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Comment Submission
	To:
	The Ministry of Municipal Affairs and Housing

	From:
	The Corporation of the County of Brant

	Date:
	November 22, 2025

	ERO Posting Numbers:
	[bookmark: _Hlk214698243]025-1097 (Schedule 10 of Bill 60)
025-1099 (Standardizing Official Plans)
025-1100 (Minimum Lot Sizes)
025-1101 (Enhanced Development Standards)



The Province of Ontario has introduced Bill 60, Fighting Delays, Building Faster Act, 2025, which proposes amendments to the Planning Act and related frameworks. The Bill has proceeded to its third reading and is expected to be passed shortly. In response, staff have prepared formal comments for submission to the Environmental Registry of Ontario (ERO) by the November 22 deadline. These following comments are submitted on behalf of the Corporation of the County of Brant. Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments and we look forward to collaborating further. Please feel free to reach out to policy@brant.ca with any questions. 
1. Enhanced Development Standards (ERO 025-1101)
1. While the Planning Act and PPS 2024 do not define “enhanced development standards,” the Province has indicated that these often include features such as bioswales, permeable pavement, native tree planting, soil volume requirements, and bicycle parking. The County of Brant applies lot-level standards through conditions applied to site plan and subdivision approvals, but only to manage technical issues like grading, stormwater, utilities, and improvements to the interface with the public realm (e.g. entrances, pedestrian connections etc.). 
1. Application of enhanced development standards appears to vary widely. Some municipalities prescribe vegetative elements and green infrastructure, while others do not (e.g. Brant) but may encourage.
1. Standards like bioswales, permeable pavement, and tree planting improve stormwater management, reduce flooding risk, and enhance air quality and shade, ultimately supporting public health and safety. Rather than prohibiting these, consider how they can be standardized and supported and clarify how they can be used appropriately and effectively. 
1. Costs of enhanced development standards will vary by feature and scale. The County of Brant has not researched this further. 
1. Enhanced standards should remain discretionary, but the Province can provide clearer parameters on when these are appropriate. These standards provide local flexibility to avoid unintended risks and ensure alignment with housing and climate goals. Recommendations include:
· Define 'enhanced development standards' vs ‘standard development standards’ to clearly distinguish what can be required vs. what is not part of this scope.  
· Consider municipal flexibility for localized enhancements where a measurable public benefit can be demonstrated. (Consider a cost-benefit analysis template or similar)

2. Minimum Lot Sizes (ERO 025-1100)
1. Reducing minimum lot sizes can help deliver gentle density and housing supply but safeguards are needed to ensure each property can still support infrastructure connections and stormwater management needs. A shift from fixed dimensions to focus on functional requirements evaluated at a broader planning level would help avoid cumulative negative impacts that occur on a lot-by-lot basis. This approach would ensure each lot considers essential elements for livability and functionality. Along with items like servicing capacity, emergency access, waste and snow collection, functional requirements that have impacted the County of Brant in considering lot size reductions include:
· Frontage to support parking in areas with limited or no transit – Prevent spillover parking and congestion by ensuring lot size and frontage supports on-street or private parking.
· Access alternatives to reduce driveways on busy streets – Require laneways, shared easements, or condo roads to maintain traffic flow and safety.
· Green space to protect canopy and manage stormwater – Avoid full lot coverage and cumulative impacts by requiring permeable areas for trees and infiltration. 
1. Lot-size reforms appear to work best in urbanized areas with servicing infrastructure, transit, and nearby amenities. Avoid prescriptive directions in partially or privately serviced areas, or those that lack urban amenities.
1. Ensure that reforms only apply to urban serviced areas. Minimum lot size requirements in areas serviced by private wells and septic systems should still require larger, and local minimums reflecting the local conditions to align with the Provinces D-5-4 and D-5-5 guidelines based on (soils etc).
1. Rather than prescribing one standard minimum or maximum standard across the Province, consider applying a range. Allow municipalities to justify lot sizes within this range based on localized considerations, such as servicing capacity, on-street parking, access, and green-to-hard surface ratios. As an example, the County of Brant relies on private and on-street parking as important pieces of our transportation system because public transportation opportunities are currently limited. Justification for changes to lot size and frontage in Brant requires consideration of this, but greater variations may be warranted in an area where public transit is readily available. When considering variations within the prescribed range, clarify when they may be appropriately supplemented to support more compact development, for example:
· accepting cash in lieu of tree-planting, parkland or similar
· requiring community benefit charges to support shared amenities
· requiring land acquisition for municipal laneways rather than relying on private access easement.
1.  Reducing minimum lot sizes can support gentle density and housing supply, but safeguards are needed to maintain livability and functionality. Shifting focus from fixed dimensions to performance-based standards will help ensure quality outcomes.
Potential requirements:
· Parking/Frontage: Ensure adequate frontage for on-street or shared parking.
· Amenity Space: Provide adequate private or communal amenity areas (or access within a certain walking distance).
· Access: Require safe and practical arrangements such as municipal laneways, shared easements, or condo roads.
· Green Infrastructure: Maintain and enhance tree canopy and manage stormwater through defined green space requirements.
· Additional Standards: Lot coverage, height, and density controls are needed to prevent overbuilding and preserve neighborhood character.


