569/22
Cll - Nov. 17

7 \/\/atson

A & Associates
ECONOMISTS LTD.

November 14, 2022

Dear Clients:

Re: Assessment of Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act) — Planning Matters

On behalf of our many municipal clients, we are continuing to provide the most up to
date information on the proposed changes to housing and planning related legislation
as proposed by Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act). As identified in our October 31,
2022 letter to you, our firm is providing an evaluation of the proposed changes along
with potential impacts arising from these changes. The following comments will be
included in our formal response to the Province which we anticipate presenting to the
Standing Committee on Heritage, Infrastructure and Cultural Policy this week.

Overview Commentary

The Province has introduced Bill 23 with the following objective: “This plan is part of a
long-term strategy to increase housing supply and provide attainable housing options
for hardworking Ontarians and their families.” The Province’s plan is to address the
housing crisis by targeting the creation of 1.5 million homes over the next 10 years. To
implement this, Bill 23 introduces a number of changes which seek to increase the
supply of housing. The following summary of proposed key housing and planning
related changes, along with our firm’s commentary, is provided below. It is noted that
this letter specifically focuses on the impacts of Bill 23 regarding long-range planning
and growth management initiatives at the municipal level.

Streamlining Municipal Planning Responsibilities

Schedule 9 of the Bill proposes a number of amendments to the Planning Act.
Subsection 1 (1) of the Act is proposed to be amended to provide for two different
classes of upper-tier municipalities; those that have planning responsibilities and those
that do not. Changes are proposed to remove the planning policy and approval
responsibilities from the following upper-tier municipalities: Regions of Durham, Halton,
Niagara, Peel, Waterloo, and York, as well as the County of Simcoe. In addition, the
proposed changes could potentially be applied to additional upper-tier municipalities in
the future via regulation.

The proposed amendments under Schedule 9 of the Bill introduce numerous questions
related to the approach to ensuring effective leadership, management and integration of
regional and local land use planning across the affected jurisdictions. In addition to
providing a broad vision and planning direction with respect to the long-term
management of urban, rural and natural systems, upper-tier municipal planning
authorities also play a critical role regarding the coordination, phasing, and delivery of
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water, wastewater and transportation infrastructure as well as other municipal services.
The Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (P.P.S.), sets out specific responsibilities for
upper-tier municipalities, in consultation with lower-tier municipalities, related to
planning coordination, housing, economic development, natural environment and
municipal infrastructure. Furthermore, the P.P.S. directs upper-tier municipal planning
authorities to provide policy direction to lower-tier municipalities on matters that cross
municipal boundaries.

While the proposed amendment to the Bill aims to streamline the land use planning
process across the affected municipalities, it risks increasing complexity and
miscommunication while adding to the technical and administrative efforts of both lower-
tier and upper-tier municipalities, as well as the Province.

Furthermore, it would remove critical planning resources and knowledge at the upper-
tier level which are required when addressing matters that cross technical disciplines
and municipal jurisdictions. This would potentially result in disjointed efforts and
outcomes with respect to local planning approvals and regional municipal service
delivery.

Review of the Potential Integration of A Place to Grow and the Provincial Policy
Statement (P.P.S.)

The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing is undertaking a housing-focused policy
review of A Place to Grow: the Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe
(G.G.H.), 2019, as amended, hereinafter referred to as the Growth Plan, and the P.P.S.
The Province is reviewing the potential integration of the P.P.S. and the Growth Plan
into a new Province-wide planning policy framework that is intended to:

e Leverage housing-supportive policies of both policy documents, while removing
or streamlining policies that result in duplication, delays or burden the
development of housing;

e Ensure key growth management and planning tools are available to increase
housing supply and support a range and mix of housing options;

e Continue to protect the environment, cultural heritage, and public health and
safety; and

e Ensure that growth is supported with the appropriate amount and type of
community infrastructure.

Since the release of the Growth Plan in 2006 under the Places to Grow Act, 2005,
G.G.H. municipalities have been in a continuous cycle of developing and defending
growth management processes and Official Plan updates. Over the past several years,
all G.G.H. upper-tier, single-tier, and most lower-tier municipalities have initiated the
process of updating their respective Official Plans to bring these documents into
conformity with the Growth Plan. Within the G.G.H., this process is referred to as a
Municipal Comprehensive Review (M.C.R.). Many of these municipalities have
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completed their draft M.C.R. analyses and draft Official Plan updates for provincial
approval, while several others are approaching completion.

