ERO 025-1099 comments

The Council of the Township of Southgate would like to take this opportunity to provide comments on the proposed new format for Official Plans.

Proposed Standard Chapter Order (mandatory title/order)
· The proposed chapter order fails to recognize or identify a place for any climate change policies. These are a matter of provincial interest in planning. The same is true for threatened and endangers species.
· The proposed chapter 7 should specifically include tourism and economic development. 
· Settlement area projections, land needs and associated maps/overlays and schedules need to recognize the difference between Upper-tier and lower-tier municipalities. A lower-tier municipality should not have to completely repeat all the data/information when it could be summarized for a lower-tier.
· There is no clear location for any policies related to Community Improvement Plans (CIPs). It likely can be in chapter 7.

Discussion questions
· What is your perspective on the changes being considered to simplify and standardize the structure and contents of official plans?
· While this effort may assist, there is always the possibility that something unique in a municipality may be missed or no longer able to be included in an OP. Flexibility in the structure needs to be included. For instance – some municipalities have extensive policy related to the Horse and Buggy community.
· What distinctions should be made between upper and lower-tier official plans?
· Lower-tier municipalities that are a part of upper-tier municipalities with planning responsibilities should not be required to repeat the same information/policies done by the upper-tier municipalities for population projections, land needs, etc. The lower-tier should only have to summarize those findings and repeat if needed. Referring to the upper-tier plan should also be reasonable.
· What is your perspective on limiting development standards in official plans? To what extent should development standards be set out in official plans vs. zoning by-laws?
· There may be instances when standards such as density may need to be included to differentiate levels of density allowed in certain areas (low, medium and high density for example). In the case of municipalities where an overall building height is established to be the maximum across a Municipality, this may also be a reasonable requirement to add.

However, establishing setback requirements and other standards is likely best to be in a zoning by-law.

The Province has recently been adding numeric limitations on farm lots in upper tier plans. Some formality of when development standards are okay to be in an Official Plan (and when not) would be helpful.

· What is your perspective on the changes being considered regarding secondary plans and site-specific policies? Are there other ways to address these policies?
· Secondary Plans are an important tool to create neighbourhood level policies for areas that may need additional planning consideration. Site specific policies are always going to be needed, as site specific situations will arise. As best as planning can be – it cannot forsee all possibilities. Flexibility in the use of these tools is needed. Site-specific policies should relate to a map in the schedules so that locations can be clearly identified.
· What is your perspective on the number and types of standardized schedules, overlays and data proposed to be required? Should any be removed, or are there any other schedules that could help improve official plans?
· Limiting the number or type of schedules/overlays can potentially create problems if a municipality is developing rapidly and has several special planning areas. If the number is limited to ten (for example), what happens when a municipality needs an eleventh overlay? Setting an arbitrary limit can work to impede development, creating delays for new development. There should be no limits on the number of schedules, etc.
· What is your perspective on the changes being considered to limit the length of official plans?
· Setting an arbitrary limit to the length of an Official Plan (be it word length or pages) is just that – arbitrary. It may take 10,000 words or 10,000 pages to write an official plan. To set a limit completely fails to recognize that communities are constantly changing and setting limits to recognize these changing circumstances could work to actively impede and delay new development. If a limit is imposed, but new policies are needed – there would have to be a request made to the Province to increase this limit.
· Should there be different limits placed on different types of municipalities?
· See comments above.
· Are there other approaches that could be used to limit the length of official plans?
· See comments above.
· What is your perspective on the changes being considered to standardize the number and type of land use designations?
· Standardizing land use districts can be helpful to provide consistency – however each municipality in Ontario is unique. Ensuring that site specific or area specific policies can be included and are showed on the land use map or some other map is important. 
· Are there additional designations that would be required? Are there opportunities to streamline or further combine some of the proposed designations (e.g. Residential I and II, and Mixed Use I and II)?
· Special Development designations – that can be used to allow certain rural or agricultural development on a parcel designated for future urban growth (in a settlement area) should be considered as “holding designations” – that split the difference and allow rural/agricultural uses until urban development can occur. These designations can have special site-specific policies to direct appropriate urban development.
· Are there implications to making land use designations more streamlined and permissive?
· There may be unintended consequences in allowing more permissive designations – some types of development may end up being allowed when not appropriate and vice versa. There should be some flexibility if a standard designation and uses are applied, to create policies to allow limitations if needed or appropriate (ie: in proximity to certain uses like an airport or industrial). Designations also need to also consider proximity considerations – such as placing residential and industrial designations side by side.

A one-size fits all approach is not necessarily going to work for all municipalities. Our Township has very little high-density development – but yet more is pending due to Ministerial Zoning Orders. This has put unexpected budget pressure on the Township for purchase of additional fire equipment and staff to be trained. These things also need to factored into considering a province wide approach.
· Are there land use designation terminology or descriptions that would be easier to understand?
· Providing an implementation guide with specifics on designation names, what needs to be included and provision for exceptions (as noted above) will be helpful. 
· What is your perspective on the changes being considered to transition to a standardized official plan framework?
· Every municipality will have different resources to implement changes to an OP. Many are still struggling to keep up with the vast array of changes that have already been changing. Providing for a long period to transition to any new format, and financial supports to help assist with the work (potential consultant resources) would be helpful.
· What is a realistic implementation timeline for your municipality to update its official plan to comply with a standardized framework (e.g., structure, land use designations, page/word limits), and why? Please consider staffing, council cycles, data/mapping updates, public engagement, and statutory review requirements in your response.
· Township resources are limited and there is a significant level of development occurring. If the Province is going to move to a new format, it needs to recognize the cost implications to municipalities to change their plans simply due to formatting change. The province should provide financial support to assist, if this proceeds.
· How can the province best support municipalities in transitioning to a simplified and harmonized official plan framework?
· As mentioned above – if this proceeds, an extended time frame to transition and financial support. Some municipalities may be unable to do the work without outside support. If this is the case, municipalities should receive financial support to undertake this work as this is being forced upon municipalities.


· Do you support the move toward allowing submission of official plan information and documents through an online portal? Why or why not?
· If the Province is going to proceed with an electronic portal submission process to speed up the review process – then the minister should not be able to suspend his/her time in reviewing the OP submission. If the province is to become the review agency for all OP/OPAs then the submission should be given a timely review. Moving to an online portal will reduce the risks of a failed delivery due Canada Post service issues.
· What benefits and/or risks do you foresee from transitioning to submission through an online portal?
· See above – benefits would be a faster process. If this will be the case and the Province will be doing all OP reviews and OPAs from now on (instead of upper-tier municipalities), then the Minister should not be able to suspend a decision. A timeline should be established for a decision by the Minister/Ministry – if that is not achieved, then the amendment or plan is deemed to be approved. 

General questions/comments
· What happens if a municipality was to hit the limit of pages/words or documents imposed by the Province – but additional policy is needed? What if this need stems from specific Provincial requirements for new policy? What would be the process to exceed these limits?
· Will the Province be subject to these changes and limits when considering approval of Official Plans or Official Plan Amendments?