3. Simplifying and Standardizing Official Plans (ERO 025-1099)
Perspective on Simplifying and Standardizing Official Plans
Standardizing Official Plans could improve clarity and consistency, but flexibility is still needed to reflect local context. Official Plans should focus on regional growth, servicing, environmental systems, and land use while recognizing local priorities.
Distinctions Between Upper- and Lower-Tier Plans
Provide flexible templates for schedules and data, while still allowing visualization opportunities for localized additions (e.g., cultural heritage, climate resilience, airport overlays, regional transit connections, MTO permitting areas, archaeological mapping). 
Development Standards in Official Plans
The Planning Act requires goals, objectives, and policies and allows measures and procedures to achieve them. It does not clearly define whether prescriptive development standards belong in Official Plans. To avoid duplication, development standards should remain in implementing by-laws, with Official Plans providing overarching policy direction.
Including “measures and procedures” can be important because they offer detailed guidance for local objectives. For example, permanent protection of natural heritage systems often requires steps beyond broad policy statements, such as buffer areas, restoration requirements, and monitoring protocols. These measures help translate objectives into actionable steps without overloading Official Plans with prescriptive standards. Provide clarification on the difference between “development standards” and “measures and procedures”
Secondary Plans and Site-Specific Policies
Retain the opportunity for site-specific policies for strategic growth areas, clarifying that secondary planning is intended to be an integrated planning exercise to provide detail at a more localized level.
Schedules, Overlays, and Data
Provide flexible templates for schedules and data while allowing localized additions. Avoid rigid requirements that ignore unique municipal contexts.
Limiting Length of Official Plans
Avoid rigid page limits; consider tiered limits based on factors like municipal size (area/ population) and growth projections.
Standardizing Land Use Designations
The County of Brant would support streamlining land use designations by combining similar categories and using plain language, while retaining flexibility to provide additional details beyond the general designations through the zones created in implementing by-laws.
Transition to a Standardized Framework
Pilot standardization with a large, medium, and small municipalities before full implementation. However, consider that many municipalities are in the process of updating or have recently updated their Official Plans, which is a significant undertaking with impacts on staff resources and costs. Ensure that a transition to the standardized framework is well supported by the Province by applying an appropriate timeframe, such as the next 5- or 10-year review. 
Implementation Timeline, Provincial Support & Online Submission Portal
The Provincial review of the County of Brant’s Official Plan took approximately 490 days. Given how often municipal planning instruments require updates because of the Provincial changes, the provincial review process and timelines need improvement. An online submission portal could improve efficiency, but it may also reduce the personal relationships that municipalities, including Brant, have with local MSO staff. These relationships are essential, and timely support must remain available to assist municipalities throughout the process.
Recommendations:
· Pilot standardization with a variety of municipalities (small, medium, large) before full rollout. 
· Clarify differentiation between “detailed standards” and high-level “measures and procedures.” 
· Retain site-specific policy opportunities for strategic growth areas at a minimum
· Provide flexible templates for schedules and data. 
· Avoid rigid page limits; consider tiered limits. 
· Streamline land use designations using plain language. 
· Improve provincial review timelines while maintaining local relationships.

4. Planning Act Changes through Bill 60 (ERO 025-1097)
Streamlining approvals for strategic projects is important, but exemptions should not undermine long-term planning objectives. Rather than removing PPS applicability for Ministerial decisions, best practice would suggest that the PPS should be updated to reflect the Province’s flexibility with priorities. Providing clarity on these priorities in the PPS will also provide municipalities with direction on how to achieve them, fostering transparency rather than bypassing established policy frameworks.
Because of the size and nature of an Official Plan and the many changes have been made to provincial planning legislation, many of these planning instruments are becoming outdated more quickly. This makes it very difficult for municipalities to quickly make changes and respond in a realistic manner. The original justification for certain policies and standards is now being lost as development trends and community needs continue to evolve. Outdated policies also create inconsistencies and inefficiencies in applying standards today. Requiring and supporting municipalities to revisit and clearly document the rationale for their planning instruments, linking them to current provincial objectives, will help restore transparency, ensure relevance, and support modernization efforts.
Recommendation:
· Maintain PPS alignment for Ministerial decisions, adjusting PPS to reflect provincial priorities rather than bypassing it.
· In supporting as-of-right variances:
· Encourage adoption of Community Planning Permit Systems to provide flexibility and streamline approvals
· Provide additional support, including training and funding, for municipalities to modernize planning and adapt to new processes.
· The County of Brant is considering as-of-right variations through the development of the Community Planning Permit System. We are exploring variations up to 15%, depending on the standard to be varied and whether the variation will start to undermine the nature of the regulation. 
· Develop a standard list of zoning regulations (e.g. setbacks, parking, height, floor area ratio, greenspace etc.) and outline the planning rationale of each. This will help municipalities understand the standards, evaluate their justifications, and would ensure a cohesive approach across the province while still allowing variations for local implementation. 
· Support municipalities in modernizing their planning instruments, requiring municipalities to clearly document and make available the planning rationale for each standard and link it to provincial objectives. This will promote transparently and consistency while allowing local flexibility. 
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