The required technical analysis associated with the growth analysis and urban land
needs assessment component of the M.C.R. process is set out in the Provincial Land
Needs Assessment (L.N.A.) methodology, which is specific to G.G.H. municipalities. ™!
The M.C.R. process has required tremendous time and effort on behalf of
municipalities, consulting agencies, stakeholder groups and involved residents. The
results of these efforts represent a key planning milestone for all G.G.H. municipalities
and provide a solid foundation to build on as it relates to future growth management
implementation, monitoring and benchmarking.

Ontario municipalities located outside the G.G.H. are also now in the process of
updating their respective Official Plans in accordance with the P.P.S. For municipalities
in these jurisdictions, this process is referred to as a Comprehensive Review (C.R.).
While there are potential benefits regarding the consolidation of the P.P.S. and the
Growth Plan, as it relates to the M.C.R. and C.R. process, there are a number of issues
that should be considered regarding this effort, particularly as they relate to long-term
growth management and urban land needs, discussed below.

Long-Term Population and Employment Forecasts

Schedule 3 of the Growth Plan establishes minimum long-term population and
employment forecasts for upper-tier and single-tier municipalities in the G.G.H. to the
year 2051. The Ministry of Finance (M.O.F.) also establishes long-term population
forecasts for all Ontario Census Divisions (C.D.s), which typically represent upper-tier
municipalities, separated municipalities, and single-tier municipalities. The M.O.F.
forecasts are not recognized as official forecasts for planning purposes in Ontario;
however, they are updated annually and can be used to inform population forecasts in
Official Plans. Under a consolidated Growth Plan and P.P.S., consideration would need
to be given to the role and source of growth forecasts established by the Province for all
Ontario municipalities.

Provincial Land Needs Assessment Methodology Guidelines

As previously noted, the L.N.A. methodology for G.G.H. municipalities was updated by
the Province in 2020. In accordance with the Growth Plan, the L.N.A. methodology
provides a step-by-step approach to conducting growth forecasts and urban land need
assessments for upper-tier and single-tier municipalities for both Community Areas (i.e.,
living areas) and Employment Areas. All other Ontario municipalities rely on the 1995
Provincial Projection Methodology Guidelines (P.P.M.G.) for guidance regarding the
technical approach to growth forecasts and urban land need assessments. It is noted

(1] A Place to Grow: Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe, Land Needs
Assessment Methodology for the Greater Golden Horseshoe. August 2020.
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that the 1995 P.P.M.G. suggests that a simplified methodology can be used for smaller
or low-growth municipalities. It is further noted that the P.P.M.G. is meant to be used as
“best practices” and the guidelines are not mandatory. Under a consolidated Growth
Plan and P.P.S., consideration is required regarding the application of a standardized
L.N.A. methodology for all Ontario municipalities.

Addressing Urban Land Needs for Urban Settlement Areas

An important term used in the P.P.S. in the context of both urban land needs and
housing affordability is the Regional Market Area (R.M.A.). The R.M.A. is defined in the
P.P.S. and Growth Plan (with modifications) as follows:

“an area that has a high degree of social and economic interaction. The
upper- or single-tier municipality, or planning area, will normally serve as
the regional market area. However, where a regional market area extends
significantly beyond these boundaries, then the regional market area may
be based on the larger market area. Where regional market areas are
very large and sparsely populated, a smaller area, if defined in an official
plan, may be utilized.”

With respect to urban residential land needs assessments, the broad objective of this
policy is to ensure the efficient and wise use of all designated urban lands, both
occupied and vacant, within the R.M.A. before expanding Urban Settlement Area
boundaries. Across southern Ontario municipalities, a key challenge with the
application of this policy is the mismatch of urban residential land needs at the urban
settlement area level within the defined R.M.A. geography.

If the R.M.A. definition is interpreted too rigidly, it can constrain urban residential
development within Urban Settlement Areas, and more broadly across entire
municipalities, where identified urban land surpluses have been determined elsewhere
within the R.M.A. Neither the P.P.S. nor the Growth Plan provide adequate direction for
addressing residential urban land supply and demand mismatches within the R.M.A.
Subsection 2.2.1.6 of the Growth Plan provides policy direction regarding Excess
Lands, which applies exclusively to Outer Ring G.G.H. municipalities. Under a
consolidated Growth Plan and P.P.S., a review of the R.M.A. and Excess Lands policies
would be required to determine an appropriate and standardized approach to
addressing localized urban residential land needs for Urban Settlement Areas and local
municipalities.

