp’s perspective is that Ontari o’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 
�ò�;� �k���I� �¤�^�W�ò�k���W�
�k�ò�k���I�ò�`�W���v�k���I�°�I�v�k�¤�W�°�C�ò�°�W�i�ò�\� �W� �k�°�I�°�`� ���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 
���×�W�:�œ� �›�¸� �k�°�W�`� �;�I�¤�`�ò�°�I�Ð� �W���C�ò�k�;� �¤�^�W�:�œ�ò�;�i� �k�°� ���W�™�œ�v�;�œ�ò�i�W
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:

 

Conclusion
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StrategyCorp’s Perspective
�)�L�Y�H���3�U�L�R�U�L�W�L�H�V���I�R�U���8�Q�O�R�F�N�L�Q�J���'�H�O�L�Y�H�U�\

1. Stabilize the rules of the game  

A pause on major legislative and policy changes 
would allow municipalities (and in some cases, 
the Province) to fully implement reforms already 
underway. Planners emphasize the need for 
clarity, consistency, and time to operationalize 
changes — not more churn.

2. Create a predictable funding framework  

�J�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�m� �k�ò���`�I�k�;�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W�i�¸�¤�°�W��� �W
funded before homes can be built. Unreliable 
��� �Ð� �`�v�™�i� �k�°�W���C�ò�œ�;� �W���ò���\�
�`�`�¤�W�ò�k���W�¤�C�v�œ�°�m�°� �œ�i�W
funding models limit delivery capacity. A stable, 
�i�¸�`�°�I�m�×� �ò�œ�W�I�k�:�œ�ò�¤�°�œ�¸���°�¸�œ� �W�:�¸�k���I�k�;�W�ò�™�™�œ�v�ò���C�W
would support planning certainty and align with 
�`�v�k�;�m�œ�ò�k�;� �W�;�œ�v�Ñ�°�C�W�°�ò�œ�;� �°�¤�]

3. Establish a Chief Planners’ Advisory Forum  

���W��� ���I���ò�°� ���W�™�œ�v�Ð�I�k���I�ò�`�m�i�¸�k�I���I�™�ò�`�W�:�v�œ�¸�i�W���v�¸�`���W
improve coordination, support early feedback 
on implementation, and reduce the lag between 
�™�v�`�I���×�W�I�k�°� �k�°�W�ò�k���W�v�k�m�°�C� �m�;�œ�v�¸�k���W�v�¸�°���v�i� �¤�]

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 
decisions and accelerate delivery.

5. Balance scale with quality  

Streamlining must still preserve core planning 
functions. Planners emphasize the importance 
of due diligence on servicing, circulation, and 
�i�ò�¤�¤�I�k�;�W�p�W�ò�k���W�v�:�W� �ò�œ�`�×�W���`�ò�œ�I�°�×�W�ò���v�¸�°�W�°�œ�ò��� �m�v�:�:�¤�W
to maintain public trust.

Chief planners understand the urgency of Ontario’s 
�C�v�¸�¤�I�k�;�W�;�v�ò�`�¤�]�W���¸�°�W�°�C� �×�W�ò�œ� �W�ò�`�¤�v�W���`� �ò�œ�m� �×� ���W
about what it will take to deliver. Shifting from a n 
�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð�ò�`�¤�m�:�v���¸�¤� ���W�¤�×�¤�°� �i�W�°�v�W�v�k� �W�°�C�ò�°�W� �k�ò���`� �¤�W�œ� �ò�`�^�W
�°�I�i� �`�×�W���v�k�¤�°�œ�¸���°�I�v�k�W�Ñ�I�`�`�W�œ� �›�¸�I�œ� �W�¤�°�ò���`� �W�œ�¸�`� �¤�^�W�¤� ���¸�œ� �W
funding, and stronger coordination. By addressing 
these conversion challenges, the province can 
�i�v�Ð� �W�:�œ�v�i�W�}�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W���¸�°�W�k�v�°�W���¸�I�`�°�~�W�°�v�W�}�ò�™�™�œ�v�Ð� ���W
�ò�k���W���œ� �ò�\�I�k�;�W�;�œ�v�¸�k���~�W�p�W��� �`�I�Ð� �œ�I�k�;�W�k�v�°�W�Y�¸�¤�°�W�i�v�œ� �W
housing, but better communities.

•  “There’s a real opportunity to do things differentl y 
than they’ve been done for years. Sometimes 
great things come from being pushed into 
uncomfortable spaces. It’s making people think 
about planning in new ways and recognize its 
value beyond just a pipeline of approvals. Like a 
�Y�v�¸�œ�k� �×�^�W�¤�v�i� �°�I�i� �¤�W�×�v�¸�W�k� � ���W�°�v�W�°�ò�\� �W�ò�k�W�v�:�:�m�œ�ò�i�™�W
before getting back on the path to reach the right 
��� �¤�°�I�k�ò�°�I�v�k�]�~

•  “I’m not sure I want accountants and economists 
planning my city. I’d like there to be someone at 
the table who’s actually thinking about livability,  
�Ñ�C�v�€�¤�W�°�C�I�k�\�I�k�;�W�v�:�W�›�¸�ò�`�I�°�×�W�v�:�W�`�I�:� �^�W�Ñ�C�v�€�¤�W�°�C�I�k�\�I�k�;�W�v�:�W
��� �ò�¸�°�×�W�ò�k���W��� �¤�I�;�k�]�W�»�C� �¤� �W�\�I�k���¤�W�v�:�W�›�¸� �¤�°�I�v�k�¤�W�ò�œ� �W
�I�i�™�v�œ�°�ò�k�°�]�~

•  “I think it’s the affordability issue that is const antly 
in our orbit of: how do we advance housing 
projects? How do we help bring affordable 
housing and support our development 
community to help them advance their projects 
so that the community, the development industry, 
� �Ð� �œ�×���v���×�W�Ñ�I�k�¤�]�~
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