Residential Intensification Targets and Minimum Density Requirements

Subsection 2.2.7.2 of the Growth Plan provides direction with respect to minimum
greenfield density targets for G.G.H. upper-tier and single-tier municipalities. These
densities range between 40 and 50 people and jobs per gross hectare (ha). Minimum
density requirements are also prescribed in the Growth Plan for Strategic Growth Areas,
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such as Urban Growth Centres and Major Transit Station Areas (M.T.S.A.s). The
P.P.S. does not prescribe minimum density targets for Ontario municipalities but does
require municipalities to establish density targets for areas adjacent, or in proximity, to
M.T.S.A.s and corridors.

Subsection 2.2.2.1 of the Growth Plan requires upper-tier and single-tier G.G.H.
municipalities to establish minimum intensification targets within delineated built-up
areas (B.U.A.s). These were established under the Growth Plan, 2006. The delineated
B.U.A.s within G.G.H. municipalities have remained unchanged since the Growth Plan
was established in 2006. The P.P.S. also requires municipalities to establish residential
intensification targets but does not prescribe minimum density targets for Ontario
municipalities. Furthermore, the P.P.S. does not require municipalities to delineate built
area boundaries in Official Plans; however, some Ontario municipalities outside the
G.G.H. have delineated built area boundaries for planning purposes. It is noted that the
delineation of built area boundaries may be subject to change or update for
municipalities outside the G.G.H., while B.U.A.s within the G.G.H. will remain fixed as of
2006. Under a consolidated Growth Plan and P.P.S., a standardized approach to
minimum density requirements and residential intensification targets would be required
for all Ontario municipalities.

Rural Housing

An identified area of the Growth Plan and P.P.S. review is to provide policy direction to
enable more residential development in Rural Areas. Rural Settlement Areas include
existing hamlets or similar existing small settlement areas that are established in Official
Plans. These communities are typically serviced by individual, private, on-site water
and/or private wastewater systems. Rural Settlement Areas provide clusters of
business operations that are essential to future economic growth. Infilling and minor
rounding out of existing residential and non-residential development within Rural
Settlement Areas is important to ensure that these areas remain vibrant, sustainable
and complete communities. Under a consolidated Growth Plan and P.P.S., enabling
more residential development in Rural Settlement Areas, and Rural Areas more broadly,
would need to be considered within the context of the existing provincial and local policy
frameworks, the land use hierarchy identified in Official Plans, the provision of servicing,
as well as the protection of natural heritage and agricultural lands.

Employment Area Conversion

An identified area of the Growth Plan and P.P.S. review is to provide policy direction to
streamline and simplify the conversion of Employment Areas to new residential and
mixed-use development, where appropriate. Employment Areas form a vital component
of a municipality’s land use structure and represent an integral part of the local
economic development potential and competitiveness of municipalities. If not carefully
evaluated, the conversion of Employment Areas to non-employment uses can
potentially lead to negative impacts on the local economy in several ways. First,
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Employment Area conversions can reduce employment opportunities, particularly in
export-based sectors, creating local imbalances between population and employment.
Second, Employment Area conversions can potentially erode employment land supply
and lead to further conversion pressure as a result of encroachment of non-employment
uses within, or adjacent to, Employment Areas. Finally, Employment Area conversions
can potentially fragment existing Employment Areas, undermining their functionality and
competitive position. Under a consolidated Growth Plan and P.P.S., policy direction
regarding the conversion of Employment Areas should emphasize principles and criteria
that examine both the quantity and quality of Employment Areas within the context of
the local and regional market attributes, as well as the planned urban function of the
subject conversion sites.

2031 Municipal Housing Targets

The Province has identified that an additional 1.5 million new housing units are required
to be built over the next decade to meet Ontario’s current and forecast housing needs.
Furthermore, the Province has assigned municipal housing targets, identifying the
number of new housing units needed by 2031, impacting 29 of Ontario’s largest and
many of the fastest growing single/lower tier municipalities. Key observations on the
Province’s plan are as follows:

e The municipal housing targets for 2031 collectively account for 1,229,000 units,
representing about 82% of Ontario’s overall 1.5 million new homes target.

e Of the 29 municipalities with housing targets identified, 25 are within the G.G.H.
and four are located in other areas of southwestern and southeastern Ontario.

e Within the G.G.H. municipalities, the municipal housing targets are generally
higher than approved housing forecasts. In non-G.G.H. municipalities, there is
generally less discrepancy between the approved housing forecasts and the
Province’s targets. Having said that, the Municipal Housing Pledges are not
intended to replace current municipal Official Plans.

e The municipal housing targets are based on current and future housing needs. A
share of the overall housing need is attributed to a structural deficit in existing
housing inventories, while a portion of the housing need is linked to anticipated
population growth over the next decade.

e The housing targets are adapted from the housing needs assessment provided in
the “Ontario’s Need for 1.5 Million More Homes” report, prepared by Smart
Prosperity Institute, dated August 2022.

e The impacted municipalities are being asked to prepare Municipal Housing
Pledges to meet these housing targets. These pledges must include details on
how the municipality will enable/support housing development through a range of
planning, development approvals and infrastructure related initiatives.

e These housing pledges are not intended to replace current municipal Official
Plans and are not expected to impact adopted municipal population or
employment projections.
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e While the municipal housing targets do not specify housing form, density, or
geographic location (e.g., greenfield, intensification), it is anticipated that any
needs beyond adopted housing forecasts will largely comprise rental and
affordable housing units primarily located within B.U.A.s, and to a lesser extent,
designated greenfield areas (D.G.A.s).

e To develop effective local policies and programs to support the achievement of
the housing targets, it is recommended that municipalities assess their existing
and future housing needs through a local lens, building on the high-level
assessment provided by the Province.

e Local housing needs should be considered within a broader growth management
framework, reflecting population, labour and employment/economic growth
potential, and addressed through a planning, economic, fiscal and housing
affordability lens.

Potential Changes to Inclusionary Zoning

Inclusionary zoning is a tool that can be used by municipalities to ensure the provision
of affordable housing. Ontario Regulation (O. Reg.) 232/18 implements inclusionary
zoning in Ontario. The proposed amendments to O. Reg 232/18 would:

e Establish 5% as the upper limit on the number of affordable housing units; the
5% limit would be based on either the number of units or percentage share of
gross floor area of the total residential units; and

e Establish a maximum period of twenty-five (25) years over which the affordable
housing units would be required to remain affordable.

While the proposed changes provide certainty with respect to affordable housing to be
provided under inclusionary zoning, they greatly limit a municipality’s ability to tailor the
provision for affordable housing to the local market and for development feasibility

considerations identified through the required Inclusionary Zoning Assessment Report.

We will continue to monitor the legislative changes and advise as the Bill proceeds.
Yours very truly,

WATSON & ASSOCIATES ECONOMISTS LTD.

Jamie Cook, MCIP, RPP, PLE, Managing Partner
Gary Scandlan, BA, PLE, Managing Partner
Andrew Grunda, MBA, CPA, CMA, Principal

Peter Simcisko, BA (Hons), MBE, Managing Partner
Sean-Michael Stephen, MBA, Managing Partner
Jack Ammendolia, BES, PLE, Managing Partner
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To Our Conservation Authority and Municipal Clients:

Re: Assessment of Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act) — Conservation Authorities
Act

On behalf of our many conservation authority and municipal clients, we are continuing
to provide the most up-to-date information on the proposed changes to the
Conservation Authorities Act (C.A. Act) as proposed by Bill 23 (More Homes Built
Faster Act). As identified in our October 31, 2022 letter to you, our firm is providing an
evaluation of the proposed changes to the C.A. Act along with potential impacts arising
from these changes. The following comments will be included in our formal response to
the Province.

1. Overview Commentary

The Province has introduced Bill 23 with the following objective: “This plan is part of a
long-term strategy to increase housing supply and provide attainable housing options
for hardworking Ontarians and their families.” The Province’s plan is to address the
housing crisis by targeting the creation of 1.5 million homes over the next 10 years. To
implement this plan, Bill 23 introduces a number of changes to the C.A. Act., along with
nine other Acts including the Development Charges Act and the Planning Act, which
seek to increase the supply of housing.

One of the proposed amendments to the C.A. Act is that the Minister of Natural
Resources and Forestry would have the authority to prevent a conservation authority
from increasing their fees and charges. Providing the Minister with this power is
proposed to limit the financial burden of any fee increases on developers and
landowners in an attempt to accelerate housing in Ontario and make housing more
affordable. The proposed limitation would result in a cross-subsidization of the costs of
plan review and permitting for development to existing taxpayers. This is a result of
these costs having to be offset by the municipal levy charged by conservation
authorities.

If these costs cannot be recovered from the municipal levy, then conservation
authorities would be under pressure to provide the intended level of service for
development approvals with less funding. When considered in combination with the
other changes proposed that would limit the scope of conservation authority
involvement in the development approvals process, this may impact the quality and
efficiency of the approvals process, and potentially impair the Province’s goal of
accelerating an increase in housing development.
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Over the past 33 years, there have been other changes to legislation, such as the
Development Charges Act, that have reduced the costs payable by development.
These historical reductions have not resulted in a decrease in housing prices; hence, it
is difficult to relate how further limiting funding for municipal and conservation authority
services will increase the supply of affordable housing. Moreover, conservation
authority fees for plan review and permitting in the Greater Toronto Area and outer rim
typically comprise less than 0.1% of the cost of a new home. This further illustrates the
limited impact this proposal would have on making housing more affordable. The
potential increase on the municipal levy, however, would add to the burden of housing
affordability for the existing taxpayer, particularly when coupled with the other legislative
changes proposed by Bill 23.

2. Changes to the C.A. Act

2.1 Changes to conservation authority involvement in the development
approvals process

e Programs and services that are prohibited within municipal and other programs
and services:

o Authorities would no longer be permitted to review and comment on a
proposal, application, or other matter made under a prescribed Act (if not
related to their mandatory programs and services under O. Reg. 686/21).
The Province proposes that a new regulation would prescribe the following
Acts in this regard:

* The Aggregate Resources Act
= The Condominium Act
= The Drainage Act
= The Endangered Species Act
= The Environmental Assessment Act
*= The Environmental Protection Act
= The Niagara Escarpment Planning and Development Act
= The Ontario Heritage Act
* The Ontario Water Resources Act
= The Planning Act.
e Exemptions to requiting a permit under section 28 of the Conservation Authorities
Act

o Where development has been authorized under the Planning Act it will be
exempt from required permits to authorize the development under section
28 of the Conservation Authorities Act. Exemptions to permits would also
be granted where prescribed conditions are met.

o Regulation making authority would be provided to govern the exceptions
to section 28 permits, including prescribing municipalities to which the
exception applies, and any other conditions or restrictions that must be
satisfied.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 2

Assessment of Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act) Conservation Authorities Act



P

e Shortened timeframe for decisions
o Applicants may appeal the failure of the authority to issue a permit to the
Ontario Land Tribunal within 90 days (shortened from 120 days currently).

Analysis/Commentary

e These changes would focus an authority’s role in plan review and commenting
on applications made under the above Acts (including the Planning Act) to the
risks of natural hazards only, limit the developments in which permits under
section 28 of the C.A Act would be required, and shorten timeframes for issuing
permits. Authorities would no longer be able to review applications with respect
to the natural heritage impacts.

e With respect to natural heritage review requirements, the Province is proposing
to integrate the Provincial Policy Statement, 2020 (P.P.S.) and A Place To Grow:
Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe into a new Province-wide
planning policy instrument. It is proposed that this new instrument could include
changes to natural heritage policy direction.

e Recent amendments to the C.A. Act have already been implemented to limit a
conservation authority to programs and services within their core mandate unless
they have entered into an agreement with a municipal partner. Conservation
authorities are able to efficiently provide services, such as natural heritage review
required under the P.P.S., to municipalities across their watershed. Removing
this ability from conservation authorities may result in municipalities having to find
other external sources with the expertise to undertake this review, adding to the
cost and timeframes for development approvals and negatively impacting the
Province’s goal of creating more housing.

2.2 Minister’s ability to freeze fees

e The Minister would have the ability to direct an authority to not change the
amount of any fee it charges (including for mandatory programs and services) for
a specified period of time.

Analysis/Commentary

e Limiting the ability of conservation authorities to recover the costs of plan review
and permitting from benefiting developers and landowners will place additional
financial burdens on conservation authorities and municipalities to fund these
activities.

e As the goal of the Province is to create more housing, it is suggested that any
limitations to conservation authority fees that are implemented should only apply
to plan review and permitting fees related to the construction of new homes.

Watson & Associates Economists Ltd. PAGE 3

Assessment of Bill 23 (More Homes Built Faster Act) Conservation Authorities Act



P

We will continue to monitor the legislative changes and advise as the Bill proceeds.
Yours very truly,

WATSON & ASSOCIATES ECONOMISTS LTD.

Sean-Michael Stephen, MBA, Managing Partner
Gary Scandlan, BA, PLE, Managing Partner
Andrew Grunda, MBA, CPA, CMA, Principal

Jamie Cook, MCIP, RPP, PLE, Managing Partner
Peter Simcisko, BA (Hons), MBE, Managing Partner
Jack Ammendolia, BES, PLE, Managing Partner
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